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Chapter 16

Aristotle

Next to Plato Aristotle holds the title as one of the most influential thinkers in the West,
includingamongstsome ofthe Islamic philosopher§ G Af f A G Aa LINRPoOolFofeée KAa
has the most influence in our daily livéiall of Western philosophig a footnote to Plato, think that
all Western science is a footnote to Aristotle.

Aristotle represents a serious break in thoughith previous philosophers (reSocratesand
Platg and yet he breaks little new ground in terms of questionsile he starts with and refines
a2YS 27 tftBi2QayRBFEAXAK Y Sy (phygeal truhi &nd seek¥ KA IK
meaning within the world. He creates tla@alyticaldeductive method, observing with the senses t
understand and know something, creating the movement from a postaoaipriorithinking

A Man, A Pl ané.
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physician to the king of Maced@nbut he was orphaned early and eventually placed iRtatcQQ a
Academy at 17. Plato himself was impressed with the lad, so impressed that he call@tédimind
of the schodd, which probably sounds much more poetic in Greek.

After PlatdQ & R lfolinK Bis thoughtoo different fromhis mentor and therefore the school
he founded. Aristotle headed out seeking his own wayhanging with other graduates and
classmées (sounds like some teeage coming of age movigfventually, he was summoned back to
educate the young son of a certalacedonianruler named Phillip. This young man Alexander
gK2 S@Syidz fte oS5O0l (Wich §oyndsséttylgand evdn i EngRiBarerit Q
on to have some influence on the thinking patterns of a large number of people.

In connection with the ascendency of Alexanderistotle made his way back to Athetasopen
a school in the Lyceum. Here he assembled a large library aided by money and materials sent by
Alexander from all over theewempire.

Unfortunately for him, all good things must come to an exmdl with the death of Alexande¢he
negative reactionto his rule swept Aristotle up. Similarly accused like his meftdr Y Shé G 2 NJ
choose to not let Athend?a Ay (6 A OS | (Ehidhysduiids haliin otk &2dkIKnd English)
and unlile hisgrandmentor, fled the city. Soon afterwards lyot sick anddied which may or may
not prove Socrate® LJ2 A y (i

Not a bad resume. His parentage places him squarely within the poByst¢ém, of which the
Academy soug to influence.His natural intellect and impressive mind guarantee him a seat there
and influence in the regime. The peace and influence of Alexaedsured a wide effect of his
thought. The idea of the library flourished, stdfamously in Alexandria in Egygtd still survives,
though not in AlexandriaMany of his works, most probably lectunotes, survive. The right man in
the right placeat the right time.

The Big Themes

What distinguishes Aristotle from earli#hinkers? Not much reallyut to be fairit is more than
just his position in the historical timeline which calls our attention to .humgic. Vices and virtues
Understanding objects throug@ategoriesFinal causeBiology. Psychology. Rhetoric. Poetics. You
name it, he had a thought on ile accomplished this volume of thought lmeaking things down in
to their components in order to better understand therkle was adivider not a uniterto
paraphraseHe divided thecience® O G KAY |1 2F GKS 62NR Y Shbpimoy 3 dzy RS



three categories: the theoretical, the practical and the productive. Science gives us information, but
that information has different ultimate ends: kwof SR3IS>* 02y RdzOG FyR GKS YI
objects.

For Aristotle, ife surrounds us and is larger than just our maefions. The quantification and
qualification of the world around us requires a portion of our thought as \&#ll, knowing involves
right action. That is to say, contrary to some opinions just because we can do something, we should
not because it is not ethical.

Thought Exercise
Compare and contrast this understanding of knowledge and the purpose of knowledge with
Pla2 Q a

Aristotle Interrupted

But we digressAs stated previously, Aristotle wrote on a great many things. The following are
notesare onsome of the works or lectures which are part of his main thought. Later we will explore
these and otherdeas but for now, a mere overvielsecause to expound on them would take more
room than we have

One last observation is that Aristotle was the master of the opening line.

Metaphysics
OAll men desire to know. (MetaphysicsBk. 1:} This fundamental function within humans
requires much thought. If Natures the physical world around us,hat is the nature of what is
beyond Nature? What knowledged ©S&aid OKI NI O,iaSdNdow & Re dcoiire W2 A & R2 Y !
While he takes a slightly different approach than Plat@ subject is similar.

Science (Physics)
What is the nature of NatufeHere he takes on some of the big ones we hglencedat:
Motion, something or nthing, Time and changeBiology and Psycholodgll into this realm What
FNBE a2YS 27 ( ofNatWa?TKNEE (0 SINNA\ yUG/A- L dSNgeiifor 4 Jelldvierrol 2 LIK S NI
science one that has been dropped indg2 NJ 2 F WaOASyGAadQo

Logic

We have previously examined this idea, but let us now loothatterm in terms of the man.
Well, now comes the hard part. Sheepishly and with as much as the word is bandied about here,
contritely, I must inform you that Aristalnever formally assign a work to it, nor did dually use
the word. It comes to us later probably from Cicekis word would be more correctly translated
Wi y I f AristatleOsavildgic not so much as a science but a function of every human draing
society. That is to say, it is, as we have profferetbityou, aninstrument of scienceand the
necessary basis of sciendde took it for granted that it had to be understoadd practicedn order
to do any of the sciences.

Still webrazely F 8 aA 3y GKS Y2 yAR1ESNQYW!IoNIOH WABS kAT YRAR 6| E
subject as it was so important to his system. He introduces the syllogism as the basis for all
reasoning

The Soul



How different couldthis be from Platpright? For Aristotle the study of the soid Psychology
(think Psychg therefore the end of Psychology is to study and reactunderstandingdfirst of its
essential natureand secondly its ppperties (De Anima Bk. 1)7As he presents ithe study of how
and why we understand is perhaps the greatest in rank of the scietrcdisis way he still reflects
Plato. What is the end of knowledge&cept that we should live better?

Ethics (Nicomachean)

More than just a motivation, a system unitself and a nameNicomaclean (most probably
because it was written down by his sonicbimachus). Everythingby all accounts iaimed toward
the good, so it must be that the good is that takd which all is aimed. | wished | had said that and
people would be quoting me instead of the first line of ics An interesting development is the
non-relativistic notion that some goods are subservient to other goods.

So what is the Good? Thinkdba virtug as Platosaw it was involved the whole of the person
working toward a synthesisfdhought and deed. Aristotlenever content to let whole things be
whole, dissects virtue back into two parts: intellectual (thouglatsd moralactions).

Politics

Well everyone has an opinion right?NA a G 2 G f SQ& 2 LJA wak the/scigntedf theK | {
good, that of which Ethics speals.that sense and if we look at the categor@sknowledge this
would be the most practical science. As with Platistotle puts high value on politicddought.

Putting It Together

So as we begin to examine this great thinker, we have todstamawe of the effect his formalized
thought has on so much of what we think today

Ironically (if irony were not dead, but that is another class), at least to this observer, the idea of
YT NS y hat wedding o andhe ideas we ofterdismiss thraigh Scienceare often at odds
with what wasembraced by this author of Science

GThat which is there to be spoken of and thought of, must Barmenides, Fragment 6
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Chapter 17

Aristotle Unveiled

hdzNJ LINBGA2dza RAaOdza a A 2 ys tholght,ddat giiekvery lathlid th&wak 2 F !
of depth.The ultimate problem not just for us in our limited format, and not just for the voluminous
Aristotle, but for most philosophers is the extent of their writings and thought. What to pick and
choose? Whito survey that will be good for lateN®hat is good just to know in and of itself? Well,
not easily answered questis, at least for this writer. Ithe meantime, we have never let ignorance
stop us.Knowing that the extent of our treatment will be a neepaleshadecompared to the works
themselves, let us press on. To that we mustpiercethe veil; well maybe at best we caspend
some timepeeking beneattihe curtain and come to understand some of the language and thought
of Aristotle.

Aristotle ofteninvokes thedialecticalmethod. Plato (and Socrates) employs it but more often
uses the Socratic method because he really believes in drawing the aosiverf the individual.
Aristotle dialogswith other thinkers to work through the idea. Whereas Platdidees the answer
lies within the individual, Aristotle believes the idea lies within the thinking, that it is more external,
because it lies in the observation.

And The Categories Areé

We will first tackle thedea of CategoriesThis is an essential part of the understanding of not
only Aristotelianthought but that ofmanylater philosopherglike Kan}. In a rash and completely
generalized statement we castate that Socratesnd Platoreally did not care as to the minutiae
when it came to thinking. They were more about the big idéasstotle, on the other hand, saw
that not being exact led to errors in thinking, so he set tmuformalizethought and thinkingNot
the ideas, but the methods are neWlany people before him have mentioned many of the things
he will explore, but his genius provides a formal structure to thekiinin

Aside from just an obvious glee about how thierld is put together, he really wants to get down
to a how we canthink about things that will give us eonsistent way to discuss themlow on
I NR& a ( 2 ivé BuSt@lefir® da8 woratategories The Greek word is probably best tratestated
I & WLINB Rsuliydctan8pfeditate Saaytheir simplestcategoriesare those things whichan
be the predicateor subjectin a statement oran argument.

We might also say that one thingpsedictable of ompredicatedon another, as irthis sentence
Ad LINBRAOFGSR Ay (GKS ARSE GKFG L 1y26 6KFG LQY

So how do categoriégiselp us and how are they determined? The two questions are actually the
same question. The determining cditegories helps us to understand theamd vice versaOkay,
21Fe8X L KSIFENI GKS OeyAaoda oavYlrtf wOQU lY2y3a &2dz &l
not always taught that you cannot define a thing with itself? Did not Aristotle himselffgléisat as
a logical fallacy? Well, yes. Okay you caught me.

The main problem with categorizing categorisghat there are so many ways to do it and so
many ways to understand it. Aristotle himself relies on categorizindnigeofficiallist of categories
seemsto be fluid. The main point is that when we are thinking about things we are trying to get to
their heart, not by stripping away everything but getting down to their basic defingiot their
definition to everythingelse Along the way we do not abandon what we know about the thing, just
come to greateunderstandof the thing in its larger context.

