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When Will Durant’s The Story of Philosophy was published in the
late spring of 1926, it was greeted with expressions of great good will
for its author and with praise for its lucid style, but not, on the whole,
in any fashion that betokened enormous popularity for it. The Atlantic
Monthly spoke of it as an interesting and enlivening introduction to
the study of philosophy, and the Bookman reported that Dr. Durant's
account of the lives of the world’s great thinkers contained “a host of
good tales and merry quips.” But the prevailing note was on the worthy
nature of the effort: people ought to benefit from the study of phi-
losophy, Dr. Durant had made the works of philosophers intelligible
to the general reader and, as the Outlook noted, the world was par-
ticularly in need of philosophy that year.

The winds of criticism blew lightly over the volume, without
force enough to generate much excitement, or to propel it very far in
any direction. But The Story of Philosophy began to sell at first re-
markably well, and then sensationally. In a matter of months there
were 17 printings, close to 30 in three years. Dr. Durant had warned
his publishers that a work of this sort could not be expected to sell
more than 1,100 copies; he wanted to cushion their disappointment
because they were counting on a sale of 1,500. However, within four
years it had sold more than 500,000 copies and ranked among the
greatest bestsellers of the ’20s. The total sale reached nearly four
million, probably a record among works of philosophy.

The story of The Story of Philosophy is a part of the distinctive
character of the book, and a key to its enduring vitality. Its essential
pattern was hammered out in lectures to students of philosophy who
were mature, intelligent, articulate, but who were also uninformed,
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and in particular were unfamiliar with the great inheritance of west-
ern philosophical literature. They were workmen, and the circum-
stances that led Durant to be tcaching them—and to shape this book
in the process—were a long way removed from the usual academic
carcer. He was himself born in 1885 into a working-class family of
French-Canadian immigrants in North Adams, Massachusctts. As the
scholar among cight children, he was trained for the pricsthood almost
as soon as he began to go to school. Education by the Jesuits, a subtle
mind and a retiring disposition, together with a profound appreciation
of the literature of philosophy, made him an almost idcal interpreter
of philosophy in the traditional sense of the term.

But something happened that changed him. He describes the proc-
ess in his autobiographical novel, Transition, written immediately
after the success of The Story of Philosophy. The central figure of
that novel is a promising, passive, learning-intoxicated scholar, as
Durant was. He sacrifices his chance to study in Europe when he
finds his religious faith evaporating. The deeper struggle is cmotional:
his break with the Catholic Church means a break with his devout,
affectionate family, in a serics of harrowing scenes and sad reconcilia-
tions; it means almost the end of human associations for him until new
patterns of life can be woven. The world, Durant wrote, was going
through changes that were not so impersonal as history presented
them, for they unsettled the minds and morals of men by uprooting
customs and beliefs. And the accompanying mental transition and
readjustment meant spiritual suffering as well as broken familics and
friendships.

“Philosophy might be defined as unified knowledge unifying life,”
he once told a gathering of philosophers at Harvard; “it is not philos-
ophy if it is knowledge alone, scholastically insulated from affairs.” A
good part of his own break with his past was his need not to be insu-
lated from affairs, to find himself among all sorts of conditions and
men, to test his learning against the tceming, careless, everyday and
unphilosophical world.

So from the quiet of the seminary he plunged into the disorder of
working-class lifc in New York, a penniless scholar who eventually
found work teaching in an experimental school run by anarchists. At
28 he married one of his students. Bride and groom enrolled in
Columbia University together, living on $300 the first year. In 1917
he obtained his Doctor of Philosophv deerce. and. as he later said.
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“We began to have food with our meals.” He taught in the department
of philosophy at Columbia until 1921, when he organized a school
for workmen. In the years that followed, the essential pattern of The
Story of Philosophy was formed in lectures and discussions with
students who were gifted with that deep sense of economic reality that
distinguishes philosophers who are day laborers in their spare time.

The Labor Temple, in which he held his classes, was a five-story
building on the corner of 14th Street and Second Avenue in New
York, in a region of coffee shops, union headquarters, political organi-
zations, and the offices of radical and revolutionary periodicals. It was
a Presbyterian Church founded by a minister in 1910 in an effort to
reach the industrial workers whose intellectual elements haunted that
area. Theodore Roosevelt, Samuel Gompers and Leon Trotsky were
among the many eloquent speakers who appeared there, along with
economists, temperance reformers, socialists, single taxers, and other
masters of discourse and exposition. At the Labor Temple, Durant’s
Sunday evening lectures on philosophy, delivered to audiences of
500 or more each week, and his night classes for smaller groups, be-
came a New York institution.

In 1922, during the second year of the school, publisher E. Halde-
man-Julius happened to pass as Dr. Durant was beginning an evening
lecture on Plato. Haldeman-Julius was the publisher of small paper-
bound five-cent books, called Little Blue Books, dealing with such
subjects as modern thought, physiology, hygiene, atheism, glands,
alcohol, the Rubaiyat of Omar Khayyam, and such thinkers as
Schopenhauer, Nietzsche and Strindberg. From his publishing office
in Girard, Kansas, Haldeman-Julius sent Durant a letter asking him
to write out his lecture on Plato. Durant refused, but Haldeman-
Julius then sent him a check for $150 which he could not afford to
turn down, the salary of teachers in the Labor Temple School being
$15 weekly. In 1922 there appeared A Guide to Plato. It sold about
100,000 copies, and was soon followed by a Durant guide to Francis
Bacon, by essays on Kant, Nietzsche and Voltaire, and by similar
booklets on contemporary Ameri¢an and European philosophers—
11 works in all.

Except for his doctoral thesis, these were Dr. Durant’s only pub-
lished books before The Story of Philosophy began to sell by the tens
of thousands of copies. This work marked a sort of continental divide
in American cultural history. If a book that was devoted in a large part
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to such matters as Kant’s conceptual knowledge or Spinoza’s sub-
stances could thus reach millions of readers, then obviously there was
no subject that could not be brought into the common stream of pub-
lic discussion. The Story of Philosophy was not the first of the mature
digests of knowledge that were then appearing: H. G. Wells's Out-
line of History was published in 1920, and Hendrik Willem van
Loon’s Story of Mankind in 1921. But it differed from these in the
greater complexity of its material and in its wide range of purely
literary example—in its remoteness, that is, from the battles and
pageants and migrations that make the story of human doings more
readily understandable than an account of mankind’s struggle for
wisdom.

It has often been said that Durant succeeded with The Story of
Philosophy because of his sense of the philosophers as human beings.
John Dewey commented that he did not popularize philosophy but
humanized it. The biographical details that pop up unexpectedly in
this book are unforgettable, as in the description of Herbert Spencer
as a bridgebuilder, engineer, and inventor of patent saltcellars and
chairs for invalids. But the humanizing of knowledge goes deeper
than its biographical freshness. The reader who discovers the book in
this special edition becomes aware of qualities that were not so ap-
parent when it first appeared. It has a personal and distinctive flavor
that nevertheless combines with the rigorous discipline imposed by a
textbook or a manual. It has a curious tension that underlies the exposi-
tion of the most abstruse doctrine. There is a certain arbitrariness—as
for example in the choice of philosophers to be emphasized—which
nevertheless involves no special pleading and does not sacrifice the
authority of the work or separate it from the known and general
pattern of history.

When he wrote The Story of Philosophy, Durant was, in short,
writing a familiar sequence, but he was writing it in his own version.
He was daily and hourly testing the story of philosophy against the
concerns of the everyday life of that strange being whose works may
be more hcroic than we believe, the average man. Durant had the
drive of his own lifelong love of the literature of philosophy, with its
wealth of sonorous phrase and the dazzling brilliance of its general-
izations, but he had something else that most academic authors in his
field lack—the corrective of the challenging skepticism that underlies
working-class talk in the realm of ideas. Much of the lasting interest
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of The Story of Philosophy comes from an interplay between relaxed
and leisured discourse on the one hand, and an awareness on the part
of the author that he was addressing listeners to whom he must make
clear its significance.

Along with these two elements is a sense of the great distance that
separated the concerns of the academies from those of his audience.
Running through the work like a powerful current is the determina-
tion to narrow that distance. The general is brought down to a specific
example, readily understandable and yet not an oversimplification.

In The Story of Philosophy's essay on Bacon, Durant wrote: “Of
theory and practice; one without the other is useless and perilous;
knowledge that does not generate achievement is a pale and bloodless
thing, unworthy of mankind. We strive to learn the forms of things
not for the sake of the forms but because by knowing the forms, the
laws, we may remake things in the image of our desire. So we study
mathematics in order to reckon quantities and build bridges; we study
psychology in order to find our way in the jungle of society.”

In his essay on Spinoza, Durant could write that Spinoza “read in
Maimonides a half-favorable discussion of the doctrine of Averroés,
that immortality is impersonal; but he found in the Guide to the Per-
plexed more perplexities than guidance. For the great Rabbi pro-
pounded more questions than he answered; and Spinoza found the
contradictions and improbabilities of the Old Testament lingering in
his thought long after the solutions of Maimonides had dissolved into
forgetfulness.” Durant’s readers did not need to know all about the
teachings of Averroés and Maimonides to understand that passage,
nor did it take Spinoza’s thought out of the lofty plane which Durant
felt was in itself one of Spinoza’s great contributions.

The Story of Philosophy was a practical work, the outgrowth of a
concrete need. Durant’s reaction to its tremendous popular success was
thoroughly practical also. He managed to avoid the fatal venture of
popular philosophers from the time of Aristotle onward—namely, the
desire to guide the state by influencing the ruler—and, instead of
becoming consultant to a political leader, bought a house on Long
Island and wrote such works as Adventures in Genius and On the
Meaning of Life. In 1931, after visiting Russia, he tried to counter the
great Marxist propaganda campaign-to win over American intellec-
tuals that was then beginning, writing Tragic Russia, one of his least
popular works. Subsequently he settled in Los Angeles where,
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through more than two decades, he has been writing his monumental
History of Civilization, the eighth volume of which, dealing with the
Age of Reason, appeared in 1961.

The Story of Philosophy is exceptional among his own books, as
it is unique among introductions to philosophy. It is easier, less formal,
revealing everywhere an enjoyment and an appreciation of the subject
that overrides any dutiful concern to explore all phases of it. The
popular response that it evoked has one plain significance: the lessons
of philosophy, tested and interpreted as Dr. Durant has done in this
work, still have meaning outside the academies as well as within them,
equally valid for the educated and the uneducated, the rich and the
poor, the mute and the articulate, their wealth withheld from no part
of mankind.

—TuE Eprtors oF TiME



To my wife

Grow strong, my comrade . . . that you may stand
Unshaken when I fall; that I may know

The shattered fragments of my song will come

At last to finer melody in you;

That I may tell my heart that you begin

When passing I leave off, and fathom more.
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My publishers have asked me to use the occasion given by a new
edition of The Story of Philosophy to discuss the general question of
“outlines,” and to consider some of the shortcomings of the volume.
I'am glad of this opportunity to acknowledge these, and to express with
all the weakness of mere words the gratitude that I must always feel
for the generosity with which, despite so many defects, the American
public has received this book.

The “outlines” came becausc a million voices called for them. Hu-
man knowledge had become unmanageably vast; every science had
begotten a dozen more, each subtler than the rest; the tclescope re-
vealed stars and systems beyond the mind of man to number or to
name; geology spoke in terms of millions of years, where men before
had thought in terms of thousands; physics found a universe in the
atom, and biology found a microcosm in the cell; physiology discov-
ered inexhaustible mystery in every organ, and psychology in every
dream; anthropology reconstructed the unsuspected antiquity of man,
archeology unearthed buried cities and forgotten states, history proved
all history false, and painted a canvas which only a Spengler or an
Eduard Meyer could vision as a whole; theology crumbled, and politi-
cal theory cracked; invention complicated life and war, and economic
creeds overturned governments and inflamed the world; philosophy
itself, which had once summoned all sciences to its aid in making a
coherent image of the world and an alluring picture of the good,
found its task of codrdination too stupendous for its courage, ran away
from all these battlefronts of truth, and hid itself in recondite and
narrow lanes, timidly secure from the issues and responsibilities of life.
Human knowledge had become too great for the human mind.

All that remained was the scientific specialist, who knew “more
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and more about less and less,” and the philosophical speculator, who
knew less and less about more and more. The specialist put on blinders
in order to shut out from his vision all the world but one little spot, to
which he glued his nose. Perspective was lost. “Facts” replaced under-
standing; and knowledge, split into a thousand isolated fragments, no
longer generated wisdom. Every science, and every branch of philoso-
phv, developed a technical terminology intelligible only to its exclusive
devotees; as men learned more about the world, they found them-
selves ever less capable of expressing to their educated fellow-men
what it was that they had learned. The gap between life and knowl-
edge grew wider and wider; thosc who governed could not understand
those who thought, and those who wanted to know could not under-
stand those who knew. In the midst of unprecedented learning popu-
lar ignorance flourished, and chose its exemplars to rule the great
cities of the world; in the midst of sciences endowed and enthroned
as never before, new religions were born every day, and old supersti-
tions recaptured the ground they had lost. The common man found
himself forced to choose between a scientific priesthood mumbling
unintelligible pessimism, and a theological priesthood mumbling in-
credible hopes.
In this situation the function of the professional teacher was clear.
It should have been to mediate between the specialist and the nation;
to learn the specialist’s language, as the specialist had learned nature’s,
in order to break down the barriers between knowledge and nced, and
find for new truths old terms that all literate people might understand.
For if knowledge became too great for communication, it would de-
generate into scholasticism, and the weak acceptance of authority;
mankind would slip into a new age of faith, worshiping at a respect-
ful distance its new priests; and civilization, which had hoped to raise
itself upon education disseminated far and wide, would be left pre-
cariously based upon a technical erudition that had become the monop-
oly of an esoteric class monastically isolated from the world by the high
birth rate of terminology. No wonder that all the world applauded
when James Harvey Robinson sounded the call for the removal of
these barriers and the humanization of modern knowledge.

II

The first “outlines,” the first efforts at the humanization of knowledge,
were Plato's Dialogues. The pundits possibly know that the Master
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wrote two sets of works—one in technical language for his students at
the Academy; the other a group of popular dialogues designed to lure
the average literate Athenian into philosophy’s “dear delight.” It did
not seem to Plato any insult to philosophy that it should be trans-
formed into literature, realized as drama, and beautified with style; nor
any derogation to its dignity that it should apply itself, even intel-
ligibly, to living problems of morality and the state. By the humor of
history, his technical works were lost, and his popular works remain.
By the irony of history it is these popular dialogues that have given
Plato his reputation in the schools.

For us, however, the career of the outline begins with H. G. Wells.
The historians did not quite know what to do with The Outline of
History; Professor Schapiro described it as full of errors, and a liberal
education. It was full of errors, as any book of large scope is bound to
be; but it was an astonishing and stimulating performance for one
mind. The journalistic genius of Mr. Wells had tied the volumes up
with the movement towards international peace, and had .entered
them as an important team in the “race between education and catas-
trophe.” No one wanted catastrophe, and every one bought the book.
History became popular, and historians became alarmed. Now it
would be necessary for them to write as interestingly as H. G. Wells.

Strange to say, two of them did. Professor Breasted, of Chicago
and Egypt, revised and improved an old text-book, and Professor
Robinson did the same; an enterprising publishing firm gathered their
work into two handsome volumes, gave them a captivating title—The
Human Adventure—and issued the best outline of all, a masterpiece
of exposition as authoritative as a German and as clear as a Gaul.
Nothing in their field has equaled those volumes to date.

Meanwhile Hendrik Willem van Loon had romped over the same
ground with a pen in one hand, a pencil in the other, and a twinkle in
his eyes. He carcd nothing for dignity, and loved a joke surpassing
well; he went laughing down the centuries, and pointed his moral
with drawings and smiles. Adults bought The Story of Mankind for
their children, and surreptitiously read it themselves. The world was
becoming scandalously informed about history.

The appetite of the layman grew by what it fed on. There were
in America millions of men and women who had been unable to go
to college, and who thirsted for the findings of history and science;
even those who had gone through college showed a moderate hunger
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for knowledge. When John Macy published The Story of the World's
Literature thousands welcomed it as a genial and illuminating survey
of a fascinating field. And when The Story of Philosophy appeared it
had the good fortune to catch this wave of curiosity on the rise, and to
be lifted to an undreamed-of popularity. Readers were astonished to
find that philosophy was interesting because it was, literally, a matter
of life and death. They passed along the word to their friends, and
soon it became the fashion to praise, to buy, even, occasionally, to
read, this book that had been written for a few. All in all it was such
a success as no author who has known it once can ever hope to know
again.

Then came the flood. Outline followed outline, “story” followed
“story”; science and art, religion and law, had their storiographers, and
Bekker’s slight essay was avidly transformed into The Story of Reli-
gion. One author produced in one volume an outline of all knowledge,
thereby making Wells, van Loon, Macy, Slosson, Breasted and the
rest superfluous. The public appetite was quickly satiated; critics and
professors complained of superficiality and haste, and an undertow of
resentment set in, which reached every outline from the last to the
first. As quickly as it had come, the fashion changed; no one dared any
longer say a word for the humanization of knowledge; the denuncia-
tion of outlines was now the easy road to critical repute; it became
the style to speak with a delicate superiority of any non-fiction book
that could be understood. The snob movement in literature began.

III

Many of the criticisms were disagreeably just. The Story of Philosophy
was, and is, shot through with defects. First of all, it was incomplete.
The total omission of scholastic philosophy was an outrage, forgiv-
able only in one who had suffered much from it in college and semi-
nary, and resented it thereafter as rather a disguised theology than an
honest philosophy. It is true that in some cases (Schopenhauer,
Nietzsche, Spencer, Voltaire) the exposition of doctrine was more
complete than in most histories of philosophy, regardless of their
length. And it is true that the very first page frankly announced:

This book is not a complete history of philosophy. It is an attempt to
humanize knowledge by centering the story of speculative thought around
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certain dominant personalities. Certain lesser figures have been omitted in
order that those selected might have the space required to make them live.

(Preface.)

Nevertheless the incompleteness remained. The worst sin of all—
though the critics do not seem to have noticed it—was the omission of
Chinese and Hindu philosophy. Even a “story” of philosophy that
begins with Socrates, and has nothing to say about Lao-tze and Con-
fucius, Mencius and Chwang-tze, Buddha and Shankara, is provin-
cially incomplete.! As for the word Story, which has since been so
abused with use, it was chosen partly to indicate that the record would
concern itself chiefly with the more vital philosophers, partly to con-
vey the sense that the development of thought was a romance as stir-
ring as any in history.

No apology is offered for the neglect of epistemology. That dismal
science received its due in the chapter on Kant, where for forty pages
the reader was invited to consider the puzzles of perception. This
chapter should have pleased the young pundit, for it came very near
to obscurity. (However, one professor of philosophy, in a Midwest
university, sent in the information that he had been teaching Kant for
fifteen years, and had never understood Kant’s meaning until he read
this elementary chapter.) For the rest, the book suggested unamiably
that the nature of the knowledge process was but one of the many
problems of philosophy; that this single problem was unfit to absorb
the attention which the savants and the Germans had lavished upon
it; and that its weary exploitation was largely responsible for the deca-
dence of philosophy. The French have never yielded to this craze for
epistemology to the exclusion of moral and political, historical and
religious philosophy; and today even the Germans are recovering from
it. Hear Keyserling: “Philosophy is essentially the completion of
science in the synthesis of wisdom. . . . Epistemology, phenomenology,
logic, etc., certainly are important branches of science.” (Precisely;
they are branches of science, like chemistry or anatomy.) “But it was
an unmitigated evil that as the result of this, the sense for the living
synthesis should have disappeared.” (Creative Understanding, New
York, 1929, p. 125.) This from a German—a Daniel come to judg-
ment. And Spengler describes the earlier Chinese philosophers, down

*The first volume of The Story of Civilization will attempt to atone for this
omission.
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to Confucius, as “statesmen, regents, lawgivers, like Pythagoras and
Parmenides, like Hobbes and Leibniz. . . . They were sturdy philoso-
phers for whom epistemology was the knowledge of the important
relations of actual life.” (Decline of the West, vol. i, p. 42.) Doubtless
now that epistemology is dying in Germany, it will be exported to
America, as a fit return for the gift of democracy.

The Chinese philosophers were not only averse to epistemology,
they had an almost Gallic disdain for prolonged metaphysics. No
yox.{ng metaphysician could admit that Confucius is a philosopher, for
he says nothing about metaphysics, and less about epistemology; he
is as positivistic as Spencer or Comte; his concern is always for morals
and the state. Worse than that, he is disreputably intelligible; and
nothing could be so damaging to a philosopher. But we “moderns”
have become so accustomed to windy verbiage in philosophy that
when philosophy is presented without the verbiage we can with diffi-
culty recognize it. One must pay a penalty for having a prejudice
against obscurity.

The Story tried to salt itself with a seasoning of humor, not only
because wisdom is not wise if it scares away merriment, but because
a sense of humor, being born of perspective, bears a near kinship to
philosophy; each is the soul of the other. But this appears to have dis-
pleased the pundits; nothing so hurt the book with them as its smiles.
A reputation for humor is disastrous to statesmen and philosophers:
Germany could not forgive Schopenhauer his story of Unzelmann,
and only France has recognized the depth behind the wit and bril-
liance of Voltaire.

I trust that the book never misled its readers into supposing that
by reading it they would become philosophers overnight, or that they
would be saved the trouble, or pleasure, of reading the philosophers
themselves. God knows there is no short-cut to knowledge; after forty
years of seeking her one finds “Truth” still veiled, and what she shows
of herself most disconcerting. Instead of aiming to be a substitute for
philosophers, the Story explicitly offered itself as an introduction and
an invitation; it quoted the philosophers lavishly, so that the taste for
them might linger when the book was closed; time and again it
prodded the reader to the original texts (e. g., on pp. 22, 67, 121, 289,
331, 425, 438); and warning was given that one reading of them

would hardly be enough. Cf. p. 186:



Preface to the Second Edition xxv

Spinoza is not to be read, he is to be studied; you must approach him as
you would approach Euclid, recognizing that in these brief two hundred
pages a man has written down his lifetime’s thought with stoic sculptory of
everything superfluous. Do not think to find its core by running over it
rapidly. . . . Read the book not all at once, but in small portions at many
sittings. And having finished it, consider that you have but begun to under-
stand it. Read then some commentary, like Pollock’s Spinoza, or Mar
tineau’s Study of Spinoza, or better, both. Finally, read the Ethics again;
it will be a new book to you. When you have finished it a second time you
will remain forever a lover of philosophy.

It is comforting to lcarn that the sales of the philosophical classics
increased some two hundred per cent after the publication of the
Story. Many publishers have issued new editions, particularly of Plato,
Spinoza, Voltaire, Schopenhauer and Nietzsche. A high official of the
New York Public Library, who asks to be unnamed, reports that

ever since the publication of the Story of Philosophy we have had a wide
and increasing demand from the public for the philosophical classics, and
our stock of them in the branch libraries has been gradually increased. . ..
Formerly, current books about philosophy were purchased in small quan-
tities for the system; but in the last two or three years a readable new book
about philosophy is purchased very generally at the outset, in anticipation
of a demand which eventually does develop, and quickly at that.

Let us not, then, be ashamed of teaching the people. Those jealous
ones who would guard their knowledge from the world have only
themselves to blame if their exclusiveness and their barbarous termi-
nology have led the world to seek in books, in lectures, and in adult
education, the instruction which they themselves have failed to give.
Let them be grateful that their halting efforts are aided by amateurs
who love life enough to let it humanize their teaching. Perhaps each
kind of teacher can be of aid to the other: the cautious scholar to
check our enthusiasm with accuracy, and the enthusiast to pour
warmth and blood into the fruits of scholarship. Between us we might
build up in America an audience fit to listen to geniuses, and there-
fore ready to produce them. We are all imperfect teachers, but we
may be forgiven if we have advanced the matter a little, and have
done our best. We announce the prologue, and retire; after us better
players will come.

THE STORY OF PHILOSOPHY has been translated into German, French,
Swedish, Danish, Jugo-Slavian, Chinese, Japanese and Hungarian.






This book is not a complete history of philosophy. It is an attempt to
humanize knowledge by centering the story of speculative thought
around certain dominant personalities. Certain lesser figures have been
omitted in order that those selected might have the space required to
make them live. Hence the inadequate treatment of the half-legendary
pre-Socratics, the Stoics and Epicureans, the Scholastics, and the epis-
temologists. The author believes that epistemology has kidnapped
modern philosophy, and well nigh ruined it; he hopes for the time
when the study of the knowledge-process will be recognized as the
business of the science of psychology, and when philosophy will again
be understood as the synthetic interpretation of all experience rather
than the analytic description of the mode and process of experience
itself. Analysis belongs to science, and gives us knowledge; philosophy
must provide a synthesis for wisdom.

The author would like to record here a debt which he can never
repay, to Alden Freeman, who gave him education, travel, and the
inspiration of a noble and enlightened life. May this best of friends
find in these pages—incidental and imperfect though they are—some-
thing not quite unworthy of his generosity and his faith.

Wirr Durant
New York, 1926.
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There is a pleasure in philosophy, and a lure even in the mirages of
metaphysics, which every student feels until the coarse necessities of
physical existence drag him from the heights of thought into the mart
of economic strife and gain. Most of us have known some golden days
in the June of life when philosophy was in fact what Plato calls it,
“that dear delight”; when the love of a modestly elusive Truth seemed
more glorious, incomparably, than the lust for the ways of the flesh
and the dross of the world. And there is always some wistful remnant
in us of that early wooing of wisdom. “Life has meaning,” we feel
with Browning—“to find its meaning is my meat and drink.” So much
of our lives is meaningless, a self-cancelling vacillation and futility; we
strive with the chaos about us and within; but we would believe all
» the while that there is something vital and significant in us, could we
but decipher our own souls. We want to understand; “life means for
us constantly to transform into light and flame all that we are or meet
with”;! we are like Mitya in The Brothers Karamazov—"“one of those
who don’t want millions, but an answer to their questions”; we want
to seize the value and perspective of passing things, and so to pull our-
selves up out of the maelstrom of daily circumstance. We want to
know that the little things are little, and the big things big, before it
is too late; we want to see things now as they will seem forever—“in
the light of eternity.” We want to learn to laugh in the face of the

! Nietzsche, The Joyful Wisdom, pref.
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inevitable, to smile even at the looming of death. We want to be
whole, to coordinate our energies by criticizing and harmonizing our
desires; for coérdinated energy is the last word in ethics and politics,
and perhaps in logic and metaphysics too. “To be a philosopher,” said
Thoreau, “is not merely to have subtle thoughts, nor even to found a
school, but so to love wisdom as to live, according to its dictates, a life
of simplicity, independence, magnanimity, and trust.” We may be sure
that if we can but find wisdom, all things else will be added unto us.
“Seek ye first the good things of the mind,” Bacon admonishes us, “and
the rest will either be supplied or its loss will not be felt.” * Truth will
not make us rich, but it will make us free.

Some ungentle reader will check us here by informing us that phi-
losophy is as useless as chess, as obscure as ignorance, and as stagnant
as content. “There is nothing so absurd,” said Cicero, “but that it may
be found in the books of the philosophers.” Doubtless some philoso-
phers have had all sorts of wisdom except common sense; and many a
philosophic flight has been due to the elevating power of thin air. Let
us resolve, on this voyage of ours, to put in only at the ports of light,
to keep out of the muddy streams of metaphysics and the “many-
sounding seas” of theological dispute. But is philosophy stagnant?
Science seems always to advance, while philosophy seems always to
lose ground. Yet this is only because philosophy accepts the hard and
hazardous task of dealing with problems not yet open to the methods
of science—problems like good and evil, beauty and ugliness, order
and freedom, life and death; so soon as a field of inquiry yields knowl-
edge susceptible of exact formulation it is called science. Every science
begins as philosophy and ends as art; it arises in hypothesis and flows
into achievement. Philosophy is a hypothetical interpretation of the
unknown (as in metaphysics), or of the inexactly known (as in ethics
or political philosophy); it is the front trench in the siege of truth.
Science is the captured territory; and behind it are those secure regions
in which knowledge and art build our imperfect and marvelous world.
Philosophy seems to stand still, perplexed; but only because she leaves
the fruits of victory to her daughters the sciences, and herself passes
on, divinely discontent, to the uncertain and unexplored.

Shall we be more technical? Science is analytical description, phi-
losophy is synthetic interpretation. Science wishes to resolve the whole

* De Augmentis Scientiarum, VIII, 2.
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into parts, the organism into organs, the obscure into the known. It
does not inquire into the values and ideal possibilities of things, nor
into their total and final significance; it is content to show their present
actuality and operation, it narrows its gaze resolutely to the nature
and process of things as they are. The scientist is as impartial as Nature
in Turgenev's poem: he is as interested in the leg of a flea as in the
creative throes of a genius. But the philosopher is not content to de-
scribe the fact; he wishes to ascertain its relation to experience in
general, and thereby to get at its meaning and its worth; he combines
things in interpretive synthesis; he tries to put together, better than
before, that great universe-watch which the inquisitive scientist has
analytically taken apart. Science tells us how to heal and how to kill;
it reduces the death rate in retail and then kills us wholesale in war;
but only wisdom—desire codrdinated in the light of all experience—
can tell us when to heal and when to kill. To observe processes and to
construct means is science; to criticize and codrdinate ends is philoso-
phy: and because in these days our means and instruments have mul-
tiplied beyond our interpretation and synthesis of ideals and ends, our
life is full of sound and fury, signifying nothing. For a fact is nothing
except in relation to desire; it is not complete except in relation to a
purpose and a whole. Science without philosophy, facts without per-
spective and valuation, cannot save us from havoc and despair. Science
gives us knowledge, but only philosophy can give us wisdom.

Specifically, philosophy means and includes five fields of study and
discourse: logic, esthetics, ethics, politics, and metaphysics. Logic is the
study of ideal method in thought and research: observation and intro-
spection, deduction and induction, hypothesis and experiment, analy-
sis and synthesis—such are the forms of human activity which logic
tries to understand and guide; it is a dull study for most of us, and yet
the great events in the history of thought are the improvements men
have made in their methods of thinking and research. Esthetics is the
study of ideal form, or beautyj it is the philosophy of art. Ethics is the
study of ideal conduct; the highest knowledge, said Socrates, is
the knowledge of good and evil, the knowledge of the wisdom of
life. Politics is the study of ideal social organization (it is not, as one
might suppose, the art and science of capturing and keeping office);
monarchy, aristocracy, democracy, socialism, anarchism, feminism—
these are the dramatis persona of political philosophy. And lastly,
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metaphysics (which gets into so much trouble because it is not, like the
other forms of philosophy, an attempt to coordinate the real in the
light of the ideal) is the study of the “ultimate reality” of all things:
of the real and final nature of “matter” (ontology), of “mind” (phil-
osophical psychology), and of the interrelation of “mind” and “matter”
in the processes of perception and knowledge (epistemology).

These are the parts of philosophy; but so dismembered it loses its
beauty and its joy. We shall seek it not in its shrivelled abstractness
and formality, but clothed in the living form of genius; we shall study
not merely philosophies, but philosophers; we shall spend our time
with the saints and martyrs of thought, letting their radiant spirit play
about us until perhaps we too, in some measure, shall partake of what
Leonardo called “the noblest pleasure, the joy of understanding.” Each
of these philosophers has some lesson for us, if we approach him
properly. “Do you know,” asks Emerson, “the secret of the true scholar?
In every man there is something wherein I may learn of him; and in
that I am his pupil.” Well, surely we may take this attitude to the
master minds of history without hurt to our pride! And we may flatter
ourselves with that other thought of Emerson’s, that when genius
speaks to us we feel a ghostly reminiscence of having ourselves, in our
distant youth, had vaguely this self-same thought which genius now
speaks, but which we had not art or courage to clothe with form and
utterance. And indeed, great men speak to us only so far as we have
ears and souls to hear them; only so far as we have in us the roots, at
least, of that which flowers out in them. We too have had the ex-
periences they had, but we did not suck those experiences dry of their
secret and subtle meanings: we were not sensitive to the overtones of
the reality that hummed about us. Genius hears the overtones, and
the music of the spheres; genius knows what Pythagoras meant when
he said that philosophy is the highest music.

So let us listen to these men, ready to forgive them their passing
errors, and eager to learn the lessons which they are so eager to teach.
“Do you then be reasonable,” said old Socrates to Crito, “and do not
mind whether the teachers of philosophy are good or bad, but think
only of Philosophy herself. Try to examine her well and truly; and if
she be evil, seek to turn away all men from her; but if she be what I
believe she s, then follow her and serve her, and be of good cheer.”



CHAPTER ONE

Plate

-

I The Context of Plato

=N

If you look at a map of Europe you will observe that Greece is a
skeleton-like hand stretching its crooked fingers out into the Mediter-
ranean Sea. South of it lies the great island of Crete, from which those
grasping fingers captured, in the second millennium before Christ,
the beginnings of civilization and culture. To the east, across the
Agean Sea, lies Asia Minor, quiet and apathetic now, but throbbing,
in pre-Platonic days, with industry, commerce and speculation. To the
west, across the Ionian, Italy stands, like a leaning tower in the sea,
and Sicily and Spain, cach in those days with thriving Greek colonies;
and at the end, the “Pillars of Hercules” (which we call Gibraltar),
that sombre portal through which not many an ancient mariner dared
to pass. And on the north those still untamed and half-barbaric re-
gions, then named Thessaly and Epirus and Macedonia, from which
or through which the vigorous bands had come which fathered the
geniuses of Homeric and Periclean Greece.

Look again at the map, and you see countless indentations of coast
and elevations of land; everywhere gulfs and bays and the intrusive
sea; and all the carth tumbled and tossed into mountains and hills.
Greece was broken into isolated fragments by these natural barriers of
sea and soil; travel and communication were far more difficult and
dangerous then than now; every valley therefore developed its own
self-sufficient economic life, its own sovereign government, its own
institutions and dialect and religion and culture. In each case one or
two cities, and around them, stretching up the mountainslopes, an
agricultural hinterland: such were the “city-states” of Eubcea, and
Locris, and Atolia, and Phocis, and Beeotia, and Achaa, and Argolis,
and Elis, and Arcadia, and Messenia, and Laconia—with its Sparta,
and Attica—with its Athens.

Look at the map a last time, and observe the position of Athens:
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it is the farthest east of the larger cities of Greece. It was favorably
placed to be the door through which the Greeks passed out to the
busy cities of Asia Minor, and through which those elder cities sent
their luxuries and their culture to adolescent Greece. It had an admir-
able port, Pirzus, where countless vessels might find a haven from
the rough waters of the sea. And it had a great maritime fleet.

In 490—470 B. c. Sparta and Athens, forgetting their jealousies and
joining their forces, fought off the effort of the Persians under Darius
and Xerxes to turn Greece into a colony of an Asiatic empire. In this
struggle of youthful Europe against the senile East, Sparta provided
the army and Athens the navy. The war over, Sparta demobilized her
troops, and suffered the economic disturbances natural to that process;
while Athens turned her navy into a merchant fleet, and became one
of the greatest trading cities of the ancient world. Sparta relapsed into
agricultural seclusion and stagnation, while Athens became a busy
mart and port, the meeting place of many races of men and of diverse
cults and customs, whose contact and rivalry begot comparison, analy-
sis and thought.

Traditions and dogmas rub one another down to a minimim in
such centers of varied intercourse; where there are a thousand faiths
we are apt to become sceptical of them all. Probably the traders were
the first sceptics; they had seen too much to believe too much; and the
general disposition of merchants to classify all men as either fools or
knaves inclined them to question every creed. Gradually, too, they
were developing science; mathematics grew with the increasing com-
plexity of exchange, astronomy with the increasing audacity of navi-
gation. The growth of wealth brought the leisure and security which
are the prerequisite of research and speculation; men now asked the
stars not only for guidance on the seas but as well for an answer to the
riddles of the universe; the first Greek philosophers were astronomers.
“Proud of their achievements,” says Aristotle,® “men pushed farther
afield after the Persian wars; they took all knowledge for their prov-
ince, and sought ever wider studies.” ‘Men grew bold enough to at-
tempt natural explanations of processes and events before attnbuted
to supernatural agencies and powers; magic and ritual slowly gave way
to science and contro], and philosophy began.

At first this philosophy was physical; it looked out upon the mate-

* Politics, 1341.
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rial world and asked what was the final and irreducible constituent of
things. The natural termination of this line of thought was the mate-
rialism of Democritus (460-360 B. c.)—"in reality there is nothing but
atoms and space.” This was one of the main streams of Greek specu-
lation; it passed underground for a time in Plato’s day, but emerged
in Epicurus (342-270), and became a torrent of eloquence in Lucre-
tius (98-55 B.c.). But the most characteristic and fertile developments
of Greek philosophy took form with the Sophists, travelling teachers
of wisdom, who looked within upon their own thought and nature,
rather than out upon the world of things. They were all clever men
(Gorgias and Hippias, for example), and many of them were pro-
found (Protagoras, Prodicus); there is hardly a problem or a solution
in our current philosophy of mind and conduct which they did not
realize and discuss. They asked questions about anything; they stood
unafraid in the presence of religious or political taboos; and boldly sub-
poenaed every creed and institution to appear before the judgment-
seat of reason. In politics they divided into two schools. One, like
Rousseau, argued that nature is good, and civilization bad; that by
nature all men are equal, becoming unequal only by class-made insti-
tutions: and that law is an invention of the strong to chain and rule
the weak. Another school, like Nietzsche, claimed that nature is be-
yond good and evil; that by nature all men are unequal; that morality
is an invention of the weak to limit and deter the strong; that power
is the supreme virtue and the supreme desire of man; and that of all
forms of government the wisest and most natural is aristocracy.

No doubt this attack on democracy reflected the rise of a wealthy
minority at Athens which called itself the Oligarchical Party, and de-
nounced democracy as an incompetent sham. In a sense there was not
much democracy to denounce; for of the 4oo,000 inhabitants of Athens
250,000 were slaves, without political rights of any kind; and of the
150,000 freemen or citizens only a small number presented themselves
at the Ecclesia, or general assembly, where the policies of the state were
discussed and determined. Yet what democracy they had was as thor-
ough as never since; the general assembly was the supreme power; and
the highest official body, the Dikasteria, or supreme court, consisted of
over a thousand members (to make bribery expensive), selected by
alphabetical rote from the roll of all the citizens. No institution could
have been more democratic, nor, said its opponents, more absurd.
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During the great generation-long Peloponnesian war (430-400
B. C... in vhich the militarv power of Sparta fought and at last de-
feated the naval power of Athens. the Athenian oligarchic party, led
by Critizs, ad-ocated the ebandonment of democracy on the score of
its ineSciency in war, and secretly lauded the aristocratic government
of Sparta. Manv cf the oligarchic leaders were exiled; but when at last
Athens surrendered. vne cf the peace conditions imposed by Sparta
was the recall of these exiled aristocrats. They had hardly returned
when, vwith Critias at their head, they declared a rich man’s revolution
against the “demccratic” party that had ruled during the disastrous
war. The revolution failed, and Critias was killed on the field of battle.
Now Critias was a pupil of Socrates, and an uncle of Plato.

i

vﬂh
< Socrates

If we may judge from the bust that has come down to us as part of the
ruins of ancient sculpture, Socrates was as far from being handsome as
even a philosopher can be. A bald head, a great round face, deep-set
staring eves, a broad and flowery nose that gave vivid testimony to
many a Symposium—it was rather the head of a porter than that of
the most famous of philoscphers. But if we look again we see, through
the crudity of the stone, something of that human kindliness and un-
assuming simplicity which made this homely thinker a teacher beloved
of the finest youths in Athens. We know so little about him, and yet
we know him so much more intimately than the aristocratic Plato or
the reserved and scholarly Aristotle. Across two thousand three hun-
dred years we can yet see his ungainly figure, clad always in the same
rumpled tunic, walking leisurely through the agora, undisturbed by
the bedlam of politics, buttonholing his prey, gathering the young and
the learned about him, luring them into some shady nook of the
temple porticos, and asking them to define their terms.

They were a motley crowd, these youths who flocked about him
and helped him to create European philosophy. There were rich
young men like Plato and Alcibiades, who relished his satirical analy-
sis of Athenian democracy; there were socialists like Antisthenes, who
liked the master’s careless poverty, and made a religion of it; there was
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even an anarchist or two among them, like Aristippus, who aspired to
a world in which there would be neither masters nor slaves, and all
would be as worrilessly free as Socrates. All the problems that agitate
human society to-day, and provide the material of vouth's endless de-
bate, agitated as well that little band of thinkers and talkers, who felt,
with their teacher, that life without discourse would be unworthy of
a man. Every school of social thought had there its representative, and
perhaps its origin.

How the master lived hardly anybody knew. He never worked,
and he took no thought of the morrow. He ate when his disciples
asked him to honor their tables; thev must have liked his company, for
he gave every indication of physiological prosperity. He was not so
welcome at home, for he neglected his wife and children: and from
Xanthippe’s point of view he was a good-for-nothing idler who brought
to his family more notoriety than bread. Xanthippe liked to talk almost
as much as Socrates did; and they seem to have had some dialogues
which Plato failed to record. Yet she, too, loved him, and could not
contentedly see him die even after three-score years and ten.

Why did his pupils reverence him so? Perhaps because he was a
man as well as a philosopher: he had at great risk saved the life of
Alcibiades in battle; and he could drink like a gentleman—without
fear and without excess. But no doubt they liked best in him the
modesty of his wisdom: he did not claim to have wisdom, but only to
seek it lovingly; he was wisdom’s amateur, not its professional. It was
said that the oracle at Delphi, with unusual good sense, had pro-
nounced him the wisest of the Greeks; and he had interpreted this as
an approval of the agnosticism which was the starting-point of his
philosophy—“One thing only I know, and that is that I know nothing.”
Philosophy begins when one learns to doubt—particularly to doubt
one’s cherished beliefs, one’s dogmas and one’s axioms. Who knows
how these cherished beliefs became certainties with us, and whether
some secret wish did not furtively beget them, clothing desire in the
dress of thought? There is no real philosophy until the mind turns
round and examines itself. Gnothi seauton, said Socrates: Know
thyself.

There had been philosophers before him, of course: strong men
like Thales and Heraclitus, subtle men like Parmenides and Zeno of
Elea, seers like Pythagoras and Empedocles; but for the most part they
had been physical philosophers; they had sought for the physis or
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naturs  f externzl things. the laws and constituents of the material and
L

measurebie world. That is very good, said Socrates; but there is an
inSnitelv worthier subject for philosophers than all these trees and

stones, énd even all those sters: there is the mind of man. What is man,
and what can he becume:

So he went about prving into the human soul, uncovering assump-
tions and questicning certainties. If men discoursed too readily of
justice, he asked them, quietly o ti?—what is it>? What do you mean
by these abstract words with which you so easily settle the problems
of life and death? What do you mean by honor, virtue, morality,
patriotism® What do vou mean by vourself? It was with such moral
and psvchological questions that Socrates loved to deal. Some who
suffered from this “Socratic method,” this demand for accurate defini-
ticns, and clear thinking, and exact analysis, objected that he asked
more than he answered, and left men's minds more confused than
before. Nevertheless he bequeathed to philosophy two very definite
answers to two of cur most difficult problems—What is the meaning of
virtue? and What is the best state?

No topics could have been more vita]l than these to the young
Athenians of that generation. The Sophists had destroyed the faith
these youths had once had in the gods and goddesses of Olympus, and
in the moral code that had taken its sanction so largely from the fear
men had for these ubiquitous and innumerable deities; apparently
there was no reason now why a man should not do as he pleased, so
long as he remained within the law. A disintegrating individualism
had weakened the Athenian character, and left the city a prey at last
to the sternly-nurtured Spartans. And as for the state, what could have
been more ridiculous than this mob-led, passion-ridden democracy,
this government by a debating-society, this precipitate selection and
dismissal and execution of generals, this unchoice choice of simple
farmers and tradesmen, in alphabetical rotation, as members of the
supreme court of the land? How could a new and natural morality be
developed in Athens, and how could the state be saved?

It was his reply to these questions that gave Socrates death and
immortality. The older citizens would have honored him had he tried
to restore the ancient polytheistic faith; if he had led his band of
emancipated souls to the temples and the sacred groves, and bade
them sacrifice again to the gods of their fathers. But he felt that that
was a hopeless and suicidal policy, a progress backward, into and not
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“over the tombs.” He had his own religious faith: he believed in one
God, and hoped in his modest way that death would not quite destroy
him;? but he knew that a lasting moral code could not be based upon
so uncertain a theology. If one “could build a system of morality ab-
solutely independent of religious doctrine, as valid for the atheist as
for the pietist, then theologles might come and go without loosening
the moral cement that makes of wilful individuals the peaceful citi-
zens of a community.

If, for example, good meant intelligent, and virtue meant wisdom;
if men could be taught to see clearly their real interests, to see afar the
distant results of their deeds, to criticize and coérdinate their desires
out of a self-cancelling chaos into a purposive and creative harmony
—this, perhaps, would provide for the educated and sophisticated man
the morality which in the unlettered relies on reiterated precepts and
external control. Perhaps all sin is error, partial vision, foolishness?
The intelligent man may have the same violent and unsocial impulses
as the ignorant man, but surely he will control them better, and slip
less often into imitation of the beast. And in an intelligently adminis-
tered society—one that returned to the individual, in widened powers,
more than it took from him in restricted liberty—the advantage of
every man would lie in social and loyal conduct, and only clear sight
would be needed to ensure peace and order and good will.

But if the government itself is a chaos and an absurdity, if it rules
without helping, and commands without leading,—how can we per-
suade the individual, in such a state, to obey the laws and confine his
self-seeking within the circle of the total good? No wonder an Al-
cibiades turns against a state that distrusts ability, and reverences
number more than knowledge. No wonder there is chaos where there
is no thought, and the crowd decides in haste and ignorance, to repent
at leisure and in desolation. Is it not a base superstition that mere
numbers will give wisdom? On the contrary is it not universally seen
that men in crowds are more foolish and more violent and more cruel
than men separate and alone? Is it not shameful that men should be
ruled by orators, who “go ringing on in long harangues, like brazen
pots which, when struck, continue to sound till a hand is put upon

* Cf. Voltaire’s story of the two Athenians conversing about Socrates: “That is
the atheist who says there is only one God.” Philosophical Dictionary, art.
“Socrates.”
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Irmagine the reaction of the popular party at Athens to this aristo-
cratic guspel st 2 time when war seemed to require the silencing of all
criticism. 2nd v hen the wealthy and lettered minority were plotting a
revciuticn. Consider the feelings of Anvtus, the democratic leader
whose son had become a pupil of Socrates. and had then turned
against the gods of his father. and laughed in his father’s face. Had
not Aristuphanes predicted precisely such a result from his specious
replacerment of the old virtues by unsccial intelligence? *

Then the revolution came, and men fought for it and against, bit-
teriv and to the death. When the democracy won, the fate of Socrates
was decided: he was the intellectual leader of the revolting party,
however pacific he might himself have been: he was the source of the
hated aristocratic philosophy: he was the corrupter of youths drunk
with debate. It would be better, said Anytus and Meletus, that
Socrates should die.

The rest of the story all the world knows, for Plato wrote it down
in prose more beautiful than poetry. We are privileged to read for
ourselves that simple and courageous (if not legendary) “apology,” or
defence, in which the first martyr of philosophy proclaimed the rights
and necessity of free thought, upheld his value to the state, and re-
fused to beg for mercy from the crowd whom he had always con-
temned. They had the power to pardon him; he disdained to make
the appeal. It was a singular confirmation of his theories, that the
judges should wish to let him go, while the angry crowd voted for his
death. Had he not denied the gods? Woe to him-who teaches men
faster than they can leamn.

° Plato’s Protagoras, sect. 329.

‘In The Clouds (423 B.C.) Aristophanes had made great fun of Socrates
and his "Thinking-shop,” where one ﬁleamed the art of proving one's self right,
however wrong. Phidippides beats his father on the ground that his father used
to beat him, and every debt should be repaid. The satire seems to have been
good-natured enough: we find Aristophanes frequently in the company of
Socrates; they agreed in their scorn of democracy; and Plato recommended
The Clouds to Dionysius. As the play was brought out twenty-four years before
the trial of Socrates, it could have had no great share in bringing the tragic
dénouement of the philosopher’s life.
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So they decreed that he should drink the hemlock. His friends
came to his prison and offered him an easy escape; they had bribed all
the officials who stood between him and liberty. He refused. He was
seventy vears old now (399 B. ¢.); perhaps he thought it was time for
him to die, and that he could never again die so usefully. “Be of good
cheer,” he told his sorrowing friends, “and say that you are burying
my body only.” “When he had spoken these words,” says Plato, in one
of the great passages of the world's literature,’

he arose and went into the bath-chamber with Crito, who bade us wait;
and we waited, talking and thinking of . . . the greatness of our sor-
row; he was like a father of whom we were being bereaved, and we were
about to pass the rest of our lives as orphans. . . . Now the hour of sun-
set was near, for a good deal of time had passed while he was within.
When he came out, he sat down with us again, . . . but not much was
said. Soon the jailer . . . entered and stood by him saving “To vou Socrates,
whom I know to be the noblest and gentlest and best of all who ever came
to this place, I will not impute the angry feelings of other men, who rage
and swear at me when. in obedience to the authorities, I bid them drink
the poison—indeed I am sure that you will not be angry with me; for
others, as vou are aware, and not I, are the guilty cause. And so fare you
well, and try to bear lightly what must needs be; you know my errand.”
Then bursting into tears he turned awayv and went out.

Socrates looked at him and said: “I return your good wishes, and will
do as you bid.” Then turning to us, he said, “How charming the man is;
since I have been in prison he has always been coming to see me, and now
see how generously he sorrows for me. But we must do as he says, Crito;
let the cup be brought, if the poison is prepared: if not, let the attendant
prepare some.”

“Yet,” said Crito, “the sun is still upon the hill-tops, and many a one
has taken the draught late; and after the announcement has been made to
him he has eaten and drunk, and indulged in sensual delights; do not
hasten then, there is still time.”

Socrates said: “Yes, Crito, and they of whom vou speak are right in
doing thus, for they think that they will gain by the delay; but I am ncht
in not doing thus, for I do not think that I should gain anything by drmk—
ing the poison a little later; I should be sparing and saving a life which is
already gone; I could only laugh at mysclf for this. Pleasc then to do as I
say, and not to refuse me.”

Crito, when he heard this, made a sign to the servant; and the servant

* Phaedo, sections 116-118, tr. Jowett.
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went in. and remained for some time, and then returned with the jailer
carrving the cup of poison. Secrates said: “You, my good friend, who are
experienced in these matters, shall give me directions how I am to pro-
ceed.” The men answered: “You have only to walk about until your legs
are heavv. and then ‘o lie down, and the poison will act.” At the same time
he handed the cup to Socrates. who in the easiest and gentlest manner,
without the least fear or change of color or feature, looking at the man
with 211 his eves. as his manner was, took the cup and said: “What do you
say about making a libation out of this cup to any god? May I, or not?”
The man answered: “We only prepare. Socrates. just so much as we deem
enough.” "I understand,” he said: “vet I may and must pray to the gods to
prosper my journey from this to that other world—may this then, which is
my prayer. be granted to me.” Then, holding the cup to his lips, quite
readily and cheerfully he drank the poison.

And hitherto most of us had been able to control our sorrow; but now
when we saw him drinking, and saw too that he had finished the draught,
we could no longer forbear. and in spite of myself my own tears were flow-
ing fast; so that I covered my face and wept over myself; for certainly I
was not weeping over kim. but at the thought of my own calamity in hav-
ing lost such 2 companion. Nor was I the first, for Crito, when he found
himself unable to restrain his tears, had got up and moved away, and I
followed; and at that moment Apollodorus, who had been weeping all the
time. broke out into a loud crv which made cowards of us all. Socrates
alone retained his calmness: “What is this strange outcry?” he said. “I sent
away the women mainly in order that they might not offend in this way,
for I have heard that a man should die in peace. Be quiet, then, and have
patience.” When we heard that, we were ashamed, and restrained our
tears: and he walked about until, as he said, his legs began to fail, and then
he lay on his back, according to the directions, and the man who gave him
the poison now and then looked at his feet and legs; and after a while he
pressed his foot hard and asked him if he could feel; and he said “No”; and
then his leg, and so upwards and upwards, and showed us that he was cold
and stiff. And then Socrates felt them himself, and said, “When the poison
reaches the heart, that will be the end.” He was beginning to grow cold
about the groin, when he uncovered his face (for he had covered himself
up) and said,—they were his last words.—“Crito, I owe a cock to Asclepius;
vou will remember to pav the debt?” “The debt shall be paid,” said Crito;
“is there anything else?” There was no answer to this question; but in a
minute or two a movement was heard, and the attendant uncovered him;
his eves were set, and Crito closed his eves and mouth.

Such was the end of our friend, whom I may truly call the wisest, the
justest, and best of all the men whom I have ever known.
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The Preparation of Plato

Plato’s meeting with Socrates had been a turning point in his life.
He had been brought up in comfort, and perhaps in wealth: he was a
handsome and vigorous youth—called Plato, it is said, because of the
breadth of his shoulders; he had excelled as a soldier, and had twice
won prizes at the Isthmian games. Philosophers are not apt to develop
out of such an adolescence. But Plato’s subtle soul had found a new
joy in the “dialectic” game of Socrates; it was a delight to behold the
master deflating dogmas and puncturing presumptions with the sharp
point of his questions; Plato entered into this sport as he had in a
coarser kind of wrestling: and under the guidance of the old “gad-fiy”
(as Socrates called himself) he passed from mere debate to careful
analysis and fruitful discussion. He became a very passionate lover of
wisdom, and of his teacher. “I thank God,” he used to say, “that I
was born Greek and not barbarian, freeman and not slave, man and
not woman; but above all, that I was born in the age of Socrates.”

He was twenty-eight when the master died; and this tragic end of
a quiet life left its mark on every phase of the pupil’s thought. It
filled him with such a scorn of democracy, such a hatred of the mob,
as even his aristocratic lineage and breeding had hardly engendered
in him; it led him to a Catonic resolve that democracy must be de-
stroyed, to be replaced by the rule of the wisest and the best. It be-
came the absorbing problem of his life to find a method whereby the
wisest and the best might be discovered, and then enabled and per-
suaded to rule.

Meanwhile his efforts to save Socrates had marked him out for
suspicion by the democratic leaders; his friends urged that Athens was
unsafe for him, that it was an admirably propitious moment for him
to see the world. And so, in that year 399 B.c., he set out. Where he
went we cannot for certain say; there is a merry war of the authorities
for every turn of his route. He seems to have gone first to Egypt; and
was somewhat shocked to hear from the priestly class which ruled
that land, that Greece was an infant-state, without stabilizing tradi-
tions or prpfound culture, not yet therefore to be taken seriously by
these sphinxly pundits of the Nile. But nothing so educates us as a
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shock: the memery of this learned caste, theocratically ruling a static
agriculturl pesple. remained ilive in Plato’s thought, and played its
part in writing bis Uwpia. And then off he sailed to Sicily, and to

Ita z¢ he joined for & time the school or sect which the great
Puthaocras had founded: and once again his susceptible mind was
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marked with the memory of 2 small group cf men set aside for scholar-

ship @nd rule. living a plain life despite the possession of power.
Tuveive vears he wandered, imbibing wisdom from every source, sit-
ting at e erv shrine, tasting every creed. Some would have it that he
went to Judea and was moulded for a while by the tradition of the
almost sccialistic prophets: and even that he found his way to
the banks of the Ganges. and learned the mystic meditations of the
Hindus. We do not know.

He returned to Athens in 387 B. c., a man of forty now, ripened to
maturity by the variety of many peoples and the wisdom of many
lands. He had lost a little of the hot enthusiasms of youth, but he had
gained a perspective of thought in which every extreme was seen as a
half-truth, and the many aspects of every problem blended into a
distributive justice to every facet of the truth. He had knowledge, and
he had art: for once the philosopher and the poet lived in one soul;
and he created for himself a medium of expression in which both
beauty and truth might find room and play—the dialogue. Never be-
fore, we may believe, had philosophy assumed so brilliant a garb; and
surely never since. Even in translation this style shines and sparkles
and leaps and bubbles over. “Plato,” says one of his lovers, Shelley,
“exhibits the rare union of close and subtle logic with the Pythian
enthusiasm of poetry, melted by the splendor and harmony of his
periods into one irresistible stream of musical impressions, which
hurry the persuasions onward as in a breathless career.” ¢ It was not
for nothing that the young philosopher had begun as a dramatist.

The difficulty in understanding Plato lies precisely in this intoxi-
cating mixture of philosophy and poetry, of science and art; we cannot
always tell in which character of the dialogue the author speaks, nor
in which form; whether he is literal or speaks in metaphor, whether
he jests or is in earnest. His love of jest and irony and myth leaves us
at times baffled; almost we could sav of him that he did not teach ex-
cept in parables. “Shall ], as an older person, speak to you, as younger

® Quoted by Barker, Greek Political Theory, London, 1018, P-5-
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men, in apologue or myth?" asks his Protagoras.” These dialogues, we
are told, were written by Plato for the general reading public of his
day: by their conversational method, their lively war of pros and
cons, and their gradual development and frequent repetition of every
important argument, they were explicitly adapted (obscure though
they may seem to us now) to the understanding of the man who must
taste philosophy as an occasional luxury, and who is compelled by the
brevity of life to read as he who runs may read. Therefore we must be
prepared to find in these dialogues much that is playful and meta-
phorical; much that is unintelligible except to scholars learned in the
social and literarv minutiae of Plato’s time; much that today will seem
irrelevant and fanciful, but might well have served as the very sauce
and flavor by which a heavy dish of thought was made digestible for
minds unused to philosophic fare.

Let us confess, too, that Plato has in sufficient abundance the
qualities which he condemns. He inveighs against poets and their
myths, and proceeds to add one to the number of poets and hundreds
to the number of myths. He complains of the priests (wwho go about
preaching hell and offering redemption from it for a consideration—
cf. The Republic, 364), but he himself is a priest, a theologian, a
preacher, a supermoralist, a Savonarola denouncing art and inviting
vanities to the fire. He acknowledges, Shakespeare-like, that “com-
parisons are slippery” (Sophist, 231,) but he slips out of one into
another and another and another; he condemns the Sophists as phrase-
mongering disputants, but he himself is not above chopping logic like
a sophomore. Faguet parodies him: “The whole is greater than the
part>—Surely.—And the part is less than the whole?—Yes.—. . .
Therefore, clearly, philosophers should rule the state>—What is that?
—It is evident; let us go over it again.” ®

But this is the worst that we can say of him; and after it is said,
the Dialogues remain one of the priceless treasures of the world.? The

" Protagoras, 320.

® Pour qu’on lise Platon, Paris, 1905, p. 4-

°*The most important of the dialogues are: The Apology of Socrates, Crito,
Phaedo, The Symposium, Phadrus, Gorgias, Parmenides, and The Statesman.
The most important parts of The Republic (references are to marginally-
numbered sections, not to pages) are 327-32, 336-77, 384-5, 392-426, 433-5,
441-76, 481-3, 512-20, 572-94. The best edition is Jowett’s; the most con-
venient is in the Everyman series. References are to The Republic unless other-
wise stated.
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best of them, The Republic, is a complete treatise in itself, Plato re-
duced to a book; here we shall find his metaphysics, his theology, his
ethics, his psvchology, his pedagogy, his politics, his theory of art.
Here we shall find problems reeking with modernity and contem-
porary savor: communism and socialism, feminism and birth-control
and eugenics, Nietzschean problems of morality and aristocracy,
Rousseauian problems of return to nature and libertarian education,
Bergsonian élan vital and Freudian psychoanalysis—everything is
here. It is a feast for the élite, served by an unstinting host. “Plato is
philosophy, and philosophy Plato,” says Emerson; and awards to The
Republic the words of Omar about the Koran: “Burn the libraries, for
their value is in this book.” 1

Let us study The Republic.

- The Ethical Problem

The discussion takes place in the house of Cephalus, a wealthy aristo-
crat. In the group are Glaucon and Adeimantus, brothers of Plato;
and Thrasymachus, a gruff and excitable Sophist. Socrates, who serves
as the mouthpiece of Plato in the dialogue, asks Cephalus:

“What do you consider to be the greatest blessing which you have
reaped from wealth?”

Cephalus answers that wealth is a blessing to him chiefly because
it enables him to be generous and honest and just. Socrates, after his
sly fashion, asks him just what he means by justice; and therewith lets
loose the dogs of philosophic war. For nothing is so difficult as defini-
tion, nor anything so severe a test and exercise of mental clarity and
skill. Socrates finds it a simple matter to destroy one after another the
definitions offered him; until at last Thrasymachus, less patient than
the rest, breaks out “with a roar”:

“What folly has possessed you, Socrates? And why do you others
all drop down at one another’s feet in this silly way? I say that if you
want to know what justice is, you should answer and not ask, and
shouldn’t pride yourself on refuting others. . . . For there are many
who can ask but cannot answer” (336).

' Representative Men, p. 41.
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Socrates is not frightened; he continues to ask rather than answer;
and after a minute of parry and thrust he provokes the unwary
Thrasymachus to commit himself to a definition:

“Listen, then,” says the angry Sophist, “I proclaim that might is right,
and justice is the interest of the stronger. . . . The different forms of govern-
ment make laws, democratic, aristocratic, or autocratic, with a view to their
respective interests; and these laws, so made by them to serve their inter-
ests, they deliver to their subjects as justice,’ and punish as ‘unjust’ anyone
who transgresses them. . . . I am speaking of injustice on a large scale;
and my meaning will be most clearly seen in autocracy, which by fraud and
force takes away the property of others, not retail but wholesale. Now when
a man has taken away the money of the citizens and made slaves of them,
then, instead of swindler and thief he is called happy and blessed by all.
For injustice is censured because those who censure it are afraid of suffer-
ing, and not from any scruple they might have of doing injustice them-
selves” (338-44).

This, of course, is the doctrine which our own day more or less
correctly associates with the name of Nietzsche. “Verily I laughed
many a time over the weaklings who thought themselves good be-
cause they had lame paws.” 1* Stirner expressed the idea briefly when
be said that “a handful of might is better than a bagful of right.”
Perhaps nowhere in the history of philosophy is the doctrine bet-
ter formulated than by Plato himself in another dialogue, Gorgias,
(483 £), where the Sophist Callicles denounces morality as an in-
vention of the weak to neutralize the strength of the strong.

They distribute praise and censure with a view to their own interests;
they say that dishonesty is shameful and unjust—meaning by dishonesty the
desire to have more than their neighbors; for knowing their own inferiority,
they would be only too glad to have equality. . . . But if there were a
man who had sufficient force (enter the Superman), he would shake off
and break through and escape from all this; he would trample under foot
all our formulas and spells and charms, and all our laws, that sin against
nature. . . . He who would truly live ought to allow his desires to wax to
the uttermost; but when they have grown to their greatest he should have
courage and intelligence to minister to them, and to satisfy all his longings.
And this I affirm to be natural justice and nobility. But the many cannot
do this; and therefore they blame such persons, because they are ashamed
of their own inability, which they desire to conceal; and hence they call

“ Thus Spake Zarathustra, New York, 1906, p. 166.
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intemperance base. . . . They enslave the nobler natures, and they praise
justice only because they are cowards.

This justice is a morality not for men but for foot-men (oude gar
andros all' andrapodou tinos); it is a slave-morality, not a hero-
morality; the real virtues of a man are courage (andreia) and intelli-
gence (phronesis).*

Perhaps this hard “immoralism” reflects the development of im-
perialism in the foreign policy of Athens, and its ruthless treatment of
weaker states.’® “Your empire,” said Pericles in the oration which
Thucydides invents for him, “is based on your own strength rather
than the good will of your subjects.” And the same historian reports
the Athenian envoys coercing Melos into joining Athens in the war
against Sparta: “You know as well as we do that right, as the world
goes, is only in question for equals in power; the strong do what they
can, and the weak suffer what they must.” ** We have here the funda-
mental problem of ethics, the crux of the theory of moral conduct.
What is justice?—shall we seek righteousness, or shall we seek power?
—is it better to be good, or to be strong?

How does Socrates—i. e., Plato—meet the challenge of this theory?
At first he does not meet it at all. He points out that justice is a rela-
tion among individuals, depending on social organization; and that
in consequence it can be studied better as part of the structure of a
community than as a quality of personal conduct. If, he suggests, we
can picture a just state, we shall be in a better position to describe a
just individual. Plato excuses himself for this digression on the score
that in testing a man’s vision we make him read first large type, then
smaller; so, he argues, it is easier to analyze justice on a large scale
than on the small scale of individual behavior. But we need not be
deceived: in truth the Master is patching two books together, and uses
the argument as a seam. He wishes not only to discuss the problems of
personal morality, but the problems of social and political reconstruc-
tion as well. He has a Utopia up his sleeve, and is resolved to produce
it. It is easy to forgive him, for the digression forms the core and value

of his book.

** Gorgias 491; cf. Machiavelli's definition of virtss as intellect plus force.
** Barker, p. 73.
* History of the Peloponnesian War, v. 105.
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5 The Political Problem

Justice would be a simple matter, says Plato, if men were simple; an
anarchist communism would suffice. For a moment he gives his imag-
ination reign:

First, then, let us consider what will be their way of life. . . . Will they
not produce corn, and wine, and clothes, and shoes, and build houses for
themselves? And when they are housed they will work in summer com-
monly stripped and barefoot, but in winter substantially clothed and shod.
They will feed on barley and wheat, baking the wheat and kneading the
flour, making noble puddings and loaves; these they will serve up on a mat
of reed or clean leaves, themselves reclining the while upon beds of yew or
myrtle boughs. And they and their children will feast, drinking of the wine
which they have made, wearing garlands on their heads, and having the
praises of the gods on their lips, living in sweet society, and having a care
that their families do not exceed their means; for they will have an eye to
poverty or war. . . . Of course they will have a relish—salt, and olives, and
cheese, and onions, and cabbages or other country herbs which are fit for
boiling; and we shall give them a dessert of figs, and pulse, and beans, and
myrtle-berries, and beechnuts, which they will roast at the fire, drinking in
moderation. And with such a diet they may be expected to live in peace to
a good old age, and bequeath a similar life to their children after
them (372).

Observe here the passing reference to the control of population
(by infanticide, presumably), to vegetarianism, and to a “return to
nature,” to the primitive simplicity which Hebrew legend pictures in
the Garden of Eden. The whole has the sound of Diogenes the
“Cynic,” who, as the epithet implied, thought we should “turn
and live with the animals, they are so placid and self-contained”; and
for a moment we are likely to classify Plato with Saint-Simon and
Fourier and William Morris and Tolstoi. But he is a little more
sceptical than these men of kindly faith; he passes quietly on to the
question, Why is it that such a simple paradise as he has described
never comes?—why is it that these Utopias never arrive upon the
map?
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He answers, because of greed and luxury. Men are not content
with a simple life: they are acquisitive, ambitious, competitive, and
jealous; they soon tire of what they have, and pine for what they have
not; and they seldom desire anything unless it belongs to others. The
result is the encroachment of one group upon the territory of another,
the rivalry of groups for the resources of the soil, and then war. Trade
and finance develop, and bring new class-divisions. “Any ordinary
city is in fact two cities, one the city of the poor, the other of the rich,
each at war with the other; and in either division there are smaller
ones—you would make a great mistake if you treated them as single
states” (423). A mercantile bourgeoisie arises, whose members seek
social position through wealth and conspicuous consumption: “they
will spend large sums of money on their wives” (548). These changes
in the distribution of wealth produce political changes: as the wealth
of the merchant over-reaches that of the land-owner, aristocracy gives
way to a plutocratic oligarchy—wealthy traders and bankers rule the
state. Then statesmanship, which is the coérdination of social forces
and the adjustment of policy to growth, is replaced by politics, which
is the strategy of party and the lust for the spoils of office.

Every form of government tends to perish by excess of its basic
principle. Aristocracy ruins itself by limiting too narrowly the circle
within which power is confined; oligarchy ruins itself by the incautious
scramble for immediate wealth. In either case the end is revolution.
When revolution comes it may seem to arise from little causes and
petty whims; but though it may spring from slight occasions it is the
precipitate result of grave and accumulated wrongs; when a body is
weakened by neg]ected ills, the merest exposure may bring serious
disease (556). “Then democracy comes: the poor overcome their op-
ponents, slaughtering some and banishing the rest; and give to the
people an equal share of freedom and power” (557).

But even democracy ruins itself by excess—of democracy. Its basic
principle is the equal right of all to hold office and determine public
policy. This is at first glance a delightful arrangement; it becomes dis-
astrous because the people are not properly equipped by education to
select the best rulers and the wisest courses (588). “As to the people
they have no understanding, and only repeat what their rulers are
pleased to tell them” (Protagoras, 317); to get a doctrine accepted or
rejected it is only necessary to have it praised or ridiculed in a popular
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play (a hit, no doubt, at Aristophanes, whose comedies attacked al-
most every new idea). Mob-rule is a rough sea for the ship of state to
ride; every wind of oratory stirs up the waters and deflects the course.
The upshot of such a democracy is tyranny or autocracy; the crowd so
loves flattery, it is so “hungry for honey,” that at last the wiliest and
most unscrupulous flatterer, calling himself the “protector of the
people” rises to supreme power (565). (Consider the history of Rome.)

The more Plato thinks of it, the more astounded he is at the folly
of leaving to mob caprice and gullibility the selection of political offi-
cials—not to speak of leaving it to those shady and wealth-serving
strategists who pull the oligarchic wires behind the democratic stage.
Plato complains that whereas in simpler matters—like shoe-making—
we think only a specially-trained person will serve our purpose, in
politics we presume that every one who knows how to get votes
knows how to administer a city or a state. When we are ill we call for
a trained physician, whose degree is a guarantee of specific prepara-
tion and technical competence—we do not ask for the handsomest
physician, or the most eloquent one; well then, when the whole state
is ill should we not look for the service and guidance of the wisest and
the best? To devise a method of barring incompetence and knavery
from public office, and of selecting and preparing the best to rule for
the common good—that is the problem of political philosophy.

6 The Psychological Problem

But behind these political problems lies the nature of man; to under-
stand politics, we must, unfortunately, understand psychology. “Like
man, like state” (575); “governments vary as the characters of men
vary; . . . states are made out of the human natures which are in
them” (544); the state is what it is because its citizens are what they
are. Therefore we need not expect to have better states until we have
better men,; till then all changes will leave every essential thing un-
changed. “How charming people arel—always doctoring, increasing
and complicating their disorders, fancying they will be cured by some
nostrum which somebody advises them to try, never getting better,
but always growing worse. . . . Are they not as good as a play, trying
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their hand at legislation, and imagining that by reforms they will
make an end to the dishonesties and rascalities of mankind—not
knowing that in reality they are cutting away at the heads of a
hydra?” (425).

Let us examine for a moment the human material with which
political philosophy must deal.

Human behavior, says Plato, flows from three main sources: de-
sire, emotion, and knowledge. Desire, appetite, impulse, instinct—
these are one; emotion, spirit, ambition, courage—these are one;
knowledge, thought, intellect, reason—these are one. Desire has its
seat in the loins; it is a bursting reservoir of energy, fundamentally
sexual. Emotion has its seat in the heart, in the flow and force of the
blood; it is the organic resonance of experience and desire. Knowledge
has its seat in the head,; it is the eye of desire, and can become the pilot
of the soul.

These powers and qualities are all in all men, but in divers de-
grees. Some men are but the embodiment of desire; restless and
acquisitive souls, who are absorbed in material quests and quarrels,
who burn with lust of luxuries and show, and who rate their gains
always as naught compared with their ever-receding goals: these are
the men who dominate and manipulate industry. But there are others
who are temples of feeling and courage, who care not so much what
they fight for, as for victory “in and for itself”; they are pugnacious
rather than acquisitive; their pride is in power rather than in pos-
session, their joy is on the battle-field rather than in the mart: these
are the men who make the armies and navies of the world. And last
are the few whose delight is in meditation and understanding; who
yearn not for goods, nor for victory, but for knowledge; who leave both
market and battle-field to lose themselves in the quiet clarity of se-
cluded thought; whose will is a light rather than a fire, whose haven
is not power but truth: these are the men of wisdom, who stand aside
unused by the world.

Now just as effective individual action implies that desire, though
warmed with emotion, is guided by knowledge; so in the perfect state
the industrial forces would produce but they would not rule; the
military forces would protect but they would not rule; the forces of
knowledge and science and philosophy would be nourished and pro-
tected, and they would rule. Unguided by knowledge, the people are
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a multitude without order, like desires in disarray; the people need
the guidance of philosophers as desires need the enlightenment of
knowledge. “Buin comes when the trader, whose heart is lifted up by
wealth, becomes ruler” (434); or when the general uses his army to
establish a military dictatorship. The producer is at his best in the
economic field, the warrior is at his best in battle; they are both at
their worst in public office; and in their crude hands politics sub-
merges statesmanship. For statesmanship is a science and an art; one
must have lived for it and been long prepared. Only a philosopher-
king is fit to guide a nation. “Until philosophers are kings, or the kings
and princes of this world have the spirit and power of philosophy, and
wisdom and political leadership meet in the same man, . . . cities
will never cease from ill, nor the human race” (473).

This is the key-stone of the arch of Plato’s thought.

7 The Psychological Solution

Well, then, what is to be done?

We must begin by “sending out into the country all the inhabi-
tants of the city who are more than ten years old, and by taking
possession of the children, who will thus be protected from the habits
of their parents” (540). We cannot build Utopia with young people
corrupted at every turn by the example of their elders. We must start,
so far as we can, with a clean slate. It is quite possible that some en-
lightened ruler will empower us to make such a beginning with some
part or colony of his realm. (One ruler did, as we shall see.) In any
case we must give to every child, and from the outset, full equality of
educational opportunity; there is no telling where the light of talent
or genius will break out; we must seek it impartially everywhere, in
every rank and race. The first turn on our road is universal education.

For the first ten years of life, education shall be predominantly
physical; every school is to have a gymnasium and a playground; play
and sport are to be the entire curriculum; and in this first decade such
health will be stored up as will make all medicine unnecessary. “To
require the help of medicine because by lives of indolence and luxury
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men have filled themselves like pools with waters and winds, . . .
flatulence and catarrh—is not this a disgrace? . . . Our present sys-
tem of medicine may be said to educate diseases,” to draw them out
into a long existence, rather than to cure them. But this is an ab-
surdity of the idle rich. “When a carpenter is ill he asks the physician
for a rough and ready remedy—an emetic, or a purge, or cautery, or
the knife. And if anyone tells him that he must go through a course of
dietetics, and swathe and swaddle his head, and all that sort of thing,
he replies at once that he has no time to be ill, and that he sees no
good in a life that is spent in nursing his disease to the neglect of his
ordinary calling; and therefore, saying good-bye to this sort of physi-
cians, he resumes his customary diet, and either gets well and lives
and does his business, or, if his constitution fails, he dies and has done
with it” (405-6). We cannot afford to have a nation of malingerers
and invalids; Utopia must begin in the body of man.

But mere athletics and gymnastics would make a man too one-
sided. “How shall we find a gentle nature which has also great
courage?—for they seem to be inconsistent with each other” (375).
We do not want a nation of prize-fighters and weight-lifters. Perhaps
music will solve our problem: through music the soul learns harmony
and rhythm, and even a disposition to justice; for “can he who is
harmoniously constituted ever be unjust? Is not this, Glaucon, why
musical training is so powerful, because rhythm and harmony find
their way into the secret places of the soul, bearing grace in their
movements and making the soul graceful?” (4or; Protagoras, 326).
Music moulds character, and therefore shares in determining social
and political issues. “Damon tells me—and I can quite believe it—
that when modes of music change, the fundamental laws of the state
change with them.” 15

Music is valuable not only because it brings refinement of feeling
and character, but also because it preserves and restores health. There
are some diseases which can be treated only through the mind
(Charmides, 157): so the Corybantic priest treated hysterical women
with wild pipe music, which excited them to dance and dance till they
fell to the ground exhausted, and went to sleep; when they awoke
they were cured. The unconscious sources of human thought are

* Cf. Daniel O’Connell: “Let me write the songs of a nation, and I care not
who makes its laws.”
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touched and soothed by such methods; and it is in these substrata of
behavior and feeling that genius sinks its roots. “No man when
conscious attains to true or inspired intuition, but rather when the
power of intellect is fettered in sleep or by disease or dementia”; the
prophet (mantike) or genius is akin to the madman (manike)
(Phadrus, 244).

Plato passes on to a remarkable anticipation of “psychoanalysis.”
Our political psychology is perplexed, he argues, because we have not
adequately studied the various appetites or instincts of man. Dreams
may give us a clue to some of the subtle and more elusive of these
dispositions.

Certain of the unnecessary pleasures and instincts are deemed to be un-
lawful; every man appears to have them, but in some persons they are sub-
jected to the control of law and reason [“sublimated”], and the better
desires prevailing over them, they are either wholly suppressed, or reduced
in strength and number; while in other persons these desires are stronger
and more abundant. I mean particularly those desires which are awake
when the reasoning and taming and ruling power [“censor”] of the person-
ality is asleep; the wild beast in our nature, gorged with meat and drink,
starts up and walks about naked, and surfeits at his will; and there is no
conceivable folly or crime, however shameless or unnatural—not excepting
incest or parricide [“CEdipus complex”]—of which such a nature may not
be guilty. . . . But when a man’s pulse is healthy and temperate, and he
goes to sleep cool and rational, . . . having indulged his appetites neither
too much nor too little, but just enough to lay them to sleep, . . . he is
then least likely to be the sport of fanciful and lawless visions. . . . Inall
of us, even in good men, there is such a latent wild beast nature, which
peers out in sleep (571-2).

Music and measure lend grace and health to the soul and to the
body; but again, too much music is as dangerous as too much athletics.
To be merely an athlete is to be nearly a savage; and to be merely a
musician is to be “melted and softened beyond what is good” (410).
The two must be combined; and after sixteen the individual practice
of music must be abandoned, though choral singing, like communal
games, will go on throughout life. Nor is music to be merely music; it
must be used to provide attractive forms for the sometimes unap-
petizing contents of mathematics, history and science; there is no
reason why for the young these difficult studies should not be
smoothed into verse and beautified with song. Even then these studies
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are not to be forced upon an unwilling mind; within limits a lib-
ertarian spirit must prevail.

The elements of instruction . . . should be presented to the mind in
childhood, but not with any compulsion; for a freeman should be a free-
man too in the acquisition of knowledge. . . . Knowledge which is ac-
quired under compulsion has no hold on the mind. Therefore do not use
compulsion, but let early education be rather a sort of amusement; this will
better enable you to find out the natural bent of the child (536).

With minds so freely growing, and bodies made strong by sport
and outdoor life of every kind, our ideal state would have a firm
psychological and physiological base broad enough for every possi-
bility and every development. But a moral basis must be provided as
well; the members of the community must make a unity; they must
learn that they are members of one another; that they owe to one
another certain amenities and obligations. Now since men are by
nature acquisitive, jealous, combative, and erotic, how shall we per-
suade them to behave themselves? By the policeman’s omnipresent
club? It is a brutal method, costly and irritating. There is a better
way, and that is by lending to the moral requirements of the com-
munity the sanction of supernatural authority. We must have a
religion. '

Plato believes that a nation cannot be strong unless it believes in
God. A mere cosmic force, or first cause, or élan vital, that was not a
person, could hardly inspire hope, or devotion, or sacrifice; it could
not offer comfort to the hearts of the distressed, nor courage to em-
battled souls. But a living God can do all this, and can stir or frighten
the self-seeking individualist into some moderation of his greed, some
control of his passion. All the more so if to belief in God is added be-
lief in personal immortality: the hope of another life gives us courage
to meet our own death, and to bear with the death of our loved ones;
we are twice armed if we fight with faith. Granted that none of
the beliefs can be demonstrated; that God may be after all only the
personified ideal of our love and our hope, and that the soul is like the
music of the lyre, and dies with the instrument that gave it form: yet
surely (so runs the argument, Pascal-like, of the Phaedo) it will do us
no harm to believe, and it may do us and our children immeasur-
able good.

For we are likely to have trouble with these children of ours if we
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undertake to explain and justify everything to their simple minds. We
shall have an especially hard time when they arrive at the age of
twenty, and face the first scrutiny and test of what they have learned
in all their years of equal education. Then will come a ruthless weed-
ing out; the Great Elimination, we might call it. That test will be no
mere academic examination; it will be practical as well as theoretical:
“there shall also be toils and pains and conflicts prescribed for them”
(413). Every kind of ability will have a chance to show itself, and
every sort of stupidity will be hunted out into the light. Those who
fail will be assigned to the economic work of the nation; they will be
business men, and clerks, and factory workers, and farmers. The test
will be impartial and impersonal; whether one is to be a farmer or a
philosopher will be determined not by monopolized opportunity or
nepotic favoritism; the selection will be more democratic than de-
mocracy.

Those who pass this first test will receive ten more years of educa-
tion and training, in body and mind and character. And then they
will face a second test, far severer than the first. Those who fail will
become the auxiliaries, or executive aides and military ofhicers of the
state. Now it is just in these great eliminations that we shall need
every resource of persuasion to get the eliminated to accept their fate
with urbanity and peace. For what is to prevent that great unselected
majority, in the first test, and that lesser but more vigorous and capa-
ble second group of Eliminees, from shouldering arms and smashing
this Utopia of ours into a mouldering reminiscence? What is to pre-
vent them from establishing there and then a world in which again
mere number or mere force will rule, and the sickly comedy of 2 sham
democracy will reénact itself da capo ad nauseam? Then religion and
faith will be our only salvation: we shall tell these young people that
the divisions into which they have fallen are God-decreed and irrev-
ocable—not all their tears shall wipe out one word of it. We shall tell
them the myth of the metals:

“Citizens, you arc brothers, yet God has framed you differently. Some
of you have the power of command; and these he has made of gold, where-
fore they have the greatest honor; others of silver, to be auxiliaries; others
again, who are to be husbandmen and craftsmen, he has made of brass and
iron; and the species will generally be preserved in the children. But as you
are of the same original family, a golden parent will sometimes have a
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silver son, or a silver parent a golden son. And God proclaims . . . that if
the son of a golden or a silver parent has an admixture of brass or iron,
then nature requires a transposition of ranks; and the eye of the ruler must
not be pitiful towards his child because he has to descend in the scale to
become a husbandman or an artisan, just as there may be others sprung
from the artisan class who are raised to honor, and become guardians and
auxiliaries. For an oracle says that when a man of brass or iron guards the

state, it will be destroyed” (415).

Perhaps with this “royal fable” we shall secure a fairly general con-
sent to the furtherance of our plan.

But now what of the lucky remnant that ride these successive
waves of selection?

They are taught philosophy. They have now reached the age of
thirty; it would not have been wise to let them “taste the dear delight
too early; . . . for young men, when they first get the taste of philosophy
in their mouths, argue for amusement, and are always contradicting
and refuting, . . . like puppy-dogs who delight to tear and pull at all
who come near them” (539). This dear delight, philosophy, means
two things chiefly: to think clearly, which is metaphysics; and to rule
wisely, which is politics. First then, our young Elite must learn to
think clearly. For that purpose they shall study the doctrine of Ideas.

But this famous doctrine of Ideas, embellished and obscured by
the fancy and poetry of Plato, is a discouraging maze to the modern
student, and must have offered another severe test to the survivors of
many siftings. The Idea of a thing might be the “general idea” of the
class to which it belongs (the Idea of John, or Dick, or Harry, is Man);
or it might be the law or laws according to which the thing operates
(the Idea of John would be the reduction of all his behavior to “nat-
ural laws”); or it might be the perfect purpose and ideal towards
which the thing and its class may develop (the Idea of John is the
John of Utopia). Very probably the Idea is all of these—idea, law and
ideal. Behind the surface phenomena and particulars which greet our
senses, are generalizations, regularities, and directions of development,
unperceived by sensation but conceived by reason and thought. These
ideas, laws and ideals are more permanent—and therefore more “real”
—than the sense-perceived particular things through which we con-
ceive and deduce them: Man is more permanent than Tom, or Dick,
or Harry; this circle is born with the movement of my pencil and dies
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under the attrition of my eraser, but the conception Circle goes on
forever. This tree stands, and that tree falls; but the laws which deter-
mine what bodies shall fall, and when, and how, were without begin-
ning, are now, and ever shall be, without end. There is, as the gentle
Spinoza would say, a world of things perceived by sense, and a world
of laws inferred by thought; we do not see the law of inverse squares
but it is there, and everywhere; it was before anything began, and
will survive when all the world of things is a finished tale. Here is a
bridge: the sense perceives concrete and iron to a hundred million
tons; but the mathematician sees, with the mind’s eye, the daring and
delicate adjustment of all this mass of material to the laws of me-
chanics and mathematics and engineering, those laws according to
which all good bridges that are made must be made; if the mathema-
tician be also a poet, he will see these laws upholding the bridge; if
the laws were violated the bridge would collapse into the stream be-
neath; the laws are the God that holds up the bridge in the hollow of
his hand. Aristotle hints something of this when he says that by Ideas
Plato meant what Pythagoras meant by “number” when he taught
that this is a world of numbers (meaning presumably that the world
is ruled by mathematical constancies and regularities). Plutarch tells
us that according to Plato “God always geometrizes”; or, as Spinoza
puts the same thought, God and the universal laws of structure and
operation are one and the same reality. To Plato, as to Bertrand
Russell, mathematics is therefore the indispensable prelude to phi-
losophy, and its highest form; over the doors of his Academy Plato
placed, Dantesquely, these words, “Let no man ignorant of geometry
enter here.” ¢

Without these Ideas—these generalizations, regularities and ideals
—the world would be to us as it must seem to the first-opened eyes of
the child, a mass of unclassified and unmeaning particulars of sensa-
tion; for meaning can be given to things only by classifying and gen-
eralizing them, by finding the laws of their beings, and the purposes
and goals of their activity. Or the world without Ideas would be a heap
of book-titles fallen haphazard out of the catalogue, as compared to
the same titles arranged in order according to their classes, their

 The details of the argument for the interpretation here given of the doctrine
of Ideas may be followed in D. G. Ritchie’s Plato, Edinburgh, 1902, especially
Pp- 49 and 85.
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sequences and their purposes; it would be the shadows in a cave as com-
pared with the sunlit realities without, which cast those fantastic and
deceptive shadows within (514). Therefore the essence of a higher
education is the search for Ideas: for generalizations, laws of sequence,
and ideals of development; behind things we must discover their rela-
tion and meaning, their mode and law of operation, the function and
ideal they serve or adumbrate; we must classify and coérdinate our
sense experience in terms of law and purpose; only for lack of this
does the mind of the imbecile differ from the mind of Caesar.

Well, after five years of training in this recondite doctrine of Ideas,
this art of perceiving significant forms and causal sequences and ideal
potentialities amid the welter and hazard of sensation; after five years
of training in the application of this principle to the behavior of men
and the conduct of states; after this long preparation from childhood
through youth and into the maturity of thirty-five; surely now these
perfect products are ready to assume the royal purple and the highest
functions of public life>—surely they are at last the philosopher-kings
who are to rule and to free the human race?

Alas! not yet. Their education is still unfinished. For after all it has
been, in the main, a theoretical education: something else is needed.
Let these Ph.D.’s pass down now from the heights of philosophy into
the “cave” of the world of men and things; generalizations and ab-
stractions are worthless except they be tested by this concrete world;
let our students enter that world with no favor shown them; they shall
compete with men of business, with hard-headed grasping individu-
alists, with men of brawn and men of cunning; in this mart of strife
they shall learn from the book of life itself; they shall hurt their
fingers and scratch their philosophic shins on the crude realities of the
world; they shall earn their bread and butter by the sweat of their
high brows. And this last and sharpest test shall go on ruthlessly for
fifteen long years. Some of our perfect products will break under the
pressure, and be submerged by this last great wave of elimination.
Those that survive, scarred and fifty, sobered and self-reliant, shorn of
scholastic vanity by the merciless friction of life, and armed now with
all the wisdom that tradition and experience, culture and conflict, can
codperate to give—these men at last shall automatically become the
rulers of the state.
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» The Political Solution

Automatically—without any hypocrisy of voting. Democracy means
perfect equality of opportunity, especially in education; not the rota-
tion of every Tom, Dick and Harry in public office. Every man shall
have an equal chance to make himself fit for the complex tasks of ad-
ministration; but only those who have proved their mettle (or, in our
myth, their metal), and have emerged from all tests with the insignia
of skill, shall be eligible to rule. Public officials shall be chosen not by
votes, nor by secret cliques pulling the unseen wires of democratic
pretense, but by their own ability as demonstrated in the fundamental
democracy of an equal race. Nor shall any man hold office without
specific training, nor hold high office till he has first filled a lower office
well (Gorgias, 514-5).

Is this aristocracy? Well, we need not be afraid of the word, if the
reality is good which it betokens: words are wise men’s counters, with-
out value of their own; they are the money only of fools and politi-
cians. We want to be ruled by the best, which is what aristocracy
means; have we not, Carlyle-like, yearned and prayed to be ruled by
the best? But we have come to think of aristocracies as hereditary: let
it be carefully noted that this Platonic aristocracy is not of that kind;
one would rather call it a democratic aristocracy. For the people, in-
stead of blindly electing the lesser of two evils presented to them as
candidates by nominating cliques, will here be themselves, every one
of them, the candidates; and will receive an equal chance of educa-
tional election to public office. There is no caste here; no inheritance
of position or privilege; no stoppage of talent impecuniously born; the
son of a ruler begins on the same level, and receives the same treat-
ment and opportunity, as the son of a bootblack; if the ruler’s son is a
dolt he falls at the first shearing; if the bootblack’s son is a man of
ability the way is clear for him to become a guardian of the state (423).
Career will be open to talent wherever it is born. This is a democracy
of the schools—a hundredfold more honest and more effective than a
democracy of the polls.

And so, “setting aside every other business, the guardians will dedi-
cate themselves wholly to the maintenance of freedom in the state,
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making this their craft and engaging in no work which does not bear
upon this end” (395). They shall be legislature and executive and
court in one; even the laws shall not bind them to a dogma in the face
of altered circumstance; the rule of the guardians shall be a flexible
intelligence unbound by precedent.

But how can men of fifty have a flexible intelligence? Will they
not be mentally plaster-casted by routine? Adeimantus (echoing, no
doubt, some hot brotherly debate in Plato’s home) objects that phi-
losophers are dolts or rogues, who would rule either foolishly, or self-
ishly, or both. “The votaries of philosophy who carry on the study not
only in youth with a view to education, but as the pursuit of their
maturer years—these men for the most part grow into very strange
beings, not to say utter scoundrels; and the result with those who may
be considered the best of them is, that they are made useless to the
world by the very study which you extol” (487). This is a fair enough
description of some bespectacled modern philosophers; but Plato an-
swers that he has guarded against this difficulty by giving his philoso-
phers the training of life as well as the erudition of the schools; that
they will in consequence be men of action rather than merely men
of thought—men seasoned to high purposes and noble temper by long
experience and trial. By philosophy Plato means an active culture,
wisdom that mixes with the concrete busyness of life; he does not
mean a closeted and impractical metaphysician; Plato “is the man who
least resembles Kant, which is (with all respect) a considerable
merit.” 17

So much for incompetence; as for rascality we may provide against
that by establishing among the guardians a system of communism:

In the first place none of them should have any property beyond what is
absolutely necessary; neither should they have a private house, with bars
and bolts, closed against any one who has a mind to enter; their provisions
should be only such as are required by trained warriors, who are men of
temperance and courage; their agreement is to receive from the citizens a
fixed rate of pay, enough to meet the expenses of the year, and no more;
and they will have common meals and live together, like soldiers in a camp.
Gold and silver we will tell them that they have from God; the diviner
metal is within them, and they have therefore no need of that earthly dross
which passes under the name of gold, and ought not to pollute the divine
by earthly admixture, for that commoner metal has been the source of many

" Faguet, p. 10.
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unholy deeds; but their own is undefiled. And they alone of all the citizens
may not touch or handle silver or gold, or be under the same roof with
them, or wear them, or drink from them. And this will be their salvation,
and the salvation of the State. But should they ever acquire homes or lands
or moneys of their own, they will become housekeepers and husbandmen
instead of guardians; enemies and tyrants instead of allies of the other citi-
zens; hating and being hated, plotting and being plotted against, they will
pass through life in much greater terror of internal than of external en-
emies; and the hour of ruin, both to themselves and to the rest of the State,

will be at hand (416-17).