Meaning, for 100



How do Icategorizethings, let me count the way&Ve tend to think in generals and specifics.
SometvS&a GKS (g2 OFry 3ASG Ay SIFOK 20KSNRa gle&d ¢KS
need to be bounded, so that we can understand the context in which we use them. Aristotle starts
out by addressing this using three words:

1. Equivocally: That is to sg something has the same name as something else but the

definition is differentequivalency) world: the collection of peoplandthe planet

2. Univocally: Is thecasewhenthe name and the definition applied to that name are the

same(oneness) car. samewhether it is a Ford or a Toyota

3. Derivatively: Something derives its name from something efseheritance)i

computer something which computes

How do we get meaning®hat are the waysn which something is the thing on which other
things dependhisdefinitionis n a sensavhat a categoryis, that is, it is the thing on which others
are based, or the bucket into which they fallence we can talk about humans and birds as both
being animals, even though they are not the same kind of animal. Heugnty telling us that the
definition of something, that by which we know it &s is what we have when we strip away
everything which can exist apart from Tthis is how knowa bird from a tree.

Double Jeopardy
Why is definition and defining and catiging things so importantWhy did Aristotle feel the
need to go in this direction? Whatspect ofPlatonic thought caused him diverge frodefining
things by their Forra Taking three steps forward and two steps back we dance back to &talto
take a look athat central tenet of Platonic thought: the Forms. There #ireee theses about Forms
whichnot only | conveniently left out till now bugtate they are
1. Individual. Forms(or idealsor common naturgsareindividuals that expressand
explain) all features common to the individuals that share that nature.
2. Distinct from particulars. The common nature (goodness, humanitgissinct from
any of the individual things that share it (good things, humans).
3. Self-predicable. Thecommon nature must be predicable of itself. Goodisegsod,
Humanity is human, etc.

From thisPlatonic definitionAristotle, in a kind of Sherman and Peabody flight through\Wesy-
Backmachine runs into theThird Manparadox:
Humanis predicable botlof Socratesand ofhumanity Schumanmust be distinct

from both Socrates anbdumanity. So we need yet another common natfedzY I y Q
(human primeQistinctfrom humanand from Socrates. And yet another nature again
that is dstinct fromhumay ,(Bumanand Socrates. But this will go on forever, which
means we really have no explanation for what makes Socrates huteatells ushe
same problenwould alsooccur withdwhiteg.

BasicallyAristotle counters with the idea oSubsance and Accidents Recall from earlier brief
discussios (See Chapter 9) théBubstancds that which makes something what itgshuman for
example, andiccidentsare what distinguish the individual Substaedeom oneanotherc hair color
andheight. This avoids the walpack argument because you distinguish things from one another not
by some externa ¥ 2 N Q 0 dzli 0.&s an E&x@dhodlight rén@embeStlyati definitiomwise
what for Aristotle could be a substance for one thing might be an accident for anothetr that is
where having categorigselps ugmore on that later)



Logic, for 500

Logic is the core toadr as Aristotle would call igninstrument(organon) for all thinking. Sound
familiar? That aside, as you can see from the discussion of Categbrjethear idea wasnecessary
before he could even posit the idea of logical thinkiagd that logical thinking would be requit¢o
define the categoriesGo back and look at th&quare ofOpposition(Chapter2) where you can see
the categoriesat work.
Aristotle has works on both the a priand a posteriorianalytics as he would call thenNow,
we do not want to rehash all of the logic sectipm@s helpful as that may be, but put it into context.
For Aristotle the reasonindor anything in the theoretical sciences was based in tfatse
Al G4SYSydGa Ay NBtIIFTGA2YAKALI 2 2yS | y &sbhdsialjgp ¢ KS
statements predicated about a subjecr more succinctlypropositions Aristotle believed that the
flaw in so many explanations was the lack of logjlte idea and imperative nature of logic meant
thatO2y aAadSyoOe Aa | aadz2NBR | ydemoisiatidhcah e 2Rablish&® dzy R { .
As with the categoriesthis just means that you do not have to go back gpreve everything in
order to proceed in an argumenY.ou also avoid confusing yourself and committing a fallacy.

Language, for 1000

0Spoken words are the symbols of mental experience and written wordshareyimbols of the
spoken worck Thus spake AristotldDe Interpretationel6). Words have to be understood. The
words we use for communicating ideas must be understdgistotle acknowledges that there are a
variety of linguistic possibilities dealing wittuths and the means of communicatinghese ideas,
like so many others contained here, will be bounced about by later philosophers.

But for now, our discussion is not so much on the words themselves, but word forms and their
definition such as nouns, es and the like are of concern here (that is language). Truth and falsity
are derived here by combining words together, which like thoughts have neither validity ner non
validity in and of themselves, they just are. So this is a step beyond just the dateadnich in and
of themselves are neither true nor false but in only context of an argument, of predicaliotney
acquire some truth or falsity.

By reducing language down to these simple ideas, Aristotle makes it dasiereate the
categoriesfor which Science ande ourselvesare so indebted. But is there a down side? Does this
reduce language to a very base and uninteresting phenomena in humans? Not for Aristotle.
Remember, he really wasto understand things and he knows that you can be distracted when you
say things like, but what about different languages and colloquial words and phrases, etStagtc.
on target(Gold FiveStarWars).

Final Jeopardy

GThis is theunderstanding of wht knowledgeis£ And the questionis dWhat is Metaphysicz
Close how much did you wagerReally the question we are trying to answer is what knowledge
(epistemologywas for Aristotle. Well, w&now that it was impdant to him; weknow that there
are types of knowledge (theoretical, practical and productive) but how did he see the sciences
(instrumentsof thinking)falling into those categori&WVell here are some quick examples:

Metaphysics physics and mathematics fall under the theoretical knowledgdém, that is to say
their end aim is to provide knowledghat is of the thing itselfnot of the thinker. Alternatively,
practical knowledge, in wbh ethicsand politicsfall, concentrates on action andeémerges fronthe
doernot in some external reality



Theoretical knowledgeequires the understanding of the principles of and the applicatbbn
deductive thinkingor[ 2 3A O3 ¢ A (i KBadic&lI$ ho@ Icanljoill Hidcliedb] afything unless
you have a definition of argumentation?
Practical knowledgeés an interesting distinction from productive knowledge, in that these would
aSSY (2 0S WLINRBRdAzOGAGSQ I a I ye iNktexadly, kiddbite A OF f &
NRE23G Y2NB Ay (SN dpragnmaticivhidhlis @nhdleOtbeRclassy 8 6 S R 2 F
Productive knowledg&ind of speaks for itselfut just in case the voice is too quiet | will boldly
speak for it. Think backto Pl@dd®dn® | 26 RAR KS aSS ForAnshbotdii wa®hoft Q 1y 2.
much different. He classified medicine, construction and the like here, as Pla#oimiga | € = WG KS |

Putting It Together

This is a massive discussi@amdyet very incomplete The ideas and notions which lie behind it
press unseen like the water behind a dafristotle cannot really be encapsulated without some
loss so some readings required What we seek here is to understand how important it was for
Aristotle that distinctions be made, and not just arbitrarily, at the time you want to prove your point
but at all times, such that the point remains vaiidm there on Defining andunderstanding things
in relationship to one another gave them distinction but also kept them in the big picture. As for
Platg knowledgewas the goal, and not just knowledge bight knowledge.

Platofelt reason alone was the means to wisdomristotle really wants to add observation to
the mix.He begins with our sense of wonder and awe of the world around us. This must count for
something. Consequentialiyhihgs are knowable iand fromthemselvegthing quathing). Think of
it as the perfect is held within them as opposed to some external place. This is a difference in
Epistemologyetween the twao

A QY y24 GFrt1Ay3 o2dzi Of I Ya Ay HIw&NhdvEanL QY G
you have eaclone generally? Well guesse 2 dz O2 dzf RX odzi A0 ¢2dARY QG o6 S
Guthrie, The Story of Reuben Clamzuldis Strange Daughter in the Key of A.



Chapter 17a

CATEGORIES (Chapters 1-6)
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Things aresaid to be named 'equivocally’ when, though th
have a common name, the definition corresponding with the na
differs for each. Thus, a real man and a figure in a picture can
lay claim to the name 'animal’; yet these are equivocally so nan
for, though they have a common name, the definitic
corresponding with the name differs for each. For should any
define in what sense each is an animal, his definition in the
case will be appropriate to that case only.

On the other hand, things areaid to be named ‘univocally
which have both the name and the definition answering to t
name in common. A man and an ox are both ‘animal’, and th
are univocally so named, inasmuch as not only the name, but
the definition, is the same in both sas: for if a man should stat
in what sense each is an animal, the statement in the one ¢
would be identical with that in the other.

Things are said to be named 'derivatively', which derive tt
name from some other name, but differ from it iertmination.
Thus the grammarian derives his hame from the word ‘gramrr
and the courageous man from the word 'courage’.

Forms of speech are either simple or composite. Example
the latter are such expressions as 'the man runs', 'the man'wonhs
the former 'man’, 'ox’, 'runs’, 'wins'.

Of things themselves some are predicable of a subject, anc
never present in a subject. Thus 'man' is predicable of
individual man, and is never present in a subj&st.being 'present
in a subjectl do not mean present as parts are present in a wh
but being incapable of existence apart from the said subject.

25

Some things, again, are present in a subject, but are ne
predicable of a subject. For instance, a certain point
grammatical knowledge is present in the mind, but is n
predicable of any subject; or again, a certain whiteness may
present in the body (for color requires a material basis), yet i
never predicable of anything.

Other things, again, are both predicable af subject and
present in a subject. Thus while knowledge is present in the hu
mind, it is predicable of grammar.

There is, lastly, a class of things which are neither present
subject nor predicable of a subject, such as the individual ma
the individual horse. But, to speak more generally, that whicl
individual and has the character of a unit is never predicable
subject. Yet in some cases there is nothing to prevent such b
present in a subject. Thus a certain point of grammati
knowledge is present in a subject.

When one thing is predicated of another, all that which
predicable of the predicate will be predicable also of the subijt
Thus, 'man' is predicated of the individual man; but ‘animal
predicated of 'mah it will, therefore, be predicable of the
individual man also: for the individual man is both 'man' a
‘animal'.