This arrangement will make it unprofitable, as well as dangerous,
for the guardians to rule as a clique seeking the good of their class
rather than that of the community as a whole. For they will be pro-
tected from want; the necessities and modest luxuries of a noble life
will be theirs in regular provision, without the searing and wrinkling
care of economic worry. But by the same token they will be precluded
from cupidity and sordid ambitions; they will always have just so
much of the world’s goods, and no more; they will be like physicians
establishing, and themselves accepting, a dietary for a nation. They
will eat together, like consecrated men; they will sleep together in
single barracks, like soldiers sworn to simplicity. “Friends should have
all things in common,” as Pythagoras used to say (Laws, 807). So the
authority of the guardians will be sterilized, and their power made
poisonless; their sole reward will be honor and the sense of service to
the group. And they will be such men as from the beginning have
deliberately consented to so materially limited a career; and such men
as at the end of their stern training will have learned to value the high
repute of the statesman above the crass emoluments of the office-
seeking politicians or the “economic man.” At their coming the battles
of party politics will be no more.

But what will their wives say to all this? Will they be content to
forego the luxuries of life and the conspicuous consumption of goods?
The guardians will have no wives. Their communism is to be of
women as well as of goods. They are to be freed not only from the
egoism of self, but from the egoism of family; they are not to be nar-
rowed to the anxious acquisitiveness of the prodded husband; they are
to be devoted not to a woman but to the community. Even their chil-
dren shall not be specifically or distinguishably theirs; all children of
guardians shall be taken from their mothers at birth and brought up
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in common; their particular parentage will be lost in the scuffle (460).
All the guardian-mothers will care for all the guardian-children; the
brotherhood of man, within these limits, will graduate from phrase to
fact; every boy will be a brother to every other boy, every girl a sister,
every man a father, and every woman a mother.

But whence will these women come? Some, no doubt, the guard-
ians will woo out of the industrial or military classes; others will have
become, by their own right, members of the guardian class. For there
is to be no sex barrier of any kind in this community; least of all in
education—the girl shall have the same intellectual opportunities as
the boy, the same chance to rise to the highest positions in the state.
When Glaucon objects (453 f) that this admission of woman to any
office, provided she has passed the tests, violates the principle of the
division of labor, he receives the sharp reply that division of labor
must be by aptitude and ability, not by sex; if a woman shows herself
capable of political administration, let her rule; if a man shows him-
self to be capable only of washing dishes, let him fulfil the function
to which Providence has assigned him.

Community of wives does not mean indiscriminate mating; rather
there is to be strict eugenic supervision of all reproductive relations.
The argument from the breeding of animals here starts its wandering
career: if we get such good results in breeding cattle selectively for
qualities desired, and from breeding only from the best in each genera-
tion, why should we not apply similar principles to the matings of
mankind? (459). For it is not enough to educate the child properly; he
must be properly born, of select and healthy ancestry; “education
should begin before birth” (Laws, 789). Therefore no man or woman
shall procreate unless in perfect health; a health certificate is to be re-
quired of every bride and groom (Laws, 772). Men may reproduce
only when they are above thirty and under forty-five; women only
when they are above twenty and under forty. Men unmarried by
thirty-five are to be taxed into felicity (Laws, 771). Offspring born
of unlicensed matings, or deformed, are to be exposed and left to die.
Before and after the ages specified for procreation, mating is to be
free, on condition that the foetus be aborted. “We grant this permis-
sion with strict orders to the parties to do all in their power to prevent
any embryo from seeing the light; and if any should force its way to
birth, they must understand that the offspring of such a union cannot
be maintained, and they must make their arrangements accordingly”
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(461). The marriage of relatives is prohibited, as inducing degenera-
tion (310). “The best of either sex should be united with the best as
often as possible, and the inferior with the inferior; and they are to
rear the offspring of the one sort but not that of the other; for this is
the only way of keeping the flock in prime condition. . . . Our braver
and better youth, beside their other honors and rewards, are to be
permitted a greater variety of mates; for such fathers ought to have as
many sons as possible” (459-60).

But our eugenic society must be protected not only from disease
and deterioration within, but from enemies without. It must be ready,
if need be, to wage successful war. Our model community would of
course be pacific, for it would restrict population within the means of
subsistence; but neighboring states not so managed might well look
upon the orderly prosperity of our Utopia as an invitation to raid and
rapine. Hence, while deploring the necessity, we shall have, in our
intermediate class, a sufficient number of well-trained soldiers, living
a hard and simple life like the guardians, on a stated modicum of goods
supplied by their “maintainers and fore-fathers,” the people. At the
same time every precaution must be taken to avoid the occasions of
war. The primary occasion is overpopulation (373); the second is
foreign trade, with the inevitable disputes that interrupt it. Indeed,
competitive trade is really a form of war; “peace is only a name” (Laws,
622). It will be well then to situate our ideal state considerably inland,
so that it shall be shut out from any high development of foreign com-
merce. “The sea fills a country with merchandise and money-making
and bargaining; it breeds in men’s minds habits of financial greed and
faithlessness, alike in its internal and in its foreign relations” (Laws,
704~7). Foreign trade requires a large navy to protect it; and navalism
is as bad as militarism. “In every case the guilt of war is confined
to a few persons, and the many are friends” (471). The most fre-
quent wars are precisely the vilest—civil wars, wars of Greek against
Greek; let the Greeks form a pan-Hellenic league of nations, uniting
lest “the whole Greek race some day fall under the yoke of barbarian
peoples” (469).

So our political structure will be topped with a small class of guard-
ians; it will be protected by a large class of soldiers and “auxiliaries”;
and it will rest on the broad base of a commercial, industrial, and agri-
cultural population. This last or economic class will retain private
property, private mates, and private families. But trade and industry
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will be regulated by the guardians to prevent excessive individual
wealth or poverty; any one acquiring more than four times the aver-
age possession of the citizens must relinquish the excess to the state
(Laws, 714 £). Perhaps interest will be forbidden, and profits limited
(Laws, 920). The communism of the guardians is impracticable for
the economic class; the distinguishing characteristics of this class are
powerful instincts of acquisition and competition; some noble souls
among them will be free from this fever of combative possession, but
the majority of men are consumed with it; they hunger and thirst not
after righteousness, nor after honor, but after possessions endlessly
multiplied. Now men engrossed in the pursuit of money are unfit to
rule a state; and our entire plan rests on the hope that if the guardians
rule well and live simply, the economic man will be willing to let
them monopolize administration if they permit him to monopolize
luxury. In short, the perfect society would be that in which each class
and each unit would be doing the work to which its nature and apti-
tude best adapted it; in which no class or individual would interfere
with others, but all would codperate in difference to produce an effi-
cient and harmonious whole (433~4). That would be a just state.

9 The Ethical Solution

And now our political disgression is ended, and we are ready at last
to answer the question with which we began—What is justice? There
are only three things worth while in this world—justice, beauty and
truth; and perhaps none of them can be defined. Four hundred years
after Plato a Roman procurator of Judea asked, helplessly, “What is
truth?”"—and philosophers have not yet answered, nor told us what is
beauty. But for justice Plato ventures a definition. “Justice,” he says,
“is the having and doing what is one’s own” (433).

This has a disappointing sound; after so much delay we expected
an infallible revelation. What does the definition mean? Simply that
each man shall receive the equivalent of what he produces, and shall
perform the function for which he is best fit. A just man is 2 man in
just the right place, doing his best, and giving the full equivalent of
what he receives. A society of just men would be therefore a highly
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harmonious and efficient group; for every element would be in its
place, fulfilling its appropriate function like the pieces in a perfect
orchestra. Justice in a society would be like that harmony of relation-
ships whereby the planets are held together in their orderly (or, as
Pythagoras would have said, their musical) movement. So organized,
a society is fit for survival; and justice receives a kind of Darwinian
sanction. Where men are out of their natural places, where the busi-
ness man subordinates the statesman, or the soldier usurps the posi-
tion of the king—there the coordination of parts is destroyed, the
joints decay, the society disintegrates and dissolves. Justice is effective
cobrdination,

And in the individual too, justice is effective coérdination, the har-
monious functioning of the elements in a man, cach in its fit place and
each making its codperative contribution to behavior. Every individual
is a cosmos or a chaos of desires, emotions and ideas; let these fall into
harmony, and the individual survives and succeeds; let them lose their
proper place and function, let emotion try to become the light of action
as well as its heat (as in the fanatic), or let thought try to become the
heat of action as well as its light (as in the intellectual)—and disinte-
gration of personality begins, failure advances like the inevitable
night. Justice is a taxis kai kosmos—an order and beauty—of the parts
of the soul; it is to the soul as health is to the body. All evil is dishar-
mony: between man and nature, or man and men, or man and himself.

So Plato replies to Thrasymachus and Callicles, and to all Nie-
tzscheans forever: Justice is not mere strength, but harmonious
strength—desires and men falling into that order which constitutes in-
telligence and organization; justice is not the right of the stronger, but
the effective harmony of the whole. It is true that the individual who
gets out of the place to which his nature and talents adapt him may for
a time seize some profit and advantage; but an inescapable Nemesis
pursues him—as Anaxagoras spoke of the Furies pursuing any planet
that should wander out of its orbit; the terrible baton of the Nature of
Things drives the refractory instrument back to its place and its pitch
and its natural note. The Corsican lieutenant may try to rule Europe
with a ceremonious despotism fitted better to an ancient monarchy
than to a dynasty born overnight; but he ends on a prison-rock in the
sea, ruefully recognizing that he is “the slave of the Nature of Things.”
Injustice will out.

There is nothing bizarrely new in this conception; and indeed we
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shall do well to suspect, in philosophy, any doctrine which plumes it-
self on novelty. Truth changes her garments frequently (like every
seemly lady), but under the new habit she remains always the same.
In morals we need not expect startling innovations: despite the
interesting adventures of Sophists and Nietzscheans, all moral concep-
tions revolve about the good of the whole. Morality begins with asso-
ciation and interdependence and organization; life in society requires
the concession of some part of the individual'’s sovereignty to the com-
mon order; and ultimately the norm of conduct becomes the welfare
of the group. Nature will have it so, and her judgment is always final;
a group survives, in competition or conflict with another group, ac-
cording to its unity and power, according to the ability of its members
to codperate for common ends. And what better codperation could
there be than that each should be doing that which he can do best?
This is the goal of organization which every society must seek, if it
would have life. Morality, said Jesus, is kindness to the weak; morality,
said Nietzsche, is the bravery of the strong; morality, says Plato, is
the effective harmony of the whole. Probably all three doctrines must
be combined to find a perfect ethic; but can we doubt which of the
elements is fundamental?

1M .
il Criticism

And now what shall we say of this whole Utopia? Is it feasible? And
if not, has it any practicable features which we could turn to contem-
porary use? Has it ever in any place or measure been realized?

At least the last question must be answered in Plato’s favor. For a
thousand years Europe was ruled by an order of guardians consider-
ably like that which was visioned by our philosopher. During the
Middle Ages it was customary to classify the population of Christen-
dom into laboratores (workers), bellatores (soldiers), and oratores
(clergy). The last group, though small in number, monopolized the
instruments and opportunities of culture, and ruled with almost un-
limited sway half of the most powerful continent on the globe. The
clergy, like Plato’s guardians, were placed in authority not by the
suffrages of the people, but by their talent as shown in ecclesiastical
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studies and administration, by their disposition to a life of meditation
and simplicity, and (perhaps it should be added) by the influence of
their relatives with the powers of state and church. In the latter half
of the period in which they ruled, the clergy were as free from family
cares as even Plato could desire; and in some cases, it would seem, they
enjoyed no little of the reproductive freedom accorded to the guard-
ians. Celibacy was part of the psychological structure of the power of
the clergy; for on the one hand they were unimpeded by the narrow-
ing egoism of the family, and on the other their apparent superiority
to the call of the flesh added to the awe in which lay sinners held them,
and to the readiness of these sinners to bare their lives in the con-
fessional.

Much of the politics of Catholicism was derived from Plato’s
“royal lies,” or influenced by them: the ideas of heaven, purgatory,
and hell, in their medieval form, are traceable to the last book of the
Republic; the cosmology of scholasticism comes largely from the
Timaeus; the doctrine of realism (the objective reality of general ideas)
was an interpretation of the doctrine of Ideas; even the educational
“quadrivium” (arithmetic, geometry, astronomy and music) was mod-
eled on the curriculum outlined in Plato. With this body of doctrine
the people of Europe were ruled with hardly any resort to force; and
they accepted this rule so readily that for a thousand years they con-
tributed plentiful material support to their rulers, and asked no voice
in the government. Nor was this acquiescence confined to the general
population; merchants and soldiers, feudal chieftains and civil powers
all bent the knee to Rome. It was an aristocracy of no mean political
sagacity; it built probably the most marvelous and powerful organiza-
tion which the world has ever known.

The Jesuits who for a time ruled Paraguay were semi-Platonic
guardians, a clerical oligarchy empowered by the possession of knowl-
edge and skill in the midst of a barbarian population. And for a time
the Communist Party which ruled Russia after the revolution of No-
vember, 1917, took a form strangely reminiscent of the Republic.
They were a small minority, held together almost by religious convic-
tion, wiclding the weapons of orthodoxy and excommunication, as
sternly devoted to their cause as any saint to his, and living a frugal
existence while ruling half the soil of Europe.

Such examples indicate that within limits and with modifications,
Plato’s plan is practicable; and indeed he himself had derived it largely
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from actual practice as seen on his travels. He had been impressed by
the Egyptian theocracy: here was a great and ancient civilization
ruled by a small priestly class; and compared with the bickering and
tyranny and incompetence of the Athenian Ecclesia Plato felt that the
Egyptian government represented a much higher form of state (Laws,
819). In Italy he had stayed for a time with a Pythagorean community,
vegetarian and communist, which had for generations controlled the
Greek colony in which it lived. In Sparta he had seen a small ruling
class living a hard and simple life in common in the midst of a subject
population; eating together, restricting mating for eugenic ends, and
giving to the brave the privilege of many wives. He had no doubt
heard Euripides advocate a community of wives, the liberation of
slaves, and the pacification of the Greek world by an Hellenic league
(Medea, 230; Fragm., 655); no doubt, too, he knew some of the
Cynics who had developed a strong communist movement among
what one would now call the Socratic Left. In short, Plato must have
felt that in propounding his plan he was not making an impossible
advance on realities which his eyes had seen.

Yet critics from Aristotle’s day to ours have found in the Republic
many an opening for objection and doubt. “These things and many
others,” says the Stagyrite, with cynical brevity, “have been invented
several times over in the course of ages.” It is very pretty to plan a
society in which all men will be brothers; but to extend such a term
to all our male contemporaries is to water out of it all warmth and
significance. So with common property: it would mean a dilution of
responsibility; when everything belongs to everybody nobody will take
care of anything. And finally, argues the great conservative, com-
munism would fling people into an intolerable continuity of contact;
it would leave no room for privacy or individuality; and it would pre-
sume such virtues of patience and codperation as only a saintly minority
possess. “We must neither assume a standard of virtue which is above
ordinary persons, nor an education which is exceptionally favored by
nature and circumstance; but we must have regard to the life which
the majority can share, and to the forms of government to which states
in general can attain.”

So far Plato’s greatest (and most jealous) pupil; and most of the
criticisms of later date strike the same chord. Plato underrated, we are
told, the force of custom accumulated in the institution of monogamy,
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and in the moral code attached to that institution; he underestimated
the possessive jealousy of males in supposing that a man would be con-
tent to have merely an aliquot portion of a wife; he minimized the
maternal instinct in supposing that mothers would agree to have their
children taken from them and brought up in a heartless anonymity.
And above all he forgot that in abolishing the family he was destroy-
ing the great nurse of morals and the chief source of those codperative
and communistic habits which would have to be the psychological
basis of his state; with unrivaled eloquence he sawed off the branch
on which he sat.

To all these criticisms one can reply very simply, that they destroy
a straw man. Plato explicitly exempts the majority from his commu-
nistic plan; he recognizes clearly enough that only a few are capable
of the material self-denial which he proposes for his ruling class; only
the guardians will call every guardian brother or sister; only the guard-
ians will be without gold or goods. The vast majority will retain all
respectable institutions—property, money, luxury, competition, and
whatever privacy they may desire. They will have marriage as monog-
amic as they can bear, and all the morals derived from it and from
the family; the fathers shall keep their wives and the mothers shall
keep their children ad libitum and nauseam. As to the guardians, their
need is not so much communistic disposition as a sense of honor, and
love of it; pride and not kindness is to hold them up. And as for the
maternal instinct, it is not strong before the birth, or even the growth,
of the child; the average mother accepts the newborn babe rather with
resignation than with joy; love for it is a development, not a sudden
miracle, and grows as the child grows, as it takes form under the pains-
taking care of the mother; not until it has become the embodiment of
maternal artistry does it irrevocably catch the heart.

Other objections are economic rather than psychological. Plato’s
republic, it is argued, denounces the division of every city into two
cities, and then offers us a city divided into three. The answer is that
the division in the first case is by economic conflict; in Plato’s state the
guardian and auxiliary classes are specifically excluded from participa-
tion in this competition for gold and goods. But then the guardians
would have power without responsibility; and would not this lead to
tyranny? Not at all; they have political power and direction, but no
economic power or wealth; the economic class, if dissatisfied with the
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guardians’ mode of rule, could hold up the food supply, as Parliaments
contro] executives by holding up the budget. Well, then, if the guard-
ians have political but not economic power, how can they maintain
their rule? Have not Harrington and Marx and many others shown
that political power is a reflex of economic power, and becomes pre-
carious as soon as economic power passes to a politically subject group
—as to the middle classes in the eighteenth century?

This is a very fundamental objection, and perhaps a fatal one. The
answer might be made that the power of the Roman Catholic Church,
which brought even kings to kneel at Canossa, was based, in its earlier
centuries of rule, rather on the inculcation of dogmas than on the
strategy of wealth. But it may be that the long dominion of the Church
was due to the agricultural condition of Europe: an agricultural popu-
lation is inclined to supernatural belief by its helpless dependence on
the caprice of the elements, and by that inability to control nature
which always leads to fear and thence to worship; when industry and
commerce developed, a new type of mind and man arose, more real-
istic and terrestrial, and the power of the Church began to crumble
as soon as it came into conflict with this new economic fact. Political
power must repeatedly readjust itself to the changing balance of eco-
nomic forces. The economic dependence of Plato’s guardians on the
economic class would very soon reduce them to the controlled political
executives of that class; even the manipulation of military power
would not long forestall this inevitable issue—any more than the mili-
tary forces of revolutionary Russia could prevent the development of
a proprietary individualism among the peasants who controlled the
growth of food, and therefore the fate of the nation. Only this would
remain to Plato: that even though political policies must be deter-
mined by the economically dominant group, it is better that those
policies should be administered by officials specifically prepared for
the purpose, than by men who stumble out of commerce or manufac-
turing into political office without any training in the arts of states-
manship.

What Plato lacks above all, perhaps, is the Heracleitean sense of
flux and change; he is too anxious to have the moving picture of this
world become a fixed and still tableau. He loves order exclusively,
like any timid philosopher; he has been frightened by the democratic
turbulence of Athens into an extreme neglect of individual values; he
arranges men in classes like an entomologist classifying flies; and he is
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not averse to using priestly humbug to secure his ends. His state is
static; it might easily become an old-fogey society, ruled by inflexible
octogenarians hostile to invention and jealous of change. It is mere
science without art; it exalts order, so dear to the scientific mind, and
quite neglects that liberty which is the soul of art; it worships the
name of beauty, but exiles the artists who alone can make beauty or
point it out. It is a Sparta or a Prussia, not an ideal state,

And now that these unpleasant necessities are candidly written
down, it remains to do willing homage to the power and profundity of
Plato’s conception. Essentially he is right—is he not>—what this world
needs is to be ruled by its wisest men. It is our business to adapt his
thought to our own times and limitations. Today we must take democ-
racy for granted: we cannot limit the suffrage as Plato proposed; but
we can put restrictions on the holding of office, and in this way secure
that mixture of democracy and aristocracy which Plato seems to have
in mind. We may accept without quarrel his contention that states-
men should be as specifically and thoroughly trained as physicians;
we might establish departments of political science and administration
in our universities; and when these departments have begun to func-
tion adequately we might make men ineligible for nomination to
political office unless they were graduates of such political schools.
We might even make every man eligible for an office who had been
trained for it, and thereby eliminate entirely that complex system of
nominations in which the corruption of our democracy has its seat;
let the electorate choose any man who, properly trained and qualified,
announces himself as a candidate. In this way democratic choice would
be immeasurably wider than now, when Tweedledum and Tweedle-
dee stage their quadrennial show and sham. Only one amendment
would be required to make quite democratic this plan for the restric-
tion of office to graduates in administrative technique; and that would
be such equality of educational opportunity as would open to all men
and women, irrespective of the means of their parents, the road to
university training and political advancement. It would be very simple
to have municipalities and counties and states offer scholarships to all
graduates of grammar school, high school and college who had shown
a certain standard of ability, and whose parents were financially un-
able to see them through the next stage of the educational process.
That would be a democracy worthy of the name.

Finally, it is only fair to add that Plato understands that his Utopia
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does not quite fall within the practicable realm. He admits that he has
described an ideal diffhicult of attainment; he answers that there is
nevertheless a value in painting these pictures of our desire; man’s
significance is that he can image a better world, and will some part of
it at least into reality; man is an animal that makes Utopias. “We look
before and after and pine for what is not.” Nor is it all without result:
many a dream has grown limbs and walked, or grown wings and
flown, like the dream of Icarus that men might fly. After all, even if
we have but drawn a picture, it may serve as goal and model of our
movement and behavior; when sufficient of us see the picture and fol-
low its gleam, Utopia will find its way upon the map. Meanwhile “in
heaven there is laid up a pattern of such a city, and he who desires
may behold it, and beholding, govern himself accordingly. But
whether there really is or ever will be such a city on earth, . . . he will
act according to the laws of that city, and no othet” (592). The good
man will apply even in the imperfect state, the perfect law.

Nevertheless, with all these concessions to doubt, the Master was bold
enough to risk himself when a chance offered to realize his plan. In
the years 387 B. c. Plato received an invitation from Dionysius, ruler
of the then flourishing and powerful Syracuse, capital of Sicily, to
come and turn his kingdom into Utopia; and the philosopher, think-
ing like Turgot that it was easier to educate one man—even though a
king—than a whole people, consented. But when Dionysius found that
the plan required either that he should become a philosopher or cease
to be a king, he balked; and the upshot was a bitter quarrel. Story has
it that Plato was sold into slavery, to be rescued by his friend and pupil
Anniceris; who, when Plato’s Athenian followers wished to reimburse
him for the ransom he had paid, refused, saying that they should not
be the only ones privileged to help philosophy. This (and, if we may
believe Diogenes Laertius, another similar) experience may account
for the disillusioned conservatism of Plato’s work, the Laws.

And yet the closing years of his long life must have been fairly
happy. His pupils had gone out in every direction, and their success
had made him honored everywhere. He was at peace in his Academe,
walking from group to group of his students and giving them prob-
lems and tasks on which they were to make research and, when he
came to them again, give report and answer. La Rochefoucauld said
that “few know how to grow old.” Plato knew: to learn like Solon
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and to teach like Socrates; to guide the eager young, and find the in-
tellectual love of comrades. For his students loved him as he loved
them; he was their friend as well as their philosopher and guide.

One of his pupils, facing that great abyss called marriage, invited
the Master to his wedding feast. Plato came, rich with his eighty
years, and joined the merry-makers gladly. But as the hours laughed
themselves away, the old philosopher retired into a quiet corner.of the
house, and sat down on a chair to win a little sleep. In the morning,
when the feast was over, the tired revellers came to wake him. They
found that during the night, quietly and without ado, he had passed
from a little sleep to an endless one. All Athens followed him to the
grave.
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i The Historical Background

Aristotle was born at Stagira, a Macedonian city some two hundred
miles to the north of Athens, in the year 384 B. c. His father was friend
and physician to Amyntas, King of Macedon and grandfather of Alex-
ander. Aristotle himself seems to have become a member of the great
medical fraternity of Asclepiads. He was brought up in the odor of
medicine as many later philosophers were brought up in the odor
of sanctity; he had every opportunity and encouragement to develop a
scientific bent of mind; he was prepared from the beginning to become
the founder of science.

We have a choice of stories for his youth. One narrative represents
him as squandering his patrimony in riotous living, joining the army
to avoid starvation, returning to Stagira to practice medicine, and going
to Athens at the age of thirty to study philosophy under Plato. A more
dignified story takes him to Athens at the age of eighteen, and puts
him at once under the tutelage of the great Master; but even in this
likelier account there is sufficient echo of a reckless and irregular
youth, living rapidly. The scandalized reader may console himself
by obscrving that in either story our philosopher anchors at last in the
quiet groves of the Academy.

Grote, Aristotle, London, 1872, p. 4; Zeller, Aristotle and the Earlier Peripa-
tetics, London, 1897, vol. i, pp- 6 £.
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Under Plato he studied eight—or twenty—years; and indeed the
pervasive Platonism of Aristotle’s speculations—even of those most
anti-Platonic—suggests the longer period. One would like to imagine
these as very happy vears; a brilliant pupil guided by an incomparable
teacher, walking like Greek lovers in the gardens of philosophy. But
they were both geniuses; and it is notorious that geniuses accord with
one another as harmoniously as dynamite with fire. Almost half a cen-
tury separated them; it was difficult for understanding to bridge the
gap of years and cancel the incompatibility of souls. Plato recognized
the greatness of this strange new pupil from the supposedly barbarian
north, and spoke of him once as the Nous of the Academy,—as if to
say, Intelligence personified. Aristotle had spent money lavishly in
the collection of books (that is, in those printless days, manuscripts);
he was the first, after Euripides, to gather together a library; and the
foundation of the principles of library classification was among his
many contributions to scholarship. Therefore Plato spoke of Aristotle’s
home as “the house of the reader,” and seems to have meant the sin-
cerest compliment; but some ancient gossip will have it that the
Master intended a sly but vigorous dig at a certain bookwormishness
in Aristotle. A more authentic quarrel seems to have arisen towards
the end of Plato’s life. Our ambitious youth apparently developed an
“CEdipus complex” against his spiritual father for the favors and affec-
tions of philosophy, and began to hint that wisdom would not die with
Plato; while the old sage spoke of his pupil as a foal that kicks his
mother after draining her dry.> The learned Zeller,® in whose pages
Aristotle almost achieves the Nirvana of respectability, would have us
reject these stories; but we may presume that where there is still so
much smoke there was once a flame.

The other incidents of this Athenian period are still more problem-
atical. Some biographers tell us that Aristotle founded a school of
oratory to rival Isocrates; and that he had among his pupils in this
school the wealthy Hermias, who was soon to become autocrat of the
city-state of Atarneus. After reaching this elevation Hermias invited
Aristotle to his court; and in the year 344 B. c. he rewarded his teacher
for past favors by bestowing upon him a sister (or a niece) in mar-
riage. One might suspect this as a Greek gift; but the historians hasten
to assure us that Aristotle, despite his genius, lived happily enough
* Benn, The Greek Philosophers, London, 1882, vol. i, p- 283.

*Vol.i, p. 11.
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with his wife, and spoke of her most affectionately in his will. It was
just a year later that Philip, King of Macedon, called Aristotle to the
court at Pella to undertake the education of Alexander. It bespeaks the
rising repute of our philosopher that the greatest monarch of the time,
looking about for the greatest teacher, should single out Aristotle to
be the tutor of the future master of the world.

Philip was determined that his son should have every educational
advantage, for he had made for him illimitable designs. His conquest
of Thrace in 356 8. c. had given him command of gold mines which
at once began to yield him precious metal to ten times the amount
then coming to Athens from the failing silver of Laurium; his people
were vigorous peasants and warriors, as yet unspoiled by city luxury
and vice: here was the combination that would make possible the
subjugation of a hundred petty city-states and the political unification
of Greece. Philip had no sympathy with the individualism that had
fostered the art and intellect of Greece but had at the same time dis-
integrated her social order; in all these little capitals he saw not the
exhilarating culture and the unsurpassable art, but the commercial
corruption and the political chaos; he saw insatiable merchants and
bankers absorbing the vital resources of the nation, incompetent poli-
ticians and clever orators misleading a busy populace into disastrous
plots and wars, factions cleaving classes and classes congealing into
castes: this, said Philip, was not a nation but only a welter of indi-
viduals—geniuses and slaves; he would bring the hand of order down
upon this turmoil, and make all Greece stand up united and strong as
the political center and basis of the world. In his youth in Thebes he
had learned the arts of military strategy and civil organization under
the noble Epaminondas; and now, with courage as boundless as his
ambition, he bettered the instruction. In 338 B. c. he defeated the
Athenians at Chzronea, and saw at last a Greece united, though with
chains. And then, as he stood upon this victory, and planned how he
and his son should master and unify the world, he fell under an
assassin’s hand.

Alexander, when Aristotle came, was a wild youth of thirteen;
passionate, epileptic, almost alcoholic; it was his pastime to tame horses
untamable by men. The efforts of the philosopher to cool the fires of
this budding volcano were not of much avail; Alexander had better
success with Bucephalus than Aristotle with Alexander. “For a while,”
says Plutarch, “Alexander loved and cherished Aristotle no less than
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as if he had been his own father; saying that though he had received
life from the one, the other had taught him the art of living.” (“Life,”
says a fine Greek adage, “is the gift of nature; but beautiful living is
the gift of wisdom.”) “For my part,” said Alexander in a letter to
Aristotle, “T had rather excel in the knowledge of what is good than
in the extent of my power and dominion.” But this was probably no
more than a royal-youthful compliment; beneath the enthusiastic tyro
of philosophy was the fiery son of a barbarian princess and an untamed
king; the restraints of reason were too delicate to hold these ancestral
passions in leash; and Alexander left philosophy after two years to
mount the throne and ride the world. History leaves us free to believe
(though we should suspect these pleasant thoughts) that Alexander’s
unifying passion derived some of its force and grandeur from his
teacher, the most synthetic thinker in the history of thought; and that
the conquest of order in the political realm by the pupil, and in the
philosophic realm by the master, were but diverse sides of one noble
and epic project—two magnificent Macedonians unifying two chaotic
worlds.

Setting out to conquer Asia, Alexander left behind him, in the
cities of Greece, governments favorable to him but populations reso-
lutely hostile. The long tradition of a free and once imperial Athens
made subjection—even to a brilliant world-conquering despot—intoler-
able; and the bitter eloquence of Demosthenes kept the Assembly al-
ways on the edge of revolt against the “Macedonian party” that held
the reins of city power. Now when Aristotle, after another period of
travel, returned to Athens in the year 334 B. c., he very naturally asso-
ciated with this Macedonian group, and took no pains to conceal his
approval of Alexander’s unifying rule. As we study the remarkable
succession of works, in speculation and research, which Aristotle pro-
ceeded to unfold in the last twelve years of his life; and as we watch
him in his multifold tasks of organizing his school, and of coérdinating
such a wealth of knowledge as probably never before had passed
through the mind of one man; let us occasionally remember that this
was no quiet and secure pursuit of truth; that at any minute the politi-
cal sky might change, and precipitate a storm in this peaceful philo-
sophic life. Only with this situation in mind shall we understand
Aristotle’s political philosophy, and his tragic end.
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2 The Work of Aristotle

It was not hard for the instructor of the king of kings to find pupils
even in so hostile a city as Athens. When, in the fifty-third year of his
age, Aristotle established his school, the Lyceum, so many students
flocked to him that it became necessary to make complicated regula-
tions for the maintenance of order. The students themselves deter-
mined the rules, and elected, every ten days, one of their number to
supervise the School. But we must not think of it as a place of rigid
discipline; rather the picture which comes down to us is of scholars
eating their meals in common with the master, and learning from him
as he and they strolled up and down the Walk along the athletic field
from which the Lyceum took its name.*

The new School was no mere replica of that which Plato had left
behind him. The Academy was devoted above all to mathematics and
to speculative and political philosophy; the Lyceum had rather a tend-
ency to biology and the natural sciences. If we may believe Pliny,
Alexander instructed his hunters, gamekeepers, gardeners and fisher-
men to furnish Aristotle with all the zoological and botanical material
he might desire; other ancient writers tell us that at one time he had
at his disposal a thousand men scattered throughout Greece and Asia,
collecting for him specimens of the fauna and flora of every land.
With this wealth of material he was enabled to establish the first great
zoological garden that the world had seen. We can hardly exaggerate
the influence of this collection upon his science and his philosophy.

Where did Aristotle derive the funds to finance these undertak-
ings? He was himself, by this time, a man of spacious income; and he
had married into the fortune of one of the most powerful public men
in Greece. Athenzus (no doubt with some exaggeration) relates that

*'The Walk was called Peripatos; hence the later name, Peripatetic School. The
athletic field was part of the grounds of the temple of Apollo Lyceus—the pro-
tector of the flock against the wolf (lycos).

8 Hist. Nat., viii, 16; in Lewes, Aristotle, a Chapter from the History of Science,
London, 1864, p. 15.
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Alexander gave Aristotle, for physical and biological equipment and
research, the sum of 8oo talents (in modern purchasing power, some
$4,000,000). It was at Aristotle’s suggestion, some think, that Alex-
ander sent a costly expedition to explore the sources of the Nile and
discover the causes of its periodical overflow.” Such works as the digest
of 158 political constitutions, drawn up for Aristotle, indicate a con-
siderable corps of aides and secretaries. In short we have here the first
example in European history of the large-scale financing of science by
public wealth. What knowledge would we not win if modern states
were to support research on a proportionately lavish scale!

Yet we should do Aristotle injustice if we were to ignore the almost
fatal limitations of equipment which accompanied these unprece-
dented resources and facilities. He was compelled “to fix time without
a watch, to compare degrees of heat without a thermometer, to ob-
serve the heavens without a telescope, and the weather without a
barometer. . . . Of all our mathematical, optical and physical instru-
ments he possessed only the rule and compass, together with the most
imperfect substitutes for some few others. Chemical analysis, correct
measurements and weights, and a thorough application of mathe-
matics to physics, were unknown. The attractive force of matter, the
law of gravitation, electrical phenomena, the conditions of chemical
combination, pressure of air and its effects, the nature of light, heat,
combustion, etc., in short, all the facts on which the physical theories
of modern science are based were wholly, or almost wholly, undis-
covered.” #

See, here, how inventions make history: for lack of a telescope
Aristotle’s astronomy is a tissue of childish romance; for lack of a
microscope his biology wanders endlessly astray. Indeed, it was in
industrial and technical invention that Greece fell farthest below the
general standard of its unparalleled achievements. The Greek disdain
of manual work kept everybody but the listless slave from direct
acquaintance with the processes of production, from that stimulating
contact with machinery which reveals defects and prefigures possibili-
ties; technical invention was possible only to those who had no interest

® Grant, Aristotle, Edinburgh, 1877, p. 18.
" The expedition reported that the inundations were due to the melting of the
snow on the mountains of Abyssinia.

& Zeller, i, 264, 443.
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in it, and could not derive from it any material reward. Perhaps the
very cheapness of the slaves made invention lag; muscle was still less
costly than machines. And so, while Greek commerce conquered the
Mediterranean Sea, and Greek philosophy conquered the Mediter-
ranean mind, Greek science straggled, and Greek industry remained
almost where Zgean industry had been when the invading Greeks
had come down upon it, at Cnossus, at Tiryns and Mycene, a thou-
sand years before. No doubt we have here the reason why Aristotle
so seldom appeals to experiment; the mechanisms of experiment had
not yet been made; and the best he could do was to achieve an almost
universal and continuous observation. Nevertheless the vast body of
data gathered by him and his assistants became the groundwork of
the progress of science, the text-book of knowledge for two thousand
years; one of the wonders of the work of man.

Aristotle’s writings ran into the hundreds. Some ancient authors
credit him with four hundred volumes, others with a thousand. What
remains is but a part, and yet it is a library in itself—conceive the
scope and grandeur of the whole. There are, first, the Logical works:
“Categories,” “Topics,” “Prior” and “Posterior Analytics,” “Proposi-
tions,” and “Sophistical Refutation”; these works were collected and
edited by the later Peripatetics under the general title of Aristotle’s
“Organon,”—that is, the organ or instrument of correct thinking.
Secondly, there are the Scientific works: “Physics,” “On the Heav-
ens,” “Growth and Decay,” “Meteorology,” “Natural History,” “On
the Soul,” “The Parts of Animals,” “The Movements of Animals,”
and “The Géneration of Animals.” There are, thirdly, the Esthetic
works: “Rhetoric” and “Poetics.” And fourthly come the more strictly
Philosophical works: “Ethics,” “Politics,” and “Metaphysics.” ®

Here, evidently, is the Encyclopaedia Britannica of Greece: every
problem under the sun and about it finds a place; no wonder there are
more errors and absurdities in Aristotle than in any other philosopher
who ever wrote. Here is such a synthesis of knowledge and theory as
no man would ever achieve again till Spencer’s day, and even then not
half so magnificently; here, better than Alexander’s fitful and brutal
victory, was a conquest of the world. If philosophy is the quest of

* This is the chronological order, so far as known (Zeller, i, 156 £). Our discus-
sion will follow this order except in the case of the “Metaphysics.”
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unity Aristotle deserves the high name that twenty centuries gave
him—Ille Philosophus: The Philosopher.

Naturally, in a mind of such scientific turn, poesy was lacking.
We must not expect of Aristotle such literary brilliance as floods the
pages of the dramatist-philosopher Plato. Instead of giving us great
literature, in which philosophy is embodied (and obscured) in myth
and imagery, Aristotle gives us science, technical, abstract, concen-
trated; if we go to him for entertainment we shall sue for the return
of our money. Instead of giving terms to literature, as Plato did, he
built the terminology of science and philosophy; we can hardly speak
of any science today without employing terms which he invented;
they lie like fossils in the strata of our speech: faculty, mean, maxim
(meaning, in Aristotle, the major premiss of a syllogism), category,
energy, actuality, motive, end, principle, form—these indispensable
coins of philosophic thought were minted in his mind. And perhaps
this passage from delightful dialogue to precise scientific treatise was
a necessary step in the development of philosophy; and science, which
is the basis and backbone of philosophy, could not grow until it had
evolved its own strict methods of precedure and expression. Aristotle,
too, wrote literary dialogues, as highly reputed in their day as Plato’s;
but they are lost, just as the scientific treatises of Plato have perished.
Probably time has preserved of each man the better part.

Finally, it is possible that the writings attributed to Aristotle
were not his, but were largely the compilations of students and fol-
lowers who had embalmed the unadorned substance of his lectures in
their notes. It does not appear that Aristotle published in his life-time
any technical writings except those on logic and rhetoric; and the
present form of the logical treatises is due to later editing. In the case
of the Metaphysics and the Politics the notes left by Aristotle seem to
have been put together by his executors without revision or alteration.
Even the unity of style which marks Aristotle’s writings, and offers an
argument to those who defend his direct authorship, may be, after all,
merely a unity given them through common editing by the Peripatetic
School. About this matter there rages a sort of Homeric question, of
almost epic scope, into which the busy reader will not care to go, and
on which a modest student will not undertake to judge.** We may at

¥ Cf. Zeller, ii, 204, note; and Shule: History of the Aristotelian Writings.
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all events be sure that Aristotle is the spiritual author of all these
books that bear his name: that the hand may be in some cases another’s
hand, but that the head and the heart are his.’*

?3 The Foundation of Logic

The first great distinction of Aristotle is that almost without predeces-
sors, almost entirely by his own hard thinking, he created a new sci-
ence—Logic. Renan?? speaks of “the ill training of every mind that
has not, directly or indirectly, come under Greek discipline”; but in
truth the Greek intellect itself was undisciplined and chaotic till the
ruthless formulas of Aristotle provided a ready method for the test and
correction of thought. Even Plato (if a lover may so far presume) was
an unruly and irregular soul, caught up too frequently in a cloud of
myth, and letting beauty too richly veil the face of truth. Aristotle
himself, as we shall see, violated his own canons plentifully; but then
he was the product of his past, and not of that future which his
thought would build. The political and economic decay of Greece
brought a weakening of the Hellenic mind and character after Aris-
totle; but when a new race, after a millennium of barbaric darkness,
found again the leisure and ability for speculation, it was Aristotle’s
“Organon” of logic, translated by Boethius (470-525 A. p.), that be-
came the very mould of medieval thought, the strict mother of that
scholastic philosophy which, though rendered sterile by encircling
dogmas, nevertheless trained the intellect of adolescent Europe to
reasoning and subtlety, constructed the terminology of modern sci-
ence, and laid the bases of that same maturity of mind which was to
outgrow and overthrow the very system and methods which had
given it birth and sustenance.

Logic means, simply, the art and method of correct thinking. It is

" The reader who wishes to go to the philosopher himself will ind the Mete-
orology an interesting example of Aristotle’s scientific work; he will derive much

ractical instruction from the Rhetoric; and he will find Aristotle at his best in
gooks i-ii of the Ethics, and books i-iv of the Politics. The best translation of
the Ethics is Welldon’s; of the Politics, Jowett's. Sir Alexander Grant's Aristotle
is a simple book; Zeller’s Aristotle (vols. iii~iv in his Greek Philosophy), is
scholarly but dry; Gomperz's Greek Thinkers (vol. iv) is masterly but difficult.

 History of the People of Israel, vol. v, p. 338.
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the logy or method of every science, of every discipline and every art;
and even music harbors it. It is a science because to a considerable ex-
tent the processes of correct thinking can be reduced to rules like
physics and geometry, and taught to any normal mind; it is an art be-
cause by practice it gives to thought, at last, that unconscious and
immediate accuracy which guides the fingers of the pianist over his in-
strument to effortless harmonies. Nothing is so dull as logic, and
nothing is so important.

There was a hint of this new science in Socrates’ maddening in-
sistence on definitions, and in Plato’s constant refining of every con-
cept. Aristotle’s little treatise on Definitions shows how his logic found
nourishment at this source. “If you wish to converse with me,” said
Voltaire, “define your terms.” How many a debate would have been
deflated into a paragraph if the disputants had dared to define their
terms! This is the alpha and omega of logic, the heart and soul of it,
that every important term in serious discourse shall be subjected to
strictest scrutiny and definition. It is difficult, and ruthlessly tests the
mind; but once done it is half of any task.

How shall we proceed to define an object or a term? Aristotle an-
swers that every good definition has two parts, stands on two solid
feet: first, it assigns the object in question to a class or group whose
general characteristics are also its own—so man is, first of all, an ani-
mal; and secondly, it indicates wherein the object differs from all the
other members in its class—so man, in the Aristotelian system, is a
rational animal, his “specific difference” is that unlike all other ani-
mals he is rational Chere is the origin of a pretty legend). Aristotle
drops an object into the ocean of its class, then takes it out all dripping
with generic meaning, with the marks of its kind and group; while
its individuality and difference shine out all the more clearly for this
juxtaposition with other objects that resemble it so much and are so
different.

Passing out from this rear line of logic we come into the great
battlefield on which Aristotle fought out with Plato the dread ques-
tion of “universals”; it was the first conflict in a war which was to last
till our own day, and make all medieval Europe ring with the clash of
“realists” and “nominalists.” ** A universal, to Aristotle, is any com-

It was in reference to this debate that Friedrich Schlegel said, “Every man is
born either a Platonist or an Aristotelian” (in Benn, i, 291).



Aristotle and Greek Science 59

mon noun, any name capable of universal application to the members
of a class: so animal, man, book, iree, are universals. But these uni-
versals are subjective notions, not tangibly objective realities; they are
nomina (names), not res (things); all that exists outside us is a world
of individual and specific objects, not of generic and universal things;
men exist, and trees, and animals; but man-in-general, or the universal
man, does not exist, except in thought; he is a handy mental abstrac-
tion, not an external presence or re-ality.

Now Aristotle understands Plato to have held that universals have
objective existence; and indeed Plato had said that the universal is in-
comparably more lasting and important and substantial than the in-
dividual,—the latter being but a little wavelet in a ceaseless surf; men
come and go, but man goes on forever. Aristotle’s is a matter-of-fact
mind; as William James would say, a tough, not a tender, mind; he
sees the root of endless mysticism and scholarly nonsense in this Pla-
tonic “realism”; and he attacks it with all the vigor of a first polemic.
As Brutus loved not Cesar less but Rome more, so Aristotle says,
Amicus Plato, sed magis amica veritas— Dear is Plato, but dearer still
is truth.”

A hostile commentator might remark that Aristotle (like Nietzsche)
criticizes Plato so keenly because he is conscious of having borrowed
from him generously; no man is a hero to his debtors. But Aristotle
has a healthy attitude, nevertheless; he is a realist almost in the mod-
ern sense; he is resolved to concern himself with the objective present,
while Plato is absorbed in a subjective future. There was, in the
Socratic-Platonic demand for definitions, a tendency away from things
and facts to theories and ideas, from particulars to generalities, from
science to scholasticism; at last Plato became so devoted to generalities
that they began to determine his particulars, so devoted to ideas that
they began to define or select his facts. Aristotle preaches a return to
things, to the “unwithered fact of nature” and reality; he had a lusty
preference for the concrete particular, for the flesh and blood individ-
ual. But Plato so loved the general and universal that in the Republic
he destroyed the individual to make a perfect state.

Yet, as is the usual humor of history, the young warrior takes over
many of the qualities of the old master whom he assails. We have al-
ways goodly stock in us of that which we condemn: as only similars
can be profitably contrasted, so only similar people quarrel, and the
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bitterest wars are over the slightest variations of purpose or belief.
The knightly Crusaders found in Saladin a gentleman with whom
they could quarrel amicably; but when the Christians of Europe broke
into hostile camps there was no quarter for even the courtliest foe.
Aristotle is so ruthless with Plato because there is so much of Plato in
him; he too remains a lover of abstractions and generalities, repeatedly
betraying the simple fact for some speciously bedizened theory, and
compelled to a continuous struggle to conquer his philosophic passion
for exploring the empyrean.

There is a heavy trace of this in the most characteristic and orig-
inal of Aristotle’s contributions to philosophy—the doctrine of the syl-
logism. A syllogism is a trio of propositions of which the third (the
conclusion) follows from the conceded truth of the other two (the
“major” and “minor” premisses). E. g., man is a rational animal; but
Socrates is a man,; therefore Socrates is a rational animal. The mathe-
matical reader will see at once that the structure of the syllogism re-
sembles the proposition that two things equal to the same thing are
equal to each other; if A is B, and Cis A, then Cis B. As in the mathe-
matical case the conclusion is reached by canceling from both premisses
their common term, A; so in our syllogism the conclusion is reached
by canceling from both premisses their common term “man,” and
combining what remains. The difficulty, as logicians have pointed
out from the days of Pyrtho to those of Stuart Mill, lies in this, that
the major premiss of the syllogism takes for granted precisely the
point to be proved; for if Socrates is not rational (and no one questions
that he is a man) it is not universally true that man is a rational ani-
mal. Aristotle would reply, no doubt, that where an individual is
found to have a large number of qualities characteristic of a class
(“Socrates is a man”), a strong presumption is established that the
individual has the other qualities characteristic of the class (“ration-
ality”). But apparently the syllogism is not a mechanism for the dis-
covery of truth so much as for the clarification of exposition and
thought.

All this, like the many other items of the Organon, has its value:
“Aristotle has discovered and formulated every canon of theoretical
consistency, and every artifice of dialectical debate, with an industry
and acuteness which cannot be.too highly extolled; and his labors in
this direction have perhaps contributed more than any other single
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writer to the intellectual stimulation of after ages.” ** But no man ever
lived who could lift logic to a lofty strain: a guide to correct reason-
ing is as elevating as a manual of etiquette; we may use it, but it
hardly spurs us to nobility. Not even the bravest philosopher would
sing to a book of logic underneath the bough. One always feels to-
wards logic as Virgil bade Dante feel towards those who had been
damned because of their colorless neutrality: Non ragionam di lor,
ma guarda e passa>—“Let us think no more about them, but look once
and pass on.”

4 The Organization of Science

I GREEK SCIENCE BEFORE ARISTOTLE

“Socrates,” says Renan,*® “gave philosophy to mankind, and Aristotle
gave it science. There was philosophy before Socrates, and science
before Aristotle; and since Socrates and since Aristotle, philosophy and
science have made immense advances. But all has been built upon the
foundation which they laid.” Before Aristotle, science was in embryo;
with him it was born.

Earlier civilizations than the Greek had made attempts at science;
but so far as we can catch their thought through their still obscure
cuneiform and hieroglyphic script, their science was indistinguishable
from theology. That is to say, these pre-Hellenic peoples explained
every obscure operation in nature by some supernatural agency;
everywhere there were gods. Apparently it was the Ionian Greeks who
first dared to give natural explanations of cosmic complexities and
mysterious events: they sought in physics the natural causes of par-
ticular incidents, and in philosophy a natural theory of the whole.
Thales (640550 8. c.), the “Father of Philosophy,” was primarily an
astronomer, who astonished the natives of Miletus by informing them
that the sun and stars (which they were wont to worship as gods)
were merely balls of fire. His pupil Anaximander (610-540 B. c.), the
first Greek to make astronomical and geographical charts, believed

“Benn, i, 307. 8 Inferno, iii, 60.

* Life of Jesus, ch. 28.
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that the universe had begun as an undifferentiated mass, from which
all things had arisen by the separation of opposites; that astronomic
history periodically repeated itself in the evolution and dissolution of
an infinite number of worlds; that the earth was at rest in space by a
balance of internal impulsions (like Buridan’s ass); that all our plan-
ets had once been fluid, but had been evaporated by the sun; that life
had first been formed in the sea, but had been driven upon the land
by the subsidence of the water; that of these stranded animals some
had developed the capacity to breathe air, and had so become the pro-
genitors of all later land life; that man could not from the beginning
have been what he now was, for if man, on his first appearance, had
been so helpless at birth, and had required so long an adolescence, as
in these later days, he could not possibly have survived. Anaximenes,
another Milesian (fl. 450 B. ¢.), described the primeval condition of
things as a very rarefied mass, gradually condensing into wind, cloud,
water, earth, and stone; the three forms of matter—gas, liquid and
solid—were progressive stages of condensation; heat and cold were
merely rarefaction and condensation; earthquakes were due to the
solidification of an originally fluid earth; life and soul were one, an
animating and expansive force present in everything everywhere.
Anaxagoras (500-428 B. ¢.), teacher of Pericles, seems to have given
a correct explanation of solar and lunar eclipses; he discovered the proc-
esses of respiration in plants and fishes; and he explained man’s intel-
ligence by the power of manipulation that came when the fore-limbs
were freed from the tasks of locomotion. Slowly, in these men, knowl-
edge grew into science.

Heraclitus (530-470 B. ¢.), who left wealth and its cares to live
a life of poverty and study in the shade of the temple porticoes at
Ephesus, turned science from astronomy to earthlier concerns. All
things forever flow and change, he said; even in the stillest matter
there is unseen flux and movement. Cosmic history runs in repetitious
cycles, each beginning and ending in fire Chere is one source of the
Stoic and Christian doctrine of last judgment and hell). “Through
strife,” says Heraclitus, “all things arise and pass away. . . . War is
the father and king of all: some he has made gods, and some men;
some slaves, and some free.” Where there is no strife there is decay:
“the mixture which is not shaken decomposes.” In this flux of change
and struggle and selection, only one thing is constant, and that is law.
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“This order, the same for all things, no one of gods or men has made;
but it always was, and is, and shall be.” Empedocles (fl. 445 B. c., in
Sicily) developed to a further stage the idea of evolution.*” Organs
arise not by design but by selection. Nature makes many trials and
experiments with organisms, combining organs variously; where the
combination meets environmental needs the organism survives and
perpetuates its like; where the combination fails, the organism is
weeded out; as time goes on, organisms are more and more intricately
and successfully adapted to their surroundings. Finally, in Leucippus
(fl. 445 B. ¢.) and Democritus (460360 ®. c.), master and pupil in
Thracian Abdera, we get the last stage of pre-Aristotelian science—
materialistic, deterministic atomism. “Everything,” said Leucippus, “is
driven by necessity.” “In reality,” said Democritus, “there are only
atoms and the void.” Perception is due to the expulsion of atoms from
the object upon the sense organ. There is or have been or will be an
infinite number of worlds; at every moment planets are colliding and
dying, and new worlds are rising out of chaos by the selective aggrega-
tion of atoms of similar size and shape. There is no design; the uni-
verse is a machine.

This, in dizzy and superficial summary, is the story of Greek sci-
ence before Aristotle. Its cruder items can be well forgiven when we
consider the narrow circle of experimental and observational equip-
ment within which these pioneers were compelled to work. The stag-
nation of Greek industry under the incubus of slavery prevented the
full development of these magnificent beginnings; and the rapid
complication of political life in Athens turned the Sophists and
Socrates and Plato away from physical and biological research into
the paths of ethical and political theory. It is one of the many glories
of Aristotle that he was broad and brave enough to compass and com-
bine these two lines of Greek thought, the physical and the moral;
that going back beyond his teacher, he caught again the thread of
scientific development in the pre-Socratic Greeks, carried on their
work with more resolute detail and more varied observation, and
brought together all the accumulated results in a magnificent body of
organized science.

" Cf. Osborn, From the Greeks to Darwin; and M. Amold, Empedocles on
Etna.
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I ARISTOTLE AS A NATURALIST

If we begin here chronologically, with his Physics, we shall be dis-
appointed; for we find that this treatise is really a metaphysics, an ab-
struse analysis of matter, motion, space, time, infinity, cause, and other
such “ultimate concepts.” One of the more lively passages is an attack
on Democritus’ “void”: there can be no void or vacuum in nature,
says Aristotle, for in a vacuum all bodies would fall with equal ve-
locity; this being impossible, “the supposed void turns out to have
nothing in it"—an instance at once of Aristotle’s very occasional hu-
mor, his addiction to unproved assumptions, and his tendency to dis-
parage his predecessors in philosophy. It was the habit of our phi-
losopher to preface his works with historical sketches of previous con-
tributions to the subject in hand, and to add to every contribution an
annihilating refutation. “Aristotle, after the Ottoman manner,” says
Bacon, “thought he could not reign secure without putting all his
brethren to death.” ¥ But to this fratricidal mania we owe much of
our knowledge of pre-Socratic thought.

For reasons already given, Aristotle’s astronomy represents very
little advance upon his predecessors. He rejects the view of Pythagoras
that the sun is the center of our system; he prefers to give that honor
to the earth. But the little treatise on meteorology is full of brilliant
observations, and even its speculations strike illuminating fire. This is
a cyclic world, says our philosopher: the sun forever evaporates the
sea, dries up rivers and springs, and transforms at last the boundless
ocean into the barest rock; while conversely the uplifted moisture,
gathered into clouds, falls and renews the rivers and the seas. Every-
where change goes on, imperceptibly but effectively. Egypt is “the
work of the Nile,” the product of its deposits through a thousand cen-
turies. Here the sea encroaches upon the land, there the land reaches
out timidly into the sea; new continents and new oceans rise, old
oceans and old continents disappear, and all the face of the world is
changed and rechanged in a great systole and diastole of growth and
dissolution. Sometimes these vast effects occur suddenly, and destroy

* Advancement of Learning, bk. iii, ch. 4.
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the geological and material bases of civilization and even of life; great
catastrophes have periodically denuded the earth and reduced man
again to his first beginnings; like Sisyphus, civilization has repeatedly
neared its zenith only to fall back into barbarism and begin dz capo its
upward travail. Hence the almost “eternal recurrence,” in civilization
after civilization, of the same inventions and discoveries, the same
“dark ages” of slow economic and cultural accumulation, the same re-
births of learning and science and art. No doubt some popular myths
are vague traditions surviving from earlier cultures. So the story of
man runs in a dreary circle, because he is not yet master of the earth

that holds him.

Il THE FOUNDATION OF BIOLOGY

As Aristotle walked wondering through his great zoological garden, he
became convinced that the infinite variety of life could be arranged in
a continuous series in which each link would be almost indistinguish-
able from the next. In all respects, whether in structure, or mode of
life, or reproduction and rearing, or sensation and feeling, there are
minute gradations and progressions from the lowest organisms to the
highest.?® At the bottom of the scale we can scarcely divide the living
from the “dead”; “nature makes so gradual a transition from the inani-
mate to the animate kingdom that the boundary lines which separate
them are indistinct and doubtful”; and perhaps a degree of life exists
even in the inorganic. Again, many species cannot with certainty be
called plants or animals. And as in these lower organisms it is almost
impossible at times to assign them to their proper genus and species, so
similar are they; so in every order of life the continuity of gradations
and differences is as remarkable as the diversity of functions and
forms. But in the midst of this bewildering richness of structures cer-
tain things stand out convincingly: that life has grown steadily in
complexity and in power;*° that intelligence has progressed in correla-
tion with complexity of structure and mobility of form;** that there
has been an increasing specialization of function, and a continuous
centralization of physiological control.?? Slowly life created for itself

ase

 Hist. Animalium, viil. ?® De Anima, i, 2.
% Dg Partibus Animalium, i, 7; ii, 10. 2 Ibid., iv, 5-6.
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a nervous system and a brain; and mind moved resolutely on towards
the mastery of its environment.

The remarkable fact here is that with all these gradations and sim-
ilarities leaping to Aristotle’s eyes, he does not come to the theory of
evolution. He rejects Empedocles’ doctrine that all organs and organ-
isms are a survival of the fittest,?* and Anaxagoras’ idea that man be-
came intelligent by using his hands for manipulation rather than for
movement; Aristotle thinks, on the contrary, that man so used his
hands because he had become intelligent.** Indeed, Aristotle makes
as many mistakes as possible for a man who is founding the science of
biology. He thinks, for example, that the male element in reproduc-
tion merely stimulates and quickens; it does not occur to him (what
we now know from experiments in parthenogenesis) that the essential
function of the sperm is not so much to fertilize the ovum as to provide
the embryo with the heritable qualities of the male parent, and so per-
mit the offspring to be a vigorous variant, a new admixture of two
ancestral lines. As human dissection was not practised in his time, he
is particularly fertile in physiological errors: he knows nothing of mus-
cles, not even of their existence; he does not distinguish arteries from
veins; he thinks the brain is an organ for cooling the blood; he be-
lieves, forgivably, that man has more sutures in the skull than woman;
he believes, less forgivably, that man has only eight ribs on each side;
he believes, incredibly, and unforgivably, that woman has fewer teeth
than man.?® Apparently his relations with women were of the most
amicable kind.

Yet he makes a greater total advance in biology than any Greek
before or after him. He perceives that birds and reptiles are near allied
in structure; that the monkey is in form intermediate between quad-
rupeds and man; and once he boldly declares that man belongs in one
group of animals with the viviparous quadrupeds (our “mammals™).26
He remarks that the soul in infancy is scarcely distinguishable from
the soul of animals.?” He makes the illuminating observation that diet
often determines the mode of life; “for of beasts some are gregarious,
and others solitary—they live in the way which is best adapted to . . .
obtain the food of their choice.” 28 He anticipates Von Baer’s famous

® De Anima, ii, 4. * De Part. An., iv, 10.
= Gomperz, iv, 57; Zeller, i, 262, note; Lewes, 158, 165, etc.
* Hist. An., i, 6; ii, 8. 7 Ibid., viii, 1. ® Politics, 1, 8.
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law that characters common to the genus (like eyes and ears) appear
in the developing organism before characters peculiar to its species
(like the “formula” of the teeth), or to its individual self (like the final
color of the eyes);* and he reaches out across two thousand years to
anticipate Spencer’s gencralization that individuation varies inversely
as genesis—that is, that the more highly developed and specialized a
species or an individual happens to be, the smaller will be the number
of its offspring.*® He notices and explains reversion to type—the tend-
ency of a prominent variation (like genius) to be diluted in mating
and lost in successive generations. He makes many zoological observa-
tions which, temporarily rejected by later biologists, have been con-
firmed by modern research—of fishes that make nests, for example,
and sharks that boast of a placenta.

And finally he establishes the science of embryology. “He who sees
things grow from their beginning,” he writes, “will have the finest
view of them.” Hippocrates (b. 460 B. c.), greatest of Greek physi-
cians, had given a fine example of the experimental method, by break-
ing a hen’s eggs at various stages of incubation; and had applied the
results of these studies in his treatise “On the Origin of the Child.”
Aristotle followed this lead and performed experiments that enabled
him to give a description of the development of the chick which even
today arouses the admiration of embryologists.** He must have per-
formed some novel experiments in genetics, for he disproves the the-
ory that the sex of the child depends on what testis supplies the repro-
ductive fluid, by quoting a case where the right testis of the father
had been tied and yet the children had been of different sexes.*? He
raises some very modern problems of heredity. A woman of Elis had
married a negro; her children were all whites, but in the next genera-
tion negroes reappeared; where, asks Aristotle, was the blackness hid-
den in the middle gencration?*® There was but a step from such a vital
and intelligent query to the epochal experiments of Gregor Mendel
(1822-1882). Prudens quastio dimidium scientie—to know what to
ask is already to know half. Surely, despite the errors that mar these
biological works, they form the greatest monument ever raised to the
science by any one man. When we consider that before Aristotle there

® Hist. An., i, 6; i, 8. * De Generatione Animalium, ii, 12.
* De Part. An., iii, 4.  Lewes, 112.
* Gomperz, iv, 169.
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had been, so far as we know, no biology bevond scattered observations,
we perceive that thisachievement alone might have sufficed for one life-
time, and would have given immortality. But Aristotle had only begun.

e

> Metaphysics and the Nature of God

His metaphysics grew out of his biology. Everything in the world is
moved by an inner urge to become something greater than it is.
Everything is both the form or reality which has grown out of some-
thing which was its matter or raw material; and it may in its turn be
the matter out of which still higher forms will grow. So the man is the
form of which the child was the matter; the child is the form and its
embryo the matter; the embryo the form, the ovum the matter; and so
back till we reach in a vague way the conception of matter without
form at all. But such a formless matter would be no-thing, for every
thing has a form. Matter, in its widest sense, is the possibility of form;
form is the actuality, the finished reality, of matter. Matter obstructs,
form constructs. Form is not merely the shape but the shaping force,
an inner necessity and impulse which moulds mere material to a spe-
cific figure and purpose; it is the realization of a potential capacity of
matter; it is the sum of the powers residing in anything to do, to be, or
to become. Nature is the conquest of matter by form, the constant pro-
gression and victory of life.®*

Everything in the world moves naturally to a specific fulfilment.
Of the varied causes which determine an event, the final cause, which
determines the purpose, is the most decisive and important. The mis-
takes and futilities of nature are due to the inertia of matter resisting
the forming force of purpose—hence the abortions and monsters that
mar the panorama of life. Development is not haphazard or accidental
(else how could we explain the almost universal appearance and trans-

* Half of our readers will be pleased, and the other half amused, to learn that
among Aristotle’s favorite examples of matter and form are woman and man;
the male is the active, formative principle; the female is passive clay, waiting to
be formed. Female offspring are the result of the failure of form to dominate
matter (De Gen. An., i, 2).
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mission of useful organs?); everything is guided in a certain direction
from within, by its nature and structure and entelechy;* the egg of
the hen is internally designed or destined to become not a duck but a
chick; the acorn becomes not a willow but an oak. This does not mean
for Aristotle that there is an external providence designing earthly
structures and events; rather the design is internal, and arises from the
type and function of the thing. “Divine Providence coincides com-
pletely for Aristotle with the operation of natural causes.” 3

Yet there is a God, though not perhaps the simple and human god
conceived by the forgivable anthropomorphism of the adolescent mind.
Aristotle approaches the problem from the old puzzle about motion—
how, he asks, does motion begin? He will not accept the possibility
that motion is as beginningless as he conceives matter to be: matter
may be eternal, because it is merely the everlasting possibility of fu-
ture forms; but when and how did that vast process of motion and
formation begin which at last filled the wide universe with an infinity
of shapes? Surely motion has a source, says Aristotle; and if we are not
to plunge drearily into an infinite regress, putting back our problem
step by step endlessly, we must posit a prime mover unmoved (primum
mobile immotum), a being incorporeal, indivisible, spaceless, sexless,
passionless, changeless, perfect and eternal. God does not create, but
he moves, the world; and he moves it not as a mechanical force but as
the total motive of all operations in the world; “God moves the world
as the beloved object moves the lover.” 2 He is the final cause of na-
ture, the drive and purpose of things, the form of the world; the prin-
ciple of its life, the sum of its vital processes and powers, the inherent
goal of its growth, the energizing entelechy of the whole. He is pure
energy;*® the Scholastic Actus Purus—activity per se; perhaps the mys-
tic “Force” of modern physics and philosophy. He is not so much a
person as a magnetic power.?®

Yet, with his usual inconsistency, Aristotle represents God as self-
conscious spirit. A rather mysterious spirit; for Aristotle’s God never
does anything; he has no desires, no will, no purpose; he is activity so
pure that he never acts. He is absolutely perfect; therefore he cannot

% Entelecheia—having (echo) its purpose (telos) within (entos); one of those
magnificent Aristotelian terms which gather up into themselves a whole philoso-
phy.

% Ethics, i, 10; Zeller, ii, 329. " Metaphysics, ix, 7.

® Ibid., i, 8. *® Grant, 173.



w0 The Story of Philosophy

desire anything; therefore he does nothing. His only occupation is to
contemplate the essence of things; and since he himself is the essence
of all things, the form of all forms, his sole employment is the contem-
plation of himself.* Poor Aristotelian God!—he is a roi fainéant, a do-
nothing king; “the king reigns, but he does not rule.” No wonder the
British like Aristotle; his God is obviously copied from their king.

Or from Aristotle himself. Our philosopher so loved contemplation
that he sacrificed to it his conception of divinity. His God is of the
quiet Aristotelian type, nothing romantic, withdrawn to his ivory
tower from the strife and strain of things; all the world away from the
philosopher-kings of Plato, or from the stern flesh-and-blood reality of
Yahveh, or the gentle and solicitous fatherhood of the Christian God.

~
O Psychology and the Nature of Art

Aristotle’s psychology is marred with similar obscurity and vacillation.
There are many interesting passages: the power of habit is empha-
sized, and is for the first time called “second nature”; and the laws of
association, though not developed, find here a definite formulation.
But both the crucial problems of philosophical psychology—the free-
dom of the will and the immortality of the soul—are left in haze and
doubt. Aristotle talks at times like a determinist—"We cannot directly
will to be different from what we are”; but he goes on to argue, against
determinism, that we can choose what we shall be, by choosing now
the environment that shall mould us; so we are free in the sense that
we mould our own characters by our choice of friends, books, occupa-
tions, and amusements.** He does not anticipate the determinist’s
ready reply that these formative choices are themselves determined by
our antecedent character, and this at last by unchosen heredity and
early environment. He presses the point that our persistent use of
praise and blame presupposes moral responsibility and free will; it
does not occur to him that the determinist might reach from the same
Ppremisses a precisely opposite conclusion—that praise and blame are

“ Meta. xii, 8; Ethics, x, 8. 2 Ethics, iii, 7.
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given that they may be part of the factors determining subsequent
action.

Aristotle’s theory of the soul begins with an interesting definition.
The soul is the entire vital principle of any organism, the sum of its
powers and processes. In plants the soul is merely a nutritive and re-
productive power; in animals it is also a sensitive and locomotor power;
in man it is as well the power of reason and thought.** The soul, as the
sum of the powers of the body, cannot exist without it; the two are as
form and wax, separable only in thought, but in reality one organic
whole; the soul is not put into the body like the quick-silver inserted
by Daedalus into the images of Venus to make “stand-ups” of them.
A personal and particular soul can exist only in its own body. Never-
theless the soul is not material, as Democritus would have it; nor does
it all die. Part of the rational power of the human soul is passive: it is
bound up with memory, and dies with the body that bore the memory;
but the “active reason,” the pure power of thought, is independent of
memory and is untouched with decay. The active reason is the univer-
sa] as distinguished from the individual element in man; what survives
is not the personality, with its transitory affections and desires, but
mind in its most abstract and impersonal form.#* In short, Aristotle de-
stroys the soul in order to give it immortality; the immortal soul is
“pure thought,” undefiled with reality, just as Aristotle’s God is pure
activity, undefiled with action. Let him who can, be comforted with
this theology. One wonders sometimes whether this metaphysical eat-
ing of one’s cake and keeping it is not Aristotle’s subtle way of saving
himself from anti-Macedonian hemlock?

In a safer field of psychology he writes more originally and to the
point, and almost creates the study of esthetics, the theory of beauty
and art. Artistic creation, says Aristotle, springs from the formative im-
pulse and the craving for emotional expression. Essentially the form
of art is an imitation of reality; it holds the mirror up to nature.** There
is in man a pleasure in imitation, apparently missing in lower animals.
Yet the aim of art is to represent not the outward appearance of things,
but their inward significance; for this, and not the external mannerism
and detail, is their reality. There may be more human verity in the

2 De Anima, ii. % De Anima, i, 4; i, 4; iii, 5.

* Poetics, i, 1447.
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sternly classic moderation of the (Edipus Rex than in all the realistic
tears of the Trojan Womnen.

The noblest art appeals to the intellect as well as to the feelings (as
a symphony appeals to us not only by its harmonies and sequences but
by its structure and development); and this intellectual pleasure is the
highest form of joy to which a man can rise. Hence a work of art
should aim at form, and above all at unity, which is the backbone of
structure and the focus of form. A drama, e. g., should have unity of
action: there should be no confusing sub-plots, nor any digressive epi-
sodes.** But above all, the function of art is catharsis, purification:
emotions accumulated in us under the pressure of social restraints, and
liable to sudden issue in unsocial and destructive action, are touched
off and sluiced away in the harmless form of theatrical excitement; so
tragedy, “through pity and fear, effects the proper purgation of these
emotions.” *¢ Aristotle misses certain features of tragedy (e. g., the
conflict of principles and personalities); but in this theory of catharsis
he has made a suggestion endlessly fertile in the understanding of the
almost mystic power of art. It is an illuminating instance of his ability
to enter every field of speculation, and to adorn whatever he touches.

7 Ethics and the Nature of Happiness

And yet, as Aristotle developed, and young men crowded about him
to be taught and formed, more and more his mind turned from the de-
tails of science to the larger and vaguer problems of conduct and char-
acter. It came to him more clearly that above all questions of the
physical world there loomed the question of questions—what is the
best life?—what is life’s supreme good?—what is virtue?—how shall we
find happiness and fulfilment?

He is realistically simple in his ethics. His scientific training keeps
him from the preachment of superhuman ideals and empty counsels of
perfection. “In Aristotle,” says Santayana, “the conception of human

“ Aristotle gives only one sentence to unity of time; and does not mention unity
of place; so that the “three unities” commonly foisted upon him are later in-
ventions (Norwood, Greek Tragedy, p. 42, note).

*“ Poetics, Vi, 1449.
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nature is perfectly sound; every ideal has a natural basis, and every-
thing natural has an ideal development.” Aristotle begins by frankly
recognizing that the aim of life is not goodness for its own sake, but
happiness. “For we choose happiness for itself, and never with a view
to anything further; whereas we choose honor, pleasure, intellect . . .
because we believe that through them we shall be made happy.” +
But he realizes that to call happiness the supreme good is a mere tru-
ism; what is wanted is some clearer account of the nature of happiness,
and the way to it. He hopes to find this way by asking wherein man
differs from other beings; and by presuming that man’s happiness will
lie in the full functioning of this specifically human quality. Now the
peculiar excellence of man is his power of thought; it is by this that he
surpasses and rules all other forms of life; and as the growth of this
faculty has given him his supremacy, so, we may presume, its develop-
ment will give him fulfilment and happiness.

The chief condition of happiness, then, barring certain physical
prerequisites, is the life of reason—the specific glory and power of man.
Virtue, or rather excellence,*® will depend on clear judgment, self-
control, symmetry of desire, artistry of means; it is not the possession
of the simple man, nor the gift of innocent intent, but the achieve-
ment of experience in the fully developed man. Yet there is a road to
it, a guide to excellence, which may save many detours and delays: it
is the middle way, the golden mean. The qualities of character can be
arranged in triads, in each of which the first and last qualities will be
extremes and vices, and the middle quality a virtue or an excellence.
So between cowardice and rashness is courage; between stinginess and
extravagance is liberality; between sloth and greed is ambition; be-
tween humility and pride is modesty; between secrecy and loquacity,
honesty; between moroseness and buffoonery, good humor; between
quarrelsomeness and flattery, friendship; between Hamlet's indecisive-
ness and Quixote’s impulsiveness is self-control.*® “Right,” then, in

¥ Ethics, i, 7.

“The word excellence is probably the fittest translation of the Greek arete,
usually mistranslated virtue. The reader will avoid misunderstanding Plato
and Aristotle if, where translators write virtue, he will substitute excellence,
ability, or capacity. The Greek arete is the Roman virtus; both imply a mascu-
line sort of excellence (Ares, god of war; vir, a male). Classical antiquity con-
ceived virtue in terms of man, just as medieval Christianity conceived it in
texrms of woman.

* Ethics, i, 7.
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ethics or conduct, is not different from “right” in mathematics or engi-
neering: it means cqrrect. fit, what works best to the best result.

The golden mean, however, is not, like the mathematical mean, an
exact average of two precisely calculable extremes; it Huctuates with
the collateral circumstances of each situation, and discovers itself only
to mature and flexible reason. Excellence is an art won by training and
habituation: we do not act rightly because we have virtue or excel-
lence, but we rather have these because we have acted rightly; “these
virtues are formed in man by his doing the actions™;* we are what we
repeatedly do. Excellence, then, is not an act but a habit: “the good of
man is a working of the soul in the way of excellence in a complete
life; . . . for as it is not one swallow or one fine day that makes a
spring, so it is not one day or a short time that makes a man blessed
and happy.” #

Youth is the age of extremes: “if the young commit a fault it is al-
ways on the side of excess and exaggeration.” The great difficulty of
vouth (and of many of vouth's elders) is to get out of one extreme
without falling into its opposite. For one extreme easily passes into the
other, whether through “over-correction” or elsewise: insincerity doth
protest too much, and humility hovers on the precipice of conceit.®?
Those who are consciously at one extreme will give the name of virtue
not to the mean but to the opposite extreme. Sometimes this is well;
for if we are conscious of erring in one extreme “we should aim at the
other, and so we may reach the middle position, . . . as men do in
straightening bent timber.” ** But unconscious extremists look upon
the golden mean as the greatest vice; they “expel towards each other
the man in the middle position; the brave man is called rash by the
coward, and cowardly by the rash man, and in other cases accord-
ingly";** so in modern politics the “liberal” is called “conservative” and
“radical” by the radical and the conservative.

It is obvious that this doctrine of the mecan is the formulation of a
characteristic attitude which appears in almost every system of Greek
philosophy. Plato had had it in mind when he called virtue harmoni-

* Ethices, ii, 4. *lbid., i, 7

*“The vanity of Antisthenes the Cynic,” said Plato “peeps out through the
holes in his cloak.”

* Ethics, ii, g. * Ibid., ii, 8
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ous action; Socrates when he identified virtue with knowledge. The
Seven Wise Men had established the tradition by engraving, on the
temple of Apollo at Delphi, the motto meden agan,—nothing in excess.
Perhaps, as Nietzsche claims,*” all these were attempts of the Greeks
to check their own violence and impulsiveness of character; more
truly, they reflected the Greck feeling that passions are not of them-
selves vices, but the raw material of both vice and virtue, according
as they function in excess and disproportion, or in measure and
harmony.*

But the golden mean, says our matter-of-fact philosopher, is not all
of the secret of happiness. We must have, too, a fair degree of worldly
goods: poverty makes one stingy and grasping; while posscssions give
one that freedom from care and greed which is the source of artisto-
cratic ease and charm. The noblest of these external aids to happiness
is friendship. Indeed, friendship is more necessary to the happy than
to the unhappy; for happiness is multiplied by being shared. It is more
important than justice: for “when men arc friends, justice is unneces-
sary; but when men arc just, friendship is still a boon.” “A friend is one
soul in two bodies.” Yet friendship implies few friends rather than
many; “he who has many friends has no friend”; and “to be a friend
to many people in the way of perfect friendship is impossible.” Fine
friendship requires duration rather than fitful intensity; and this im-
plies stability of character; it is to altered character that we must attrib-
ute the dissolving kaleidoscope of friendship. And friendship requires
equality; for gratitude gives it at best a slippery basis. “Benefactors are
commonly held to have more friendship for the objects of their kind-
ness than these for them. The account of the matter which satishes
most persons is that the one are debtors and the others creditors, . . .
and that the debtors wish their creditors out of the way, while the credi-
tors are anxious that their debtors should be preserved.” Aristotle

* The Birth of Tragedy.

“Cf. a sociological formulation of the same idea: “Values are never absolute,
but only relatw .. . A certain quality in human nature is deemed to be less
abundant than it ou0ht to be; therefore we place a value upon it, and .
encourage and cultwatc it. As a result of this valuation we call it a virtue; but
if the same quahty should become superabundant we should call it a vice and
try to repress it."—Carver, Essays in Social Justice.
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rejects this interpretation: he prefers to believe that the greater tender-
ness of the benefactor is to be explained on the analogy of the artist’s
affection for his work, or the mother’s for her child. We love that
which we have made.’

And yet, though external goods and relationships are necessary to
happiness, its essence remains within us, in rounded knowledge and
clarity of soul. Surely sense pleasure is not the way: that road is a cir-
cle: as Socrates phrased the coarser Epicurean idea, we scratch that we
may itch, and itch that we may scratch. Nor can a political career be
the way: for therein we walk subject to the whims of the people; and
nothing is so fickle as the crowd. No, happiness must be a pleasure of
the mind; and we may trust it only when it comes from the pursuit or
the capture of truth. “The operation of the intellect . . . aims at no
end beyond itself, and finds in itself the pleasure which stimulates it
to further operation; and since the attributes of self-sufficiency, un-
weariedness, and capacity for rest, . . . plainly belong to this occupa-
tion, in it must lie perfect happiness.” 5

Aristotle’s ideal man, however, is no mere metaphysician.

He does not expose himself needlessly to danger, since there are few
things for which he cares sufficiently; but he is willing, in great crises, to
give even his life,—knowing that under certain conditions it is not worth
while to live. He is of a disposition to do men service, though he is ashamed
to have a service done to him. To confer a kindness is 2 mark of superiority;
to receive one is a mark of subordination . . . He does not take part in
public displays . . . He is open in his dislikes and preferences; he talks
and acts frankly, because of his contempt for men and things . . . He is
never fired with admiration, since there is nothing great in his eyes. He
cannot live in complaisance with others, except it be a friend; complaisance
is the characteristic of a slave . . . He never feels malice, and always for-
gets and passes over injuries . . . He is not fond of talking . . . It isno
concern of his that he should be praised, or that others should be blamed.
He does not speak evil of others, even of his enemies, unless it be to them-
selves. His carriage is sedate, his voice deep, his speech measured; he is not
given to hurry, for he is concerned about only a few things; he is not prone
to vehemence, for he thinks nothing very important. A shrill voice and
hasty steps come to a man through care . . . He bears the accidents of
life with dignity and grace, making the best of his circumstances, like a

" Ethics, viii and ix 31bid., x, 7.
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skilful general who marshals his limited forces with all the strategy of
war . . . He is his own best friend, and takes delight in privacy whereas
the man of no virtue or ability is his own worst enemy, and is afraid of
solitude.5? ’

Such is the Superman of Aristotle.

8 Politics

I COMMUNISM AND CONSERVATISM

From so aristocratic an ethic there naturally follows (or was the se-
quence the other way?) a severely aristocratic political philosophy. It
was not to be expected that the tutor of an emperor and the husband
of a princess would have any exaggerated attachment to the common
people, or even to the mercantile bourgeoisie; our philosophy is where
our treasure lies. But further, Aristotle was honestly conservative be-
cause of the turmoil and disaster that had come out of Athenian de-
mocracy; like a typical scholar he longed for order, security, and peace;
this, he felt, was no time for political extravaganzas. Radicalism is a
luxury of stability; we may dare to change things only when things lie
steady under our hands. And in general, says Aristotle, “the habit of
lightly changing the laws is an evil; and when the advantage of
change is small, some defects whether in the law or in the ruler had
better be met with philosophic toleration. The citizen will gain less by
the change than he will lose by acquiring the habit of disobedience.” *®
The power of the law to secure observance, and therefore to maintain
political stability, rests very largely on custom; and “to pass lightly
from old laws to new ones is a certain means of weakening the inmost
essence of all law whatever.” i “Let us not disregard the experience
of ages: surely, in the multitude of years, these things, if they were
good, would not have remained unknown.” ¢

“These things,” of course, means chiefly Plato's communistic repub-
lic. Aristotle fights the realism of Plato about universals, and idealism

® Fthics, iv, 3. “ Politics, ii, 8.
“Ibid., v, 8. * Ibid., ii, 5.
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of Plato about government. He finds many dark spots in the picture
painted by the Master. He does not relish the barrack-like continuity
of contact to which Plato apparently condemned his guardian philos-
ophers; conservative though he is, Aristotle values individual quality,
privacy, and liberty above social efficiency and power. He would not
care to call every contemporary brother or sister, nor every elder per-
son father or mother; if all are your brothers, none is; and “how much
better it is to be the real cousin of somebody than to be a son after
Plato’s fashion!” % In a state having women and children in common,
“love will be watery. . . . Of the two qualities which chiefly inspire
regard and affection—that a thing is your own, and that it awakens
real love in you—neither can exist in such a state” as Plato’s.®*

Perhaps there was, in the dim past, a communistic society, when
the family was the only state, and pasturage or simple tillage the only
form of life. But “in a more divided state of society,” where the divi-
sion of labor into unequally important functions elicits and enlarges
the natural inequality of men, communism breaks down because it
provides no adequate incentive for the exertion of superior abilities.
The stimulus of gain is necessary to arduous work; and the stimulus of
ownership is necessary to proper industry, husbandry and care. When
everybody owns everything nobody will take care of anything. “That
which is common to the greatest number has the least attention be-
stowed upon it. Everyone thinks chiefly of his own, hardly ever of the
public, interest.” ** And “there is always a difficulty in living together,
or having things in common, but especially in having common prop-
erty. The partnerships of fellow-travellers” (to say nothing of the ardu-
ous communism of marriage), “are an example to the point; for they
generally fall out by the way, and quarrel about any trifle that turns
uP'” 66

“Men readily listen” to Utopias, “and are easily induced to believe
that in some wonderful manner everybody will become everybody’s
friend, especially when some one is heard denouncing the evils now
existing, . . . which are said to arise out of the possession of private
property. These evils, however, arise from quite another source—the

®Ibid., ii, 3. “Ibid., ii, 4.
® Politics, ii, 3. % Ibid., i, s.
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wickedness of human nature.” ¢7 Political science does not make men,
but must take them as they come from nature.’

And human nature, the human average, is nearer to the beast than
to the god. The great majority of men are natural dunces and slug-
gards; in any system whatever these men will sink to the bottom; and
to help them with state subsidies is “like pouring water into a leaking
cask.” Such people must be ruled in politics and directed in industry;
with their consent if possible, without it if necessary. “From the hour
of their birth some are marked out for subjection, and others for com-
mand.” ® “For he who can foresee with his mind is by nature in-
tended to be lord and master; and he who can work only with his body
is by nature a slave.” " The slave is to the master what the body is to
the mind; and as the body should be subject to the mind, so “it is bet-
ter for all inferiors that they should be under the rule of a master.” *
“The slave is a tool with life in it, the tool is a lifeless slave.” And then
our hard-hearted philosopher, with a glimmer of possibilities which
the Industrial Revolution has opened to our hands, writes for a mo-
ment with wistful hope: “If every instrument would accomplish its
own work, obeying or anticipating the will of others, . . . if the shut-
tle would weave, or the plectrum touch the lyre, without a hand to
guide them, then chief workmen would not need assistants, nor mas-
ters slaves.” 72

This philosophy typifies the Greek disdain for manual labor. Such
work in Athens had not become so complicated as it is today, when the
intelligence demanded in many manual trades is at times much greater
than that required for the operations of the lower middle class, and
even a college professor may look upon an automobile mechanic (in
certain exigencies) as a very god; manual work was then merely man-

ual, and Aristotle looked down upon it, from the heights of philosophy,

o Ibid. Note that conservatives are pessimists, and radicals are optimists, about
buman nature, which is probably neither so good nor so bad as they would
like to believe, and may be not so much nature as early training and environ-
ment.

®Ibid., i, 10. ® Ibid., i, 5.

* Ibid., i, 2. Perhaps slave is too harsh a rendering of doulos; the word was
merely a frank recognition of a brutal fact which in our day is perfumed with
talk about the dignity of labor and the brotherhood of man. We easily excel
the ancients in making phrases.

™ Ibid., i, 5.  Ibid., i, 4.
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as belonging to men without minds, as only fit for slaves, and only fit-
ting men for slavery. Manual labor, he believes, dulls and deteriorates
the mind, and leaves neither time nor energy for political intelligence;
it seems to Aristotle a reasonable corollary that only persons of some
Jeisure should have a voice in government.™ “The best form of state
will not admit mechanics to citizenship. . . . At Thebes there was a
law that no man could hold office who had not retired from business
ten vears before.” * Even merchants and financiers are classed by Aris-
totle among slaves. “Retail trade is unnatural, . . . and a mode by
which men gain from one another. The most hated sort of such ex-
change is . . . usury, which makes a gain out of money itself, and
not from its natural use. For money was intended as an instrument of
exchange, and not as the mother of interest. This usury (tokos),
which means the birth of money from money, . . . is of all modes of
gain the most unnatural.” "> Money should not breed. Hence “the dis-
cussion of the theory of finance is not unworthy of philosophy; but to
be engaged in finance, or in money-making, is unworthy of a free

1?76

man

II MARRIAGE AND EDUCATION

Woman is to man as the slave to the master, the manual to the mental
worker, the barbarian to the Greek. Woman is an unfinished man, left
standing on a lower step in the scale of development.”” The male is by
nature superior, and the female inferior; the one rules and the other is
ruled; and this principle extends, of necessity, to all mankind. Woman
is weak of will, and therefore incapable of independence of character

* Politics, iii, 3; vii, 8. ™ Ibid., iii, 5.

® Ibid., i, 10. This view influenced the medieval prohibition of interest.
™Ibid., i, 11. Aristotle adds that philosophers could succeed in such fields if
they cared to descend into them; and he proudly points to Thales, who, fore-
seeing a sood harvest, bought up all the reapers in his city, and then, at harvest
time, sold them at his own sweet price; whereupon Aristotle observes that the
universal secret of great riches is the creation of a monopoly.

™ De Gen. Animalium, ii, 3; Hist. Animalium, viii, 1; Pol., i, 5. Cf. Weininger;
and Meredith’s “Woman will be the last thing civilized by man” (Ordeal of
Richard Feverel, p. 1). It appears, however, that man was (or will be) the last
thing civilized by woman; for the geat civilizing agencies are the family and a
settled economic life; and both of these are the creations of woman.
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or position; her best condition is a quiet home life in which, while
ruled by the man in her external relations, she may be in domestic
affairs supreme. Women should not be made more like men, as in
Plato’s republic; rather the dissimilarity should be increased; nothing is
so attractive as the different. “The courage of a man and that of a
woman are not, as Socrates supposed, the same: the courage of a man
is shown in commanding; that of a woman in obeying. . . . As the
poet says, ‘Silence is a woman’s glory.’ ” ™

Aristotle seems to suspect that this ideal enslavement of woman is
a rare achievement for man, and that as often as not the sceptre is with
the tongue rather than with the arm. As if to give the male an indis-
pensable advantage, he advises him to defer marriage till the vicinity of
thirty-seven, and then to marry a lass of some twenty years. A girl who
is rounding the twenties is usually the equal of a man of thirty, but
may perhaps be managed by a seasoned warrior of thirty-seven. What
attracts Aristotle to this matrimonial mathematics is the consideration
that two such disparate persons will lose their reproductive power and
passions at approximately the same time. “If the man is still able to be-
get children while the woman is unable to bear them, or vice versa,
quarrels and differences will arise. . . . Since the time of generation
is commonly limited within the age of seventy years in the man, and
fifty in the woman, the commencement of their union should conform
to these periods. The union of male and female when too young is bad
for the creation of children; in all animals the off-spring of the young
are small and ill-developed, and generally female.” Health is more im-
portant than love. Further, “it conduces to temperance not to marry
too soon; for women who marry early are apt to be wanton; and in men
too the bodily frame is stunted if they marry while they are grow-
ing.” " These matters should not be left to youthful caprice, they
should be under state supervision and control: the state should deter-
mine the minimum and maximum ages of marriage for each sex, the
best seasons for conception, and the rate of increase in population. If
the natural rate of increase is too high, the cruel practice of infanticide
may be replaced by abortion; and “let abortion be procured before

"8 Politics, i, 13.

 Ibid., vii, 16. It is apparent that Aristotle has in mind only the temperance
of women; the moral effect of deferred marriage upon men does not seem to
agitate him.
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sense and life have begun.” % There is an ideal number of population
for every state, varying with its position and resources. “A state when
composed of too few is not, as a state should be, self-sufficing; while
if it has too many . . . it becomes a nation and not a state, and is al-
most incapable of constitutional government,” or of ethnic or political
unity.s* Anything in excess of a population of 10,000 is undesirable.

Education, too, should be in the hands of the state. “That which
most contributes to the permanence of constitutions is the adaptation
of education to the form of government. . . . The citizen should be
moulded to the form of government under which he lives.” #2 By state
control of schools we might divert men from industry and trade to
agriculture; and we might train men, while keeping property private,
to open their possessions to discriminately common use. “Among good
mén, with respect to the use of property, the proverb will hold, that
‘friends should have all things in common.’”** But above all, the
growing citizen must be taught obedience to law, else a state is impos-
sible. “It has been well said that ‘he who has never learned to obey
cannot be a good commander.’ . . . The good citizen should be capa-
ble of both.” And only a state system of schools can achieve social
unity amid ethnic heterogeneity; the state is a plurality which must be
made into a unity and 2 community by education.®* Let youth be
taught, too, the great boon it has in the state, the unappreciated secu-
rity which comes of social organization, the freedom that comes of law.
“Man, when perfected, is the best of animals; but when isolated he is
the worst of all; for injustice is more dangerous when armed, and man
is equipped at birth with the weapon of intelligence, and with quali-
ties of character which he may use for the vilest ends. Wherefore if he
have not virtue he is the most unholy and savage of animals, full of
gluttony and lust.” And only social control can give him virtue.
Through speech man evolved society; through society, intelligence;
through intelligence, order; and through order, civilization. In such an
ordered state the individual has a thousand opportunities and avenues
of development open to him which a solitary life would never give.
“To live alone,” then, “one must be either an animal or a god.” 8

® Politics, vii, 16. ® Ibid., vii, 4.