If genera are different and eordinate, their differentiae are
themselves different in kind. Take as an instance the ge
‘animal' aad the genus 'knowledge'. 'With feet', 'twimoted',
'winged', 'aquatic’, are differentiae of 'animal’; the species
knowledge are not distinguished by the same differentiae. (
species of knowledge does not differ from another in being “tv
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footed'".

But where one genus is subordinate to another, there
nothing to prevent their having the same differentiae: for ti
greater class is predicated of the lesser, so that all the differen
of the predicate will be differentiae also of the subject.

Expressions which are in no way composite signify substa
quantity, quality, relation, place, time, position, state, action,
affection. To sketch my meaning roughly, examples of subst:
are 'man’ or 'the horse', of quantity, such terms &gd cubits long'
or 'three cubits long', of quality, such attributes as 'whit
‘grammatical’. 'Double’, 'half', 'greater’, fall under the category
relation; 'in a the market place’, 'in the Lyceum’, under that
place; 'yesterday', 'last year', undénat of time. 'Lying’, 'sitting’,
are terms indicating position, 'shod’, ‘armed’, state; 'to lance’,
cauterize', action; 'to be lanced', 'to be cauterized', affection.

No one of these terms, in and by itself, involves an affirmati
it is by thecombination of such terms that positive or negati
statements arise. For every assertion must, as is admitted,
either true or false, whereas expressions which are not in any
composite such as 'man’, ‘white', 'runs', 'wins', cannot be eitl
true or false.

Substance, in the truest and primary and most definite sens
the word, is that which is neither predicable of a subject 1
present in a subject; for instance, the individual man or horse.
in a secondary sense those things arelezhlsubstances withir
which, as species, the primary substances are included; also t
which, as genera, include the species. For instance, the indivi
man is included in the species 'man’, and the genus to which
species belongs is 'animal’; thesthereforethat is to say, the
species 'man' and the genus ‘'animate termed secondary
substances.

It is plain from what has been said that both the name and
definition of the predicate must be predicable of the subject. |
instance, 'man' ipredicted of the individual man. Now in this ca:

2°27

2°34

2°7

the name of the species man' is applied to the individual, for
use the term 'man' in describing the individual; and the definiti
of 'man' will also be predicated of the individual man, for t
individual man is both man and animal. Thus, both the name
the definition of the species are predicable of the individual.

With regard, on the other hand, to those things which ¢
present in a subject, it is generally the case that neither their ne
nor their definition is predicable of that in which they are prese
Though, however, the definition is never predicable, there
nothing in certain cases to prevent the name being used.
instance, 'white' being present in a body is predicated of tima
which it is present, for a body is called white: the definitic
however, of the color white' is never predicable of the body.

Everything except primary substances is either predicable
primary substance or present in a primary subs@n This
becomes evident by reference to particular instances which oc
‘Animal' is predicated of the species 'man’, therefore of t
individual man, for if there were no individual man of whom
could be predicated, it could not be predicated of thpesies
'man' at all. Again, color is present in body, therefore in individ
bodies, for if there were no individual body in which it w
present, it could not be present in body at all. Thus everyth
except primary substances is either predicated ofimary
substances, or is present in them, and if these last did not exit
would be impossible for anything else to exist.

Of secondary substances, the species is more truly subst
than the genus, being more nearly related to primary substar
For if any one should render an account of what a primi
substance is, he would render a more instructive account, and
more proper to the subject, by stating the species than by sta
the genus. Thus, he would give a more instructive account o
individual man by stating that he was man than by stating that
was animal, for the former description is peculiar to the individ
in a greater degree, while the latter is too general. Again, the r
who gives an account of the nature of an individuektwill give a
more instructive account by mentioning the species 'tree' than
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mentioning the genus 'plant'.

Moreover, primary substances are most properly cal
substances in virtuef the fact that they are the entities whicl
underlie every. eks, and that everything else is either predicat:
of them or present in them. Now the same relation which subs
between primary substance and everything else subsists
between the species and the genus: for the species is to the gt
as subject isd predicate, since the genus is predicated of t
species, whereas the species cannot be predicated of the ge
Thus we have a second ground for asserting that the specit
more truly substance than the genus.

Of species themselves, except in tese of such as are gener
no one is more truly substance than another. We should not gi
more appropriate account of the individual man by stating t
species to which he belonged, than we should of an indivic
horse by adopting the same method @éfinition. In the same way
of primary substances, no one is more truly substance tl
another; an individual man is not more truly substance than
individual ox.

It is, then, with good reason that of all that remains, when
exclude primary sultances, we concede to species and geni
alone the name 'secondary substance', for these alone of all
predicates convey a knowledge of primary substance. For it i
stating the species or the genus that we appropriately define .
individual man; andve shall make our definition more exact t
stating the former than by stating the latter. All other things th
we state, such as that he is white, that he runs, and so on,
irrelevant to the definition. Thus it is just that these alone, ap
from primary substances, should be called substances.

Further, primary substances are most properly so call
because they underlie and are the subjects of everything else. |
the same relation that subsists between primary substance .
everything ele subsists also between the species and the genu
which the primary substance belongs, on the one hand, and e
attribute which is not included within these, on the othdfor
these are the subjects of all such. If we call an individual t

37
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'skilled h grammar’, the predicate is applicable also to the spec
and to the genus to which he belongs. This law holds good i
cases.

It is a conmon characteristic of all ssbance that it is never
present in a subject. For primary substance is neifireisent in a
subject nor predicated of a subject; while, with regard
secondary substances, it is clear from the following argume
(apart from others) that they are not present in a subject. |
'man’ is predicated of the individual man, but is not geat in any
subject: for manhood is not present in the individual man. In-
same way, '‘animal' is also predicated of the individual man, bt
not present in him. Again, when a thing is present in a subj
though the name may quite well be applied tioat in which it is
present, the definition cannot be applied. Yet of second
substances, not only the name, but also the definition, applies
the subject: we should use both the definition of the species ¢
that of the genus with reference to the inddual man. Thus
substance cannot be present in a subject.

Yet this is not peculiar to substance, for it is also the case
differentiae cannot be present in subjects. The characteris
‘terrestrial' and 'twofooted' are predicated of the spexs 'man’,
but not present in it. For they are not in man. Moreover, tl
definition of the differentia may be predicated of that of which tt
differentia itself is predicated. For instance, if the characteri
'terrestrial' is predicated of the speciesam', the definition also of
that characteristic may be used to form the predicate of t
species 'man': for 'man’ is terrestrial.

The fact that the parts of substances appear to be presen
the whole, as in a subject, should not make us apprehentsst
we should have to admit that such parts are not substances: fc
explaining the phrase 'being present in a subject', we stated' 1
we meant 'otherwise than as parts in a whole'.

It is the mark of substances and of differentiae tthan all
propositions of which they form the predicate, they are predicat
univocally. For all such propositions have for their subject eit
the individual or the species. It is true that, inasmuch as prinr
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substance is not predicable of anything,cin never form the
predicate of any proposition. But of secondary substances,

species is predicated of the individual, the genus both of

species and of the individual. Similarly the differentiae
predicated of the species and of the individuaMoreover, the
definition of the species and that of the genus are applicable to
primary substance, and that of the genus to the species. Fo
that is predicated of the predicate will be predicated also of 1
subject. Similarly, the definition othe differentiae will be
applicable to the species and to the individuals. But it was ste
above that the word 'univocal' was applied to those things wh
had both name and definition in common. It is, therefol
established that in every propositionf which either substance o
a differentia forms the predicate, these are predicated univocall

All substance appears to signify that which is individual. In
case of primary substance this is indisputably true, for the thin
a unit. In the cas of secondary substances, when we speak,
instance, of 'man' or 'animal’, our form of speech gives
impression that we are here also indicating that which is individ
but the impression is not strictly true; for a secondary substanc
not an irdividual, but a class with a certain qualification; for it
not one and single as a primary substance is; the words '
‘animal’, are predicable of more than one subject.

Yet species and genus do not merely indicate quality, like
term 'white’; 'white' indicates quality and nothing further, bt
species and genus determine the quality with reference tc
substance: they signify substance qualitatively differentiated. -
determinate qualification covers a larger field in the case of
genus hat in that of the species: he who uses the word 'animal
herein using a word of wider extension than he who uses the w

man'.

Another mark of substance is that it has no contrary. W
could be the contrary of any primary substance, such las
individual man or animal? It has none. Nor can the species or
genus have a contrary. Yet this characteristic is not peculia
substance, but is true of many other things, such as quan
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There is nothing that forms the contrary of 'two cubitsip or of
'three cubits long', or of 'ten’, or of any such term. A man n
contend that 'much’ is the contrary of 'little', or ‘great’ of 'smal
but of definite quantitative terms no contrary exists.

Substance, again, does not appear tdnat of variation of
degree. | do not mean by this that one substance cannot be
or less truly substance than another, for it has already been sta
that this is the case; but that no single substance admits of var
degrees within itself. For inghce, one particular substance, 'mat
cannot be more or less man either than himself at some other ti
or than some other man. One man cannot be more man tl
another, as that which is white may be more or less white tt
some other white object, or ahat which is beautiful may be mor
or less beautiful than some other beautiful object. The sa
guality, moreover, is said to subsist in a thing in varying degree
different times. A body, being white, is said to be whiter at c
time than it was beforgor, being warm, is said to be warmer
less warm than at some other time. But substance is not said ti
more or less that which it is: @ man is not more truly a man at
time than he was before, nor is anything, if it is substance, mor:
less whatit is. Substance, then, does not admit of variation
degree.

The most distinctive mark of substance appears to be ti
while remaining numerically one and the same, it is capable
admitting contrary qualities. Fm among things other thar
substance, we should find ourselves unable to bring forward
which possessed this mark. Thus, one and the same color ce
be white and black. Nor can the same one action be good and
this law holds good with everythingdhis not substance. But on
and the selfsame substance, while retaining its identity, is
capable of admitting contrary qualities. The same indivighesson
is at one time white, at another black, at one time warm,
another cold, at one time good,t@another bad. This capacity
found nowhere else, though it might be maintained that
statement or opinion was an exception to the rule. The sa
statement, it is agreed, can be both true and false. For if
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statement 'he is sitting' is true, yet, whethe person in questior
has risen, the same statement will be false. The same applie
opinions. For ifanyonethinks truly that a person is sitting, ye
when that person has risen, this same opinion, if still held, will
false. Yet although this esption may be allowed, there is
nevertheless, a difference in the manner in which the thing ta
place. It is by themselves changing that substances admit con
qualities. It is thus that that which was hot becomes cold, for it |
entered into a diféerent state. Similarly that which was whit
becomes black, and that which was bad good, by a proces
change; and in the same way in all other cases it is by char
that substances are capable of admitting contrary qualities.

statements and opinios themselves remain unaltered in ¢
respects: it is by the alteration in the facts of the case that

contrary quality comes to be theirs. The statement 'he is sitti
remains unaltered, but it is at one time true, at another fals
according to circurstances. What has been said of statemel
applies also to opinions. Thus, in respect of the manner in wi
the thing takes place, it is the peculiar mark of substance the
should be capable of admitting contrary qualities; for it is by its
changinghat it does so.