% Ibid., v, 9; viii, 1. #1bid., vi, 4; ii, 5.

® Ibid., iii, 4 ii, 5.

* Politics, i, 2. “Or,” adds Nietzsche, who takes nearly all of his ?olitical philos-
ophy from Aristotle, “one must be both—that is, a philosopher.’
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Hence revolution is almost always unwise; it may achieve some
good, but at the cost of many evils, the chief of which is the disturb-
ance, and perhaps the dissolution, of that social order and structure on
which every political good depends. The direct consequences of revo-
lutionary innovations may be calculable and salutary; but the indirect
are generally incalculable, and not seldom disastrous. “They who take
only a few points into account find it easy to pronounce judgment”;
and a man can make up his mind quickly if he has only a little to make
up. “Young men are easily deceived, for they are quick to hope.” The
suppression of long-established habits brings the overthrow of innova-
ting governments because the old habits persist among the people; char-
acters are not so easily changed as laws. If a constitution is to be
permanent, all the parts of a society must desire it to be maintained.
Therefore a ruler who would avoid revolution should prevent ex-
tremes of poverty and wealth,—“a condition which is most often the
result of war”; he should (like the English) encourage colonization
as an outlet for a dangerously congested population; and he should
foster and practice religion. An autocratic ruler particularly “should
appear to be earnest in the worship of the gods; for if men think that
a ruler is religious and reveres the gods, they are less afraid of suffering
injustice at his hands, and are less disposed to conspire against him,
since they believe that the gods themselves are fighting on his side.” ®

III DEMOCRACY AND ARISTOCRACY

With such safeguards in religion, in education, and in the ordering of
family life, almost any of the traditional forms of government will
serve. All forms have good and bad commingled in them, and are sev-
erally adapted to various conditions. Theoretically, the ideal form of
government would be the centralization of all political power in the
one best man. Homer is right: “Bad is the lordship of many; let one be
your ruler and master.” For such a man law would be rather an instru-
ment than a limit: “for men of eminent ability there is no law—they
are themselves a law.” Anyone would be ridiculous who should at-
tempt to make laws for them; they would probably retort what, in the
fable of Antisthenes, the lions said to the hares when, in the council

% Politics, iv, 5; ii, 9; v, 7; i, 11.
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of beasts, the latter began haranguing and claiming equality for all—

“Where are your claws?” 5
But in practice, monarchy is usually the worst form of government,

for great strength and great virtue are not near allied. Hence the best
practicable polity is aristocracy, the rule of the informed and capable
few. Government is too complex a thing to have its issues decided by
number, when lesser issues are reserved for knowledge and ability. “As
the physician ought to be judged by the physician, so ought men in
general to be judged by their peers. . . . Now does not this same
principle apply to elections? For a right election can only be made by
those who have knowledge: a geometrician, e. g., will choose rightly
in matters of geometry; or a pilot in matters of navigation. . . .*® So
that neither the election of magistrates nor the calling of them to ac-
count should be entrusted to the many.”

The difficulty with hereditary aristocracy is that it has no perma-
nent economic base; the eternal recurrence of the nouveaux riches
puts political office sooner or later at the disposal of the highest bidder.
“It is surely a bad thing that the greatest offices . . . should be
bought. The law which permits this abuse makes wealth of more ac-
count than ability, and the whole state becomes avaricious. For when-
ever the chiefs of the state deem anything honorable, the other citizens
are sure to follow their example” (the “prestige imitation” of modern
social psychology); “and where ability has not the first place there is
no real aristocracy.” #

Democracy is usually the result of a revolution against plutocracy.
“Love of gain in the ruling classes tends constantly to diminish their
number” (Marx’s “elimination of the middle class”), “and so to
strengthen the masses, who in the end set upon their masters and es-
tablish democracies.” This “rule by the poor” has some advantages.
“The people, though individually they may be worse judges than
those who have special knowledge, are collectively as good. Moreover,
there are some artists whose works are best judged not by themselves

* Ibid., ifi, 13. Aristotle probably had Alexander or Philip in mind while writing
this passage, just as Nietzsche seems to have been influenced towards similar
conclusions by the alluring careers of Bismarck and Napoleon.

* Politics, iii, 11. Cf. the modern argument for “occupational representation.”
® Ibid., ii, 11.
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alone, but by those who do not possess the art; . g., the user or master
of a house will be a better judge of it than the builder; . . . and the
guest will be a better judge of a feast than the cook.” % And “the many
are more incorruptible than the few; they are like the greater quantity
of water which is less easily spoiled than a little. The individual is
liable to be overcome by anger, or by some other passion, and then his
judgment is necessarily perverted; but it is hardly to be supposed that
a great number of persons would all get into a passion and go wrong
at the same moment.” 1

Yet democracy is on the whole inferior to aristocracy.?? For it is
based on a false assumption of equality; it “arises out of the notion that
those who are equal in one respect (e. g., in respect of the law) are
equal in all respects; because men are equally free they claim to be
absolutely equal.” The upshot is that ability is sacrificed to number,
while numbers are manipulated by trickery. Because the people are so
easily misled, and so fickle in their views, the ballot should be limited
to the intelligent. What we need is a combination of aristocracy and
democracy.

Constitutional government offers this happy union. It is not the
best conceivable government—that would be an aristocracy of educa-
tion—but it is the best possible state. “We must ask what is the best
constitution for most states, and the best life for most men; neither as-
suming a standard of excellence which will be above ordinary persons,
nor an education exceptionally favored by nature or circumstance, nor
yet an ideal state which will be only an aspiration; but having in mind
such a life as the majority will be able to share, and a form of govern-
ment to which states in general can attain.” “It is necessary to begin by
assuming a principle of general application, namely, that that part of
the state which desires the continuance of the government must be
stronger than that which does not”;** and strength consists neither in
number alone, nor in property alone, nor in military or political ability

% Ibid., iii, 15, 8, 11.

" Politics, iii, 15. Tarde, Le Bon and other social psychologists assert precisely
the contrary; and though they exaggerate the vices of the crowd, they might
find better support than Aristotle in the behavior of the Athenian Assembly
430-330 B. C.

2 1bid., ii, 9. ® Ibid., iv, 11, 10.



86 The Story of Philosophy

alone, but in a combination of these, so that regard has to be taken of
“freedom, wealth, culture and noble birth, as well as of mere numeri-
cal superiority.” Now where shall we find such an economic majority
to support our constitutional government? Perhaps best in the middle
class: here again we have the golden mean, just as constitutional gov-
ernment itself would be a mean between democracy and aristocracy.
Our state will be sufficiently democratic if the road to every office is
open to all; and suﬂ-]cmntlv aristocratic if the offices themselves are
closed except to those who have traveled the road and arrived fully pre-
pared. From whatever angle we approach our eternal political problem
we monotonously reach the same conclusion: that the community
should determine the ends to be pursued, but that only experts should
select and apply the means; that choice should be democratically
spread, but that office should be rigidly reserved for the equipped and

winnowed best.

9 Criticism

What shall we say of this philosophy? Perhaps nothing rapturous. It
is difficult to be enthusiastic about Aristotle, because it was difficult for
him to be enthusiastic about anything; and si vis me flere, primum tibi
flendum.** His motto is nil admirari—to admire or marvel at nothing;
and we hesitate to violate his motto in his case. We miss in him the re-
forming zeal of Plato, the angry love of humanity which made the
great idealist denounce his fellow-men. We miss the daring originality
of his teacher, the lofty imagination, the capacity for generous delu-
sion. And yet, after reading Plato, nothing could be so salutary for us
as Aristotle’s sceptic calm.

Let us summarize our disagreement. We are bothered, at the out-
set, with his insistence on logic. He thinks the syllogism a description
of man’s way of reasoning, whereas it merely describes man’s way of
dressing up his reasoning for the persuasion of another mind; he sup-
poses that thought begins with premisses and seeks their conclusions,
when actually thought begins with hypothetical conclusions and seeks

*“If you wish me to weep you must weep first’—Horace (Ars Poetica) to
actors and writers.
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their justifying premisses,—and seeks them best by the observation of
particular events under the controlled and isolated conditions of experi-
ment. Yet how foolish we should be to forget that two thousand years
have changed merely the incidentals of Aristotle’s logic, that Occam
and Bacon and Whewell and Mill and a hundred others have but
found spots in his sun, and that Aristotle’s creation of this new disci-
pline of thought, and his firm establishment of its essential lines, re-
main among the lasting achievements of the human mind.

It is again the absence of experiment and fruitful hypothesis that
leaves Aristotle’s natural science a mass of undigested observations.
His specialty is the collection and classification of data; in every field
he wields his categories and produces catalogues. But side by side with
this bent and talent for observation goes a Platonic addiction to meta-
physics; this trips him up in every science, and inveigles him into the
wildest presuppositions. Here indeed was the great defect of the
Greek mind: it was not disciplined; it lacked limiting and steadying
traditions; it moved freely in an uncharted field, and ran too readily to
theories and conclusions. So Greek philosophy leaped on to heights
unreached again, while Greek science limped behind. Our modern
danger is precisely opposite; inductive data fall upon us from all sides
like the lava of Vesuvius; we suffocate with uncoérdinated facts; our
minds are overwhelmed with sciences breeding and multiplying into
specialistic chaos for want of synthetic thought and a unifying philoso-
phy. We are all mere fragments of what a man might be.

Aristotle’s ethics is a branch of his logic: the ideal life is like a
proper syllogism. He gives us a handbook of propriety rather than a
stimulus to improvement. An ancient critic spoke of him as “moderate
to excess.” An extremist might call the Ethics the champion collection
of platitudes in all literature; and an Anglophobe would be consoled
with the thought that Englishmen in their youth had done advance
penance for the imperialistic sins of their adult years, since both at
Cambridge and at Oxford they had been compelled to read every word
of the Nicomachean Ethics. We long to mingle fresh green Leaves of
Grass with these drier pages, to add Whitman’s exhilarating justifica-
tion of sense joy to Aristotle’s exaltation of a purely intellectual happi-
ness. We wonder if this Aristotelian ideal of immoderate moderation
has had anything to do with the colorless virtue, the starched perfec-
tion, the expressionless good form, of the British aristocracy. Matthew
Arnold tells us that in his time Oxford tutors looked upon the Ethics
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as infallible. For three hundred vears this book and the Politics have
formed the ruling British mind. perhaps to great and noble achieve-
ments, but certainly to a hard and cold efficiency. What would the
result have been if the masters of the greatest of empires had been
nurtured, instead, on the holy fervor and the constructive passion of
the Republic?

After all, Aristotle was not quite Greek; he had been settled and
formed before coming to Athens; there was nothing Athenian about
him, nothing of the hasty and inspiriting experimentalism which made
Athens throb with political élan and at last helped to subject her to a
unifying despot. He realized too completely the Delphic command to
avoid excess: he is so anxious to pare away extremes that at last noth-
ing is left. He is so fearful of disorder that he forgets to be fearful of
slavery; he is so timid of uncertain change that he prefers a certain
changelessness that near resembles death. He lacks that Heraclitean
sense of flux which justifies the conservative in believing that all per-
manent change is gradual, and justifies the radical in believing that no
changelessness is permanent. He forgets that Plato’s communism was
meant only for the élite, the unselfish and ungreedy few; and he comes
deviously to a Platonic result when he says that though property
should be private, its use should be as far as possible common. He does
not see (and perhaps he could not be expected in his early day to see)
that individual control of the means of production was stimulating
and salutary only when these means were so simple as to be purchas-
able by any man; and that their increasing complexity and cost lead
to a dangerous centralization of ownership and power, and to an arti-
ficial and finally disruptive inequality.

But after all, these are quite inessential criticisms of what remains
the most marvelous and influential system of thought ever put to-
gether by any single mind. It may be doubted if any other thinker has
contributed so much to the enlightenment of the world. Every later
age has drawn upon Aristotle, and stood upon his shoulders to see the
truth. The varied and magnificent culture of Alexandria found its
scientific inspiration in him. His Organon played a central r8le in shap-
ing the minds of the medieval barbarians into disciplined and consist-
ent thought. The other works, translated by Nestorian Christians into
Syriac in the fifth century a. p., and thence into Arabic and Hebrew
in the tenth century, and thence into Latin towards 1225, turned scho-
lasticism from its eloquent beginnings in Abélard to encyclopedic
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completion in Thomas Aquinas. The Crusaders brought back more
accurate Greek copies of the philosopher’s texts; and the Greek schol-
ars of Constantinople brought further Aristotelian treasures with them
when, after 1453, they fled from the besieging Turks. The works of
Aristotle came to be for European philosophy what the Bible was for
theology—an almost infallible text, with solutions for every problem.
In 1215 the Papal legate at Paris forbade teachers to lecture on his
works; in 1231 Gregory IX appointed a commission to expurgate him;
by 1260 he was de rigueur in every Christian school, and ecclesiastical
assemblies penalized deviations from his views. Chaucer describes his

student as happy by having

At his beddes hed
Twenty bookes clothed in blake or red,
Of Aristotle and his philosophie;

and in the first circles of Hell, says Dante,

I saw the Master there of those who know,
Amid the philosophic family,

By dll admired, and by all reverenced;
There Plato too I saw, and Socrates,

Wheo stood beside him closer than the rest.

Such lines give us some inkling of the honor which a thousand years
offered to the Stagirite. Not till new instruments, accumnulated obser-
vations, and patient experiments remade science and gave irresistible
weapons to Occam and Ramus, to Roger and Francis Bacon, was the .
reign of Aristotle ended. No other mind had for so long a time ruled
the intellect of mankind.

10 Later Life and Death

Meanwhile life had become unmanageably complicated for our philos-
opher. He found himself on the one hand embroiled with Alexander
for protesting against the execution of Calisthenes (a nephew of Aris-
totle), who had refused to worship Alexander as a god; and Alexander
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had answered the protest by hinting that it was quite within his om-
nipotence to put even philosophers to death. At the same time Aristotle
was busv defending Alexander among the Athenians. He preferred
Greek solidarity to city patriotism, and thought culture and science
would flourish better when petty sovereignties and disputes were
ended; and he saw in Alexander what Goethe was to see in Napoleon
—the philosophic unity of a chaotic and intolerably manifold world.
The Athenians, hungering for liberty, growled at Aristotle, and be-
came bitter when Alexander had a statue of the philosopher put up in
the heart of the hostile city. In this turmoil we get an impression of
Aristotle quite contrary to that left upon us by his Ethics: here is a man
not cold and inhumanly calm, but a fighter, pursuing his Titanic work
in a circle of enemies on every side. The successors of Plato at the
Academy, the oratorical school of Isocrates, and the angry crowds that
hung on Demosthenes’ acid eloquence, intrigued and clamored for his
exile or his death.

And then, suddenly (323 B. c.), Alexander died. Athens went
wild with patriotic joy; the Macedonian party was overthrown, and
Athenian independence was proclaimed. Antipater, successor of Alex-
ander and intimate friend of Aristotle, marched upon the rebellious
city. Most of the Macedonian party fled. Eurymedon, a chief priest,
brought in an indictment against Aristotle, charging him with having
taught that prayer and sacrifice were of no avail. Aristotle saw himself
fated to be tried by juries and crowds incomparably more hostile than
those that had murdered Socrates. Very wisely, he left the city, saying
that he would not give Athens a chance to sin a second time against
philosophy. There was no cowardice in this; an accused person at
Athens had always the option of preferring exile.?s Arrived at Chalcis,
Aristotle fell ill; Diogenes Laertius tells us that the old philosopher,
in utter disappointment with the turn of all things against him, com-
mitted suicide by drinking hemlock.®® However induced, his illness
proved fatal; and a few months after leaving Athens (322 B. ¢.) the
lonely Aristotle died.

In the same year, and at the same age, sixty-two, Demosthenes,
greatest of Alexander’s enemies, drank poison. Within twelve months
Greece had lost her greatest ruler, her greatest orator, and her greatest

* Grote, 2o0. * Grote, 22; Zeller, 1, 37 note.
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philosopher. The glory that had been Greece faded now in the dawn
of the Roman sun; and the grandeur that was Rome was the pomp of
power rather than the light of thought. Then that grandeur too de-
cayed, that little light went almost out. For a thousand years darkness
brooded over the face of Europe. All the world awaited the resurrection

of philosophy.






CHAPTER THREE

Francis Bacon

4
4 From Aristotle to the Renaissance

When Sparta blockaded and defeated Athens towards the close of the
fifth century B. c., political supremacy passed from the mother of
Greek philosophy and art, and the vigor and independence of the
Athenian mind decayed. When, in 399 B. c., Socrates was put to death,
the soul of Athens died with him, lingering only in his proud pupil,
Plato. And when Philip of Macedon defeated the Athenians at Chero-
nea in 338 B. ¢., and Alexander burned the great city of Thebes to the
ground three years later, even the ostentatious sparing of Pindar’s
home could not cover up the fact that Athenian independence, in gov-
ernment and in thought, was irrevocably destroyed. The domination
of Greek philosophy by the Macedonian Aristotle mirrored the politi-
cal subjection of Greece by the virile and younger peoples of the north.

The death of Alexander (323 B. ¢.) quickened this process of de-
cay. The boy-emperor, barbarian though he remained after all of Aris-
totle’s tutoring, had yet learned to revere the rich culture of Greece,
and had dreamed of spreading that culture through the Orient in the
wake of his victorious armies. The development of Greek commerce,
and the multiplication of Greek trading posts throughout Asia Minor,
had provided an economic basis for the unification of this region as
part of an Hellenic empire; and Alexander hoped that from these busy
stations Greek thought, as well as Greek goods, would radiate and
conquer. But he had underrated the inertia and resistance of the Ori-
ental mind, and the mass and depth of Oriental culture. It was only a
youthful fancy, after all, to suppose that so immature and unstable
a civilization as that of Greece could be imposed upon a civilization
immeasurably more widespread, and rooted in the most venerable tra-
ditions. The quantity of Asia proved too much for the quality of
Greece. Alexander himself, in the hour of his triumph, was conquered
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by the soul of the East; he married (among several ladies) the daugh-
ter of Darius; he adopted the Persian diadem and robe of state; he in-
troduced into Europe the Oriental notion of the divine right of kings;
and at last he astonished a sceptic Greece by announcing, in magnifi-
cent Eastern style, that he was a god. Greece laughed; and Alexander
drank himself to death.

This subtle infusion of an Asiatic soul into the wearied body of the
master Greek was followed rapidly by the pouring of Oriental cults
and faiths into Greece along those very lines of communication which
the young conqueror had opened up; the broken dykes let in the ocean
of Eastern thought upon the lowlands of the still adolescent European
mind. The mystic and superstitious faiths which had taken root among
the poorer people of Hellas were reinforced and spread about; and the
Oriental spirit of apathy and resignation found a ready soil in decadent
and despondent Greece. The introduction of the Stoic philosophy into
Athens by the Phoenician merchant Zeno (about 310 B. ¢.) was but
one of a multitude of Oriental infiltrations. Both Stoicism and Epicure-
anism—the apathetic acceptance of defeat, and the effort to forget de-
feat in the arms of pleasure—were theories as to how one might yet be
happy though subjugated or enslaved; precisely as the pessimistic
Oriental stoicism of Schopenhauer and the despondent epicureanism
of Renan were in the nineteenth century the symbols of a shattered
Revolution and a broken France.

Not that these natural antitheses of ethical theory were quite new
to Greece. One finds them in the gloomy Heraclitus and the “laughing
philosopher” Democritus; and one sees the pupils of Socrates dividing
into Cynics and Cyrenaics under the lead of Antisthenes and Aristip-
pus, and extolling, the one school apathy, the other happiness. Yet
these were even then almost exotic modes of thought: imperial Athens
did not take to them. But when Greece had seen Chzronea in blood
and Thebes in ashes, it listened to Diogenes; and when the glory had
departed from Athens she was ripe for Zeno and Epicurus.

Zeno built his philosophy of apatheia on a determinism which a
later Stoic, Chrysippus, found it hard to distinguish from Oriental
fatalism. When Zeno, who did not believe in slavery, was beating his
slave for some offense, the slave pleaded, in mitigation, that by his mas-

*The table on pages 1oo-101 indicates approximately the main lines of philo-
sophical development in Europe and America.
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ter's philosophy he had been destined from all eternity to commit this
fault; to which Zeno replied, with the calm of a sage, that on the same
philosophy he, Zeno, had been destined to beat him for it. As Schopen-
hauer deemed it useless for the individual will to fight the universal
will, so the Stoic argued that philosophic indifference was the only
reasonable attitude to a life in which the struggle for existence is so
unfairly doomed to inevitable defeat. If victory is quite impossible it
should be scorned. The secret of peace is not to make our achieve-
ments equal to our desires, but to lower our desires to the level of our
achievements. “If what you have seems insufhicient to you,” said the
Roman Stoic Seneca (d. 65 a. p.), “then, though you possess the
world, you will yet be miserable.”

Such a principle cried out to heaven for its opposite, and Epicurus,
though himself as Stoic in life as Zeno, supplied it. Epicurus, says Fén-
élon,* “bought a fair garden, which he tilled himself. There it was he
set up his school, and there he lived a gentle and agreeable life with
his disciples, whom he taught as he walked and worked. . . . He was
gentle and affable to all men . . . He held there was nothing nobler
than to apply one’s self to philosophy.” His starting point is a convic-
tion that apathy is impossible, and that pleasure—though not necessar-
ily sensual pleasure—is the only conceivable, and quite legitimate, end
of life and action. “Nature leads every organism to prefer its own good
to every other good”;—even the Stoic finds a subtle pleasure in renunci-
ation. “We must not avoid pleasures, but we must select them.” Epi-
curus, then, is no epicurean; he exalts the joys of intellect rather than
those of sense; he warns against pleasures that excite and disturb the
soul which they should rather quiet and appease. In the end he pro-
poses to seek not pleasure in its usual sense, but ataraxia—tranquillity,
equanimity, repose of mind; all of which trembles on the verge of
Zeno’s “apathy.”

The Romans, coming to despoil Hellas in 146 B. c., found these
rival schools dividing the philosophic field; and having neither leisure
nor subtlety for speculation themselves, brought back these philoso-
phies with their other spoils to Rome. Great organizers, as much as
inevitable slaves, tend to stoic moods: it is difficult to be either master
or servant if one is sensitive. So such philosophy as Rome had was
mostly of Zeno’s school, whether in Marcus Aurelius the emperor or

?Quoted as motto on the title-page of Anatole France’s Garden of Epicures.
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in Epictetus the slave; and even Lucretius talked epicureanism stoi-
cally (like Heine’s Englishman taking his pleasures sadly), and con-
cluded his stern gospel of pleasure by committing suicide. His noble
epic “On the Nature of Things," ® follows Epicurus in damning pleas-
ure with faint praise. Almost contemporary with Czesar and Pompey,
he lived in the midst of turmoil and alarms; his nervous pen is forever
inditing prayers to tranquillity and peace. One pictures him as a timid
soul whose youth had been darkened with religious fears; for he never
tires of telling his readers that there is no hell, except here, and that
there are no gods except gentlemanly ones who live in a garden of
Epicurus in the clouds, and never intrude in the affairs of men. To the
rising cult of heaven and hell among the people of Rome he opposes
a ruthless materialism. Soul and mind are evolved with the body,
grow with its growth, ail with its ailments, and die with its death.
Nothing exists but atoms, space, and law; and the law of laws is that
of evolution and dissolution everywhere.

No single thing abides, but all things flow.

Fragment to fragment clings; the things thus grow
Until we know and name them. By degrees

They melt, and are no more the things we know.

Globed from the atoms, falling slow or swift
I see the suns, I see the systems lift
Their forms; and even the systems and their suns

Shall go back slowly to the eternal drift.

Thou too, O Earth—thine empires, lands and seas—
Least, with thy stars, of all the galaxies,

Globed from the drift like these, like these thou too
Shalt go. Thou art going, hour by hour, like these.

Nothing abides. Thy seas in delicate haze

Go off; those moonéd sands forsake their place;
And where they are shall other seas in turn

Mow with their scythes of whiteness other bays.*

* Professor Shotwell (Introduction to the History of History) calls it “the most
marvelous performance in all antique literature.”

“ Paraphrase by Mallock: Lucretius on Life and Death, Pp- 15-16.
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To astronomical evolution and dissolution add the origin and elimi-
nation of species.

Many monsters too the earth of old tried to produce, things of strange
face and limbs; . . . some without feet, some without hands, some with-
out mouth, some without eyes. . . . Every other monster . . . of this
kind earth would produce, but in vain; for nature set a ban on their in-
crease, they could not reach the coveted flower of age, nor find food, nor
be united in marriage; . . . and many races of living things must then
have died out and been unable to beget and continue their breed. For in
the case of all things which you see breathing the breath of life, either
craft or courage or speed has from the beginning of its existence protected
and preserved each particular race. . . . Those to whom nature has
granted none of these qualities would lie exposed as a prey and booty to
others, until nature brought their kind to extinction.’

Nations, too, like individuals, slowly grow and surely die: “some
nations wax, others wane, and in a brief space the races of living things
are changed, and like runners hand over the lamp of life.” In the face
of warfare and inevitable death, there is no wisdom but in ataraxia,—
“to look on all things with a mind at peace.” Here, clearly, the old
pagan joy of life is gone, and an almost exotic spirit touches a broken
lyre. History, which is nothing if not humorous, was never so facetious
as when she gave to this abstemious and epic pessimist the name of
Epicurean.

And if this is the spirit of the follower of Epicurus, imagine the ex-
hilarating optimism of explicit Stoics like Aurelius or Epictetus. Noth-
ing in all literature is so depressing as the “Dissertations” of the slave,
unless it be the “Meditations” of the emperor. “Seek not to have things
happen as you choose them, but rather choose that they should hap-
pen as they do; and you shall live prosperously.” ¢ No doubt one can in
this manner dictate the future, and play royal highness to the universe.
Story has it that Epictetus’ master, who treated him with consistent
cruelty, one day took to twisting Epictetus’ leg to pass the time away.
“If you go on,” said Epictetus calmly, “you will break my leg.” The
master went on, and the leg was broken. “Did I not tell you,” Epictetus
observed mildly, “that you would break my leg?” ” Yet there is a certain
mystic nobility in this philosophy, as in the quiet courage of some

*V., 830 f., translation by Munro.
¢ Enchiridion and Dissertations of Epictetus; ed. Rolleston; p. 81.
1 Ibid., xxxvi.
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Dostoievskian pacifist. “Never in any case say, [ have lost such a thing,
but, I have returned it. Is thy child dead?—it is returned. Is thy wife
dead?—she is returned. Art thou deprived of thy estate?—is not this
also returned?” ¢ In such passages we feel the proximity of Christian-
ity and its dauntless martyrs; indeed were not the Christian ethic of
self-denial, the Christian political ideal of an almost communistic
brotherhood of man, and the Christian eschatology of the final confla-
gration of all the world, fragments of Stoic doctrine floating on the
stream of thought? In Epictetus the Greco-Roman soul has lost its pa-
ganism, and is ready for a new faith. His book had the distinction of
being adopted as a religious manual by the early Christian Church.
From these “Dissertations” and Aurelius’ “Meditations” there is but a
step to “The Imitation of Christ.”

Meanwhile the historical background was melting into newer
scenes. There is a remarkable passage in Lucretius® which describes
the decay of agriculture in the Roman state, and attributes it to the ex-
haustion of the soil. Whatever the cause, the wealth of Rome passed
into poverty, the organization into disintegration, the power and pride
into decadence and apathy. Cities faded back into the undistinguished
hinterland; the roads fell into disrepair and no longer hummed with
trade; the small families of the educated Romans were outbred by the
vigorous and untutored German stocks that crept, year after year,
across the frontier; pagan culture yielded to Oriental cults; and almost
imperceptibly the Empire passed into the Papacy.

The Church, supported in its earlier centuries by the emperors
whose powers it gradually absorbed, grew rapidly in numbers, wealth,
and range of influence. By the thirteenth century it owned one-third
of the soil of Europe,*® and its coffers bulged with donations of rich
and poor. For a thousand years it united, with the magic of an unvary-
ing creed, most of the peoples of a continent; never before or since was
organization so widespread or so pacific. But this unity demanded, as
the Church thought, a common faith exalted by supernatural sanc-
tions beyond the changes and corrosions of time; therefore dogma, defi-
nite and defined, was cast like a shell over the adolescent mind of medi-
eval Europe. It was within this shell that Scholastic philosophy moved

& Ibid., 86.
*II, 1170. This oldest is also the latest theory of the decline of Rome; cf. Sim-
khovitch: Toward the Understanding of Jesus; New York, 1921.

* Robinson and Beard: Outlines of European History; Boston, 1914, i, 443.
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narrowly from faith to reason and back again, in a baffling circuit of
uncriticized assumptions and preordained conclusions. In the thir-
teenth century all Christendom was startled and stimulated by Arabic
and Jewish translations of Aristotle; but the power of the Church was
still adequate to secure, through Thomas Aquinas and others, the trans-
mogrification of Aristotle into a medieval theologian. The result was
subtlety, but not wisdom. “The wit and mind of man,” as Bacon put
it, “if it work upon the matter, worketh according to the stuff, and is
limited thereby; but if it work upon itself, as the spider worketh his
web, then it is endless, and bringeth forth indeed cobwebs of learning,
admirable for the fineness of thread and work, but of no substance or
profit.” Sooner or later the intellect of Europe would burst out of this
shell.

After a thousand years of tillage, the soil bloomed again; goods
were multiplied into a surplus that compelled trade; and trade at its
crossroads built again great cities wherein men might codperate to
nourish culture and rebuild civilization. The Crusades opened the
routes to the East, and let in a stream of luxuries and heresies that
doomed asceticism and dogma. Paper now came cheaply from Egypt,
replacing the costly parchment that had made learning the monopoly
of priests; printing, which had long awaited an inexpensive medium,
broke out like a liberated explosive, and spread its destructive and
clarifying influence everywhere. Brave mariners armed now with com-
passes, ventured out into the wilderness of the sea, and conquered
man’s ignorance of the earth; patient observers, armed with telescopes,
ventured out beyond the confines of dogma, and conquered man’s ig-
norance of the sky. Here and there, in universities and monasteries
and hidden retreats, men ceased to dispute and began to search; devi-
ously, out of the effort to change baser metal into gold, alchemy was
transmuted into chemistry; out of astrology men groped their way with
timid boldness to astronomy; and out of the fables of speaking animals
came the science of zoology. The awakening began with Roger Bacon
(d. 1294); it grew with the limitless Leonardo (1452-1519); it reached
its fulness in the astronomy of Copernicus (1473-1543) and Galileo
(1564—1642), in the researches of Gilbert (1544-1603) in magnetism
and electricity, of Vesalius (1514-1564) in anatomy, and of Harvey
(1578-1657) on the circulation of the blood. As knowledge grew, fear
decreased; men thought less of worshiping the unknown, and more of
overcoming it. Every vital spirit was lifted up with a new confidence;
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barriers were broken down; there was no bound now to what man
might do. “But that little vessels, like the celestial bodies, should sail
round the whole globe, is the happiness of our age. These times may
justly use plus ultra”—more beyond—“where the ancients used non
plus ultra.” ** It was an age of achievement, hope and vigor; of new
beginnings and enterprises in every field; an age that waited for a
voice, some synthetic soul to sum up its spirit and resolve. It was
Francis Bacon, “the most powerful mind of modern times,” ** who
“rang the bell that called the wits together,” and announced that Eu-
rope had come of age.

The Political Career of Francis Bacon

[P

Bacon was born on January 22, 1561, at York House, London, the resi-
dence of his father, Sir Nicholas Bacon, who for the first twenty years
of Elizabeth’s reign had been Keeper of the Great Seal. “The fame of
the father,” says Macaulay, “has been thrown into the shade by that of
the son. But Sir Nicholas was no ordinary man.” ** It is as one might
have suspected; for genius is an apex, to which a family builds itself
through talent, and through talent in the genius’s offspring subsides
again towards the mediocrity of man. Bacon’s mother was Lady Anne
Cooke, sister-in-law of Sir William Cecil, Lord Burghley, who was
Elizabeth’s Lord Treasurer, and one of the most powerful men in Eng-
land. Her father had been chief tutor of King Edward VI; she herself
was a linguist and a theologian, and thought nothing of corresponding
in Greek with bishops. She made herself instructress of her son, and
spared no pains in his education.

But the real nurse of Bacon’s greatness was Elizabethan England,
the greatest age of the most powerful of modern nations. The discov-
ery of America had diverted trade from the Mediterranean to the At-
lantic, had raised the Atlantic nations—Spain and France and Holland

“Bacon: The Advancement of Learning; bk. ii, ch. 10. A medieval motto
showed a ship turning back at Gibraltar into the Mediterranean, with the
inscription, Nomn plus :?tra—go no farther.

E. J. Payne in The Cambridge Modern History, i, 65.

 Essays: New York, 186o; iii, 342.
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and England—to that commercial and financial supremacy which had
been Italy’s when half of Europe had made her its port of entry and
exit in the Eastern trade; and with this change the Renaissance had
passed from Florence and Rome and Milan and Venice to Madrid and
Paris and Amsterdam and London. After the destruction of the Span-
ish naval power in 1588, the commerce of England spread over every
sea, her towns throve with domestic industry, her sailors circumnavi-
gated the globe and her captains won America. Her literature blos-
somed into Spenser’s poetry and Sidney’s prose; her stage throbbed
with the dramas of Shakespeare and Marlowe and Ben Jonson and a
hundred vigorous pens. No man could fail to flourish in such a time
and country, if there was seed in him at all.

At the age of twelve Bacon was sent to Trinity College, Cam-
bridge. He stayed there three years, and left it with a strong dislike of
its texts and methods, a confirmed hostility to the cult of Aristotle, and
a resolve to set philosophy into a more fertile path, to turn it from scho-
lastic disputation to the illumination and increase of human good.
Though still a lad of sixteen, he was offered an appointment to the
staff of the English ambassador in France; and after careful casting up
of pros and cons, he accepted. In the Proem to The Interpretation of
Nature, he discusses this fateful decision that turned him from philoso-
phy to politics. It is an indispensable passage:

Whereas, 1 believed myself born for the service of mankind, and reck-
oned the care of the common weal to be among those duties that are of pub-
lic right, open to all alike, even as the waters and the air, I therefore asked
myself what could most advantage mankind, and for the performance of
what tasks I seemed to be shaped by nature. But when I searched, I found
no work so meritorious as the discovery and development of the arts and
inventions that tend to civilize the life of man. . . . Above all, if any
man could succeed—not merely in bringing to light some one particular in-
vention, however useful—but in kindling in nature a luminary which
would, at its first rising, shed some light on the present limits and borders
of human discoveries, and which afterwards, as it rose still higher, would
reveal and bring into clear view every nook and cranny of darkness, it
seemed to me that such a discoverer would deserve to be called the true
Extender of the Kingdom of Man over the universe, the Champion of hu-
man liberty, and the Exterminator of the necessities that now keep men in
bondage. Moreover, I found in my own nature a special adaptation for the
contemplation of truth. For I had a mind at once versatile enough for that
most important object—I mean the recognition of similitudes—and at the
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same time sufficiently steady and concentrated for the observation of subtle
shades of difference. I possessed a passion for research, a power of suspend-
ing judgment with patience, of meditating with pleasure, of assenting with
caution, of correcting false impressions with readiness, and of arranging my
thoughts with scrupulous pains. I had no hankering after novelty, no blind
admiration for antiquity. Imposture in every shape I utterly detested. For
all these reasons I considered that my nature and disposition had, as it
were, a kind of kinship and connection with truth.

But my birth, my rearing and education, had all pointed, not toward
philosophy, but towards politics: I had been, as it were, imbued in politics
from childhood. And s is not unfrequently the case with young men, I
was sometimes shaken in my mind by opinions. I also thought that my duty
towards my country had special claims upon me, such as could not be urged
by other duties of life. Lastly, I conceived the hope that, if I held some
honorable office in the state, I might have secure helps and supports to aid
my labors, with a view to the accomplishment of my destined task. With
these motives I applied myself to politics.2¢

Sir Nicholas Bacon died suddenly in 1579. He had intended to
provide Francis with an estate; but death overreached his plans, and
the young diplomat, called hurriedly to London, saw himself, at the
age of eighteen, fatherless and penniless. He had become accustomed
to most of the luxuries of the age, and he found it hard to reconcile
himself now to a forced simplicity of life. He took up the practice of
law, while he importuned his influential relatives to advance him to
some political office which would liberate him from economic worry.
His almost begging letters had small result, considering the grace and
vigor of their style, and the proved ability of their author. Perhaps it
was because Bacon did not underrate this ability, and looked upon
position as his due, that Burghley failed to make the desired response;
and perhaps, also, these letters protested too much the past, present
and future loyalty of the writer to the honorable Lord: in politics, as in
love, it does not do to give one’s self wholly; one should at all times
give, but at no time all. Gratitude is nourished with expectation.

Eventually, Bacon climbed without being lifted from above; but
every step cost him many years. In 1583 he was elected to Parliament
for Taunton; and his constituents liked him so well that they returned
him to his seat in election after election. He had a terse and vivid elo-
quence in debate, and was an orator without oratory. “No man,” said

* Translation by Abbott: Francis Bacon; London, 1885; P- 37
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Ben Jonson, “ever spoke more neatly, more (com)pressedly, more
weightily, or suffered less emptiness, less idleness in what he uttered.
No member of his speech but consisted of its own graces. His hearers
could not cough or look aside from him without loss. He commanded
where he spoke. . . . No man had their affections more in his power.
The fear of every man that heard him was lest that he should make an
end.” 15 Enviable orator!

One powerful friend was generous to him—that handsome Earl of
Essex whom Elizabeth loved unsuccessfully, and so learned to hate. In
1595 Essex, to atone for his failure in securing a political post for
Bacon, presented him with a pretty estate at Twickenham. It was a
magnificent gift, which one might presume would bind Bacon to
Essex for life; but it did not. A few years later Essex organized a con-
spiracy to imprison. Elizabeth and select her successor to the throne.
Bacon wrote letter after letter to his benefactor, protesting against this
treason; and when Essex persisted, Bacon warned him that he would
put loyalty to his Queen above even gratitude to his friend. Essex
made his effort, failed, and was arrested. Bacon pled with the Queen
in his behalf so incessantly that at last she bade him “speak of any
other subject.” When Essex, temporarily freed, gathered armed forces
about him, marched into London, and tried to rouse its populace to
revolution, Bacon turned against him angrily. Meanwhile he had been
given a place in the prosecuting office of the realm; and when Essex,
again arrested, was tried for treason, Bacon took active part in the pros-
ecution of the man who had been his unstinting friend.*¢

Essex was found guilty, and was put to death. Bacon’s part in the
trial made him for a while unpopular; and from this time on he lived
in the midst of enemies watching for a chance to destroy him. His in-
satiable ambition left him no rest; he was ever discontent, and always
a year or so ahead of his income. He was lavish in his expenditures;
display was to him a part of policy. When, at the age of forty-five, he

** Nichol: Francis Bacon; Edinburgh, 1907; i, 27.

** Hundreds of volumes have been written on this aspect of Bacon’s career.
The case against Bacon, as “the wisest and meanest of mankind” (so Pope
called him), will be found in Macaulay’s essay, and more circumstantially in
Abbott’s Francis Bacon; these would apply to him his own words: “Wisdom
for a man’s self is the wisdom of rats, tiat will be sure to leave 2 house some-
what before it falls” (Essay “Of Wisdom for a Man’s Self”). The case for
Bacon is given in Spedding’s Life and Times of Francis Bacon, and in his
Evenings with a Reviewer (a detailed reply to Macaulay). In medio veritas.
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married, the pompous and costly ceremony made a great gap in the
dowry which had constituted one of the lady’s attractions. In 1598 he
was arrested for debt. Nevertheless, he continued to advance. His
varied ability and almost endless knowledge made him a valuable
member of every important committee; gradually higher offices were
opened to him: in 1606 he was made Solicitor-General; in 1613 he be-
came Attorney-General; in 1618, at the age of fifty-seven, he was at
last Lord Chancellor.

-

Z The Essays”

His elevation seemed to realize Plato’s dreams of a philosopher-king.
For, step by step with his climb to political power, Bacon had been
mounting the summits of philosophy. It is almost incredible that the
vast learning and literary achievements of this man were but the inci-
dents and diversions of a turbulent political career. It was his motto
that one lived best by the hidden life—bene vixit qui bene latuit. He
could not quite make up his mind whether he liked more the contem-
plative or the active life. His hope was to be philosopher and states-
man, too, like Seneca; though he suspected that this double direction
of his life would shorten his reach and lessen his attainment. “It is
hard to say,” he writes,*® “whether mixture of contemplations with an
active life, or retiring wholly to contemplations, do disable or hinder
the mind more.” He felt that studies could not be either end or wisdom
in themselves, and that knowledge unapplied in action was a pale aca-
demic vanity. “To spend too much time in studies is sloth; to use them
too much for ornament is affectation; to make judgment wholly by
their rules is the humor of a scholar. . . . Crafty men condemn stud-
ies, simple men admire them, and wise men use them; for they teach
not their own use; but that is a wisdom without them, and above them,

 The author has thought it better in this section to make no attempt to concen-
trate further the a.lreagy compact thought of Bacon, and has referred to put
the philosopher’s wisdom in his own incomparable English rather than to take
probably greater space to say the same things with less clarity, beauty, and force.

3 Valerius Terminus, ad fin.
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won by observation.” ** Here is 2 new note, which marks the end of
scholasticism—i. e., the divorce of knowledge from use and observation
—and places that emphasis on experience and results which distin-
guishes English philosophy, and culminates in pragmatism. Not that
Bacon for a moment ceased to love books and meditation; in words
reminiscent of Socrates he writes, “without philosophy I care not to
live”;?® and he describes himself as after all “a man naturally fitted
rather for literature than for anything else, and borne by some destiny,
against the inclination of his genius” (i. e., character), “into active
life.” 2 Almost his first publication was called “The Praise of Knowl-
edge” (1592); its enthusiasm for philosophy compels quotation:

My praise shall be dedicate to the mind itself. The mind is the man,
and knowledge mind; a man is but what he knoweth. . . . Are not the pleas-
ures of the affections greater than the pleasures of the senses, and are not
the pleasures of the intellect greater than the pleasures of the affections?
Is not that only a true and natural pleasure whereof there is no satiety?
Is not that knowledge alone that doth clear the mind of all perturbations?
How many things be there which we imagine are not? How many things
do we esteem and value more than they are? These vain imaginations,
these ill-proportioned estimations, these be the clouds of error that turn
into the storms of perturbations. Is there then any such happiness as for a
man’s mind to be raised above the confusion of things, where he may have
a respect of the order of nature and the error of men? Is there but a view
only of delight and not of discovery? Of contentment and not of benefit?
Shall we not discern as well the riches of nature’s warehouse as the beauty
of her shop? Is truth barren? Shall we not thereby be able to produce
worthy effects, and to endow the life of man with infinite commodities?

His finest literary product, the Essays (1597-1623), show him still
torn between these two loves, for politics and for philosophy. In the
“Essay of Honor and Reputation” he gives all the degrees of honor to
political and military achievements, none to the literary or the philo-
sophical. But in the essay “Of Truth” he writes: “The inquiry of truth,
which is the love-making or wooing of it; the knowledge of truth,
which is the praise of it; and the belief of truth, which is the enjoying
of it, is the sovereign good of human natures.” In books “we converse
with the wise, as in action with fools.” That is, if we know how to

» “Of Studies.” » Dedication of Wisdom of the Ancients.
2 De Augmentis, viii, 3.
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select our books. “Some books are to be tasted,” reads a famous passage,
“others to be swallowed, and some few to be chewed and digested”;
all these groups forming, no doubt, an infinitesimal portion of the
oceans and cataracts of ink in which the world is daily bathed and
poisoned and drowned.

Surely the Essays must be numbered among the few books that de-
serve to be chewed and digested. Rarely shall you find so much meat,
so admirably dressed and flavored, in so small a dish. Bacon abhors
padding, and disdains to waste a word; he offers us infinite riches in a
little phrase; each of these essays gives in a page or two the distilled
subtlety of a master mind on a major issue of life. It is difficult to say
whether the matter or the manner more excels; for here is language as
supreme in prose as Shakespeare’s is in verse. It is a style like sturdy
Tacitus’, compact yet polished; and indeed some of its conciseness is
due to the skillful adaptation of Latin idiom and phrase. But its wealth
of metaphor is characteristically Elizabethan, and reflects the exuber-
ance of the Renaissance; no man in English literature is so fertile in
pregnant and pithy comparisons. Their lavish array is the one defect
of Bacon’s style: the endless metaphors and allegories and allusions
fall like whips upon our nerves and tire us out at last. The Essays are
like rich and heavy food, which cannot be digested in large quantities
at once; but taken four or five at a time they are the finest intellectual
nourishment in English.??

What shall we extract from this extracted wisdom? Perhaps the
best starting point, and the most arresting deviation from the fashions
of medieval philosophy, is Bacon’s frank acceptance of the Epicurean
ethic. “That philosophical progression, ‘Use not that you may not wish,
wish not that you may not fear,’ seems an indication of a weak, diff-
dent and timorous mind. And indeed most doctrines of the philoso-
phers appear to be too distrustful, and to take moré care of mankind
than the nature of the thing requires. Thus they increase the fears of
death by the remedies they bring against it; for whilst they make the
life of man little more than a preparation and discipline for death, it is
impossible but the enemy must appear terrible when there is no end of
the defense to be made against him.” 2* Nothing could be so injurious

“The author’s preference is for Essays 2, 7, 8, 11, 12, 16, 18, 20, 27, 29, 38,
39, 42, 46, 48, 50, 52, 54.