If, then, a man should make this exception and contend t
statements and opinions are capable of admitting contr:
qualities, his contention is unsound. For statements and opini
are said to have this capacity, not because thbgmselves
undergo modification, but because this modification occurs in
case of something else. The truth or falsity of a statement depe
on facts, and not on any power on the part of the statement its
of admitting contrary qualities. In shoithere is nothing which car
alter the nature of statements and opinions. As, then, no cha
takes place in themselves, these cannot be said to be capab
admitting contrary qualities.

But it is by reason of the modification which takes place imit
the substance itself that a substance is said to be capabl
admitting contrary qualities; for a substance admits within its
either disease or health, whiteness or blackness. It is in this s
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that it is said to be capable of admitting contrayyalities.

To sum up, it is a distinctive mark of substance, that, wl
remaining numerically one and the same, it is capable of admit
contrary qualities, the modification taking place through a chat
in the substance itself.

Let theseremarks suffice on the subject of substance.

Quantity is either discrete or continuous. Moreover, sor
quantities are such that each part of the whole has a relal
position to the other parts: others have within them no su
relation of part b part.

Instances of discrete quantities are number and speech
continuous, lines, surfaces, solids, and, besides these, time
place.

In the case of the parts of a number, there is no commn
boundary at which they join. For example: tweefs make ten, but
the two fives have no common boundary, but are separate;
parts three and seven also do not join at any boundary. Nor
generalize, would it ever be possible in the case of number -
there should be a common boundary among the paithey are
always separate. Number, therefore, is a discrete quantity.

The same is true of speech. That speech is a quantity is evi
for it is measured in long and short syllables. | mean here -
speech which is vocal. Moreover, it is a diserguantity for its
parts have no common boundary. There is no common bount
at which the syllables join, but each is separate and distinct fi
the rest.

A line, on the other hand, is a continuous quantity, for it
possible to find a common boundaat which its parts join. In the
case of the line, this common boundary is the point; in the cas
the plane, it is the line: for the parts of the plane have als
common boundary. Similarly you can find a common boundar
the case of the parts of solid, namely either a line or a plane.

Space and time also belong to this class of quantities. T
past, present, and future, forms a continuous whole. Spe
likewise, is a continuous quantity; for the parts of a solid occug
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certain space, anthese have a common boundary; it follows th
the parts of space also, which are occupied by the parts of
solid, have the same common boundary as the parts of the s
Thus, not only time, but space also, is a continuous quantity, fo
parts havea common boundary.

Quantities consist either of parts which bear a relative posit
each to each, or of parts which do not. The parts of a line be
relative position to each other, for each lies somewhere, @ni
would be possible to distinguistach, and to state the position ¢
each on the plane and to explain to what sort of part among
rest each was contiguous. Similarly the parts of a plane
position, for it could similarly be stated what was the position
each and what sort of pastwere contiguous. The same is tn
with regard to the solid and to space. But it would be impossibl¢
show that the arts of a number had a relative position each
each, or a particular position, or to state what parts we
contiguous. Nor could thisebdone in the case of time, for none «
the parts of time has an abiding existence, and that which does
abide can hardly have position. It would be better to say that s
parts had a relative order, in virtue of one being prior to anoth
Similarly vith number: in counting, 'one' is prior to 'two', and 'twc
to 'three’, and thus the parts of number may be said to posse:
relative order, though it would be impossible to discover &
distinct position for each. This holds good also in the case
speech. None of its parts has an abiding existence: when ont
syllable is pronounced, it is not possible to retain it, so tF
naturally, as the parts do not abide, they cannot have positi
Thus, some quantities consist of parts which have position,
some of those which have not.

Strictly speaking, only the things which | have mentior
belongto the category of quantity: everything else that is call
quantitative is a quantity in a secondary sense. It is because
have in mind some one difiese quantities, properly so called, thi
we apply quantitative terms to other things. We speak of wha
white as large, because the surface over which the white exte
is large; we speak of an action or a process as lengthy, becaus
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time coveredis long; these things cannot in their own right cla
the quantitative epithet. For instance, should any one explain t
long an action was, his statement would be made in terms of
time taken, to the effect that it lasted a year, or something of tf
sort. In the same way, he would explain the size of a white ob
in terms of surface, for he would state the area which it cover
Thus the things already mentioned, and these alone, are in t
intrinsic nature quantities; nothing else can claim thansin its
own right, but, if at all, only in a secondary sense.

Quantities have no contraries. In the case of definite quantit
this is obvious; thus, there is nothing that is the contrary of 't
cubits long' or of 'three cubits long', or of arface, or of any suct
quantities. A man might, indeed, argue that 'much' was 1
contrary of 'little’, and ‘'great’ of 'small'. But these are n
guantitative, but relative; things are not great or small absolute
they are so called rather as the resuftan act of comparison. Fc
instance, a mountain is called small, a grain large, in virtue of
fact that the latter is greater than others of its kind, the form
less. Thus there is a reference here to an external standard, 1
the terms 'great’ and'small' were used absolutely, a mounta
would never be called small or a grain large. Again, we say
there are many people in a village, and few in Athens, altho
those in the city are many times as numerous as those in
village: or we say thah house has many in it, and a theatre fe
though those in the theatre far outnumber those in the house. 1
terms 'two cubits long,éthree cubits long," and so on indical
quantity, the terms 'great' and 'small' indicate relation, for th
have referencdo an external standard. It is, therefore, plain th
these are to be classed as relative.

Again, whether we define them as quantitative or not, th
have no contraries: for how can there be a contrary of an attrib
which is not tobe apprehended in or by itself, but only
reference to something external? Again, if 'great' and 'small’
contraries, it will come about that the same subject can ad
contrary qualities at one and the same time, and that things
themselves be aatrary to themselves. For it happens at times th
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the same thing is both small and great. For the same thing ma
small in comparison with one thing, and great in comparison v
another, so that the same thing comes to be both small and gi
at one am the same time, and is of such a nature as to ad
contrary qualities at one and the same moment. Yet it was agr¢
when substance was being discussed, that nothing admits cont
qualities at one and the same moment. For though substanc
capable ofadmitting contrary qualities, yet no one is at the sar
time both sick and healthy, nothing is at the same time both wt
and black. Nor is there anything which is qualified in contrary w
at one and the same time.

Moreover, if these were contrags, they would themselves b
contrary to themselves. For if 'great’ is the contrary of 'small’, ¢
the same thing is both great and small at the same time, tl
'small’ or ‘'great’ is the contrary of itself. But this is impossible. -
term 'great’, therebre, is not the contrary of the term ‘small’, nc
'much’ of 'little'. And even though a man should call these ter
not relative but quantitative, they would not have contraries.

Itis in the case of space that quantity most plausibly appear
admi of a contrary. For men define the term 'above' as t
contrary of 'below', when it is the region at the centre they me
by 'below'; and this is so, because nothing is farther from
extremities of the universe than the region at the centre. Indeec
seems that in defining contraries of every kind men have recot
to a spatial metaphor, for they say that those things are contral
which, within the same class, are separated by the grea
possible distance.

Quantity does not, it appears, adnof variation of degree. One
thing cannot be two cubits long in a greater degree than anott
Similarly with regard to number: what is 'three' is not more trt
three than what is 'five' is five; nor is one set of three more tn
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three than another setAgain, one period of time is not said to |
more truly time than another. Nor is there any other kind
quantity, of all that have been mentioned, with regard to whi
variation of degree can be predicated. The category of quan
therefore, does noaadmit of variation of degree.

The most distinctive mark of quantity is that equality a
inequality are predicated of it. Each of the aforesaid quantitie:
said to be equal or unequal. For instance, one solid is said t
equal or unequal to anotr; number, too, and time can hav
these terms applied to them, indeed can all those kinds of quar
that have been mentioned.

That which is not a quantity can by no means, it would se:
be termed equal or unequal to anything else. One partict
disposition or one particular quality, such as whiteness, is by
means compared with another in terms of equality and inequa
but rather in terms of similarity. Thus it is the distinctive mark
quantity that it can be called equal and unequal.

Translation by E. M. Edghill
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Chapter 18

Aristotled s MBhysecal Side
Okay we have an overview and a foundatinow let us examine the specifics lif philosophy
specificallyhis more earthyside Physics Theoretical knowledge itself has fornasmd while this
subjectmay seem to be less theoretical than practical, for Aristotle it still falls withiriiteeretical
realm (never let it be said that if Aristotlehought that if it was good enough to be categorized, it
was not good enough to be swudategorizedl. It is because of thetype of thinkinginvolved that
Physics falls under the theoreticaliesaces, whichwouldd SSY 2 RR (2 2dz2NJ WY2RSNY
that we cognoscentunderstandthe way Aristotle classifies knowled{geeChapter 18

More Than Just Good Looks

That said, he depthsto which we plunge are still verghallow after all looks are only skin deep,
right? With that in mind,in this episodelet usexamineg KI & ¢S YA 3IKG OFff GKS
Physics deals with things which have a separate existence but are changeable or to put it another
way, things which are iand of themselves what they afgegardless of what | may think about
them) but are able to bé€hange@ The stars are the staendare subject to the lawsf motion, i.e.
they changepositions

To put it one more wayphysicalthings (naturg arethe things thathave form(substancg but do
not have within themselves causes actionsthat is, they are acted uporexternally In the studyof
physical thingsthe firstlevel is that of matter and fornd RS ¥ A y. Slexty¢dnies tNeInguiry into
movement 6 W OK I ayidd #n@lly into the causeof movement (what is the source of the
change/movemernt What all this means is thakristotle will spend time on #h physical attributes
of a thing but in order to fully understand it we mudsounderstand the forces which work upan
Back again to the stars. Simply putetmotion of heavenly bodies is part of who they are. If we
merely look at the substancand accidentof stars but do not look at planetary motion and the
relationship of that to the star itself our knowledge is incomplete. Further, if we do not understand
the cause®f planetary motion we still daot understand stars and their significanteQ Sl §as?

A Rugged Exterior

So the physical is observabnd the observable gives us knowledg&’'e know that the
categorieshelp us to understand things arttbw they relate. We understand the idea of primary
and secondary substansas definhg aspects of the thingVe understand all these thingsght?

Well, let us just move on anyway. Suffice it to say from all we understand hkathing itself
(not just the individual instances) needs to be kept separate in understanding from the things which
are part of it but are not necessarily the thing itself. That is to say, that while we -pedhi (which
is a thingin-itself) we cannot say huam = bipedal. We do know that kpedal separates us from
guadpedal dogs even though we are both animals, and therefore defines us in the aygmadas
different from dogsAs a geek asidehat little discussion used both the substance and the quantity
categoriedo discuss a thing or thingRolling so far?

So physicsleals with the things which we encounter every day, the things that surround us and
make up our world. These are things which have meaniagdihof themselves but they also help us
to understand deeper patterns and concepts. Ultimately Aristbs a scale of reality, from matter
without form on one end (think: thether) to form without matter (think: ideassimilar toPlabQ a
Formg at the other. All of these things are observable and quantifiable in some sem@sethe
theoretical onesWe know the sky exists because we see the stars move through it. We know ideas



exist because we can think them. All of thelsings can be understood and not only understood but
they allow us through their various properties to understand other things.

So to state it formallythings hae four defining featuresan origin, a purpose, a matteand
defining characteristicsA thing's origin is itefficient cause a thing's purpose is itBnal cause; a
thing's matter is itsnaterial cause; a thing's defining characteristics ardatsnal cause.

Ch-Ch-Ch-Ch-Changes

Motion is basicallychangeaccording to AristotleHe postulates four types of motion: substantive
(particularly its beginning and its ending), qualitative (changing qualities), quantitatisedsing
and decreasing it), and locomotive (changing its pland)the idea of potentiality and actualty get
thrown in for good measure. Recélack to our original discussion (kindly referencedsash of
motion and the idea ofsomethingor nothing. We know that Platavas in thesomething class (a
pluralis) and Aristotle seems to follow in his footsteps. So, if motion im@®@sethingand if
motion stops, then the thing stops beisgmething Well we just cannot have that, can w&®@r our
man, ativity can be thought of & something even just being itself. Life is in an active state one
might say. Couch Potato Alert: you are what you are (aside from just being a slug) even at rest,
because rest itself does not stop you from being what you are.

So when one asks a question better, makes a statement like Bono doesMvgsterious Ways
that we shouldsee the boy inside the mais the man the same as the boy was or has the boy
disappeared and stopped beirand been replaced by the manVe can see thathe ideasand
words usedare intricately linked. Change/MotidActivity then is more than just a movement from
here to there, i.e. of position but alsstate: bat to ball,boy to man, egg to chicken. This idea of
remaining the same even in changeiesl on thesubstancecategorywe saw earlier. Static states
rely upon and are the result of some activity of the thing. So, the primary substance defines the
thing and secondary substaneg(which might be static, rifeom that.

Mysterious Ways

So just what causes a boy to become a mahi3 is the finaidea physcstalks about In what
may once agairseem a contraryotion to our modern earswhen Aristotle fixes something into its
place, he leaves it there. Physics does not implyiugm. The individual contains the definition
within it. There would be no dinosa#io-bird evolutionary movement because the bird would
already have to be in the dinosa(ar better, be adinobird); part of its primary substancer to put it
better, dueto contraries(remember that from the reading®) would have to cease to be in order
for the other to be (extinction aside)

Things do not really shift place becausastotle believes ira hierarchical structure of nature
Some things aréd/ KA IKSNR GKIFIYy 208KSNBE® | dzYlFya 2@0SNJ I yAYLl f
idea.

Again, emember way back when our discussion of movement smhething or nothing We
can place Aristotle in theomethingcamp. Aristotle rejects the idea of space bemgoid because
empty space is simply impossible. In an Einsteimane he links space, timend motion together.
Space is defined as the limit of the surrounding body towards what is surrounded, that is,
relationshipbetween bodiedefining their limits (we know when a tree stops bemdree and the
bird on the branch starts being a bird)ime is defined as thmeasure of motiorn regard to before
and after, and so depends for its vayistence upon motion (queugwilight Zongheme).

Simply put,fithere were nomotion/change, there would be no timéhis linking them together
proves them SinceTimeis the measuring of motion, it also depends for its existenceroimllect



able tocount (something must perceive it) and measurelitthere were no mindo count, there
could be no time (hmm, sounds suspiciously like a Biology and Psychetng).

eDondét Know Much Biology

And so it shall be. Everythingsa place and everything in its place (in fjma&ristotle provides in
this groundwork the basis for the main idé& his physics: the study of the hierarchy of beiAdso
called thescaleof being, it is a movement from simgiy to complexity, with the higher, more
complex things being§torth moreQthan the lower thingsthink rocks versus humans). Organizing
together into organisms is based on tidga of arising scale.

Without going into depth of théhow on this subjectsuffice it to say te more complex the
2NBFYAAYZ GKS KAIKSNI 2y GKS G20 9he anidgmlfthatihinksK S Y 2 NJ
which have aational sod, is at the top.

Still, Aristotle struggles with classification. He knows thasingle differencedifferentia) is
insufficient to distinguishihings yet he really does not give hard and fast rules for deciding which
differences qualify. Again he turns to levels of general divisions and that (as we can still see today) is
fairly sufficient.

Put simply Biology is the classification tife world around usWe divide andunderstand things
within this framework. Ultimately we understand, in his vein of contraries, what we are by what we
are not. For obvious reasonke Body rests hereThe basic concepts d@eingand notBeingfall
under this topic (people = being, rocks = !besagwe do not study rocks in Biolgdgyut not at the
level that we will discuss in the next section

As a single aside, he also appeto be the first to realize that there are sea mammals, i.e. that
dolphins are mammals not fish.

A Heart Of Gold

Psychology is the classificationtbé world within us The Soutests here The focus of the study
here is different than tk study which will take place at other times. The focus here is on the human.
There really is not a psychology of nbomans(or rocksip ¢ K S W &tise drintarieg(iZe inétA y
humans)is of a different naturghan that of humansdue tothe complexity of the human organism
and therefore its height on the scalkiving or life othe animating principle othe Soul(animais
Y2aid 2F04Sy ( Klthé printipleSMRich YisemrhaDarganization to the higher or
orgaric items on the scale of beinghat is to say, théfe-force of any animate object is part of the
level of the organism.

Plants are the lowest forms of life on the scale, and their soofgain anutritive element by
which itpreserves itself. Animals are above plants on the scale, and their souls contgipeititive
feature which allows them to have sensations, desires, and thus gives them the ability to move
(hmmmmPhilosophy Actionstroke chin pensive)yFinally, at thetop, the human soul shares the
nutritive element with plants, and theppetitive element with animals, but also hasrational
element.

There really is no dichotomy between body and sdiiley are distinguished but not separate.
The soul is th animating principle of the body, and the organization of the body involves the soul.
One cannot exist without the other.

Putting It Together

Metaphysicavas theFirst Philosophto Aristotle but he also recognized it was not the owlye.
The physical had its understanding within the Metaphysibatause it is understood by the Soul
Only by understanding thegehysicalthings first could we come to understand the world around us



and our place within itSill, in opposiion to Platg you did not have to leave the world to
understand its formand to be led to an understanding of the metaphysiddlere was no need to
posit a Form when everything has within it its forits motionand its cause

Relationships are what Aristotle is talking about. Everything is in relationship to something else,
whether it be in time space or complexity. But even the complex things are based on the simpler
things and it ighe relationship of those simpler things in the complex which help us to understand
them. Certainly we categorize and organize things based on traits but that does not mean they are
not dependent on each other, or in any way separate. The reason to migkactl species or
distinguish between things is to enable the understanding of all trangisultimately ourselves

PHILOSOPHICAL MOMENT: D2 | NAR & (i 2 &ubskafcd yARR IS A20Fdentigaf A RS |
Indiscernibls (from Chapter 1correlate?



Chapter 19

Ar i st ¢MelaePbysical Side
We know he likes kids and long walkengon the Mediterraneanbut what kind of puppies are
his favorite? Not the other side wead in mind! NA & (i 2 ( f S Qisias hsSall karlkod, atotO &
things thatg S ¢2dz2f R O2yAARSNI WoSe2yR (GKS LKeaAOlfQod
original reason that it was called Metaphysics is that an early editor placed these lectureaftetes
the ones on Physics; hence he called themta-Physics Not as sexy, | kngwso we will cling in
ignorant bliss to our earlier understanding
Still if we knowan object as Aristotle professed iRhysicgBk 1)by understandingts substance,
0KS WTFANRYRLINKE f O BISYEIRDA B K$ G Oly ¢S 1y2¢6 I 02dz

Accentuate The Positive

Oddly enough, the ineffable is not so ineffable. Cause is the differentia. If physical things do not
have within themselves their cause, then alternatively (contrarily) what are thmgshwhich do
have their cause within thenand are not subject to change (as a single word on the subject,
mathematics studies objects that although not subject to change are nevertheless not sejpanate
matter)? In physics we study the thing through gsibstancéprinciples and its changi&ause in
metaphysics we studgauses and principles, knowaltlerough itsbeing Again, in an observable
world, first principlesand causes are knowable.