= Adv. of L., vii, 2. Certain passages from this book are brought in here, to
avoid a repetition of topics under each work
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to health as the Stoic repression of desire; what is the use of prolonging
a life which apathy has turned into premature death? And besides, it is
an impossible philosophy; for instinct will out. “Nature is often hid-
den; sometimes overcome; seldom extinguished. Force maketh nature
more violent in the return; doctrine and discourse maketh nature less
importune; but custom only doth alter or subdue nature. . . . But let
not a man trust his victory over his nature too far; for nature will lay
buried a great tinie, and yet revive upon the occasion or temptation.
Like as it was with Zsop's damsel, turned from a cat to a woman, who
sat very demurely at the board’s end, till a mouse ran before her.
Therefore let a man either avoid the occasion altogether, or put him-
self often to it, that he may be little moved with it.” ** Indeed Bacon
thinks the body should be inured to excesses as well as to restraint; else
even a moment of unrestraint may ruin it. (So one accustomed to the
purest and most digestible foods is easily upset when forgetfulness or
necessity diverts him from perfection.) Yet “variety of delights rather
than surfeit of them”; for “strength of nature in youth passeth over
many excesses which are owing a man till his age”;?® a man’s maturity
pays the price of his youth. One royal road to health is a garden; Ba-
con agrees with the author of Genesis that “God Almighty first planted
a garden”; and with Voltaire that we must cultivate our back yards.
The moral philosophy of the Essays smacks rather of Machiavelli
than of the Christianity to which Bacon made so many astute obei-
sances. “We are beholden to Machiavel, and writers of that kind, who
openly and unmasked declare what men do in fact, and not what they
ought to do; for it is impossible to join the wisdom of the serpent and
the innocence of the dove, without a previous knowledge of the nature
of evil; as, without this, virtue lies exposed and unguarded.” 2¢ “The
Italians have an ungracious proverb, Tanto buon che val niente,”—so
good that he is good for nothing.*” Bacon accords his preaching with
his practice, and advises a judicious mixture of dissimulation with hon-
esty, like an alloy that will make the purer but softer metal capable of
longer life. He wants a full and varied career, giving acquaintance
with everything that can broaden, deepen, strengthen or sharpen the
mind. He does not admire the merely contemplative life; like Goethe
he scorns knowledge that does not lead to action: “men ought to know

* “Of Nature in Men.” * “Of Regiment of Health.”
* Adv. of L., xii, 2. 7 “Of Goodness.”
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that in the theatre of human life it is only for Gods and angels to be
spectators.” 8

His religion is patriotically like the King's. Though he was more
than once accused of atheism, and the whole trend of his philosophy
is secular and rationalistic, he makes an eloquent and apparently sin-
cere disclaimer of unbelief. “I had rather believe all the fables in the
Legend, and the Talmud and the Alcoran, than that this universal
frame is without a mind. . . . A little philosophy inclineth a man’s
mind to atheism; but depth in philosophy bringeth men’s minds about
to religion. For while the mind of man looketh upon second causes
scattered, it may sometimes rest in them and go no further; but when
it beholdeth the chain of them, confederate and linked together, it
must needs fly to Providence and Deity.” *® Religious indifference is
due to a multiplicity of factions. “The causes of atheism are, divisions
in religion, if they be many; for any one division addeth zeal to both
sides; but many divisions introduce atheism. . . . And lastly, learned
times, especially with peace and prosperity; for troubles and adversities
do more bow men’s minds to religion.” 2

But Bacon’s value lies less in theology and ethics than in psychol-
ogy. He is an undeceivable analyst of human nature, and sends his
shaft into every heart. On the stalest subject in the world he is refresh-
ingly original. “A married man is seven years older in his thoughts the
first day.” 3t “It is often seen that bad husbands have good wives.”
(Bacon was an exception.) “A single life doth well with churchmen,
for charity will hardly water the ground where it must first ill a pool.

. He that hath wife and children hath given hostages to fortune;
for they are impediments to great enterprises, either of virtue or mis-
chief.” ** Bacon seems to have worked too hard to have had time for
love, and perhaps he never quite felt it to its depth. “It is a strange
thing to note the excess of this passion. . . . There was never proud
man thought so absurdly well of himself as the lover doth of the per-
son beloved. . . . You may observe that amongst all the great and
worthy persons (whereof the memory remaineth either ancient or re-
cent), there is not one that hath been transported to the mad degree of

% Adv. of L., vii, 1. 2 “Of Atheism.”
® Ibid. * Letter to Lord Burghley, 1606.
= 4“Of Marriage Smgle Life.” Contrast the more pleasmg phrase of Shake-

speare, that “Love gives to every power a double power.’
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love; which shows that great spirits and great business do keep out this
weak passion.” 33

He values friendship more than love, though of friendship too he
can be sceptical. “There is little friendship in the world, and least of all
between equals, which was wont to be magnified. That that is, is be-
tween superior and inferior, whose fortunes may comprehend the one
theother. . . . A principal fruit of friendship is the ease and discharge
of the fullness and swellings of the heart, which passions of all kinds
do cause and induce.” A friend is an ear. “Those that want friends to
open themselves unto are cannibals of their own hearts. . . . Who-
ever hath his mind fraught with many thoughts, his wits and under-
standing do clarify and break up in the communicating and discoursing
with another; he tosseth his thoughts more easily; he marshaleth them
more orderly; he seeth how they look when they are turned into words;
finally he waxeth wiser than himself; and that more by one hour’s dis-
course than by a day’s meditation.” 3¢

In the essay “Of Youth and Age” he puts a book into a paragraph.
“Young men are fitter to invent than to judge, fitter for execution than
for counsel, and fitter for new projects than for settled business; for the
experience of age in things that fall within the compass of it, directeth
them; but in new things abuseth them. . . . Young men, in the con-
duct and management of actions, embrace more than they can hold,
stir more than they can quiet; fly to the end without consideration of
the means and degrees; pursue absurdly some few principles which
they have chanced upon; care not to” (i. e., how they) “innovate,
which draws unknown inconveniences. . . . Men of age object too
much, consult too long, adventure too little, repent too soon, and sel-
dom drive business home to the full period, but content themselves
with a mediocrity of success. Certainly it is good to compel employ-
ments of both, . . . because the virtues of either may correct the
defects of both.” He thinks, nevertheless, that youth and childhood
may get too great liberty, and so grow disordered and lax. “Let parents
choose betimes the vocations and courses they mean their children
should take, for then they are most flexible; and let them not too much
apply themselves to the disposition of their children, as thinking they
will take best 'to that which they have most mind to. It is true that, if

#“Of Love.”
* “Of Followers and Friends”; “Of Friendship.”
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the affections or aptness of the children be extraordinary, then it is
good not to cross it; but generally the precept” of the Pythagoreans “is
good, Optimum lege, suave et facile illud faciet consuetudo,”—choose
the best; custom will make it pleasant and easy.*s For “custom is the
principal magistrate of man’s life.” %

The politics of the Essays preach a conservatism natural in one who
aspired to rule. Bacon wants a strong central power. Monarchy is the
best form of government; and usually the efficiency of a state varies
with the concentration of power. “There be three points of business”
in government: “the preparation; the debate or examination; and the
perfection” (or execution). “Whereof, if you look for dispatch, let the
middle only be the work of many, and the first and last the work of a
few.” 3" He is an outspoken militarist; he deplores the growth of indus-
try as unfitting men for war, and bewails long peace as lulling the
warrior in man. Nevertheless, he recognizes the importance of raw
materials: “Solon said well to Creesus (when in ostentation Creesus
showed him his gold), ‘Sir, if any other come that hath better iron
than you, he will be master of all this gold.’ ” ##

Like Aristotle, he had some advice on avoiding revolutions. “The
surest way to prevent seditions . . . is to take away the matter of
them; for if there be fuel prepared, it is hard to tell whence the spark
shall come that shall set it on fire. . . . Neither doth it follow that
the suppressing of fames” (i. e., discussion) “with too much severity
should be a remedy of troubles; for the despising of them many times
checks them best, and the going about to stop them but makes a won-
der long-lived. . . . The matter of sedition is of two kinds: much
poverty and much discontentment. . . . The causes and motives of
seditions are, innovation in religion; taxes; alteration of laws and cus-
toms; breaking of privileges; general oppression; advancement of un-
worthy persons, strangers; dearths; disbanded soldiers; factions grown
desperate; and whatsoever in offending a people joineth them in a
common cause.” The cue of every leader, of course, is to divide his
enemies and to unite his friends. “Generally, the dividing and break-
ing of all factions . . . that are adverse to the state, and setting them
at a distance, or at least distrust, among themselves, is not one of the
worst remedies; for it is a desperate case, if those that hold with the

¥ “Of Parents and Children.” ¥ “Of Custom.”
# “Of Dispatch.” # “Of the True Greatness of Kingdoms.”
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proceeding of the state be full of discord and faction, and those that
are against it be entire and united.” 3® A better recipe for the avoid-
ance of revolutions is an equitable distribution of wealth: “Money is
like muck, not good unless it be spread.” “° But this does not mean so-
cialism, or even democracy; Bacon distrusts the people, who were in
his day quite without access to education; “the lowest of all flatteries is
the flattery of the common people”;** and “Phocion took it right, who,
being applauded by the multitude, asked, What had he done amiss?” 4
What Bacon wants is first a yeomanry of owning farmers; then an aris-
tocracy for administration; and above all a philosopher-king. “It is al-
most without instance that any government was unprosperous under
learned governors.” ** He mentions Seneca, Antoninus Pius and Aure-
lius; it was his hope that to their names posterity would add his own.

47”‘ The Great Reconstruction

Unconsciously, in the midst of his triumphs, his heart was with philos-
ophy. It had been his nurse in youth, it was his companion in office, it
was to be his consolation in prison and disgrace. He lamented the ill-
repute into which, he thought, philosophy had fallen, and blamed an
arid scholasticism. “People are very apt to contemn truth, on account
of the controversies raised about it, and to think those all in a wrong
way who never meet.” # “The sciences . . . stand almost at a stay,
without receiving any augmentations worthy of the human race; . . .
and all the tradition and succession of schools is still a succession of
masters and scholars, not of inventors. . . . In whatis now done in the
matter of science there is only a whirling about, and perpetual agita-
tion, ending where it began.” 4 All through the years of his rise and
exaltation he brooded over the restoration or reconstruction of philoso-
phy; “Meditor Instaurationem philosophiae.” %

He planned to centre all his studies around this task. First of all, he

» “Of Seditions and Troubles.” “ Ibid.
“ In Nichol, ii, 149. 2 Adv. of L., vi, 3.
# Ibid., i. “ Ibid.

* Preface to Magna Instauratio. * Redargutio Philosophiarum.
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tells us in his “Plan of the Work,” he would write some Introductory
Treatises, explaining the stagnation of philosophy through the posthu-
mous persistence of old methods, and outlining his proposals for a new
beginning. Secondly he would attempt a new Classification of the
Sciences, allocating their material to them, and listing the unsolved
problems in each field. Thirdly, he would describe his new method for
the Interpretation of Nature. Fourthly, he would try his busy hand at
actual natural science, and investigate the Phenomena of Nature.
Fifthly, he would show the Ladder of the Intellect, by which the writ-
ers of the past had mounted towards the truths that were now taking
form out of the background of medieval verbiage. Sixthly, he would
attempt certain Anticipations of the scientific results which he was con-
fident would come from the use of his method. And lastly, as Second
(or Applied) Philosophy, he would picture the utopia which would
flower out of all this budding science of which he hoped to be the
prophet. The whole would constitute the Magna Instauratio, the
Great Reconstruction of Philosophy.*”

It was a magnificent enterprise, and—except for Aristotle—without
precedent in the history of thought. It would differ from every other
philosophy in aiming at practice rather than at theory, at specific con-
crete goods rather than at speculative symmetry. Knowledge is power,
not mere argument or ornament; “it is not an opinion to be held . . .
but a work to be done; and I . . . am laboring to lay the foundation

“ Bacon's actual works under the foregoing heads are chiefly these:

I. De Interpretatione Naturae Proemium (Introduction to the Interpreta-
tion of Nature, 1603); Redargutio Philosophiarum (A Criticism of
Philosophies, 1600).

. The Advancement of Learning (1603~5); translated as De Augmentis
Scientiarum, 1622).

II. Cogitata et Visa (Things Thought and Seen, 1607); Filum Labyrinthi
(Thread of the Labyrinth, 1606); Novum Organum (The New Or-
on, 1608-20).
IV. Historia Naturalis (Natural History, 1622); Descriptio Globi Intellec-
tualis (Description of the Intellectual Globe, 1612).
V. Sylva Sylvarum (Forest of Forests, 1 624).
V1. De Principiis (On Origins, 1621).

VI. The New Atlantis (1624).

Note.—All of the above but The New Atlantis and The Advancement of
Learning were written in Latin; and the latter was translated into Latin by
Bacon and his aides, to win for it a European audience. Since historians and
critics always use the Latin titles in their references, these are here given for
the convenience of the student.
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not of any sect or doctrine, but of utility and power.” *® Here, for the
first time, are the voice and tone of modern science.

I THE ADVANCEMENT OF LEARNING

To produce works, one must have knowledge. “Nature cannot be com-
manded except by being obeyed.” #° Let us learn the laws of nature,
and we shall be her masters, as we are now, in ignorance, her thralls;
science is the road to utopia. But in what condition this road is—tortu-
ous, unlit, turning back upon itself, lost in useless by-paths, and lead-
ing not to light but to chaos. Let us then begin by making a survey of
the state of the sciences, and marking out for them their proper and
distinctive fields; let us “seat the sciences each in its proper place”;*
examine their defects, their needs, and their possibilities; indicate the
new problems that await their light; and in general “open and stir the
earth a little about the roots” of them.5!

This is the task which Bacon set himself in The Advancement of
Learning. “It is my intention,” he writes, like a king entering his realm,
“to make the circuit of knowledge, noticing what parts lie waste and
uncultivated, and abandoned by the industry of man; with a view to
engage, by a faithful mapping out of the deserted tracts, the energies
of public and private persons in their improvement.” 2 He would be
the royal surveyor of the weed-grown soil, making straight the road,
and dividing the fields among the laborers. It was a plan audacious to
the edge of immodesty; but Bacon was still young enough (forty-two
is young in a philosopher) to plan great voyages. “I have taken all
knowledge to be my province,” he had written to Burghley in 1592; not
meaning that he would make himself a premature edition of the Ex-
cyclopaedia Britannica, but implying merely that his work would bring
him into every field, as the critic and codrdinator of every science in
the task of social reconstruction. The very magnitude of his purpose
gives a stately magnificence to his style, and brings him at times to the
height of English prose.

So he ranges over the vast battle-ground in which human research

 Preface to Magna Instauratio. “ “Plan of the Work.”
% Adv. of L., iv, 2. = Ibid., vi, 3.
= Ibid., i, 1.
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struggles with natural hindrance and human ignorance; and in every
field he sheds illumination. He attaches great importance to physiol-
ogy and medicine; he exalts the latter as regulating “a musical instru-
ment of much and exquisite workmanship easily put out of tune.” 5*
But he objects to the lax empiricism of contemporary doctors, and their
facile tendency to treat all ailments with the same prescription—
usually physic. “Our physicians are like bishops, that have the keys of
binding and loosing, but no more.” * They rely too much on mere
haphazard, uncoérdinated individual experience; let them experiment
more widely, let them illuminate human with comparative anatomy,
let them dissect and if necessary vivisect; and above all, let them con-
struct an easily accessible and intelligible record of experiments and
results. Bacon believes that the medical profession should be permitted
to ease and quicken death (euthanasy) where the end would be
otherwise only delayed for a few days and at the cost of great pain; but
he urges the physicians to give more study to the art of prolonging
life. “This is a new part” of medicine, “and deficient, though the
most noble of all; for if it may be supplied, medicine will not then be
wholly versed in sordid cures, nor physicians be honored only for
necessity, but as dispensers of the greatest earthly happiness that
could well be conferred on mortals.”** One can hear some sour
Schopenhauerian protesting, at this point, against the assumption that
longer life would be a boon, and urging, on the contrary, that the
speed with which some physicians put an end to our illnesses is a
consummation devoutly to be praised. But Bacon, worried and mar-
ried and harassed though he was, never doubted that life was a very
fine thing after all.

In psychology he is almost a “behaviorist”: he demands a strict
study of cause and effect in human action, and wishes to eliminate the
word chance from the vocabulary of science. “Chance is the name of a
thing that does not exist.” * And “what chance is in the universe, so
will is in man.” 5 Here is a world of meaning, and a challenge of war,
all in a little line: the Scholastic doctrine of free will is pushed aside
as beneath discussion; and the universal assumption of a “will” distinct
from the “intellect” is discarded. These are leads which Bacon does

* De Aug., iv. ® Adv. of L., iv, 2.
= Ibid. * Novum Organum, i, 6o.
* De Interpretatione Naturae, in Nichol, ii, 118.
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not follow up;®® it is not the only case in which he puts a book into a
phrase and then passes blithely on.

Again in a few words, Bacon invents a new science—social psy-
chology. “Philosophers should diligently inquire into the powers and
energy of custom, exercise, habit, education, example, imitation, emu-
lation, company, friendship, praise, reproof, exhortation, reputation,
laws, books, studies etc.; for these are the things that reign in men’s
morals; by these agents the mind is formed and subdued.”* So
closely has this outline been followed by the new science that it reads
almost like a table of contents for the works of Tarde, Le Bon, Ross,
Wallas, and Durkheim.

Nothing is beneath science, nor above it. Sorceries, dreams, predic-
tions, telepathic communications, “psychical phenomena” in general
must be subjected to scientific examination; “for it is not known in
what cases, and how far, effects attributed to superstition participate
of natural causes.” 8 Despite his strong naturalistic bent he feels the
fascination of these problems; nothing human is alien to him. Who
knows what unsuspected truth, what new science, indeed, may grow
out of these investigations, as chemistry budded out from alchemy?
“Alchemy may be compared to the man who told his sons he had left
them gold buried somewhere in his vineyard; where they, by digging,
found no gold, but by turning up the mould about the roots of the
vines, procured a plentiful vintage. So the search and endeavors to
make gold have brought many useful inventions and instructive ex-
periments to light.” &

Still another science grows to form in Book VIII: the science of
success in life. Not yet having fallen from power, Bacon offers some
preliminary hints on how to rise in the world. The first requisite is
knowledge: of ourselves and of others. Gnothe seauton is but half;
know thyself is valuable chiefly as a means of knowing others. We

must diligently

inform ourselves of the particular persons we have to deal with—their
tempers, desires, views, customs, habits; the assistances, helps and as-
surances whereon they principally rely, and whence they receive their
power; their defects and weaknesses, whereat they chiefly lie open and are

% They are developed in Spinoza’s Ethics, Appendix to Book L.
® Adv. of L., vii, 3. * De Aug., ix, in Nichol, ii, 129.
“ Adv.of L., i.
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accessible: their friends, factions, patrons, dependants, enemies, enviers,
rivals; their times and manners of access. . . . But the surest key for un-
locking the minds of others turns upon searching and sifting either their
tempers and natures, or their ends and designs; and the more weak and
simple are best judged by their temper, but the more prudent and close by
their designs. . . . But the shortest way to this whole inquiry rests upon
three particulars; viz.—1. In procuring numerous friendships. . . . 2. In
observing a prudent mean and moderation between freedom of discourse
and silence. . . . But above all, nothing conduces more to the well-repre-
senting of a man’s self, and securing his own right, than not to disarm one’s
self by too much sweetness and good-nature, which exposes a man to in-
juries and reproaches; but rather . . . at times to dart out some sparks of
a free and generous mind, that have no less of the sting than the honey.62

Friends are for Bacon chiefly a means to power; he shares with
Machiavelli a point of view which one is at first inclined to attribute
to the Renaissance, till one thinks of the fine and uncalculating
friendships of Michaelangelo and Cavalieri, Montaigne and La Boetie,
Sir Philip Sidney and Hubert Languet.®® Perhaps this very practical
assessment of friendship helps to explain Bacon’s fall from power, as
similar views help to explain Napoleon’s; for a man’s friends will
seldom practice a higher philosophy in their relations with him than
that which he professes in his treatment of them. Bacon goes on to
quote Bias, one of the Seven Wise Men of ancient Greece: “Love
your friend as if he were to become your enemy, and your enemy as
if he were to become your friend.” # Do not betray even to your friend
too much of your real purposes and thoughts; in conversation, ask
questions oftener than you express opinions; and when you speak,
offer data and information rather than beliefs and judgments.®* Mani-
fest pride is a help to advancement; and “ostentation is a fault in ethics
rather than in politics.” % Here again one is reminded of Napoleon;
Bacon, like the little Corsican, was a simple man enough within his
walls, but outside them he affected a ceremony and display which he
thought indispensable to public repute.

So Bacon runs from field to field, pouring the seed of his thought

into every science. At the end of his survey he comes to the conclusion

< Ibid., viii, 2.

® Cf. Edward Carpenter’s delightful Iolaiis: an Anthology of Friendship.

® Adv. of L., viii, 2.

* Essays “Of Dissimulation” and “Of Discourse.” ® Adv. of L., viii, 2.
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that science by itself is not enough: there must be a force and dis-
cipline outside the sciences to coérdinate them and point them to a
goal. “There is another great and powerful cause why the sciences
have made but little progress, which is this. It is not possible to run
a course aright when the goal itself has not been rightly placed.” ¢
What science needs is philosophy—the analysis of scientific method,
and the coérdination of scientific purposes and results; without this,
any science must be superficial. “For as no perfect view of a country
can be taken from a flat; so it is impossible to discover the remote and
deep parts of any science by standing upon the level of the same
science, or without ascending to a higher.” ® He condemns the habit
of looking at isolated facts out of their context, without considering
the unity of nature; as if, he says, one should carry a small candle
about the corners of a room radiant with a central light.

Philosophy, rather than science, is in the long run Bacon’s love;
it is only philosophy which can give even to a life of turmoil and
grief the stately peace that comes of understanding. “Learning con-
quers or mitigates the fear of death and adverse fortune.” He quotes
Virgil’s great lines:

Felix qui potuit rerum cognoscere causas,
Quique metus omnes, et inexorabile fatum,
Subjecit pedibus, strepitumque Acherontis avari—

“happy the man who has learned the causes of things, and has put
under his feet all fears, and inexorable fate, and the noisy strife of the
hell of greed.” It is perhaps the best fruit of philosophy that through it
we unlearn the lesson of endless acquisition which an industrial en-
vironment so insistently repeats. “Philosophy directs us first to seek
the goods of the mind, and the rest will either be supplied, or not
much wanted.” ®® A bit of wisdom is a joy forever.

Government suffers, precisely like science, for lack of philosophy.
Philosophy bears to science the same relationship which statesmanship
bears to politics: movement guided by total knowledge and perspective,
as against aimless and individual seeking. Just as the pursuit of knowl-
edge becomes scholasticism when divorced from the actual needs of
men and life, so the pursuit of politics becomes a destructive bedlam

“ Adv. of L., i, 81. % Ibid., i.
® Ibid., viii, 2.
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when divorced from science and philosophy. “It is wrong to trust the
natural body to empirics, who commonly have a few receipts whereon
they rely, but who know neither the cause of the disease, nor the
constitution of patients, nor the danger of accidents, nor the true
methods of cure. And so it must needs be dangerous to have the civil
body of states managed by empirical statesmen, unless well mixed with
others who are grounded in learning. . . . Though he might be thought
partial to his profession who said, ‘States would then be happy, when
either kings were philosophers or philosophers kings,” yet so much
is verified by experience, that the best times have happened under
wise and learned princes.” " And he reminds us of the great emperors
who ruled Rome after Domitian and before Commodus.

So Bacon, like Plato and us all, exalted his hobby, and offered it
as the salvation of man. But he recognized, much more clearly than
Plato (and the distinction announces the modern age), the necessity
of specialist science, and of soldiers and armies of specialist research.
No one mind, not even Bacon’s, could cover the whole field, though
he should look from Olympus’ top itself. He knew he needed help,
and keenly felt his loneliness in the mountain-air of his unaided enter-
prise. “What comrades have you in your work?” he asks a friend. “As
for me, I am in the completest solitude.” ™ He dreams of scientists
codrdinated in specialization by constant communion and coépera-
tion, and by some great organization holding them together to a goal.
“Consider what may be expected from men abounding in leisure, and
from association of labors, and from successions of ages; the rather
because it is not a way over which only one man can pass at a time
(as is the case with that of reasoning), but within which the labors
and industries of men (especially as regards the collecting of experi-
ence) may with the best effort be collected and distributed, and then
combined. For then only will men begin to know their strength when,
instead of great numbers doing all the same things, one shall take
charge of one thing, and another of another.” 2 Science, which is the
organization of knowledge, must itself be organized.

And this organization must be international; let it pass freely over
the frontiers, and it may make Europe intellectually one. “The next
want I discover is the little sympathy and correspondence which

" Ibid., i. ™ In Nichol, ii, 4.
" Nov. Org., i, 113.
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exists between colleges and universities, as well throughout Europe
as in the same state and kingdom.” * Let all these universities allot
subjects and problems among themselves, and codperate both in re-
search and in publication. So organized and correlated, the universities
might be deemed worthy of such royal support as would make them
what they shall be in Utopia—centers of impartial learning ruling the
world. Bacon notes “the mean salaries apportioned to public lecture-
ships, whether in the sciences or the arts”;™ and he feels that this
will continue till governments take over the great tasks of education.
“The wisdom of the ancientest and best times always complained that
states were too busy with laws, and too remiss in point of education.” *®
His great dream is the socialization of science for the conquest of na-
ture and the enlargement of the power of man.

And so he appeals to James I, showering upon him the flattery
which he knew his Royal Highness loved to sip. James was a scholar
as well as a monarch, prouder of his pen than of his sceptre or his
sword; something might be expected of so literary and erudite a king.
Bacon tells James that the plans he has sketched are “indeed opera
basilica,”—kingly tasks—“towards which the endeavors of one man can
be but as an image on a crossroad, which points out the way but
cannot tread it.” Certainly these royal undertakings will involve ex-
pense; but “as the secretaries and spies of princes and states bring in
bills for intelligence, so you must allow the spies and intelligencers of
nature to bring in their bills if you would not be ignorant of many
things worthy to be known. And if Alexander placed so large a treas-
ure at Aristotle’s command for the support of hunters, fowlers, fishers,
and the like, in much more need do they stand of this beneficence who
unfold the labyrinths of nature.” " With such royal aid the Great
Reconstruction can be completed in a few years; without it the task
will require generations.

What is refreshingly new in Bacon is the magnificent assurance
with which he predicts the conquest of nature by man: “I stake all on
the victory of art over nature in the race.” That which men have done
is “but an earnest of the things they shall do.” But why this great
hope? Had not men been seeking truth, and exploring the paths of
science, these two thousand years? Why should one hope now for such

™ Ibid. ™ Adv.of L., ii, 1.
* Ibid., i. ™ Ibid., ii, 1.
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great success where so long a time had given so modest a result?>—Yes,
Bacon answers; but what if the methods men have used have been
wrong and useless? What if the road has been lost, and research has
gone into by-paths ending in the air? We need a ruthless revolution
in our methods of research and thought, in our system of science and
logic; we need a new Organon, better than Atristotle’s, fit for this larger
world.
And so Bacon offers us his supreme book.

I THE NEW ORGANON

“Bacon’s greatest performance,” says his bitterest critic, “is the first
book of the Novum Organum.” ' Never did a man put more life into
logic, making induction an epic adventure and a conquest. If one must
study logic, let him begin with this book. “This part of human phi-
losophy which regards logic is disagreeable to the taste of many, as
appearing to them no other than a net, and a snare of thorny subtlety.
. . . But if we would rate things according to their real worth, the
rational sciences are the keys to all the rest.” 7

Philosophy has been barren so long, says Bacon, because she
needed a new method to make her fertile. The great mistake of the
Greek philosophers was that they spent so much time in theory, so
little in observation. But thought should be the aide of observation,
not its substitute. “Man,” says the first aphorism of the Novum Or-
ganum, as if flinging a challenge to all metaphysics,—“Man, as the
minister and interpreter of nature, does and understands as much as
his observations on the order of nature . . . permit him; and neither
knows nor is capable of more.” The predecessors of Socrates were in
this matter sounder than his followers; Democritus, in particular, had
a nose for facts, rather than an eye for the clouds. No wonder that
philosophy has advanced so little since Aristotle’s day; it has been
using Aristotle’s methods. “To go beyond Aristotle by the light of
Aristotle is to think that a borrowed light can increase the original
light from which it is taken.” ™ Now, after two thousand years of
logicchopping with the machinery invented by Aristotle, philosophy
has fallen so low that none will do her reverence. All these medieval

™ Macaulay, op. cit., p. 92. ™ Adv. of L., v, 1.
™ Valerius Terminus.
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theories, theorems and disputations must be cast out and forgotten;
to renew herself philosophy must begin again with a clean slate and a
cleansed mind.

The first step, therefore, is the Expurgation of the Intellect. We
must become as little children, innocent of isms and abstractions,
washed clear of prejudices and preconceptions. We must destroy the
Idols of the mind.

An idol, as Bacon uses the word (reflecting perhaps the Protestant
rejection of image-worship), is a picture taken for a reality, a thought
mistaken for a thing. Errors come under this head; and the first prob-
lem of logic is to trace and dam the sources of these errors. Bacon
proceeds now to a justly famous analysis of fallacies; “no man,” said
Condillac, “has better known than Bacon the causes of human error.”

These errors are, first, Idols of the Tribe,—fallacies natural to hu-
manity in general. “For man’s sense is falsely asserted” (by Protagoras’
“Man is the measure of all things”) “to be the standard of things: on
the contrary, all the perceptions, both of the senses and the mind, bear
reference to man and not to the universe; and the human mind resem-
bles those uneven mirrors which impart their own properties to differ-
ent objects . . . and distort and disfigure them.” 3 Our thoughts are
pictures rather of ourselves than of their objects. For example, “the
human understanding, from its peculiar nature, easily supposes a
greater degree of order and regularity in things than it really finds.
. . . Hence the fiction that all celestial bodies move in perfect
circles.” 8 Again,

the human understanding, when any proposition has been once laid down
(either from general admission and belief, or from the pleasure it affords),
forces everything else to add fresh support and confirmation: and although
most cogent and abundant instances may exist to the contrary, yet either
does not observe, or despises them, or it gets rid of and rejects them by some
distinction, with violent and injurious prejudice, rather than sacrifice the
authority of its first conclusions. It was well answered by him who was
shown in a temple the votive tablets suspended by such as had escaped the
peril of shipwreck, and was pressed as to whether he would then recognize
the power of the gods. . . . “But where are the portraits of those that have
perished in spite of their vows?” All superstition is much the same, whether
it be that of astrology, dreams, omens, retributive judgment, or the like, in

*Nov. Org., i, 41. ® Ibid., i, 45.
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all of which the deluded believers observe events which are fulfilled, but

neglect and pass over their failure, though it be much more common.52

“Having first determined the question according to his will, man
then resorts to experience; and bending her into conformity with his
placets, leads her about like a captive in a procession.” * In short, “the
human understanding is no dry light, but receives an infusion from
the will and affections, whence proceed sciences which may be called
‘sciences as one would.’ . . . For what a man had rather were true, he
more readily believes.” # Is it not so?

Bacon gives at this point a word of golden counsel. “In general let
every student of nature take this as a rule—that whatever his mind
seizes and dwells upon with peculiar satisfaction, is to be held in sus-
picion; and that so much the more care is to be taken, in dealing with
such questions, to keep the understanding even and clear.” ® “The
understanding must not be allowed to jump and fly from particulars
to remote axioms and of almost the highest generality; . . . it must
not be supplied with wings, but rather hung with weights to keep it
from leaping and flying.” % The imagination may be the greatest
enemy of the intellect, whereas it should be only its tentative and

experiment.
A second class of errors Bacon calls Idols of the Cave—errors pecul-
iar to the individual man. “For every one . . . hasa cave or den of his

own, which refracts and discolors the light of nature”; this is his char-
acter as formed by nature and nurture, and by his mood or condition
of body and mind. Some minds, e.g., are constitutionally analytic,
and see differences everywhere; others are constitutionally synthetic,
and see resemblances; so we have the scientist and the painter on the
one hand, and on the other hand the poet and the philosopher. Again,
“some dispositions evince an unbounded admiration for antiquity,
others eagerly embrace novelty; only a few can preserve the just
medium, and neither tear up what the ancients have correctly estab-
lished, nor despise the just innovations of the modems.” 8" Truth
knows no parties.

Thirdly, Idols of the Market-place, arising “from the commerce
and association of men with one another. For men converse by means
®1bid., i, 46. ® Ibid., i, 63.

* Ibid., i, 49. ® Ibid., i, 58.
®1bid., i, 104.  Ibid., i, 56.
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of language; but words are imposed according to the understanding
of the crowd; and there arises from a bad and inapt formation of words,
a wonderful obstruction to the mind.” *¢ Philosophers deal out infinites
with the careless assurance of grammarians handling infinitives; and
vet does any man know what this “infinite” is, or whether it has even
taken the precaution of existing? Philosophers talk about “first cause
uncaused,” or “first mover unmoved”; but are not these again fig-leaf
phrases used to cover naked ignorance, and perhaps indicative of a
guilty conscience in the user? Every clear and honest head knows that
no cause can be causeless, nor any mover unmoved. Perhaps the great-
est reconstruction in philosophy would be simply this—that we should
stop lying.

“Lastly, there are idols which have migrated into men’s minds
from the various dogmas of philosophers, and also from wrong laws of
demonstration. These I call Idols of the Theatre, because in my judg-
ment all the received systems of philosophy are but so many stage-
plays, representing worlds of their own creation after an unreal and
scenic fashion. . . . And in the plays of this philosophic theater you
may observe the same thing which is found in the theater of the poets,
—that stories invented for the stage are more compact and elegant, and
more as we would wish them to be, than true stories out of history.” &
The world as Plato describes it is merely a world constructed by Plato,
and pictures Plato rather than the world.

We shall never get far along towards the truth if these idols are still
to trip us up, even the best of us, at every turn. We need new modes
of reasoning, new tools for the understanding. “And as the immense
regions of the West Indies had never been discovered, if the use of the
compass had not first been known, it is no wonder that the discovery
and advancement of arts hath made no greater progress, when the art
of inventing and discovering of the sciences remains hitherto un-
known.” ®° “And surely it would be disgraceful, if, while the regions
of the material globe . . . have been in our times laid widely open
and revealed, the intellectual globe should remain shut up within
the narrow limits of old discoveries.” ®!

Ultimately, our troubles are due to dogma and deduction; we
find no new truth because we take some venerable but questionable

® Ibid., i, 43- ® Ibid., i, 44-
® Adv.of L., v, 2. ® Nov. Org., i, 84.
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proposition as an indubitable starting-point, and never think of putting
this assumption itself to the test of observation or experiment. Now “if
a man will begin with certainties, he shall end in doubts; but if he will
be content to begin in doubts he shall end in certainties” (alas, it is
not quite inevitable). Here is a note common in the youth of modern
philosophy, part of its declaration of independence; Descartes too
would presently talk of the necessity of “methodic doubt” as the cob-
web-clearing pre-requisite of honest thought.

Bacon proceeds to give an admirable description of the scientific
method of inquiry. “There remains simple experience; which, if taken
as it comes, is called accident” (“empirical™), “if sought for, experi-
ment. . . . The true method of experience first lights the candle”
(hypothesis), “and then by means of the candle shows the way” (ar-
ranges and delimits the experiment); “commencing as it does with
experience duly ordered and digested, not bungling nor erratic, and
from it educing axioms, and from established axioms again new ex-
periments.” ®2 (We have here—as again in a later passage®® which
speaks of the results of initial experiments as a “first vintage” to guide
further research—an explicit, though perhaps inadequate, recognition
of that need for hypothesis, experiment and deduction which some of
Bacon’s critics suppose him to have entirely overlooked.) We must go
to nature instead of to books, traditions and authorities; we must “put
nature on the rack and compel her to bear witness” even against her-
self, so that we may control her to our ends. We must gather together
from every quarter a “natural history” of the world, built by the united
research of Europe’s scientists. We must have induction.

But induction does not mean “simple enumeration” of all the data;
conceivably, this might be endless, and useless; no mass of material
can by itself make science. This would be like “¢hasing a quarry over
an open country”; we must narrow and enclose our field in order to
capture our prey. The method of induction must include a technique
for the classification of data and the elimination of hypotheses; so that
by the progressive canceling of possible explanations one only shall at
last remain. Perhaps the most useful item in this technique is the
“table of more or Ie\ss," which lists instances in which two qualities or
conditions increase or decrease together, and so reveals, presumably, a
causal relation between the simultaneously varying phenomena. So

2 Ibid., i, 82. ® Ibid., ii, 20.
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Bacon, asking, What is heatP—seeks for some factor that increases with
the increase of heat, and decreases with its decrease; he finds, after
long analysis, an exact correlation between heat and motion; and his
conclusion that heat is a form of motion constitutes one of his few
specific contributions to natural science.

By this insistent accumulation and analysis of data we come, in
Bacon’s phrase, to the form of the phenomenon which we study,—to
its secret nature and its inner essence. The theory of forms in Bacon is
very much like the theory of ideas in Plato: a metaphysics of science.
“When we speak of forms we mean nothing else than those laws and
regulations of simple action which arrange and constitute any simple
nature. . . . The form of heat or the form of light, therefore, means
no more than the law of heat or the law of light.” ** (In a similar strain
Spinoza was to say that the law of the circle is its substance.) “For al-
though nothing exists in nature except individual bodies exhibiting
clear individual effects according to particular laws; yet, in each
branch of learning, those very laws—their investigation, discovery
and development—are the foundation both of theory and of prac-
tice.” °5 Of theory and of practice; one without the other is useless and
perilous; knowledge that does not generate achievement is a pale and
bloodless thing, unworthy of mankind. We strive to learn the forms
of things not for the sake of the forms but because by knowing the
forms, the laws, we may remake things in the image of our desire. So
we study mathematics in order to reckon quantities and build bridges;
we study psychology in order to find our way in the jungle of society.
When science has sufficiently ferreted out the forms of things, the
world will be merely the raw material of whatever utopia man may
decide to make.

I THE UTOPIA OF SCIENCE

To perfect science so, and then to perfect social order by putting sci-
ence in control, would itself be utopia enough. Such is the world
described for us in Bacon’s brief fragment and last work, The New
Atlantis, published two years before his death. Wells thinks it Bacon’s
“greatest service to science” % to have drawn for us, even so sketchily,

" Ibid., ii, 13, 17. ® Ibid., ii, 2.
% Outline of History, ch. xxxv, sect. 6.
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the picture of a society in which at last science has its proper place as
the master of things; it was a royal act of imagination by which for
three centuries one goal has been held in view by the great army of
warriors in the battle of knowledge and invention against ignorance
and poverty. Here in these few pages we have the essence and the
“form” of Francis Bacon, the law of his being and his life, the secret
and continuous aspiration of his soul.

Plato in the Timaeus®" had told of the old legend of Atlantis, the
sunken continent in the Western seas. Bacon and others identified the
new America of Columbus and Cabot with this old Atlantis; the great
continent had not sunk after all, but only men’s courage to navigate
the sea. Since this old Atlantis was now known, and seemed inhabited
by a race vigorous enough, but not quite like the brilliant Utopians of
Bacon'’s fancy, he conceived of a new Atlantis, an isle in that distant
Pacific which only Drake and Magellan had traversed, an isle distant
enough from Europe and from knowledge to give generous scope to
the Utopian imagination.

The story begins in the most artfully artless way, like the great
tales of Defoe and Swift. “We sailed from Peru (where we had con-
tinued for the space of one whole year), for China and Japan by the
South Sea.” Came a great calm, in which the ships for weeks lay
quietly on the boundless ocean like specks upon a mirror, while the
provisions of the adventurers ebbed away. And then resistless winds
drove the vessels pitilessly north and north and north, out of the
island-dotted south into an endless wilderness of sea. The rations were
reduced, and reduced again, and again reduced; and disease took hold
of the crew. At last, when they had resigned themselves to death, they
saw, almost unbelieving, a fair island looming up under the sky. On
the shore, as their vessel neared it, they saw not savages, but men
simply and yet beautifully clothed, clean, and manifestly of developed
intelligence. They were permitted to land, but were told that the is-
land government allowed no strangers to remain. Nevertheless, since
some of the crew were sick, they might all stay till these were well
again.

During the weeks of convalescence the wanderers unraveled, day
by day, the mystery of the New Atlantis. “There reigned in this island

¥ Sect. 25.
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about nineteen hundred years ago,” one of the inhabitants tells them,
“a King whose memory above all others we most adore. . . . His
name was Solamona, and we esteem him as the Law-giver of our
nation. This King had a large heart . . . and was wholly bent to
make his kingdom and people happy.” #¢ “Among the excellent acts of
that King one above all hath the preéminence. It was the creation and
institution of the Order, or Society, which is called Solomon’s House;
the noblest foundation, as we think, that was ever upon the earth; and
the lantherne of this kingdom.” #

There follows a description of Solomon’s House, too complicated
for a quoted abstract, but eloquent enough to draw from the hostile
Macaulay the judgment that “there is not to be found in any human
composition a passage more eminently distinguished by profound and
serene wisdom.” °° Solomon’s House takes the place, in the New At-
lantis, of the Houses of Parliament in London; it is the home of the
island government. But there are no politicians there, no insolent
“elected persons,” no “national palaver,” as Carlyle would say; no
parties, caucuses, primaries, conventions, campaigns, buttons, litho-
graphs, editorials, speeches, lies, and elections; the idea of filling pub-
lic office by such dramatic methods seems never to have entered the
heads of these Atlantans. But the road to the heights of scientific re-
pute is open to all, and only those who have traveled the road sit in
the councils of the state. It is a government of the people and for the
people by the selected best of the people; a government by technicians,
architects, astronomers, geologists, biologists, physicians, chemists,
economists, sociologists, psychologists and philosophers. Complicated
enough; but think of a government without politicians!

Indeed there is little government at all in the New Atlantis; these
governors are engaged rather in controlling nature than in ruling man.
“The End of Our Foundation is the Knowledge of Causes and secret
motions of things; and the enlarging of the bounds of human empire,
to the effecting of all things possible.” °* This is the key-sentence of
the book, and of Francis Bacon. We find the governors engaged in
such undignified tasks as studying the stars, arranging to utilize for

* The New Atlantis, Cambridge University Press, 1900; p. 20.
* Ibid., p. 22. *® Ibid., p. xxv.
** Ibid., p. 34-
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industry the power of falling water, developing gases for the cure of
various ailments,'°* experimenting on animals for surgical knowledge,
growing new varieties of plants and animals by cross-breeding, etc.
“We imitate the flights of birds; we have some degree of flying in the
air. We have ships and boats for going under water.” There is foreign
trade, but of an unusual sort; the island produces what it consumes,
and consumes what it produces; it does not go to war for foreign mar-
kets. “We maintain a trade, not of gold, silver, or jewels, nor for silks,
nor for spices, nor for any other commodity or matter; but only for
God’s fixst creature, which was light; to have light of the growth of all
parts of the world.” 2°* These “Merchants of Light” are members of
Solomon’s House who are sent abroad every twelve years to live
among foreign peoples of every quarter of the civilized globe; to learn
their language and study their sciences and industries and literatures,
and to return, at the end of the twelve years, to report their indings to
the leaders of Solomon’s House; while their places abroad are taken
by a new group of scientific explorers. In this way the best of all the
world comes soon to the New Atlantis.

Brief as the picture is, we see in it again the outline of every phi-
losopher’s utopia—a people guided in peace and modest plenty by their
wisest men. The dream of every thinker is to replace the politician by
the scientist; why does it remain only a dream after so many incarna-
tions? Is it because the thinker is too dreamily intellectual to go out
into the arena of affairs and build his concept into reality? Is it be-
cause the hard ambition of the narrowly acquisitive soul is forever
destined to overcome the gentle and scrupulous aspirations of philoso-
phers and saints? Or is it that science is not yet grown to maturity and
conscious power?—that only in our day do physicists and chemists and
technicians begin to see that the rising réle of science in industry and
war gives them a pivotal position in social strategy, and points to the
time when their organized strength will persuade the world to call
them to leadership? Perhaps science has not yet merited the mastery
of the world; and perhaps in a little while it will.

= Cf. The New York Times of May 2, 192.3, for a report of War Deparsmnent
chemists on the use of war gases to cure diseases

' New Atlantis, p. 24.
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- Criticism

And now how shall we appraise this philosophy of Francis Bacon’s?

Is there anything new in it? Macaulay thinks that induction as
described by Bacon is a very old-fashioned affair, over which there is
no need of raising any commotion, much less 2 monument. “Induction
has been practiced from morning till night by every human being
since the world began. The man who infers that mince pies disagreed
with him because he was ill when he ate them, well when he ate them
not, most ill when he ate most and least ill when he ate least, has em-
ployed, unconsciously but sufficiently, all the tables of the Novum
Organum.” **¢ But John Smith hardly handles his “table of more or
less” so accurately, and more probably will continue his mince pies
despite the seismic disturbances of his lower strata. And even were
John Smith so wise, it would not shear Bacon of his merit; for what
does logic do but formulate the experience and methods of the wise?
—what does any discipline do but try by rules to turn the art of a few
into a science teachable to all?