What do we know2et us pproach this muddled beginning from another andter Aristotle,
Knowledgeconsists oparticulartruths that we learn through experience and tlgeneraltruths of
art and sciencéobservation) Wisdomon the other handtonsists in understanding the most general
truths of all, which are théundamental principleand causeshat governeverything. Remembein
AristotleQ & I KPhitzsbghy provides the deepest understanding of the world aradl diie other
thingsby pursuing the sense of wonder and awe we feel toward refdity reason to even pursue
knowledgd. This is why Metaphysics is thiest sciencéphilosophy, becausein this hierarchical
world it is the ultimate one

As with all things, according to Aristotle, we start with what we know and move to what we do
not yet know. Similar to the four defining features discussed earlier (Chapter i&etare four
kinds of causéor kinds of explanatioif you wil): the efficient cause, which explains the process by
which it came into beingthe material cause, which explains what a thing is made of; fivenal
cause, which explains the form a thing assumes; andfithe cause, which explains the end or
purposeit serves. Aristotle acknowledgédialectically)that Plato's Theory of Fornwives aviable
accountng of the formal cause, but it fails to prove that Forms existito explain how objects in
the physical world participate isaidForms.

From The Beginning
So Aristotle wants to understand not just the thing, but the thipga other thing (thing
understood by other thing)Plato would seem to argue that knowing the Form is sufficient. But
Aristotle wants more. The problem is how to get theletaphysicshe tells usconcerns itselfvith
the loftier thoughts and questions we have (wisdom, theologyd the like)How do we begin to
talk about then? Aristotle introduces us tthe principle ofnoncontradiction Think back to some of
our earlierdiscussionséX 4 KS &t YS FFGGNRO6dziS OFyyz2id |G GKS alry
same subject and in the same resgedfletaphysics1005b19).Things cannot both be and not be
present in or defining of the subject they are part of at the same timdi-hatter and Matter



cannot both be present in thessentialmakeup (form/substance) of the universe (though to
wander, both can be together as secondary substances).

Thisunderstanding Aristotle says, is the mogrimary and knowrof all principles, ad it is not
just a hypothesis. It cannot, however, be proved, since utsedimplicitly in all proofs, no matter
what the subject matter. It is &rst principle andas we knowis not derived from anything more
basic. Aristotle performs a kind of Geerdetson treadmill criflane, stop this crazy thirgsaying
that we have to start somewhere, or else we keep running intGhacken and the Eggjrcular
argument. Thidruth, that something cannot both have and not have an attribute is a foundational
statement, one we can and muysiccording to Aristotleake for grantegl | think he dares us to deny
it.

If you have noticed, we have returned to the idea of Substdacel you thought we read that
just for fun!) yet weare touching on thedea of the eternal, thérime MovetCauseor the Unmoved
Moveras well Godmust exist because the idea of an infinite causal series is absurd, and thus there
must be a first cause which is not itself caused.

Mind Games

Theidea of knowledgeas we said is different than wisdomhe eternal things, which we study
here are only studied by humané/e can understand how a clam is put togethettwat whalesand
dogs are mammals but what understiing do we gain from that.

Humans are different than every other being the universe.Our sense of wonder and awe
causes us to ask the deeper questions, to seek something other than just the bare minimum level of
existence. We desire mordan just sustenance and, procreation.

Why is this so? What is it about our minthich sets us apart from the minds of animals? How do
we come to know? Is the sensible world sufficient to tell us everything we know? | can know a rock
or a tabk as a rock or a table because its sensible (observable) properties help no tnly
identify it as such be even identify it to you by the mere action of pointing. We on the other hand
are defined by something more, we are in a sense responsible foovenrdefinition. We eat food,
drink liquids but do not become those things. Unlike a wet rock the water we drink becomes part of
us. Our true naturés eternal and unchangeabl8o in terms of our last section, Metaphysics is the
study of tre One Substance (and its Properties) which exists and causes all things, and is therefore
the necessary foundation for all human knowledge.

Knowledge is the key. Those that know the first principles acquire wisdom, are wisetause
they know thewhy of things, unlike those who only knotlat things are a certain way based on
their memory and sensationg.hus Aristotle's ideas are very important, for within them are the
clues to the solution of this most profound of all problerwhat exists’, and thus what it means to
be 'human'.

Soul Man
Aristotle was a souhan.He tells us that while metaphysics is the first science, the study of the
soul is the primary first scienc&he soul was the reason for the body. Sure looked at it in
Psychology, because it is so bound to the body, but its realm of study of its mateee (actually it
is not in this work but in the worRe Animaand we tend to think of it as a metaphysical subject so |
lumpithere) ® { dzo &Gl yOS yR 8538y 08 6802YS8 Odn@theSt &8 AR
animating force which powers, iin this case is still called substance but is moreliang. What he
is really saying is that in the category of stance, regardless of the study (physics or metaphysics),
the thingis what the thing igthing qua being. The Soul defines the Body and asking if they are



separate is as, Aristotle says, like askiwhether the wax and the shape given it the stamp are
2 Yy & Mowever, the soul does survive the body, at legsirts of i€ do.

As to how and where, well there is some discussion on that. This author falls into the camp that
this is in relationship to the Primdover, perour earlier section discussiodsl Y R a2YS 2 F | NR
later). It is something from which we are separate (else we would be that thing) and yet we
participate within it via our soul, our mirehd wisdom.

Being There

So now for a moment teus wander through this garden. The basic understanding of categories
and substance help us to arrive at the understanding or wisdom which helps us to understand
ourselves in terms of two things: the observable substancegtagrinciple substances. These two
boundaries (in the simplest of terms) help us to understandbming Still, there are many forms of
being and Aristotle explores thenseparability and 'thisess' are fundamental to our concept of
substance.Our individualityrelies on these conceptélong these lines Aristotle distinguishes within
the human mind theactive and passiveintellects. Aristotle says that the passive intellect receives
the intelligible formsof things, but that the active intellect is required to make tpetential
knowledgeinto actual knowledgein the same way that light makes potential colors into actual
colors.

As part of all this discussion and because there could pEctbns to his teachings, Aristotle also
explores he ideaPotentialityversesActualityor you might sayActual (visible) to Potential (unseen).

As we have discussed there are fundamental questions about how we know someghing
something, of ptential possible and potential probabl®Vill a rock always remain a rock? Is a boy a
man? Does Godr gods exist? Are there hidden and plain nat@res

Beingis an action. Hence our words for life are active. Could you attymegh that someone
sleeping is not truly aliveRothe things which define and explain a thing all have to be preandt
active in order for the thing to be the thing? This is where the singular view of Aristotle must be kept
in mind. Nothing can be pige-holed, except that that pigeoinole is part of a coteThough we
categorize we categorize to separate for understanding, noisfaation.

We derive such terms dsinetic energy from the Greek word Aristotle uses to define cause
within the thing(kinéss). Cause within the thing is probably bestwerded as the ability within the
thing to changeWe even tend to think of it that way. For instance ayyohas potential or kinetic
energy stored within it and we attribute its return up the string to thaternal force. Of courseye
also usethe other word he uses for actuality energeia So if irony were not dead then the term
kineticenerg02 dz2f R 6S dziSR (2 RSAONAGS (KS gK2fS 2F | NR

Actuality is to potentiality, Aristd¢ tells us, agsomeone waking is to someone sleeping, as
someone seeing is to a sighted person with his eyes closed, as that which has been shaped out of
some matter is to the matter from which it has been sha@pdsl 1048b)What does this mean?
Ultimately and for our purposes, it means that the thing remains itself regardless of the state it finds
itself. This is true of the ineffable as much as it is of the observed.

Putting It Together

There is a great struggle within this section. Besides the obwtiuggle to put complex works
and ideas into some order, there is the challenge to follow Aristotle down some roads we may or
may not be willing to take. For Aristotl®¥etaphysicss the ultimate goal of thought and learning
With ecloes of Plato ringing in our heads, knowledge in and of itself has only wisdom as its end and
is not an end in itself.



Physical Sciencenst the final answer. @ reduce human thought and spirit down to a couple of
electrodes and hormones/chemical reaci® really does injustice to the human which is only
slightly beneath the unmoved movet the top of the beinghain. The whole is not just the sum of
its parts, though without those parts one would not be what one is. ldowe understand/come to
understand the distinctions which make us human and individuatgPpast that, where do we fit in
the larger universe of beiry

There are also many ramifications of this question and its answer which we will oahermext
and final installment of the Aristotle serieszor now,know that there are many approaches to
Aristotle andmany aspectsf his thoughtwhich overlap and the ability teasily and chaoticallshift
from one subject to another is ably demonstdthere by this humble authoReading his works in
order may be the best route, but the Metaphysics can be daunting because of the sometimes
disjointed nature of the notes, most probably redacted together into the one work. Still, it is a good
placetos& (KS 2@SNIFLJ 2F ! NRad2dftSQa (K2dAaAK{G FyR

GThe first philosophy (Metaphysics) is universal and is exclusively concerned with primary
substance. ... And here we will have the science to study that which is just as tleat ighiboth in
its essence and in the properties which, just as a thing that is, it has.
GThe entire preoccupation of the physicist is with things that contain within themselves a principle
of movementand rest. And to seek for this is to seek for #eeond kind of principle, that from
which comes the beginning of the chagg@ristotle)

What is he trying to say? Is this a good summary of Metaphysics?

K2



Chapter 20

Aristotled6 $ourth Third

Are we worn out on Aristotlget? | hope not,because if you are it is best to stop this train and
get off now, because honey, tHi®comesa nonstop to a far destination.
Transportation aside, we actually are close to our destination, but what we hanegrtemberis
that the train of Western Thougdhs powered by and runs on Plato and Aristotée will never get
very far without it. So in this final stop before Grand Central Station, let us explore some final
FaLlSoda 2F I NAadz2dGt SQa (K2dzZ3KG gKAOK gAff 0SS (K¢

Logic: Syllogism In A And B Therefore C minor

Come on now, logically, do we really need another section on7dgjfiell frankly yes. If Aristotle
for all practical purposes defined Western Logic, then we just will not be able to get endingit
S KI @S alLl21Sy 27 metyodfarhowyozhink chréectly IlNthisisécBiain iveSvilia
examinewhat the act of thinking correctly means and how it is accomplished. Think of it just like we
have looked at the physical/metaphysical, where @knowledge and the other wisdom.

Suffice it to say that you should know up front that there have actually been many things left out
of our discussion on Aristoteliahogic. That said, since this may seem like the last worthen
subject, we have discussed that we do see the world in kmtpriori and a posterioriways.
Simplistically speaking we can put forth that this is pretty much what Aristotle would oalhim
thinking.