But is the formulation Bacon’s own? Is not the Socratic method in-
ductive? Is not Aristotle’s biology inductive? Did not Roger Bacon
practice as well as preach the inductive method which Francis Bacon
merely preached? Did not Galileo formulate better the procedure that
science has actually used? True of Roger Bacon, less true of Galileo,
less true yet of Aristotle, least true of Socrates. Galileo outlined the
aim rather than the method of science, holding up before its followers
the goal of mathematical and quantitative formulation of all experi-
ence and relationships; Aristotle practiced induction when there was
nothing else for him to do, and where the material did not lend itself
to his penchant for the deduction of specific conclusions from mag-
nificently general assumptions; and Socrates did not so much practice
induction—the gathering of data—as analysis—the definition and dis-
crimination of words and ideas. -

Bacon makes no claim to parthenogenetic originality; like Shake-
speare he takes with a lordly hand, and with the same excuse, that he

™ Op. cit., p. 471.
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adorns whatever he touches. Every man has his sources, as every or-
ganism has its food; what is his is ‘the w ay in which he digests them
and turns them into flesh and blood. As Raw]e) puts it, Bacon “con-
temned no man'’s observations, but would light his torch at every
man’s candle.” %5 But Bacon acknowledges these debts: he refers to
“that useful method of Hippocrates,” °*—so sending us at once to the
real source of inductive logic among the Greeks; and “Plato,” he
writes (where less accurately we write “Socrates”), “giveth good ex-
ample of inquiry by induction and view of particulars; though in such
a wandering manner as is of no force or fruit.” *** He would have dis-
dained to dispute his obligations to these predecessors; and we should
disdain to exaggerate them.

But then again, is the Baconian method correct? s it the method
most fruitfully used in modern science? No: generally, science has
used, with best result, not the accumulation of data (“natural his-
tory”) and their manipulation by the complicated tables of the
Novum Organum, but the simpler method of hypothesis, deduction
and experiment. So Darwin, reading Malthus’ Essay on Population,
conceived the idea of applying to all organisms the Malthusian hy-
pothesis that population tends to increase faster than the means of
subsistence; deduced from this hypothesis the probable conclusion
that the pressure of population on the food-supply results in a struggle
for existence in which the fittest survive, and by which in eacH gener-
ation every species is changed into closer adaptation to its environ-
ment; and finally (having by hvpothesis and deduction limited his
problem and his field of observation) turned to “the unwithered face
of nature” and made for twenty years a patient inductive examination
of the facts. Again, Einstein conceived, or took from Newton, the
hypothesis that light travels in curved, not straight lines; deduced
from it the conclusion that a star appearing to be (on the straight-line
theory) in a certain position in the heavens is really a little to one side
of that position; and he invited experiment and observation to test the
conclusion. Obviously the function of hypothesis and imagination is
greater than Bacon supposed; and the procedure of science is more
direct and circumscribed than in the Baconian scheme. Bacon himself

**Quoted by J. M. Robertson, Introduction to The Philosophical Works of
Francis Bacon; p. 7.

¢ Adv. of L., iv, 2. ¥ Fil. Lab., ad fin.
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anticipated the superannuation of his method; the actual practice of
science would discover better modes of investigation than could be
worked out in the interludes of statesmanship. “These things require
some ages for the ripening of them.”

Even a lover of the Baconian spirit must concede, too, that the
great Chancellor, while laying down the law for science, failed to
keep abreast of the science of his time. He rejected Copernicus and
ignored Kepler and Tycho Brahe; he depreciated Gilbert and seemed
unaware of Harvey. In truth, he loved discourse better than research;
or perhaps he had no time for toilsome investigations. Such work as
he did in philosophy and science was left in fragments and chaos at
his death; full of repetitions, contradictions, aspirations, and introduc-
tions. Ars longa, vita brevis—art is long and time is fleeting: this is the
tragedy of every great soul.

To assign to so overworked a man, whose reconstruction of phi-
losophy had to be crowded into the crevices of a harassed and a
burdened political career, the vast and complicated creations of Shake-
speare, is to waste the time of students with the parlor controversies of
idle theorists. Shakespeare lacks just that which distinguishes the
lordly Chancellor—erudition and philosophy. Shakespeare has an
impressive smattering of many sciences, and a mastery'of none; in all
of them he speaks with the eloquence of an amateur. He accepts
astrology: “This huge state . . . whereon the stars in secret influence
comment.” 18 He is forever making mistakes which the learned Bacon
could not possibly have made: his Hector quotes Aristotle and his
Coriolanus alludes to Cato; he supposes the Lupercalia to be a hill;
and he understands Czesar about as profoundly as Cesar is under-
stood by H. G. Wells. He makes countless references to his early life
and his matrimonial tribulations. He perpetrates vulgarities, obscen-
ities and puns natural enough in the gentle roisterer who could not
quite outlive the Stratford rioter and the butcher’s son, but hardly to
be expected in the cold and calm philosopher. Carlyle calls Shake-
speare the greatest of intellects; but he was rather the greatest of
imaginations, and the keenest eye. He is an inescapable psychologist,
but he is not a philosopher: he has no structure of thought unified by
a purpose for his own life and for mankind. He is immersed in love

and its problems, and thinks of philosophy, through Montaigne’s

1% Sonnet xv.
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hrases, only when his heart is broken. Otherwise he accepts the
world blithely enough; he is not consumed with the reconstructive
vision that ennobled Plato, or Nietzsche, or Bacon.

Now the greatness and the weakness of Bacon lay precisely in his
passion for unity, his desire to spread the wings of his codrdinating
genius over a hundred sciences. He aspired to be like Plato, “a man of
sublime genius, who took a view of everything as from a lofty rock.”
He broke down under the weight of the tasks he had laid upon him-
self; he failed forgivably because he undertook so much. He could not
enter the promised land of science, but as Cowley’s epitaph ex-
pressed it, he could at least stand upon its border and point out its
fair features in the distance.

His achievement was not the less great because it was indirect.
His philosophical works, though little read now, “moved the intellects
which moved the world.” *° He made himself the eloquent voice of
the optimism and resolution of the Renaissance. Never was any man
so great a stimulus to other thinkers. King James, it is true, refused to
accept his suggestion for the support of science, and said of the
Novum Organum that “it was like the peace of God, which passeth
all understanding.” But better men, in 1662, founding that Royal
Society which was to become the greatest association of scientists in
the world, named Bacon as their model and inspiration; they hoped
that this organization of English research would lead the way toward
that Europe-wide association which the Advancement of Learning
had taught them to desire. And when the great minds of the French
Enlightenment undertook that masterpiece of intellectual enterprise,
the Encyclopédie, they dedicated it to Francis Bacon. “If,” said
Diderot in the Prospectus, “we have come of it successfully, we shall
owe most to the Chancellor Bacon, who threw out the plan of an
universal dictionary of sciences and arts, at a time when, so to say,
neither arts nor sciences existed. That extraordimary genius, when it
was impossible to write a history of what was known, wrote one of
what it was necessary to learn.” D’Alembert called Bacon “the greatest,
the most universal, and the most eloquent of philosophers.” The Con-
vention published the works of Bacon at the expense of the state.!?
The whole tenor and career of British thought have followed the phi-
losophy of Bacan. His tendency to conceive the world in Democritean

% Macaulay, p. 491. 1 Nichol, ii, 225.
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mechanical terms gave to his secretary, Hobbes, the starting-point for
a thorough-going materialism; his inductive method gave to Locke the
idea of an empirical psychology, bound by observation and freed from
theology and metaphysics; and his emphasis on “commodities” and
“fruits” found formulation in Bentham’s identification of the useful
and the good.

Wherever the spirit of control has overcome the spirit of resigna-
tion, Bacon’s influence has been felt. He is the voice of all those Euro-
peans who have changed a continent from a forest into a treasure-land
of art and science, and have made their little peninsula the center of
the world. “Men are not animals erect,” said Bacon, “but immortal
gods.” “The Creator has given us souls equal to all the world, and yet
satiable not even with a world.” Everything is possible to man. Time is
young; give us some little centuries, and we shall control and remake
all things. We shall perhaps at last learn the noblest lesson of all, that
man must not fight man, but must make war only on the obstacles that
nature offers to the triumph of man. “It will not be amiss,” writes
Bacon, in one of his finest passages, “to distinguish the three kinds,
and as it were grades, of ambition in mankind. The first is of those
who desire to extend their power in their native country; which kind
is vulgar and degenerate. The second is of those who labor to extend
the power of their country and its dominion among men,; this certainly
has more dignity, but not less covetousness. But if a man endeavor to
establish and extend the power and dominion of the human race itself
over the universe, his ambition is without doubt both a more whole-
some thing and a nobler than the other two.” *** It was Bacon’s fate to
be torn to pieces by these hostile ambitions struggling for his soul.

6 Epilogue

“Men in great place are thrice servants; servants to the sovereign or
state, servants of fame, and servants of business, so as they have no
freedom, neither in their persons nor in their action, nor in their time.
. . . The xising unto place is laborious, and by pains men come to

* Nov. Org., i, 129.
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greater pains; and it is sometimes base, and by indignities men come to
dignities. The standing is slippery, and the regress is either a down-
fall or at least an eclipse.” ** What a wistful summary of Bacon’s
epilogue!

“A man's shortcomings,” said Goethe, “are taken from his epoch;
his virtues and greatness belong to himself.” This seems a little unfair
to the Zeitgeist, but it is exceptionally just in the case of Bacon. Ab-
bott,'** after a painstaking study of the morals prevalent at Elizabeth’s
court, concludes that all the leading figures, male and female, were
disciples of Machiavelli. Roger Ascham described in doggerel the four
cardinal virtues in demand at the court of the Queen:

Cog, lie, flatter and face,

Four ways in Court to win men grace.

If thou be thrdll to none of these,
Away, good Piers! Home, John Cheese!

It was one of the customs of those lively days for judges to take
“presents” from persons trying cases in their courts. Bacon was not
above the age in this matter; and his tendency to keep his expenditure
several vears in advance of his income forbade him the luxury of
scruples. It might have passed unnoticed, except that he had made
enemies in Essex’ case, and by his readiness to sabre foes with his
speech. A friend had warned him that “it is too common in every
man'’s mouth in Court that . . . as your tongue hath been a razor to
some, so shall theirs be to you.” *** But he left the warnings unnoticed.
He seemed to be in good favor with the King; he had been made
Baron Verulam of Verulam in 1618, and Viscount St. Albans in 1621;
and for three years he had been Chancellor.

Then suddenly the blow came. In 1621 a disappointed suitor
charged him with taking money for the despatch of a suit; it was no
unusual matter, but Bacon knew at once that if his enemies wished to
press it they could force his fall. He retired to his home, and waited
developments. When he learned that all his foes were clamoring for
his dismissal, he sent in his “confession and humble submission” to
the King. James, yielding to pressure from the now victorious Parlia-
ment against which Bacon had too persistently defended him, sent

2 Essay “Of Great Place.” 2 Francis Bacon, ch. i.
“Ibid., p. 13 note.
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him to the Tower. But Bacon was released after two days; and the
heavy fine which had been laid upon him was remitted by the King.
His pride was not quite broken. “T was the justest judge that was in
England these fifty vears,” he said; “but it was the justest judgment
that was in Parliament these two hundred years.”

He spent the five vears that remained to him in the obscurity and
peace of his home, harassed by an unwonted poverty, but solaced by
the active pursuit of philosophy. In these five years he wrote his great-
est Latin work, De Augmentis Scientiarum, published an enlarged
edition of the Essays, a fragment called Sylva Sylvarum, and a His-
tory of Henry VII. He mourned that he had not sooner abandoned
politics and given all his time to literature and science. To the very
last moment he was occupied with work, and died, so to speak, on the
field of battle. In his essay “Of Death" he had voiced a wish to die “in
an earnest pursuit, which is like one wounded in hot blood, who for
the time scarce feels the hurt.” Like Czesar, he was granted his choice.

In March, 1626, while riding from London to Highgate, and turn-
ing over in his mind the question how far flesh might be preserved
from putrefaction by being covered with snow, he resolved to put the
matter to a test at once. Stopping off at a cottage, he bought a fowl,
killed it, and stuffed it with snow. While he was doing this he was
seized with chills and weakness; and finding himself too ill to ride
back to town, he gave directions that he should be taken to the nearby
home of Lord Arundel, where he took to bed. He did not yet resign
life; he wrote cheerfully that “the experiment . . . succeeded ex-
cellently well.” But it was his last. The fitful fever of his varied life
had quite consumed him; he was all burnt out now, too weak to fight
the disease that crept up slowly to his heart. He died on the ninth of
April, 1626, at the age of sixty-five.

He had written in his will these proud and characteristic words:
“I bequeath my soul to God. . . . My body to be buried obscurely.
My name to the next ages and to foreign nations.” The ages and the
nations have accepted him.
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1 THE ODYSSEY OF THE JEWS

The story of the Jews since the Dispersion is one of the epics of Euro-
pean history. Driven from their natural home by the Roman capture
of Jerusalem (70 A. p.), and scattered by flight and trade among all
the nations and to all the continents; persecuted and decimated by the
adherents of the great religions—Christianity and Mohammedanism
—which had been born of their scriptures and their memories; barred
by the feudal system from owning land, and by the guilds from taking
part in industry; shut up within congested ghettoes and narrowing pur-
suits, mobbed by the people and robbed by the kings; building with
their finance and trade the towns and cities indispensable to civiliza-
tion; outcast and excommunicated, insulted and injured;—yet, without
any political structure, without any legal compulsion to social unity,
without even a common language, this wonderful people has main-
tained itself in body and soul, has preserved its racial and cultural
integrity, has guarded with jealous love its oldest rituals and tradi-
tions, has patiently and resolutely awaited the day of its deliverance,
and has emerged greater in number than ever before, renowned in
every field for the contributions of its geniuses, and triumphantly re-
stored, after two thousand years of wandering, to its ancient and un-
forgotten home. What drama could rival the grandeur of these suffer-
ings, the variety of these scenes, and the glory and justice of this ful-
fillment? What fiction could match the romance of this reality?
The dispersion had begun many centuries before the fall of the
Holy City; through Tyre and Sidon and other ports the Jews had
spread abroad into every nook of the Mediterranean—to Athens and
Antioch, to Alexandria and Carthage, to Rome and Marseilles,
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and even to distant Spain. After the destruction of the Temple the
dispersion became almost a mass migration. Ultimately the movement
followed two streams: one along the Danube and the Rhine, and
thence later into Poland and Russia; the other into Spain and Portu-
gal with the conquering Moors (711 a. p.). In Central Europe the
Jews distinguished themselves as merchants and financiers; in the
Peninsula they absorbed gladly the mathematical, medical and philo-
sophical lore of the Arabs, and developed their own culture in the
great schools of Cordova, Barcelona and Seville. Here in the twelfth
and thirteenth centuries the Jews played a prominent part in trans-
mitting ancient and Oriental culture to western Europe. It was at
Cordova that Moses Maimonides (1135-1204), the greatest physician
of his age, wrote his famous Biblical commentary, the Guide to the
Perplexed; it was at Barcelona that Hasdai Crescas (1370-1430) pro-
pounded heresies that shook all Judaism.

The Jews of Spain prospered and flourished until the conquest of
Granada by Ferdinand in 1492 and the final expulsion of the Moors.
The Peninsular Jews now lost the liberty which they had enjoyed
under the lenient ascendency of Islam; the Inquisition swept down
upon them with the choice of baptism and the practice of Christian-
ity, or exile and the confiscation of their goods. It was not that the
Church was violently hostile to the Jews—the popes repeatedly pro-
tested against the barbarities of the Inquisition; but the King of Spain
thought he might fatten his purse with the patiently-garnered wealth
of this alien race. Almost in the year that Columbus discovered Amer-
ica, Ferdinand discovered the Jews.

The great majority of the Jews accepted the harder alternative,
and looked about them for a place of refuge. Some took ship and
sought entry into Genoa and other Italian ports; they were refused,
and sailed on in growing misery and disease till they reached the coast
of Africa, where many of them were murdered for the jewels they
were believed to have swallowed. A few were received into Venice,
which knew how much of its maritime ascendency it owed to its Jews.
Others financed the voyage of Columbus, a man perhaps of their own
race, hoping that the great navigator would find them a new home.
A large number of them embarked in the frail vessels of that day and
sailed up the Atlantic, between hostile England and hostile France, to
find at last some measure of welcome in little big-souled Holland.
Among these was a family of Portuguese Jews named Espinoza.
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Thereafter Spain decayed, and Holland prospered. The Jews built
their first synagogue in Amsterdam in 1598; and when, seventy-five
years later, they built another, the most magnificent in Europe, their
Christian neighbors helped them to finance the enterprise. The Jews
were happy now, if we may judge from the stout content of the mer-
chants and rabbis to whom Rembrandt has given immortality. But
towards the middle of the seventeenth century the even tenor of
events was interrupted by a bitter controversy within the synagogue.
Uriel a Costa, a passionate youth who had left, like some other Jews,
the sceptical influence of the Renaissance, wrote a treatise vigorously
attacking the belief in another life. This negative attitude was not
necessarily contrary to older Jewish doctrine; but the synagogue com-
pelled him to retract publicly, lest it should incur the disfavor of a
community that had welcomed them generously, but would be un-
appeasably hostile to any heresy striking so sharply at what was con-
sidered the very essence of Christianity. The formula of retraction and
penance required the proud author to lie down athwart the threshold
of the synagogue while the members of the congregation walked over
his body. Humiliated beyond sufferance, Uriel went home, wrote a
fierce denunciation of his persecutors, and shot himself.*

This was 1640. At that time Baruch Spinoza, “the greatest Jew of
modern times,” 2 and the greatest of modern philosophers, was a child
of eight, the favorite student of the synagogue.

II THE EDUCATION OF SPINOZA

It was this Odyssey of the Jews that filled the background of Spinoza’s
mind, and made him irrevocably, however excommunicate, a Jew.
Though his father was a successful merchant, the youth had no lean-
ing to such a career, and preferred to spend his time in and around the
synagogue, absorbing the religion and the history of his people. He
was a brilliant scholar, and the elders looked upon him as a future
light of their community and their faith. Very soon he passed from
the Bible itself to the exactingly subtle commentaries of the Talmud;
and from these to the writings of Maimonides, Levi Ben Gerson, Ibn

* Gutzkow has turned this story into a drama which still finds place in European
rTepertoires.
* Renan, Marc Auréle; Paris, Calmann-Levy: p. 65.



142 The Story of Philosophy

Ezra, and Hasdai Crescas; and his promiscuous voracity extended even
to the mystical philosophy of Ibn Gebirol and the Cabbalistic intrica-
cies of Moses of Cordova.

He was struck by the latter’s identification of God and the uni-
verse; he followed up the idea in Ben Gerson, who taught the eternity
of the world; and in Hasdai Crescas, who believed the universe of
matter to be the body of God. He read in Maimonides a half-favorable
discussion of the doctrine of Averroés, that immortality is impersonal;
but he found in the Guide to the Perplexed more perplexities than
guidance. For the great Rabbi propounded more questions than he
answered; and Spinoza found the contradictions and improbabilities
of the Old Testament lingering in his thought long after the solutions
of Maimonides had dissolved into forgetfulness. The cleverest defend-
ers of a faith are its greatest enemies; for their subtleties engender
doubt and stimulate the mind. And if this was so with the writings of
Maimonides, so much the more was it the case with the commentaries
of Ibn Ezra, where the problems of the old faith were more directly
expressed, and sometimes abandoned as unanswerable. The more
Spinoza read and pondered, the more his simple certainties melted
away into wondering and doubt.

His curiosity was aroused to inquire what the thinkers of the Chris-
tian world had written on those great questions of God and human
destiny. He took up the study of Latin with a Dutch scholar, Van den
Ende, and moved into a wider sphere of experience and knowledge.
His new teacher was something of a heretic himself, a critic of creeds
and governments, an adventurous fellow who stepped out of his
library to join a conspiracy against the king of France, and adorned a
scaffold in 1674. He had a pretty daughter who became the successful
rival of Latin for the affections of Spinoza; even a modern collegian
might be persuaded to study Latin by such inducements. But the
young lady was not so much of an intellectual as to be blind to the
main chance; and when another suitor came, bearing costly presents,
she lost interest in Spinoza. No doubt it was at that moment that our
hero became a philosopher.

At any rate he had conquered Latin; and through Latin he entered
into the heritage of ancient and medieval European thought. He
seems to have studied Socrates and Plato and Aristotle; but he pre-
ferred to them the great atomists, Democritus, Epicurus and Lucretius;
and the Stoics left their mark upon him ineffaceably. He read the
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Scholastic philosophers, and took from them not only their termi-
nology, but their geometrical method of exposition by axiom, defini-
tion, proposition, proof, scholium and corollary. He studied Bruno
(1548-1600), that magnificent rebel whose fires “not all the snows
of the Caucasus could quench,” who wandered from country to coun-
try and from creed to creed, and evermore “came out by the same door
wherein he went,”—searching and wondering; and who at last was
sentenced by the Inquisition to be killed “as mercifully as possible,
and without the shedding of blood”—i. e., to be burned alive. What a
wealth of ideas there was in this romantic Italian! First of all the
master idea of unity: all reality is one in substance, one in cause, one
in origin; and God and this reality are one. Again, to Bruno, mind and
matter are one; every particle of reality is composed inseparably of the
physical and the psychical. The object of philosophy, therefore, is to
perceive unity in diversity, mind in matter, and matter in mind; to
find the synthesis in which opposites and contradictions meet and
merge; to rise to that highest knowledge of universal unity which is
the intellectual equivalent of the love of God. Every one of these ideas
became part of the intimate structure of Spinoza’s thought.

Finally and above all, he was influenced by Descartes (1596
1650), father of the subjective and idealistic (as was Bacon of the
objective and realistic) tradition in modern philosophy. To his French
followers and English enemies the central notion in Descartes was the
primacy of consciousness—his apparently obvious proposition that the
mind knows itself more immediately and directly than it can ever
know anything else; that it knows the “external world” only through
that world’s impress upon the mind in sensation and perception; that
all philosophy must in consequence (though it should doubt every-
thing else) begin with the individual mind and self, and make its first
argument in three words: “I think, therefore I am” (Cogito, ergo
sum). Perhaps there was something of Renaissance individualism in
this starting-point; certainly there was in it a whole magician’s-hatful
of consequences for later speculation. Now began the great game of
epistemology,® which in Leibnitz, Locke, Berkeley, Hume and Kant
waxed into a Three Hundred Years’ War that at once stimulated and
devastated modern philosophy.

* Epistemology means, etymologically, the logic (logos) of understanding (epi-
steﬁte),—i.e.,gytbe origin, nm:ureg-l and validity %lf knowledge.
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But this side of Descartes’ thought did not interest Spinoza; he
would not lose himself in the labyrinths of epistemology. What at-
tracted him was Descartes’ conception of a homogeneous “substance”
underlying all forms of matter, and another homogeneous substance
underlying all forms of mind; this separation of reality into two ulti-
mate substances was a challenge to the unifying passion of Spinoza,
and acted like a fertilizing sperm upon the accumulations of his
thought. What attracted him again was Descartes’ desire to explain all
of the world except God and the soul by mechanical and mathematical
laws,—an idea going back to Leonardo and Galileo, and perhaps re-
flecting the development of machinery and industry in the cities of
Italy. Given an initial push by God, said Descartes (very much as
Anaxagoras had said two thousand years before), and the rest of astro-
nomic, geologic and all non-mental processes and developments can
be explained from a homogeneous substance existing at first in a dis-
integrated form (the “nebular hypothesis” of Laplace and Kant); and
every movement of every animal, and even of the human body, is a
mechanical movement,—the circulation of the blood, for example, and
reflex action. All the world, and every body, is a machine; but outside
the world is God, and within the body is the spiritual soul.

Here Descartes stopped; but Spinoza eagerly passed on.

I EXCOMMUNICATION

These were the mental antecedents of the externally quiet but in-
ternally disturbed youth who in 1656 (he had been born in 1632) was
summoned before the elders of the synagogue on the charge of heresy.
Was it true, they asked him, that he had said to his friends that God
might have a body—the world of matter; that angels might be halluci-
nations; that the soul might be merely life; and that the Old Testa-
ment said nothing of immortality?

We do not know what he answered. We only know that he was
offered an annuity of $500 if he would consent to maintain at least an
external loyalty to his synagogue and his faith;* that he refused the
offer; and that on July 27, 1656, he was excommunicated with all the

* Graetz, History of the Jews; New York, 19109; vol. v, p- 140.
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sombre formalities of Hebrew ritual. “During the reading of the curse,
the wailing and protracted note of a great horn was heard to fall in
from time to time; the lights, seen brightly burning at the beginning of
the ceremony, were extinguished one by one as it proceeded, till at the
end the last went out—typical of the extinction of the spiritual life of
the excommunicated man—and the congregation was left in total
darkness.” 3

Van Vloten has given us the formula used for excommunication :®

The heads of the Ecclesiastical Council hereby make known, that, al-
ready well assured of the evil opinions and doings of Baruch de Espinoza,
they have endeavored in sundry ways and by various promises to turn him
from his evil courses. But as they have been unable to bring him to any bet-
ter way of thinking; on the contrary, as they are every day better certified of
the horrible heresies entertained and avowed by him, and of the insolence
with which these heresies are promulgated and spread abroad, and many
persons worthy of credit having borne witness to these in the presence of
the said Espinoza, he has been held fully convicted of the same. Review
having therefore been made of the whole matter before the chiefs of the
Ecclesiastical Council, it has been resolved, the Councillors assenting
thereto, to anathematize the said Spinoza, and to cut him off from the
people of Israel, and from the present hour to place him in Anathema with
the following malediction:

With the judgment of the angels and the sentence of the saints, we
anathematize, execrate, curse and cast out Baruch de Espinoza, the whole
of the sacred community assenting, in presence of the sacred books with the
six-hundred-and-thirteen precepts written therein, pronouncing against
him the malediction wherewith Elisha cursed the children, and all the
maledictions written in the Book of the Law. Let him be accursed by day,
and accursed by night; let him be accursed in his lying down, and accursed
in his rising up; accursed in going out and accursed in coming in. May
the Lord never more pardon or acknowledge him; may the wrath and dis-
pleasure of the Lord burn henceforth against this man, load him with all
the curses written in the Book of the Law, and blot out his name from un-
der the sky; may the Lord sever him from evil from all the tribes of Israel,
weight him with all the maledictions of the firmament contained in the
Book of Law; and may all ye who are obedient to the Lord your God be
saved this day.

Hereby then are all admonished that none hold converse with him by

* Willis, Benedict de Spinoza; London, 1870; p. 35.
¢ Translation by Willis, p. 34.
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word of mouth, none hold communication with him by writing; that no
one do him any service, no one abide under the same roof with him, no one
approach within four cubits length of him, and no one read any document
dictated by him, or written by his hand.

Let us not be too quick to judge the leaders of the synagogue; for
they faced a delicate situation. No doubt they hesitated to subject
themselves to the charge that they were as intolerant of heterodoxy as
the Inquisition which had exiled them from Spain. But they felt that
gratitude to their hosts in Holland demanded the excommunication
of a man whose doubits struck at Christian doctrine quite as vitally as
at Judaism. Protestantism was not then the liberal and fluent philos-
ophy which it now becomes; the wars of religion had left each group
entrenched immovably in its own creed, cherished now all the more
because of the blood just shed in its defense. What would the Dutch
authorities say to a Jewish community which repaid Christian tolera-
tion and protection by turning out in one generation an A Costa, and
in the next a Spinoza? Furthermore, religious unanimity seemed to
the elders their sole means of preserving the little Jewish group in
Amsterdam from disintegration, and almost the last means of preserv-
ing the unity, and so ensuring the survival, of the scattered Jews of the
world. If they had had their own state, their own civil law, their own
establishments of secular force and power, to compel internal cohe-
sion and external respect, they might have been more tolerant; but
their religion was to them their patriotism as well as their faith, the
synagogue was their center of social and political life as well as of
ritual and worship; and the Bible whose veracity Spinoza had im-
pugned was the “portable Fatherland” of their people; under these
circumstances, they thought, heresy was treason, and toleration suicide.

One feels that they should have bravely run these risks; but it is as
hard to judge another justly as it is to get out of one’s skin. Perhaps’
Menasseh ben Israel, spiritual head of the whole Amsterdam com-
munity of Jews, could have found some conciliatory formula within
which both the synagogue and the philosopher might have found
room to live in mutual peace; but the great rabbi was then in London,
persuading Cromwell to open England to the Jews. Fate had written
that Spinoza should belong to the world.

* As suggested by Israel Abrahams, art. Jews, Encyclopaedia Britannica.



Spinoza 147

IV RETIREMENT AND DEATH

He took the excommunication with quiet courage, saying: “It com-
pels me to nothing which I should not have done in any case.” But
this was whistling in the dark; in truth the young student now found
himself bitterly and pitilessly alone. Nothing is so terrible as solitude;
and few forms of it so difficult as the isolation of a Jew from all his
people. Spinoza had already suffered in the loss of his old faith; to so
uproot the contents of one’s mind is a major operation, and leaves
many wounds. Had Spinoza entered another fold, embraced another
of the orthodoxies in which men were grouped like kine huddling to-
gether for warmth, he might have found in the réle of distinguished
convert some of the life which he had lost by being utterly outcast
from his family and his race. But he joined no other sect, and lived
his life alone. His father, who had looked forward to his son’s pre-
eminence in Hebrew learning, sent him away; his sister tried to cheat
him of a small inheritance;? his former friends shunned him. No won-
der there is little humor in Spinoza! And no wonder he breaks out
with some bitterness occasionally when he thinks of the Keepers of
the Law.

Those who wish to seek out the causes of miracles, and to understand
the things of nature as philosophers, and not to stare at them in astonish-
ment like fools, are soon considered heretical and impious, and proclaimed
as such by those whom the mob adore as the interpreters of nature and the
gods. For these men know that once ignorance is put aside, that wonder-
ment would be taken away which is the only means by which their au-
thority is preserved.?

The culminating experience came shortly after the excommunica-
tion. One night as Spinoza was walking through the streets, a pious
ruffian bent on demonstrating his theology by murder, attacked the
young student with drawn dagger. Spinoza, turning quickly, escaped
with a slight wound on the neck. Concluding that there are few places
in this world where it is safe to be a philosopher, he went to live in a

*He contested the case in court; won it; and then turned over the bequest to
the sister.
* Ethics, Part I, Appendix.
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quiet attic room on the Outerdek road outside of Amsterdam. It was
now, probably, that he changed his name from Baruch to Benedict.
His host and hostess were Christians of the Mennonite sect, and could
in some measure understand a heretic. They liked his sadly kind face
(those who have suffered much become very bitter or very gentle),
and were delighted when, occasionally, he would come down of an
evening, smoke his pipe with them, and tune his talk to their simple
strain. He made his living at first by teaching children in Van den
Ende’s school, and then by polishing lenses, as if he had an inclination
for dealing with refractory material. He had learned the optical trade
while living in the Jewish community; it was in accord with Hebrew
canon that every student should acquire some manual art; not only
because study and honest teaching can seldom make a livelihood, but,
as Gamaliel had said, work keeps one virtuous, whereas “every learned
man who fails to acquire a trade will at last turn out a rogue.”

Five years later (1660) his host moved to Rhynsburg, near Leyden;
and Spinoza moved with him. The house still stands, and the road
bears the philosopher’s name. These were years of plain living and
high thinking. Many times he stayed in his room for two or three days
together, seeing nobody, and having his modest meals brought up to
him. The lenses were well done, but not so continuously as to earn
for Spinoza more than merely enough; he loved wisdom too much to
be a “successful” man. Colerus, who followed Spinoza in these lodg-
ings, and wrote a short life of the philosopher from the reports of those
who had known him, says, “He was very careful to cast up his ac-
counts every quarter; which he did that he might spend neither more
nor less than what he had to spend for each year. And he would say
sometimes, to the people of the house, that he was like the serpent who
forms a circle with his tail in his mouth; to denote that he had nothing
left at the year’s end.” * But in his modest way he was happy. To one
who advised him to trust in revelation rather than in reason, he an-
swered: “Though I were at times to find the fruit unreal which I
gather by my natural understanding, yet this would not make me
otherwise than content; because in the gathering I am happy, and
pass my days not in sighing and sorrow, but in peace, serenity and

“In Pollock, Life and Philosophy of Spinoza; London, 1899; p. 393.
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joy.” 12 “If Napoleon had been as intelligent as Spinoza,” says a great
sage, “he would have lived in a garret and written four books.” 12

To the portraits of Spinoza which have come down to us we may
add a word of description from Colerus. “He was of a middle size. He
had good features in his face, the skin somewhat black, the hair dark
and curly, the eyebrows long and black, so that one might easily know
by his looks that he was descended from Portuguese Jews. As for his
clothes, he was very careless of them, and they were not better than
those of the meanest citizen. One of the most eminent councilors of
state went to see him, and found him in a very untidy morning-gown;
whereupon the councillor reproached him for it, and offered him
another. Spinoza answered that a man was never the better for having
a fine gown, and added, ‘It is unreasonable to wrap up things of little
or no value in a precious cover.’” ** Spinoza’s sartorial philosophy was
not always so ascetic. “It is not a disorderly or slovenly carriage that
makes us sages,” he writes; “for affected indifference to personal ap-
pearance is rather evidence of a poor spirit in which true wisdom
could find no worthy dwelling-place, and science could only meet
with disorder and disarray.” *

It was during this five years’ stay at Rhynsburg that Spinoza wrote
the little fragment “On the Improvement of the Intellect” (De In-
tellectus Emendatione), and the Ethics Geometrically Demonstrated
(Ethica More Geometrico Demonstrata). The latter was finished in
1665; but for ten years Spinoza made no effort to publish it. In 1668
Adrian Koerbagh, for printing opinions similar to Spinoza’s, was sent
to jail for ten years; and died there after serving eighteen months of
his sentence. When, in 1675, Spinoza went to Amsterdam trusting
that he might now safely publish his chef-d'ceuvre, “a rumor was
spread about,” as he writes to his friend Oldenburg, “that a book of
mine was soon to appear, in which I endeavored to prove that there is
no God. This report, I regret to add, was by many received as true.
Certain theologians (who probably were themselves the author of the
rumor) took occasion upon this to lodge a complaint against me with
the prince and the magistrates. . . . Having received a hint of this state
of things from some trustworthy friends, who assured me, further, that
“ Epistle 34, ed. Willis.

2 Anatole France, M. Bergeret in Paris; New York, 1921; p. 180.
*In Pollock, p. 394. * In Willis, p. 72.
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the theologians were everywhere lying in wait for me, I determined to
put off my attempted publication until such time as I should see what
turn affairs would take.” 13

Only after Spinoza’s death did the Ethics appear (1677), along
with an unfinished treatise on politics (Tractatus Politicus) and a
Treatise on the Rainbow. All these works were in Latin, as the univer-
sal language of Furopean philosophy and science in the seventeenth
century. A Short Treatise on God and Man, written in Dutch, was dis-
covered by Van Vloten in 1852; it was apparently a preparatory sketch
for the Ethics. The only books published by Spinoza in his lifetime
were The Principles of the Cartesian Philosophy (1663), and A
Treatise on Religion and the State (Tractatus Theologico-Politicus),
which appeared anonymously in 1670. It was at once honored with
a place in the Index Expurgatorius, and its sale was prohibited by the
civil authorities; with this assistance it attained to a considerable cir-
culation under cover of title-pages which disguised it as a medical
treatise or an historical narrative. Countless volumes were written to
refute it; one called Spinoza “the most impious atheist that ever lived
upon the face of the earth”; Colerus speaks of another refutation as
‘a treasure of infinite value, which shall never perish”;**—only this
notice remains of it. In addition to such public chastisement Spinoza
received a number of letters intended to reform him; that of a former
pupil, Albert Burgh, who had been converted to Catholicism, may be
taken as a sample:

You assume that you have at last found the true philosophy. How do
you know that your philosophy is the best of all those which have ever been
taught in the world, are now taught, or shall be taught hereafter? To say
nothing of what may be devised in the future, have you examined all those
philosophies, both ancient and modern, which are taught here, in India,
and all the world over? And even supposing that you have duly examined
them, how do you know that you have chosen the best? . . . How dare
you set yourself up above all the patriarchs, prophets, apostles, martyrs,
doctors, and confessors of the Church? Miserable man and worm upon the
earth that you are, yea, ashes and food for worms, how can you confront
the eternal wisdom with your unspeakable blasphemy? What foundation
have you for this rash, insane, deplorable, accursed doctrine? What devilish

* Epistle 19. 8 Pollock, 406.
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pride puffs you up to pass judgment on mysteries which Catholics them-
selves declare to be incomprehensible? Etc., etc.*”

To which Spinoza replied:

You who assume that you have at last found the best religion, or rather
the best teachers, and fixed your credulity upon them, how do you know
that they are the best among those who have taught religions, or now teach,
or shall hereafter teach them? Have you examined all those religions, an-
cient and modem, which are taught here, and in India, and all the world
over? And even supposing that you have duly examined them, how do you
know that you have chosen the best? 18

Apparently the gentle philosopher could be firm enough when occa-
sion called for it.

Not all the letters were of this uncomfortable kind. Many of them
were from men of mature culture and high position. Most prominent
of these correspondents were Henry Oldenburg, secretary of the re-
cently established Royal Society of England; Von Tschirnhaus, a
young German inventor and nobleman; Huygens, the Dutch scien-
tist; Leibnitz the philosopher, who visited Spinoza in 1676; Louis
Meyer, a physician of the Hague; and Simon De Vries, a rich mer-
chant of Amsterdam. The latter so admired Spinoza that he begged
him to accept a gift of $1000. Spinoza refused; and later, when De
Vries, making his will, proposed to leave his entire fortune to him,
Spinoza persuaded De Vries instead to bequeath his wealth to his
brother. When the merchant died it was found that his will required
that an annuity of $250 shruld be paid to Spinoza out of the income of
the property. Spinoza wished again to refuse saying, “Nature is satis-
fied with little; and if she is, I am also”; but he was at last prevailed
upon to accept $150 a year. Another friend, Jan de Witt, chief magis-
trate of the Dutch republic, gave him a state annuity of $50. Finally,
the Grand Monarch himself, Louis XIV, offered him a substantial pen-
sion, with the implied condition that Spinoza should dedicate his next
book to the King. Spinoza courteously declined.

To please his friends and correspondents, Spinoza moved to Voor-
burg, a suburb of the Hague, in 1665; and in 1670 to the Hague itself.
During these later years he developed an affectionate intimacy with

 Epistle 73. s Epistle 74.
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Jan de Witt; and when De Witt and his brother were murdered in the
streets by a mob which believed them responsible for the defeat of the
Dutch troops by the French in 1672, Spinoza, on being apprised of
the infamy, burst into tears, and but for the force which was used to
restrain him, would have sallied forth, a second Anthony, to denounce
the crime on the spot where it had been committed. Not long after-
ward, the Prince de Condé, head of the invading French army, in-
vited Spinoza to his headquarters, to convey to him the offer of a royal
pension from France and to introduce certain admirers of Spinoza who
were with the Prince. Spinoza, who seems to have been rather a “good
European” than a nationalist, thought it nothing strange for him to
cross the lines and go to Condé’s camp. When he returned to the
Hague the news of his visit spread about, and there were angry mur
murs among the people. Spinoza's host, Van den Spyck, was in fear of
an attack upon his house; but Spinoza calmed him, saying: “I can
easily clear myself of all suspicion of treason; . . . but should the
people show the slightest disposition to molest you, should they even
assemble and make a noise before your house, I will go down to them,
though they should serve me as they did poor De Witt.” * But when
the crowd learned that Spinoza was merely a philosopher they con-
cluded that he must be harmless; and the commotion quieted down.

Spinoza’s life, as we see it in these little incidents, was not as im-
poverished and secluded as it has been traditionally pictured. He had
some degree of economic security, he had influential and congenial
friends, he took an interest in the political issues of his time, and he
was not without adventures that came close to being matters of life
and death. That he had made his way, despite excommunication and
interdict, into the respect of his contemporaries, appears from the offer
which came to him, in 1673, of the chair of philosophy at the Univer-
sity of Heidelberg; an offer couched in the most complimentary terms,
and promising “the most perfect freedom in philosophizing, which
His Highness feels assured you would not abuse by calling in question
the established religion of the state.” Spinoza replied characteristically:

Honored sir: Had it ever been my wish to undertake the duties of a pro-
fessor in any faculty, my desires would have been amply gratified in ac-
cepting the position which his Serene Highness the Prince Palatine does
me the honor to offer me through you. The offer, too, is much enhanced in

© Willis, 67.
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value in my eyes by the freedom of philosophizing attached toit. . . . But
I do not know within what precise limits that the same liberty of philoso-
phizing would have to be restrained, so that I would not seem to interfere
with the established religion of the principality. . . . You see, therefore,
honored sir, that I do not look for any higher worldly position than that
which I now enjoy; and that for love of the quiet which I think I cannot
otherwise secure, I must abstain from entering upon the career of a public
teacher. . . .20

The closing chapter came in 1677. Spinoza was now only forty-
four, but his friends knew that he had not many years left to him. He
had come of consumptive parentage; and the comparative confinement
in which he had lived, as well as the dust-laden atmosphere in which
he had labored, were not calculated to correct this initial disadvantage.
More and more he suffered from difficulty in breathing; year by year
his sensitive lungs decayed. He reconciled himself to an early end,
and feared only that the book which he had not dared to publish dur-
ing his lifetime would be lost or destroyed after his death. He placed
the MS. in a small writing desk, locked it, and gave the key to his host,
asking him to transmit desk and key to Jan Rieuwertz, the Amsterdam
publisher, when the inevitable should come.

On Sunday, February 20, the family with whom Spinoza lived
went to church after receiving his assurance that he was not un-
usually ill. Dr. Meyer alone remained with him. When they returned
they found the philosopher lying dead in the arms of his friend. Many
mourned him; for the simple folk had loved him as much for his
gentleness as the learned had honored him for his wisdom. Philoso-
phers and magistrates joined the people in following him to his final
rest; and men of varied faiths met at his grave.

Nietzsche says somewhere that the last Christian died upon the
cross. He had forgotten Spinoza.

R

£ The Treatise on Religion and the State

Let us study his four books in the order in which he wrote them. The
Tractatus Theologico-Politicus is perhaps the least interesting of them
to us today, because the movement of higher criticism which Spinoza

= Epistle 54.
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initiated has made into platitudes the propositions for which Spinoza
risked his life. It is unwise of an author to prove his point too thor-
oughly; his conclusions pass into the currency of all educated minds,
and his works no longer have that mystery about them which draws
us ever on. So it has been with Voltaire; and so with Spinoza’s treatise
on religion and the state.

The essential principle of the book is that the language of the
Bible is deliberately metaphorical or allegorical; not only because it
partakes of the Oriental tendency to high literary color and ornament,
and exaggerated descriptive expressions; but because, too, the prophets
and the apostles, to convey their doctrine by arousing the imagination,
were compelled to adapt themselves to the capacities and predisposi-
tions of the popular mind. “All Scripture was written primarily for
an entire people, and secondarily for the whole human race; conse-
quently its contents must necessarily be adapted, as far as possible, to
the understanding of the masses.” 2* “Scripture does not explain things
by their secondary causes, but only narrates them in the order and
style which has most power to move men, and especially uneducated
men, to devotion. . . . Its object is not to convince the reason, but to
attract and lay hold of the imagination.” 22 Hence the abundant
miracles and the repeated appearances of God. “The masses think that
the power and providence of God are most clearly displayed by events
that are extraordinary, and contrary to the conception which they have
formed of nature. . . . They suppose, indeed, that God is inactive so
long as nature works in her accustomed order; and vice versa, that the
power of nature, and natural causes, are idle so long as God is acting;
thus they imagine two powers distinct from one another, the power
of God and the power of nature.” 2* (Here enters the basic idea of
Spinoza’s philosophy—that God and the processes of nature are one.)
Men love to believe that God breaks the natural order of events for
them; so the Jews gave a miraculous interpretation of the lengthening
of the day in order to impress others (and perhaps themselves) with
the conviction that the Jews were the favorites of God: and similar
incidents abound in the early history of every people.* Sober and
literal statements do not move the soul; if Moses had said that it was
merely the East wind (as we gather from a later passage) that cleared

# Tractatus Theologico-Politicus, ch. 5. 2Ch. 6.
= Ibid. * Ibid.
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a path for them through the Red Sea, it would have made little im-
pression on the minds of the masses he was leading. Again, the apostles
resorted to miracle stories for the same reason that they resorted to
parables; it was a necessary adaptation to the public mind. The greater
influence of such men as compared with philosophers and scientists is
largely attributable to the vivid and metaphorical forms of speech
which the founders of religion, by the nature of their mission and
their own emotional intensity, are driven to adopt.

Interpreted on this principle, the Bible, says Spinoza, contains
nothing contrary to reason.?® But interpreted literally, it is full of
errors, contradictions, and obvious impossibilities—as that the Penta-
teuch was written by Moses. The more philosophical interpretation
reveals, through the mist of allegory and poetry, the profound thought
of great thinkers and leaders, and makes intelligible the persistence of
the Bible and its immeasurable influence upon men. Both interpreta-
tions have a proper place and function: the people will always de-
mand a religion phrased in imagery and haloed with the supernatural;
if one such form of faith is destroyed they will create another. But the
philosopher knows that God and nature are one being, acting by ne-
cessity and according to invariable law; it is this majestic Law which
he will reverence and obey.?¢ He knows that in the Scriptures “God
is described as a law-giver or prince, and styled just, merciful, etc.,
merely in concession to the understanding of the people and their im-
perfect knowledge; that in reality God acts . . . by the necessity of his
nature, and his decree . . . are etemal truths.” 27

Spinoza makes no separation between Old and New Testament,
and looks upon the Jewish and the Christian religion as one, when
popular hatred and misunderstandings are laid aside, and philosoph-
ical interpretation finds the hidden core and essence of the rival
faiths. “I have often wondered that persons who make boast of pro-
fessing the Christian religion—namely, love, joy, peace, temperance,
and charity to all men—should quarrel with such rancorous animosity,
and display daily toward one another such bitter hatred, that this,
rather than the virtues which they profess, is the readiest criterion of
their faith.” 2 The Jews have survived chiefly because of Christian

* Introd. * Ch. 5.
# Ch. 4. = Ch. 6.
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hatred of them; persecution gave them the unity and solidarity neces-
sary for continued racial existence; without persecution they might
have mingled and married with the peoples of Europe, and been en-
gulfed in the majorities with which they were everywhere surrounded.
But there is no reason why the philosophic Jew and the philosophic
Christian, when all nonsense is discarded, should not agree sufficiently
in creed to live in peace and cobperation.

The first step toward this consummation, Spinoza thinks, would
be a mutual understanding about Jesus. Let improbable dogmas be
withdrawn, and the Jews would soon recognize in Jesus the greatest
and noblest of the prophets. Spinoza does not accept the divinity of
Christ, but he puts him first among men. “The eternal wisdom of God
. .. has shown itself forth in all things, but chiefly in the mind of man,
and most of all in Jesus Christ.” 2 “Christ was sent to teach not only
the Jews, but the whole human race”; hence “he accommodated him-
self to the comprehension of the people . . . and most often taught by
parables.” *° He considers that the ethics of Jesus are almost synony-
mous with wisdom; in reverencing him one rises to “the intellectual
love of God.” So noble a figure, freed from the impediment of dogmas
that lead only to divisions and disputes, would draw all men to him;
and perhaps in his name a world torn with suicidal wars of tongue and
sword might find a unity of faith and a possibility of brotherhood at

last.

=

2 The Improvement of the Intellect

Opening Spinoza’s next book, we come at the outset upon one of the
gems of philosophic literature. Spinoza tells why he gave up every-
thing for philosophy:

After experience had taught me that all things which frequently take
place in ordinary life are vain and futile, and when I saw that all the
things I feared, and which feared me, had nothing good or bad in them
save in so far as the mind was affected by them; I determined at last to in-

quire whether there was anything which might be truly good, and able to
communicate its goodness, and by which the mind might be affected to the

® Epistle 21. * Ch. 4.
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exclusion of all other things; I determined, I say, to inquire whether I
might discover and attain the faculty of enjoying throughout eternity con-
tinual supreme happiness. . . . I could see the many advantages acquired
from honor and riches, and that I should be debarred from acquiring these
things if I wished seriously to investigate a new matter. . . . But the more
one possesses of either of them, the more the pleasure is increased, and the
more one is in consequence encouraged to increase them; whereas if at any
time our hope is frustrated, there arises in us the deepest pain. Fame has
also this great drawback, that if we pursue it we must direct our lives in
such a way as to please the fancy of men, avoiding what they dislike and
seeking what pleases them. . . . But the love towards a thing eternal and
infinite alone feeds the mind with a pleasure secure from all pain. . . . The
greatest good is the knowledge of the union which the mind has with the
whole of nature. . . . The more the mind knows, the better it understands
its forces and the order of nature; the more it understands its forces or
strength, the better it will be able to direct itself and lay down the rules
for itself; and the more it understands the order of nature, the more easily
it will be able to liberate itself from useless things; this is the whole method.

Only knowledge, then, is power and freedom; and the only per-
manent happiness is the pursuit of knowledge and the joy of under-
standing. Meanwhile, however, the philosopher must remain a man
and a citizen; what shall be his mode of life during his pursuit of truth?
Spinoza lays down a simple rule of conduct to which, so far as we
know, his actual behavior thoroughly conformed:

1. To speak in a manner comprehensible to the people, and to do for
them all things that do not prevent us from attaining our ends. . . . 2. To
enjoy only such pleasures as are necessary for the preservation of health.
3. Finally, to seek only enough money . . . as is necessary for the mainte-
nance of our life and health, and to comply with such customs as are not
opposed to what we seek.3?

But in setting out upon such a quest, the honest and clearheaded
philosopher comes at once upon the problem: How do I know that my
knowledge is knowledge, that my senses can be trusted in the material
which they bring to my reason, and that my reason can be trusted with
the conclusions which it derives from the material of sensation?
Should we not examine the vehicle before abandoning ourselves to
its directions? Should we not do all that we can to perfect it? “Before
all things,” says Spinoza, Baconianly, “a means must be devised for

# De Emendatione, Everyman edition, p. 231.



158 The Story of Philosophy

improving and clarifying the intellect.” *> We must distinguish care-
fully the various forms of knowledge, and trust only the best.

First, then, there is hearsay knowledge, by which, for example, 1
know the day of my birth. Second, vague experience, “empirical”
knowledge in the derogatory sense, as when a physician knows a cure
not by any scientific formulation of experimental tests, but by a “gen-
eral impression” that it has “usually” worked. Third, immediate deduc-
tion, or knowledge reached by reasoning, as when I conclude to the
immensity of the sun from seeing that in the case of other objects
distance decreases the apparent size. This kind of knowledge is su-
perior to the other two, but is yet precariously subject to sudden refuta-
tion by direct experience; so science for a hundred years reasoned its
way to an “ether” which is now in high disfavor with the physicist
élite. Hence the highest kind of knowledge is the fourth form, which
comes by immediate deduction and direct perception, as when we see
at once that 6 is the missing number in the proportion, 2:4::3:x; or
as when we perceive that the whole is greater than the part. Spinoza
believes that men versed in mathematics know most of Euclid in this
intuitive way; but he admits ruefully that “the things which I have
been able to know by this knowledge so far have been very few.” 32

In the Ethics Spinoza reduces the first two forms of knowledge to
one; and calls intuitive knowledge a perception of things sub specie
eternitatis—in their eternal aspects and relations,—which gives in a
phrase a definition of philosophy. Scientia intuitiva, therefore, tries to
find behind things and events their laws and eternal relations. Hence
Spinoza’s very fundamental distinction (the basis of his entire system)
between the “temporal order”—the “world” of things and incidents—
and the “eternal order”—the world of laws and structure. Let us study
this distinction carefully:

It must be noted that I do not understand here by the series of causes
and real entities a series of individual mutable things, but rather the series
of fixed and eternal things. For it would be impossible for human weak-
ness to follow up the series of individual mutable things, not only because
their number surpasses all count, but because of the many circumstances,
in one and the same thing, each of which may be the cause of the thing’s
existence. For indeed, the existence of particular things has no connection
with their essence, and is not an eternal truth. However, there is no need

= Ibid. = Ibid., p. 233.
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that we should understand the series of individual mutable things, for
their essence . . . is only to be found in fixed and eternal things, and from
the laws inscribed in those things as their true codes, according to which
all individual things are made and arranged; nay, these individual and
mutable things depend so intimately and essentially on these fixed ones
that without them they can neither exist nor be conceived.?*

If we will keep this passage in mind as we study Spinoza’s master-
piece, it will itself be clarified, and much in the Ethics that is
discouragingly complex will unravel itself into simplicity and
understanding.

"’:‘?ﬁ' The Ethics

The most precious production in modern philosophy is cast into geo-
metrical form, to make the thought Euclideanly clear; but the result
is a laconic obscurity in which every line requires a Talmud of com-
mentary. The Scholastics had formulated their thought so, but never
so pithily; and they had been helped to clarity by their fore-ordained
conclusions. Descartes had suggested that philosophy could not be
exact until it expressed itself in the forms of mathematics; but he had
never grappled with his own ideal. Spinoza came to the suggestion
with a mind trained in mathematics as the very basis of all rigorous
scientific procedure, and impressed with the achievements of Coper-
nicus, Kepler and Galileo. To our more loosely textured minds the
result is an exhausting concentration of both matter and form; and
we are tempted to console ourselves by denouncing this philosophic
geometry as an artificial chess game of thought in which axioms, defi--
nitions, theorems and proofs are manipulated like kings and bishops,
knights and pawns; a logical solitaire invented to solace Spinoza’s lone-
liness. Order is against the grain of our minds; we prefer to follow the
straggling lines of fantasy, and to weave our philosophy precariously

*P. 259. Cf. Bacon, Novum Organum, II, 2: “For although nothing exists in
nature except individual bodies, exhibiting clear individual effects according
to particular laws; yet, in each branch of learning, those very laws—their inves-
tigation, discovery and develo&xﬁent—are the foundation both of theory and of
practice.”” Fundamentally, all philosophers agree.
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out of our dreams. But Spinoza had but one compelling desire—to
reduce the intolerable chaos of the world to unity and order. He had
the northern hunger for truth rather than the southern lust for beauty;
the artist in him was purely an architect, building a system of thought
to perfect symmetry and form.

Again, the modern student will stumble and grumble over the ter-
minology of Spinoza. Writing in Latin, he was compelled to express
his essentially modern thought in medieval and scholastic terms; there
was no other language of philosophy which would then have been
understood. So he uses the term substance where we should write
reality or essence; perfect where we should write complete; ideal for
our object; objectively for subjectively, and formally for objectively.
These are hurdles in the race, which will deter the weakling but will
stimulate the strong.

In short, Spinoza is not to be read, he is to be studied; you must
approach him as you would approach Euclid, recognizing that in these
brief two hundred pages a man has written down his lifetime’s thought
with stoic sculptury of everything superfluous. Do not think to find
its core by running over it rapidly; never in a work of philosophy was
there so little that could be skipped without loss. Every part depends
upon preceding parts; some obvious and apparently needless proposi-
tion turns out to be the comerstone of an imposing development of
logic. You will not understand any important section thoroughly till
you have read and pondered the whole; though one need not say, with
Jacobi’s enthusiastic exaggeration, that “no one has understood Spinoza
to whom a single line of the Ethics remains obscure.” “Here, doubt-
less,” says Spinoza, in the second part of his book, “the reader will
become confused, and will recollect many things which will bring
him to a standstill; and therefore I pray him to proceed gently with
me and form no judgment concerning these things until he shall have
read all.” ** Read the book not all at once, but in small portions at
many sittings. And having finished it, consider that you have but be-
gun to understand it. Read then some commentary, like Pollock’s
Spinoza, or Martineau’s Study of Spinoza; or, better, both. Finally,
read the Ethics again; it will be a new book to you. When you have
finished it a second time you will remain forever a lover of philosophy.

* Part I, proposition 11, note.
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I NATURE AND GOD

Page one plunges us at once into the maelstrom of metaphysics. Our
modern hard-headed (or is it soft-headed?) abhorrence of metaphysics
captures us, and for a moment we wish we were anywhere except in
Spinoza. But then metaphysics, as William James said, is nothing but
an attempt to think things out clearly to their ultimate significance, to
find their substantial essence in the scheme of reality,~or, as Spinoza
puts it, their essential substance; and thereby to unify all truth and
reach that “highest of all generalizations” which, even to the practical
Englishman,*® constitutes philosophy. Science itself, which so super-
ciliously scorns metaphysics, assumes a metaphysic in its every thought.
It happens that the metaphysic which it assumes is the metaphysic of
Spinoza.

There are three pivotal terms in Spinoza’s system: substance, at-
tribute, and mode. Attribute we put aside temporarily, for simplicity’s
sake. A mode is any individual thing or event, any particular form
or shape, which reality transiently assumes; you, your body, your
thoughts, your group, your species, your planet, are modes; all these
are,forms, modes, almost literally fashions, of some eternal and in-
variable reality lying behind and beneath them.

What is this underlying reality? Spinoza calls it substance, as
literally that which stands beneath. Eight generations have fought
voluminous battles over the meaning of this term; we must not be dis-
couraged if we fail to resolve the matter in a paragraph. One error we
should guard against: substance does not mean the constituent ma-
terial of anything, as when we speak of wood as the substance of a
chair. We approach Spinoza’s use of the word when we speak of “the
substance of his remarks.” If we go back to the Scholastic philosophers
from whom Spinoza took the term, we find that they used it as a trans-
lation of the Greek ousia, which is the present participle of einai, to
be, and indicates the inner being or essence. Substance then is that
which is (Spinoza had not forgotten the impressive “I am who am” of
Genesis); that which eternally and unchangeably is, and of which

% Spencer, First Principles, Part 11, ch. 1.
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everything else must be a transient form or mode. If now we compare
this division of the world into substance and modes with its division,
in The Improvement of the Intellect, into the eternal order of laws
and invariable relations on the one hand, and the temporal order of
time-begotten and death-destined things on the other, we are impelled
to the conclusion that Spinoza means by substance here very nearly
what he meant by the eternal order there. Let us provisionally take
it as one element in the term substance, then, that it betokens the
very structure of existence, underlying all events and things, and
constituting the essence of the world.

But further Spinoza identifies substance with nature and God.
After the manner of the Scholastics, he conceives nature under a
double aspect: as active and vital process, which Spinoza calls natura
naturans—nature begetting, the élan vital and creative evolution of
Bergson; and as the passive product of this process, natura naturata—
nature begotten, the material and contents of nature, its woods and
winds and waters, its hills and fields and myriad external forms. It is
in the latter sense that he denies, and in the former sense that he
affirms, the identity of nature and substance and God. Substance and
modes, the eternal order and the temporal order, active nature and
passive nature, God and the world,~all these are for Spinoza coinci-
dent and synonymous dichotomies; each divides the universe into es-
sence and incident. That substance is insubstantial, that it is form and
not matter, that it has nothing to do with that mongrel and neuter com-
posite of matter and thought which some interpreters have supposed it
to be, stands out clearly enough from this identification of substance
with creative but not with passive or material nature. A passage from
Spinoza’s correspondence may help us:

I take a totally different view of God and Nature from that which the
later Christians usually entertain, for I hold that God is the immanent, and
not the extraneous, cause of all things. I say, All is in God; all lives and
moves in God. And this I maintain with the Apostle Paul, and perhaps
with every one of the philosophers of antiquity, although in a way other
than theirs. I might even venture to say that my view is the same as that
entertained by the Hebrews of old, if so much may be inferred from cer-
tain traditions, greatly altered or falsified though they be. It is however a
complete mistake on the part of those who say that my purpose . . . is
to show that God and Nature, under which last term they understand a



Spinoza 163

certain mass of corporeal matter, are one and the same. I had no such
intention.??

Again, in the Treatise on Religion and the State, he writes: “By
the help of God I mean the fixed and unchangeable order of nature,
or the chain of natural events”;?® the universal laws of nature and the
eternal decrees of God are one and the same thing. “From the in-
finite nature of God all things . . . follow by the same necessity, and
in the same way, as it follows from the nature of a triangle, from
eternity to eternity, that its three angles are equal to two right
angles.” # What the laws of the circle are to all circles, God is to the
world. Like substance, God is the causal chain or process,*® the under-
lying condition of all things,** the law and structure of the world.*2
This concrete universe of modes and things is to God as a bridge is to
its design, its structure, and the laws of mathematics and mechanics
according to which it is built; these are the sustaining basis, the under-
lying condition, the substance, of the bridge; without them it would
fall. And like the bridge, the world itself is sustained by its structure
and its laws; it is upheld in the hand of God.

The will of God and the laws of nature being one and the same
reality diversely phrased,*? it follows that all events are the mechanical
operation of invariable laws, and not the whim of an irresponsible
autocrat seated in the stars. The mechanism which Descartes saw in
matter and body alone, Spinoza sees in God and mind as well. It is a
world of determinism, not of design. Because we act for conscious
ends, we suppose that all processes have such ends in view; and be-
cause we are human we suppose that all events lead up to man and
are designed to subserve his needs. But this is an anthropocentric de-
lusion, like so much of our thinking.** The root of the greatest errors
in philosophy lies in projecting our human purposes, criteria and
preferences into the objective universe. Hence our “problem of evil”:
we strive to reconcile the ills of life with the goodness of God,

 Epistle 21. *®Ch. 3.

® Ethics, 1, 17, note.

“ Héffding, History of Modern Philosophy, vol. 1.

“ Martineau, Study of Spinoza; London, 1822, p. 171.

“ Prof. Woodbridge. “T.T-P,, ch. 3.
“ Ethics, Part I, Appendix.
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forgetting the lesson taught to Job, that God is beyond our little good
and evil. Good and bad are relative to human and often individual
tastes and ends, and have no validity for a universe in which indi-
viduals are ephemera, and in which the Moving Finger writes even the
history of the race in water.

Whenever, then, anything in nature seems to us ridiculous, absurd or
evil, it is because we have but a partial knowledge of things, and are in the
main ignorant of the order and coherence of nature as a whole, and be-
cause we want everything to be arranged according to the dictates of our
own reason; although in fact, what our reason pronounces bad is not bad
as regards the order and laws of universal nature, but only as regards the
laws of our own nature taken separately.*3 . . . As for the terms good and
bad, they indicate nothing positive considered in themselves. . . . For one
and the same thing can at the same time be good, bad, and indifferent. For
example, music is good to the melancholy, bad to mourners, and indifferent
to the dead.s®

Bad and good are prejudices which the eternal reality cannot recog-
nize; “it is right that the world should illustrate the full nature of the
infinite, and not merely the particular ideals of man.” ** And as with
good and bad, so with the ugly and the beautiful; these too are subjec-
tive and personal terms, which, flung at the universe, will be returned
to the sender unhonored. “I would warn you that I do not attribute to
nature either beauty or deformity, order or confusion. Only in relation
to our imagination can things be called beautiful or ugly, well-ordered
or confused.” ** “For example, if motion which the nerves receive by
means of the eyes from objects before us is conducive of health, those
objects are called beautiful; if it is not, those objects are called ugly.”
In such passages Spinoza passes beyond Plato, who thought that his
esthetic judgments must be the laws of creation and the eternal de-
crees of God.

Is God a person? Not in any human sense of this word. Spinoza
notices “the popular belief which still pictures God as of the male, not
of the female sex”;*® and he is gallant enough to reject a conception

® Tractatus Politicus, ch. 2. % Ethics, IV, Pref.
“ Santayana, Introduction to the Ethics, Everyman ed., P- Xx.
“ Epistle 15, ed. Pollock. “ Ethics, I, App.

* Epistle 58, ed. Willis.
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which mirrored the earthly subordination of woman to man. To a cor-
respondent who objected to his impersonal conception of Deity,
Spinoza writes in terms reminiscent of the old Greek sceptic
Xenophanes:

When you say that if I allow not in God the operations of seeing, hearing,
observing, willing, and the like . . . you know not what sort of God mine
is, I thence conjecture that you believe there is no greater perfection than
such as can be explained by the attributes aforesaid. I do not wonder at
it; for I believe that a triangle, if it could speak, would in like manner say
that God is eminently triangular, and a circle that the divine nature is
eminently circular; and thus would every one ascribe his own attributés

to God.51

Finally, “neither intellect nor will pertains to the nature of God,” 52
in the usual sense in which these human qualities are attributed to
the Deity; but rather the will of God is the sum of all causes and all
laws, and the intellect of God is the sum of all mind. “The mind of
God,” as Spinoza conceives it, “is all the mentality that is scattered
over space and time, the diffused consciousness that animates the
world.” 3¢ “All things, in however diverse degree, are animated.” 5
Life or mind is one phase or aspect of everything that we know, as
material extension or body is another; these are the two phases or
attributes (as Spinoza calls them) through which we perceive the
operation of substance or God; in this sense God—the universal process
and eternal reality behind the flux of things—may be said to have both
a mind and a body. Neither mind nor matter is God; but the mental
processes and the molecular processes which constitute the double his-
tory of the world—these, and their causes and their laws, are God.

I MATTER AND MIND

But what is mind, and what is matter? Is the mind material, as some
unimaginative people suppose; or is the body merely an idea, as some
imaginative people suppose? Is the mental process the cause, or the
effect, of the cerebral process—or are they, as Malebranche taught,

s Epistle 6o, ed. Willis. 5 Ethics, 1, 17, note.
* Santayana, loc. cit., p. x. % Ethics, 11, 13, note.
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unrelated and independent, and only providentially parallel?

Neither is mind material, answers Spinoza, nor is matter mental;
neither is the brain-process the cause, nor is it the effect, of thought;
nor are the two processes independent and parallel. For there are not
two processes, and there are not two entities; there is but one process,
seen now inwardly as thought, and now outwardly as motion; there is
but one entity, seen now inwardly as mind, now outwardly as matter,
but in reality an inextricable mixture and unity of both. Mind and
body do not act upon each other, because they are not other, they are
one. “The body cannot determine the mind to think; nor the mind de-
termine the body to remain in motion or at rest, or in any other state,”
for the simple reason that “the decision of the mind, and the desire
and determination of the body . . . are one and the same thing.” 5° And
all the world is unifiedly double in this way; wherever there is an
external “material” process, it is but one side or aspect of the real
process, which to a fuller view would be seen to include as well an
internal process correlative, in however different a degree, with the
mental process which we see within ourselves. The inward and
“mental” process corresponds at every stage with the external and
“material” process; “the order and connection of ideas is the same as
the order and connection of things.” ¢ “Thinking substance and ex-
tended substance are one and the same thing, comprehended now
through this, now through that, attribute” or aspect. “Certain of the
Jews seem to have perceived this, though confusedly, for they said that
God and his intellect, and the things conceived by his intellect, were
one and the same thing.” 5

If “mind” be taken in a large sense to correspond with the nervous
system in all its ramifications, then every change in the “body” will be
accompanied by—or, better, form a whole with—a correlative change
in the “mind.” “Just as thoughts and mental processes are connected
and arranged in the mind, so in the body its modifications, and the
modifications of things” affecting the body through sensations, “are
arranged according to their order”;*® and “nothing can happen to the
body which is not perceived by the mind,” and consciously or uncon-

% Ethics, 111, 2. *1I, 17.
% Ibid., note. BV, 1.
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sciously felt.®® Just as the emotion as felt is part of a whole, of which
changes in the circulatory and respiratory and digestive systems are the
basis; so an idea is a part, along with “bodily” changes, of one com-
plex organic process; even the infinitesimal subtleties of mathematical
reflection have their correlate in the body. (Have not the “behaviorists”
proposed to detect a man’s thoughts by recording those involuntary
vibrations of the vocal cords that seem to accompany all thinking?)

After so trying to melt away the distinction between body and
mind, Spinoza goes on to reduce to a question of degree the difference
between intellect and will. There are no “faculties” in the mind, no
separate entities called intellect or will, much less imagination or
memory; the mind is not an agency that deals with ideas, but it is the
ideas themselves in their process and concatenation.®® Intellect is
merely an ‘abstract and short-hand term for a series of ideas; and will
an abstract term for a series of actions or volitions: “the intellect and
the will are related to this or that idea or volition as rockiness to this or
that rock.” * Finally, “will and intellect are one and the same thing”;%
for a volition is merely an idea which, by richness of associations Cor
perhaps through the absence of competitive ideas), has remained long
enough in consciousness to pass over into action. Every idea becomes
an action unless stopped in the transition by a different idea; the idea
is itself the first stage of a unified organic process of which external
action is the completion.

What is often called will, as the impulsive force which determines
the duration of an idea in consciousness, should be called desire,~
which “is the very essence of man.” ¢ Desire is an appetite or instinct
of which we are conscious; but instincts need not always operate
through conscious desire.?* Behind the instincts is the vague and varied
effort for self-preservation (conatus esse preservandi); Spinoza sees
this in all human and even infra-human activity, just as Schopenhauer
and Nietzsche were to see the will to live or the will to power every-
where. Philosophers seldom disagree.

1, 12, 13.
* For Spinoza’s anticipation of the association theory cf. I, 18, note.
11, 48, note. ® 11, 49, corollary. 1V, 18.

* Spinoza is alive to the power of the “unconscious,” as seen in somnambulism
(L, 2, note); and notes the phenomena of double personality (IV, 39, note).
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“Evervthing, in so far as it is in itself, endeavors to persist in its
own being; and the endeavor wherewith a thing seeks to persist in its
own being is nothing else than the actual essence of that thing”;%® the
power whereby a thing persists is the core and essence of its being.
Every instinct is a device developed by nature to preserve the individ-
ual (or, as our solitary bachelor fails to add, the species or the group).
Pleasure and pain are the satisfaction or the hindrance of an instinct;
they are not the causes of our desires, but their results; we do not de-
sire things because they give us pleasure; but they give us pleasure
because we desire them;* and we desire them because we must.

There is, consequently, no free will; the necessities of survival de-
termine instinct, instinct determines desire, and desire determines
thought and action. “The decisions of the mind are nothing save
desires, which vary according to various dispositions.” ¢ “There is in
the mind no absolute or free will; but the mind is determined in will-
ing this or that by a cause which is determined in its turn by another
cause, and this by another, and so on to infinity.” ¢ “Men think them-
selves free because they are conscious of their volitions and desires,
but are ignorant of the causes by which they are led to wish and de-
sire.” ¢® Spinoza compares the feeling of free will to a stone’s thinking,
as it travels through space, that it determines its own trajectory and
selects the place and time of its fall.™

Since human actions obey laws as fixed as those of geometry, psy-
chology should be studied in geometrical form, and with mathematical
objectivity. “I will write about human beings as though I were con-
cerned with lines and planes and solids.” ™ “I have labored carefully
not to mock, lament, or execrate, but to understand, human actions;
and to this end I have looked upon passions . . . not as vices of human
nature, but as properties just as pertinent to it as are heat, cold, storm,
thunder and the like to the nature of the atmosphere.” ™2 It is this im-
partiality of approach that gives to Spinoza’s study of human nature
such superiority that Froude called it “the most complete by far which
has ever been made by any moral philosopher.” * Taine knew no

“IM, 6, 7. SIII, 57.

“ I, 2, note. %11, 48.

“1, App. ™ Epistle 58, ed. Pollock.
™ T. T-P., Introd. " Ibid., ch. 1.

" Short Studies, I, 308.
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better way of praising Bayle’s analysis than to compare it with
Spinoza’s; while Johannes Miiller, coming to the subject of the in-
stincts and emotions, wrote: “With regard to the relations of the pas-
sions to one another apart from their physiological conditions, it is
impossible to give any better account than that which Spinoza has
laid down with unsurpassed mastery,”—and the famous physiologist,
with the modesty which usually accompanies real greatness, went on
to quote in extenso the third book of the Ethics. It is through that
analysis of human conduct that Spinoza approaches at last the prob-
lems which give the title to his masterpiece.

IOI INTELLIGENCE AND MORALS

Ultimately there are but three systems of ethics, three conceptions of
the ideal character and the moral life. One is that of Buddha and
Jesus, which stresses the feminine virtues, considers all men to be
equally precious, resists evil only by returning good, identifies virtue
with love, and inclines in politics to unlimited democracy. Another
is the ethic of Machiavelli and Nietzsche, which stresses the mascu-
line virtues, accepts the inequality of men, relishes the risks of com-
bat and conquest and rule, identifies virtue with power, and exalts an
hereditary aristocracy. A third, the ethic of Socrates, Plato, and Aris-
totle, denies the universal applicability of either the feminine or the
masculine virtues; considers that only the informed and mature mind
can judge, according to diverse circumstance, when love should rule,
and when power; identifies virtue, therefore, with intelligence; and
advocates a varying mixture of aristocracy and democracy in govern-
ment. It is the distinction of Spinoza that his ethic unconsciously
reconciles these apparently hostile philosophies, weaves them into a
harmonious unity, and gives us in consequence a system of morals
which is the supreme achievement of modern thought.

He begins by making happiness the goal of conduct; and he de-
fines happiness very simply as the presence of pleasure and the ab-
sence of pain. But pleasure and pain are relative, not absolute; and
they are not states but transitions. “Pleasure is man’s transition from
a lesser state of perfection” (i. e., completeness, or fulfillment) “to a
greater.” “Joy consists in this, that one’s power is increased.” ™* “Pain

™ Cf. Nietzsche: “What is happiness? The feeling that power increases, that
resistance is overcome.”—Amntichrist, sect. 2.
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is man’s transition from a greater state of perfection to a lesser. I say
transition; for pleasure is not perfection itself: if a man were born with
the perfection to which he passes he would be without . . . the emo-
tion of pleasure. And the contrary of this makes it still more appar-
ent.” 8 All passions are passages, all emotions are motions, towards or
from completeness and power.

“By emotion (affectus) I understand the modifications of the body
by which the power of action in the body is increased or diminished,
aided or restrained, and at the same time the ideas of these modifica-
tions.” " (This theory of emotion is usually credited to James and
Lange; it is here formulated more precisely than by either of these
psychologists, and accords remarkably with the findings of Professor
Cannon.) A passion or an emotion is bad or good not in itself, but
only as it decreases or enhances our power. “By virtue and power I
mean the same thing”; ™" a virtue is a power of acting, a form of
ability; *® “the more a man can preserve his being and seek what is
useful to him, the greater is his virtue.” " Spinoza does not ask a man
to sacrifice himself to another’s good; he is more lenient than nature.
He thinks that egoism is a necessary corollary of the supreme instinct
of self-preservation; “no one ever neglects anything which he judges
to be good, except with the hope of gaining a greater good.” 8 This
seems to Spinoza perfectly reasonable. “Since reason demands nothing
against nature, it concedes that each man must love himself, and seek
what is useful to him, and desire whatever leads him truly to a greater
state of perfection; and that each man should endeavor to preserve
his being so far as in him lies.” 8 So he builds his ethic not on altruism
and the natural goodness of man, like utopian reformers; nor on
selfishness and the natural wickedness of man, like cynical conserva-
tives, but on what he considers to be an inevitable and justifiable
egoism. A system of morals that teaches a man to be weak is worthless;
“the foundation of virtue is no other than the effort to maintain one’s
being; and man’s happiness consists in the power of so doing.” 2

Like Nietzsche, Spinoza has not much use for humility; it is

™I, App. "I, def. 3.
IV, def. 8. =111, 55, cor. 2.
®1V, 20. ®T.T-P., ch. 16.
21V, 18, note. % Ibid.

“ I, ss.
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either the hypocrisy of a schemer or the timidity of a slave; it implies
the absence of power—whereas to Spinoza all virtues are forms of abil-
ity and power. So is remorse a defect rather than a virtue: “he who re-
pents is twice unhappy and doubly weak.” #¢ But he does not spend so
much time as Nietzsche in inveighing against humility; for “humility
is very rare”; ® and as Cicero said, even the philosophers who write
books in its praise take care to put their names on the title-page. “One
who despises himself is the nearest to a proud man,” says Spinoza
(putting in a sentence a pet theory of the psychoanalysts, that every
conscious virtue is an effort to conceal or correct a secret vice). And
whereas Spinoza dislikes humility he admires modesty, and objects to
a pride that is not “tenoned and mortised” in deeds. Conceit makes
men a nuisance to one another: “the conceited man relates only his
own great deeds, and only the evil ones of others”;* he delights in the
presence of his inferiors, who will gape at his perfections and exploits;
and becomes at last the victim of those who praise him most; for “none
are more taken in by flattery than the proud.” %

So far our gentle philosopher offers us a rather Spartan ethic; but
he strikes in other passages a softer tone. He marvels at the amount of
envy, recrimination, mutual belittlement, and even hatred, which
agitates and separates men; and sees no remedy for our social ills ex-
cept in the elimination of these and similar emotions. He believes it is
a simple matter to show that hatred, perhaps because it trembles on the
verge of love, can be more easily overcome by love than by recipro-
cated hate. For hatred is fed on the feeling that it is returned; whereas
he who believes himself to be loved by one whom he hates is a prey
to the conflicting emotions of hatred and love, since (as Spinoza per-
haps too optimistically believes) love tends to beget love; so that his
hatred disintegrates and loses force. To hate is to acknowledge our in-
feriority and our fear; we do not hate a foe whom we are confident we
can overcome. “He who wishes to revenge injuries by reciprocal hatred
will live in misery. But he who endeavors to drive away hatred by
means of love, fights with pleasure and confidence; he resists equally
one or many men, and scarcely needs at all the help of fortune. Those
whom he conquers yield joyfully.” # “Minds are conquered not by

1V, 54. =101, App., def. 29.
% Ibid.; and 01, 55, note. ¥ IV, App., def. 21.
*IV, 45.
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arms but by greatness of soul.” * In such passages Spinoza sees some-
thing of the light which shone on the hills of Galilee.

But the essence of his ethic is rather Greek than Christian. “The
endeavor to understand is the first and only basis of virtue” **—noth-
ing could be more simply and thoroughly Socratic. For “we are tossed
about by external causes in many ways, and like waves driven by con-
trary winds, we waver and are unconscious of the issue and our
fate.” * We think we are most ourselves when we are most passionate,
whereas it is then we are most passive, caught in some ancestral torrent
of impulse or feeling, and swept on to a precipitate reaction which
meets only part of the situation because without thought only part of a
situation can be perceived. A passion is an “inadequate idea”; thought
is response delayed till every vital angle of a problem has aroused a cor-
relative reaction, inherited or acquired; only so is the idea adequate,
the response all that it can be.®* The instincts are magnificent as a
driving force, but dangerous as guides; for by what we may call the
individualism of the instincts, each of them seeks its own fulfilment,
regardless of the good of the whole personality. What havoc has come
to men, for example, from uncontrolled greed, pugnacity, or lust, till
such men have become but the appendages of the instinct that has
mastered them. “The emotions by which we are daily assailed have
reference rather to some part of the body which is affected beyond
the others, and so the emotions as a rule are in excess, and detain the
mind in the contemplation of one object so that it cannot think of
others.” ® But “desire that arises from pleasure or pain which has ref-
erence to one or certain parts of the body has no advantage to man as a
whole.” ®* To be ourselves we must complete ourselves.

All this is, of course, the old philosophic distinction between reason
and passion; but Spinoza adds vitally to Socrates and the Stoics. He
knows that as passion without reason is blind, reason without passion
is dead. “An emotion can neither be hindered nor removed except by a

®1V, App. 11. ®IV, 26.
"1, 59, note.

"To phrase it in later terms: reflex action is a local response to a local stimulus;
instinctive action is a partial response to part of a situation; reason is total
response to the whole situation.

%1V, 44, note. *1V, 6o.
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contrary and stronger emotion.” % Instead of uselessly opposing reason
to passion—a contest in which the more deeply rooted and ancestral
element usually wins—he opposes reasonless passions to passions co-
ordinated by reason, put into place by the total perspective of the situa-
tion. Thought should not lack the heat of desire, nor desire the light
of thought. “A passion ceases to be a passion as soon as we form a clear
and distinct idea of it, and the mind is subject to passions in propor-
tion to the number of adequate ideas which it has.”® “All appetites
are passions only so far as they arise from inadequate ideas; they are
virtues . . . when generated by adequate ideas”;" all intelligent be-
havior—i. e., all reaction which meets the total situation—is virtuous
action; and in the end there is no virtue but intelligence.

Spinoza’s ethics flows from his metaphysics: just as reason there
lay in the perception of law in the chaotic flux of things, so here it lies
in the establishment of law in the chaotic flux of desires; there it lay in
seeing, here it lies in acting, sub specie eternitatis—under the form of
eternity; in making perception and action fit the eternal perspective of
the whole. Thought helps us to this larger view because it is aided by
imagination, which presents to consciousness those distant effects of
present actions which could have no play upon reaction if reaction were
thoughtlessly immediate. The great obstacle to intelligent behavior is
the superior vividness of present sensations as compared with those
projected memories which we call imagination. “In so far as the mind
conceives a thing according to the dictates of reason, it will be equally
affected whether the idea be of anything present, past, or future.” ®®
By imagination and reason we turn experience into foresight; we be-
come the creators of our future, and cease to be the slaves of our past.

So we achieve the only freedom possible to man. The passivity of
passion is “human bondage,” the action of reason is human liberty.
Freedom is not from causal law or process, but from partial passion or
impulse; and freedom not from passion, but from uncosrdinated and

%1V, 7, 14. *V, 3.

" Notice the resemblance between the last two quotations and the psycho-
analytic doctrine that desires are “complexes” only so long as we are not aware
of the precise causes of these desires, and that the first element in treatment
is therefore an attempt to bring the desire and its causes to consciousness—
to form “adequate ideas” of it and them.

BV, 62.
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uncompleted passion. We are free only where we know.?® To be a
superman is to be free not from the restraints of social justice and
amenity, but from the individualism of the instincts. With this com-
pleteness and integrity comes the equanimity of the wise man; not the
aristocratic self-complacency of Aristotle’s hero, much less the super-
cilious superiority of Nietzsche's ideal, but 2 more comradely poise and
peace of mind. “Men who are good by reason—i. e., men who, under
the guidance of reason, seek what is useful to them—desire nothing for
themselves which they do not also desire for the rest of mankind.” %
To be great is not to be placed above humanity, ruling others; but to
stand above the partialities and futilities of uninformed desire, and to
rule one’s self.

This is a nobler freedom than that which men call free will; for the
will is not free, and perhaps there is no “will.” And let no one suppose
that because he is no longer “free,” he is no longer morally responsible
for his behavior and the structure of his life. Precisely because men’s
actions are determined by their memories, society must for its protec-
tion form its citizens through their hopes and fears into some measure
of social order and codperation. All education presupposes determin-
ism, and pours into the open mind of youth a store of prohibitions
which are expected to participate in determining conduct. “The evil
which ensues from evil deeds is not therefore less to be feared because
it comes of necessity; whether our actions are free or not, our motives
still are hope and fear. Therefore the assertion is false that I would
leave no room for precepts and commands.” *** On the contrary, de-
terminism makes for a better moral life: it teaches us not to despise or
ridicule any one, or be angry with any one;*** men are “not guilty”;
and though we punish miscreants, it will be without hate; we forgive
them because they know not what they do.

Above all, determinism fortifies us to expect and to bear both faces
of fortune with an equal mind; we remember that all things follow by

* Cf. Professor Dewey: “A physician or engineer is free in his thought and
his action in the degree in which he knows what he deals with. Possibly we
find here the key to any freedom.”—Human Nature and Conduct; New York,
1922; p. 303.

™1V, 18, note; cf. Whitman: “By God, I will not have anything that all can-
not have their counterpart of on the same terms.”

* Epistle 43. 11, end.
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the eternal decrees of God. Perhaps even it will teach us the “intellec-
tual love of God,” whereby we shall accept the laws of nature gladly,
and find our fulfillment within her limitations. He who sees all things
as determined cannot complain, though he may resist; for he “perceives
things under a certain species of eternity,” *°* and he understands that
his mischances are not chances in the total scheme; that they find some
justification in the eternal sequence and structure of the world. So
minded, he rises from the fitful pleasures of passion to the high seren-
ity of contemplation which sees all things as parts of an eternal order
and development; he learns to smile in the face of the inevitable, and
“whether he comes into his own now, or in a thousand years, he sits
content.” *** He learns the old lesson that God is no capricious per-
sonality absorbed in the private affairs of his devotees, but the invari-
able sustaining order of the universe. Plato words the same conception
beautifully in the Republic: “He whose mind is fixed upon true being
has no time to look down upon the little affairs of men, or to be filled
with jealousy and enmity in the struggle against them; his eye is ever
directed towards fixed and immutable principles, which he sees neither
injuring nor injured by one another, but all in order moving accord-
ing to reason; these he imitates, and to these he would, as far as he can,
conform himself.” % “That which is necessary,” says Nietzsche, “does
not offend me. Amor fati"—love of fate—“is the core of my nature.” 26

Or Keats:
To bear all naked truths,
And to envisage circumstance, all calm:
That is the top of sovereignty.1o?

Such a philosophy teaches us to say Yea to life, and even to death—
“a free man thinks of nothing less than of death; and his wisdom is a
meditation not on death but on life.” °¢ It calms our fretted egos with
its large perspective; it reconciles us to the limitations within which our
purposes must be circumscribed. It may lead to resignation and an
Orientally supine passivity; but it is also the indispensable basis of all
wisdom and all strength.

%11, 44, cor. 2. % Whitman.

1% & 500.

% Ecce Homo, p. 130. It was rather Nietzsche’s hope than his attainment.
" Hyperion, I1, 203. % Ethics, IV, 67.
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IV RELIGION AND IMMORTALITY

After all, as we perceive, Spinoza’s philosophy was an attempt to love
even a world in which he was outcast and alone; again like Job, he
typified his people, and asked how it could be that even the just man,
like the chosen people, should suffer persecution and exile and every
desolation. For a time the conception of the world as a process of im-
personal and invariable law soothed and sufficed him; but in the end
his essentially religious spirit turned this mute process into something
almost lovable. He tried to merge his own desires with the universal
order of things, to become an almost indistinguishable part of nature.
“The greatest good is the knowledge of the union which the mind has
with the whole nature.” *° Indeed, our individual separateness is in
a sense illusory; we are parts of the great stream of law and cause, parts
of God; we are the flitting forms of a being greater than ourselves, and
endless while we die. Our bodies are cells in the body of the race, our
race is an incident in the drama of life; our minds are the fitful flashes
of an eternal light. “Our mind, in so far as it understands, is an eternal
mode of thinking, which is determined by another mode of thinking,
and this one again by another, and so on to infinity; so that they all
constitute at the same time the eternal and infinite intellect of
God.” 1° In this pantheistic merging of the individual with the All,
the Orient speaks again: we hear the echo of Omar, who “never
called the One two,” and of the old Hindu poem: “Know in thyself and
All one self-same soul; banish the dream that sunders part from
whole.” 11 “Sometimes,” said Thoreau, “as I drift idly on Walden
Pond, I cease to live and begin to be.”

As such parts of such a whole we are immortal. “The human mind
cannot be absolutely destroyed with the human body, but there is
some part of it which remains eternal.” 2 This is the part that con-
ceives things sub specie eternitatis; the more we so conceive things, the
more eternal our thought is. Spinoza is even more than usually ob-
scure here; and after endless controversy among interpreters his lan-
guage yet speaks differently to different minds. Sometimes one imag-
ines him to mean George Eliot’s immortality by repute, whereby that
which is most rational and beautiful in our thought and our lives sur-

® De Emendatione, p. 230. " ¥ Ethics, V, 40, note.
Tn Pollock, 169, 145. 12 Fthics, V, 23.
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vives us to have an almost timeless efficacy down the years. Sometimes
again Spinoza seems to have in mind a personal and individual im-
mortality; and it may be that as death loomed up so prematurely in his
path he yearned to console himself with this hope that springs eter-
nally in the human breast. Yet he insistently differentiates eternity
from everlastingness: “If we pay attention to the common opinion of
men, we shall see that they are conscious of the eternity of their minds;
but they confuse eternity with duration, and attribute it to imagination
or memory, which they believe will remain after death.” ** But like
Aristotle, Spinoza, though talking of immortality, denies the survival
of personal memory. “The mind can neither imagine nor recollect any-
thing save while in the body.” *** Nor does he believe in heavenly re-
wards: “Those are far astray from a true estimate of virtue who expect
for their virtue, as if it were the greatest slavery, that God will adorn
them with the greatest rewards; as if virtue and the serving of God
were not happiness itself and the greatest liberty.” *5 “Blessedness,”
reads the last proposition of Spinoza’s book, “is not the reward of vir-
tue, but virtue itself.” And perhaps in the like manner, immortality is
not the reward of clear thinking, it is clear thought itself, as it carries
up the past into the present and reaches out into the future, so over-
coming the limits and narrowness of time, and catching the perspective
that remains eternally behind the kaleidoscope of change; such thought
is immortal because every truth is a permanent creation, part of the
eternal acquisition of man, influencing him endlessly.

With this solemn and hopeful note the Ethics ends. Seldom has
one book enclosed so much thought, and fathered so much commen-
tary, while yet remaining so bloody a battleground for hostile inter-
pretations. Its metaphysic may be faulty, its psychology imperfect, its
theology unsatisfactory and obscure; but of the soul of the book, its
spirit and essence, no man who has read it will speak otherwise than
reverently. In the concluding paragraph that essential spirit shines
forth in simple eloquence:

Thus I have completed all I wished to show concerning the power of
the mind over emotions, or the freedom of the mind. From which it is clear
how much a wise man is in front of and how stronger he is than an ig-
norant one, who is guided by lust alone. For an ignorant man, besides

1Y, 34, note. Y, 21.
11, 49, note.
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being agitated in many ways by external causes, never enjoys one true
satisfaction of the mind: he lives, moreover, almost unconscious of him-
self, God, and things, and as soon as he ceases to be passive, ceases to be.
On the contrary the wise man, in so far as he is considered as such, is
scarcely moved in spirit; he is conscious of himself, of God, and things by
a certain eternal necessity; he never ceases to be, and always enjoys satis-
faction of mind. If the road I have shown to lead to this is very difficult, it
can yet be discovered. And clearly it must be very hard when it is so sel-
dom found. For how could it be that it is neglected practically by all, if
salvation were close at hand and could be found without difficulty? But
all excellent things are as difficult as they are rare.

5 The Political Treatise

There remains for our analysis that tragic torso, the Tractatus Polit-
icus, the work of Spinoza’s maturest years, stopped suddenly short by
his early death. It is a brief thing, and yet full of thought; so that one
feels again how much was lost when this gentle life was closed at the
very moment that it was ripening to its fullest powers. In the same gen-
eration which saw Hobbes exalting absolute monarchy and denounc-
ing the uprising of the English people against their king almost as
vigorously as Milton was defending it, Spinoza, friend of the republi-
can De Witts, formulated a political philosophy which expressed the
liberal and democratic hopes of his day in Holland, and became one of
the main sources of that stream of thought which culminated in Rous-
seau and the Revolution.

All political philosophy, Spinoza thinks, must grow out of a dis-
tinction between the natural and the moral order—that is, between
existence before, and existence after, the formation of organized so-
cieties. Spinoza supposes that men once lived in comparative isolation,
without law or social organization; there were then, he says, no con-
ceptions of right and wrong, justice or injustice; might and right were
one.

Nothing can exist in a natural state which can be called good or bad
by common assent, since every man who is in a natural state consults only
his own advantage, and determines what is good or bad according to his
own fancy and in so far as he has regard for his own advantage alone, and
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holds himself responsible to no one save himself by any law; and therefore
sin cannot be conceived in a natural state, but only in a civil state, where
it is decreed by common consent what is good or bad, and each one holds
himself responsible to the state.?16 . . . The law and ordinance of nature
under which all men are born, and for the most part live, forbids nothing
but what no one wishes or is able to do, and is not opposed to strife, hatred,
anger, treachery, or, in general, anything that appetite suggests.}1?

We get an inkling of this law of nature, or this lawlessness of
nature, by observing the behavior of states; “there is no altruism among
nations,” '8 for there can be law and morality only where there is an
accepted organization, a common and recognized authority. The
“rights” of states are now what the “rights” of individuals used to be
(and still often are), that is, they are mights, and the leading states, by
some forgetful honesty of diplomats, are very properly called the
“Great Powers.” So it is too among species: there b