These modes of thinking might be thought of asqualified (deductive) orassertoricand
qualified with the qualifications beingpossibleand necessary Again, and | cannot stress this
enough, in the simplest terms, deductive and induet We can use arguments but we must be
aware that hings are relative to their modérhis does not mean that Aristotle is wislwgshy or
that relativism creeps into his thought, but more that we can weigh thoughts by their mode.

The modes can be in thelfowing combinations:

1 Two necessary premises

1 One necessary and one assertoric premise

1 Two possible premises

1 One assertoric and one possible premise

1 One necessary and one possible premise

So what does this come down too? Well, aside from the oversimpidicat allows for a bit of
inductive reasoningo be part of our deductive reasoning. Just because something is possible does
not automatically mean that it is a legitimate argument, but in an argument we can apply a certain
amount of posile as long as we remember to qualifyWe argue in many modesyllogistically
dialecticallyanddemonstratively

Aristotle often contrastslialectical argumentsvith demonstrations. The difference, he tells us, is
in the character of thir premises, not in their logical structure: whether an argumentsglegism
is only a matter of whether its conclusion results of necessity from its premises. The premises of
demonstrations must bérue and primary that is, not only true but also i to their conclusions.

The premises of dialectical deductions, by contrast, mushdzepted that is to saythe majority of
people would accept it as try@r it is commonly held by the majority

As one final note on argumentatioRhetoricis more along the lines of persuasive speech, kind
of the opposite or more precisely the counterpointdélecticwhich Aristotle employs liberallyt is
used similarly because knowing what premises an audience of a given tygayido believe, and



knowing how to find premises from which the desired conclusion follows will accomplish the goal of
convincing the audience of the point.

Ethics: Andante Ma Non Troppo

We are now good on thinking so now we look to the best end aftkih and we have to ask
oawhat is virtuous thinking In a word:moderation Well that is too simple of an answer to let it go
at that, right (at least for me, because it would make for a short section as well)?

Ethicsfor Aristotle, is ti@l to his understanding of human natufeur being: that everyone is
intent upon the goodwhich we might call happiness, but only carefully), and that which is good is
good in and of itselfThesoul, and specifally the human (rational) soul, has one end. To that end,
the activity of the rational soul guided by virtugiserarchically}he supremegood (¢happiness).

How and when do we gauge happiness? Remember that some part of the soul sueatiesSb
we examine happiness or goodness of both the living and the dead. When talking about happiness,
we have to consider a person's life as a whole, not just brief moments of it. This raises the
paradoxical idea that a person can then only be consiliéiaopy after their death, that is, once we
can examine the person’s life as a whole.

We know from Socrates and Plato that good persdlh always behave in a virtuousanner.
Aristotle feels the same way, but carries it everttier: even when faced with great misfortune, a
good person will bear themselves well and will not descend into repanitednessWhat we might
call the human spirit displays itself and we call it virtuous. Therefore some amount of happiness
must be appkd to a person during life.

But can we still be happy after death? Yes, but it probably will be based on your life becaase
you are dead the accolades derisionsplaced upon you or the actions of your children can only
have minimum effect.

We know hat Platoand Socratesaw knowledge as virtue, and knowing oneself as probably the
greatest of virtues. Aristotle as we have seen likes to tie the FofrRtato to the reality of everyday
life, so virtue is fond all around usThings have an end/irtues are really the middle ground
between positive and negative traitf.we set up aontraries square of opposition, we always find
that what lies in the crossroads is a virtue. For exanQmarage Courage is dirtue placed between
Rashnesand CowardiceRashness consists of too much confidence and not enough fear; Cowardice
of too much fear and not enough confidence. Where the contraries cross, there you have courage. It
is the right balance of fear and congiace.

Ethics, simplistically, consists of grasping the middle ground in a situation. This is not to say the
path of least resistance or even compromise. Middle ground does not mean giving up but finding
the truth, the balance. We only give to name courageertain actions. We know those actions to
be courageous; other actions we recognize as not courageous or almost courageous last not
courageous

Politics: The Art Of The Possible

What is the most practical end of virtuotisinking?Why people living together in harmony of
course. Humans are jolitical animal Aristotle informs us. Before we get too far and people get
their thoughts all out of whack, let us look at the tepulitical It derives from the word Aristotle
uses:polis meaningcity. What he is saying is not that we are naturally Democrats and Republicans,
but that we naturally gravitate together into societal units, mainly citesl specifically the city
state (like Athensr Sparta)

Nothingwe do will take place in a vacuum. Our natural propensity to do gasdard as it may
be, benefits not only ourselves but everyone else as well.
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(like Platg, slavery. This is because there are two kinds of pedpé&nswhat need to be led and
themswhat do the leadingwell really more like those that lead and those that keep the state
running) But he doesliffer as well. For Aristotle, slameis not a natural condition. That is to say, for
example, persons born of slaves are not automatically slaves nor are those conquéate. It is
an individualassessmentbased more on the person than on their genetics or situation. This radical
departure, though it may notsee@ 2 (2 dzaX YSlIya G(KIG GK2dAK 2yS
one is not always destined to be a slave, unless, that is your néltteugh we might recall the
story Socrates relates back in Chapter N)

Ths innate right to human dignity (ned f  SNEB O YI 1S aSyasS Ay ! NRaA
nature of each individual to seek the godgand to think otherwise just makes no sense according to
Aristotle), then it is the respoislity of the state polis) to see that each individual is able to achieve
that goal. Almost ironicallyAristotle holds thatonly as a collective can each of us fulfill our full
potential forchappiness.

There are many types of politicaystems and Aristotle does disagree with Plato (and most
Americans) on the subject of which is best. When a single person rules, a system is a monarchy if the
ruler is good and a tyranny if the ruler is bad. When a small elite rules, a system is acracisid
the rulers are good and an oligarchy if the rulers are bad. When the masses rule, a system is a polity
if they rule well and a democracy if they rule badly.

Aristotle does not fail to discuss the tension between individual liberty and the denrtie
state. The idea of a private life would seem absurd in a Greelsttg. All the highest aims in life,
from political debate to physical exercise, take placeamd forthe public sphere, and there is no
conception of aprivate personag whichwould bedifferent from the face people present in public.
Consequently, the interests of the individual and the interests of the state are equivalent in
Aristotle's view. We can see the echoes of this in his Ethics.

Putting It Together

Aristotle is a multfaceted thinker From just our short reading earlier we can see the immense
amount of thinking which must have gone irsachwork before the work was even produceblow
multiply that by all the other works and we see a very impressitgdlétt at work.

Still, it is based in some fairly simple ideasich rely upon each other and are interwoven within
the whole of his thoughtThis is true of his thought and his thoughts on human interaction and
purpose. Friendship is so important to #tdtle that he devotes whole sections of his work to the
types, meaning and ramification of this relationship. Like his thoughts on physical relationships
between substances, our interactions start at the smallest level and progress toward the whole of
humanity. Small to big, lower to higher, what we know to what we do not know, what we can
perceive to what we cannot perceive everything is in relation. Not a relation of relativistic faitire
one ofinter-dependence

Keeping this in mind wikeep us from falling inta trap of segmenting his thought into separate
boxes, creating a relativistic justification based on his thought
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Chapter 20a

Nicomachean Ethics

BOOK |

Every art and every investigation, and likewise every prac
pursuit or undertaking, seems to aim at some good: hence it
been well said that the Good Ehat at which all things ain{( It is
true that a certain variety is to be observed among the ends
which the arts and sciences aim: in some cases the activit
practicingthe art is itself the endwhereas in others the end i
some product over and above the mere exercise of the art; an
the arts whose ends are certain things beside the practice of
arts themselves, these products are essentially superior in valu
the activities). But as there are numerous pursuits and arts a
sciences, it follows that their ends are correspondingly atous:
for instance, the end of the science of medicine is health, tha
the art of shipbuilding a vessel, that of strategy victory, that
domestic economy wealth. Now in cases where several ¢
pursuits are subordinate to some single faculgs bride-making
and the other trades concerned with horses' harness
subordinate to horsemanship, and this and every other milit
pursuit to the science of strategy, and similarly other arts
different arts agaim in all these cases, | say, the ends of t
master arts are things more to be desired than the ends of the
subordinate to them; since the latter ends are only pursued for
sake of the formelAnd it makes no difference whether the enc
of the pursuits are the activities themselves or soméestthing
beside these, as in the case of the sciences mentioned

If therefore among the ends at which our actions aim there
one which we will for its own sake, while we will the others o
for the sake of this, and if we do nohaose everything for the
sake of something els¢which would obviously result in a proce:

—

ad infinitum, so that all desire would be futile and vairit is clear
that this one ultimate End must be the Good, and indeed -
Supreme Good. Will not then a kwtedge of this Supreme Goo
be also of great practical importance for the conduct of life? Wi
not better enable us to attain our proper object, like arche
having a target to aim at? If this be so, we ought to make
attempt to determine at all evets in outline what exactly this
Supreme Good is, and of which of the sciences or faculties it it
object.

Now it would seem that this supreme End must be the object of
most authoritative of the scienéesome sciencwhich is pre
eminently a masteeraft. But such is manifestly the science of
Politics; for it is this that ordains which of the sciences are to ex
in statesand what branches of knowledge the different classes
the citizens are to learn, and up tbatpoint; and we observe that
even the most highly esteemed of the faculties, such as strateg
domestic economy, oratory, are subordinate to the political scie
Inasmuch then as the rest of the sciences are employed by this
and as it moreover laydown laws as to what people shall do anc
what things they shall refrain from doing, the end of this science
must include the ends of all the others. Therefore, the Good of |
must be the end of the science of Politics. For even though it be
case thathe Good is the same for the individual and for the statt
nevertheless, the good of the state is manifestly a greater and r
perfect good, both to attain and to presefeesecure the good of
one person only is better than nothing; but to securgdbd of a
nation or a state is a nobler and more divine achievement.

This then being its aim, our investigation is in a sense the study
Politics.



(2]

(3]

[4]

(5]

(6]
[7]

Now our treatment of this science will be adequate, if
achieves thatamount of precision which belongs to its subje
matter. The same exactness must not be expected in
departments of philosophy alike, any more than in all the prodt
of the arts and crafts. The subjects studied by political science
Moral Nobilityand Justice; but these conceptions involve mu
difference of opinion and uncertainty, so that they are sometin
believed to be mere conventions and to have no real existenc
the nature of things. And a similar uncertainty surrounds 1
conception ofthe Good, because it frequently occurs that go
things have harmful consequences: people have before now k
ruined by wealth, and in other cases courage has cost men i
lives. We must therefore be content if, in dealing with subjects ¢
starting fran premises thus uncertain, we succeed in presentin
broad outline of the truth: when our subjects and our premises .
merely generalities, it is enough if we arrive at generally vi
conclusions. Accordingly we may ask the student also to accep
various views we put forward in the same spirit; for it is the m:
of an educated mind to expect that amount of exactness in e
kind which the nature of the particular subject admits. It is equi
unreasonable to accept merely probable conclusions fron
mathematician and to demand strict demonstration from
orator.

Again, each man judges correctly those matters with which he i
acquainted; it is of these that he is a competent critic. To criticiz
particular subject, threfore, a man must have been trained in tha
subject: to be a good critic generally, he must have had-aoustl
education. Hence the young are not fit to be students of Politice
ScienceFor they have no experience of life and conduct, and it
thesethat supply the premises and subject matter of this branch
philosophy. And moreover they are led by their feelings; so that
they will study the subject to no purpose or advantage, since th
of this science is not knowledge but action. And it makes n
difference whether they are young in years or immature in
character: the defect is not a question of time, it is because thei

(8]

and its various aims are guided by feeling; for to such persons t
knowledge is of no use, any more than it is to pessaf defective
selfrestraintBut Moral Science may be of great value to those v
guide their desires and actions by principle.

Let so much suffice by way of introduction as to the studen
the subject, the spirit in which our conclusions are to beeived,
and the object that we set before us.

To resume, inasmuch as all studies and undertakings are direct
the attainment of some good, let us discuss what it is that we
pronounce to bthe aim of Politics, that is, what is the highest of
the goods that action can achieve. As far as the name goes, we
almost say that the great majority of mankind are agreed about
for both the multitude and persons of refinement speak sf it a
Happiness, and concei vedobéthe e
same thing as &6being happy. 6
matter of dispute; and the popular account of it is not the same
that given by the philosophers. Ordinary people ideiitifvith
some obvious and visible good, such as pleasure or wealth or
hono® some say one thing and some another, indeed very ofte
same man says different things at different times: when he falls
he thinks health is happiness, when he is pooajtiveAt other
times, feeling conscious of their own ignorance, men admire thc
who propound something grand and above their heads; and it F
been held by some thinketsat beside the many good things we
have mentioned, there exists another Good, shgbod in itself,
and stands to all those goods as the cause of their being good.
Now perhaps it would be a somewhat fruitless task to review all
different opinions that are held. It will suffice to examine those t
are most widely prevalent, or theeem to have some argument in
their favor.

And we must not overlook the distinction between arguments tr
start from first principles and those that lead to first principles. It
was a good practice of Plato to raise this question, and to enqu
whethe the true procedure is to start from or to lead up to one's
principles, as in a raeeourse one may run from the judges to the
far end of the track or the reverse. Now no doubt it is proper to
from the known. But 068 ftwbatikno



known to us,®6 which is one t
which is another. Perhaps then foatisll events it proper to start
from what is known to us. This is why in order to be a competer
student of the Right and Just, and in slodthe topics of Politics in
general, the pupil is bound to have been stralihed in his habits.
For the startingpoint or first principle is the fact that a thing is so;
if this be satisfactorily ascertained, there will be no need also to
know the reasowhy it is so. And the man of good moral training
knows first principles already, or can easily acquire them. As fo
the person who neither knows nor can learn, let him hear the wi
of Hesiod:

Best is the man who can himself advis
He too is good who hearkens to the wise,
But who, himself being witless, will not hee
Another's wisdom, is a fool indeed.

But let us continue from the pointhere we digressed. To judge
from men's lives, the are or less reasoned conceptions of the
Good or Happiness that seem to prevail are the following. On tt
one hand the generality of men and the most vulgar identify the
Good with pleasure, and accordingly are content with the Life o
Enjoymend for there ae three specially prominent Livehe one
just mentioned, the Life of Politics, and thirdly, the Life of
Contemplation. The generality of mankind then show themselve
be utterly slavish, by preferring what is only a life for cattle; but
they get a hearg for their view as reasonable because many
persons of high position share the feelings of Sardanapallus.
Men of refinement, on the other hand, and men of action think t
the Good is hondr for this may be said to be the end of the Life
Politics. Bu honor after all seems too superficial to be the Good
which we are seeking; since it appears to depend on those whc
confer it more than on him upon whom it is conferred, whereas
instinctively feel that the Good must be something proper to its
possaesor and not easy to be taken away from him. Moreover m
motive in pursuing honor seems to be to assure themselves of 1

(2]

own merit; at least they seek to be honored by mgudgfmentand
by people who know them, that is, they desire to be honordiakeor
ground of virtue. It is clear therefore that in the opinion at all eve
of men of action, virtue is a greater good than honor; and one n
perhaps accordingly suppose that virtue rather than honor is the
of the Political Life. But even virtuproves on examination to be
too incomplete to be the End; since it appears possible to posst
while you are asleep, or without putting it into practice througho
the whole of your life; and also for the virtuous man to suffer the
greatest misery andisfortuned though no one would pronounce
man living a life of misery to be happy, unless for the sake of
maintaining a paradox. But we need not pursue this subject, sir
has been sufficiently treated in the ordinary discussions.

The third type of fie is the Life of Contemplation, which we shall
consider in the sequel.

The Life of Moneynaking is a constrained kind of life, ar
clearly wealth is not the Good we are in search of, for it is ¢
good as being useful, a means to something else. Onstiose
indeed one might conceive the ends before mentioned to hav
better claim, for they are approved for their own sakes. But e
they do not really seem to be the Supreme Good; however, m
arguments against them have been disseminated, so we |
dismiss them.

But perhaps it is desirable that we should examine the notion o
Universal Good, and review the difficulties that it involves,
although such an inquiry goes against the grain because of our
friendship for the authors of the Theory oé&$ Still perhaps it
would appear desirable, and indeed it would seem to be obligat
especially for a philosopher, to sacrifice even one's closest pers
ties in defense of the truth. Both are dear to us, yet 'tis our duty
prefer the truth

The originators of this theory, then, used not to postulate Id¢
of groups of things in which they posited an order of priority ¢
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posteriority (for which reason they did not construct an ldea
numbers in general But Good is predicated alike in tr
Categories of Substance, of Quality, and Relation; yet the Absc
or Substance, is prior in nature to the Relative, which seems t
- a2NI 2F 2FFakKz22d 2N W OOAR
be a common Idea corresponding to the absolutelpdj@nd the
relatively good.
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instance of God, or intelligence; in that of Qualitthe
excellences; in that of Quantitymoderate in amount; in that of
Relatiort useful; in that of Time a favorable opportunity; in that
ofPlace &dzZA il 6t S WKIFIOGAGIGQT |y
a single and universal general notion; if it were, it would not
predicable in all the Categes, but only in one.

Again, things that come under a single Idea must be object
a single science; hence there ought to be a single science de
with all good things. But as a matter of fact there are a numbe
sciences even for the goodm one Category: for example
opportunity, for opportunity in war comes under the science
strategy, in disease under that of medicine; and the due amour
diet comes under medicine, in bodily exercise under gymnastic:

One might also rak the question what precisely they mean |
G§KSANI SELINBAaA2y2 5K S& AR £ i
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between them; and ifso, no more will there be any differenc
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Nor yet will the Ideal Good be any more good because it is etel
seeing that a white thing that lasts a long time is no whiter tt
one that lastonly a day.

The Pythagoreans seem to give a more probable doctrine
the subject of the Good when they place Unity in their column
goods; and indeed Speusippus appears to have followed them
this subject must be left for another discussion.

We can descry an objection that may be raised against

(9]

(10
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arguments on the ground that the theory in question was r
intended to apply to every sort of good, and that only thin
pursued and accepted for their ownlsaare pronounced good a
belonging to a single species, while things productive
preservative of these in any way, or preventive of their opposit
are said to be good as a means to these, and in a different se
I £ SIENI & (KSy G K SavditBoNdéaniwgs, HRirgs
good in themselves and) 2hings good as a means to these; let
then separate things good in themselves from things useful
means, and consider whether the former are called good bece
they fall under a single Idea. But athsort of things is one to clas
as good in themselves? Are they not those things which are so
after even without any accessory advantage, such as wisc
sight, and certain pleasures and honors? for even if we also pu
these things as means to sething else, still one would clas
them among things good in themselves. Or is there nothing
good in itself except the Idea? If so, the species will be of nolf
on the contrary the class of things good in themselves inclu
these objects, the sae notion of good ought to be manifested i
all of them, just as the same notion of white is manifested in sr
and in white paint. But as a matter of fact the notions of honor ¢
wisdom and pleasure, as being good, are different and disti
Therefore,good is not a general term corresponding to a sin
Idea.

But in what sense then are different things called good?
they do not seem to be a case of things that bear the same ni
merely by chance. Possibly things are called good in virtuein§k
derived from one good; or because they all contribute to ¢
good. Or perhaps it is rather by way of a proportion: that is,
sight is good in the body, so intelligence is good in the soul,
similarly another thing in something else.

Perhapshowever this question must be dismissed for tl
present, since a detailed investigation of it belongs more prop
to another branch of philosophy And likewise with the Idea of
Good; for even if the goodness predicated of various in comr
really is aunity or something existing separately and absolute
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clearly will not be practicable or attainable by man; but the Gc
which we are now seeking is a good within human reach.

But possibly someone may think that to know thedtl Good
may be desirable as an aid to achieving those goods which
practicable and attainable: having the Ideal Good as a pattern
shall more easily know what things are good for us, and knov
them, obtain them. Now it is true that this argumentsha certain
plausibility; but it does not seem to square with the actt
procedure of the sciences. For these all aim at some good,
seek to make up their deficiencies, but they do not trouble abot
knowledge of the Ideal Good. Yet if it were so pdtan aid, it is
improbable that all the professors of the arts and sciences she
not know it, nor even seek to discover it. Moreover, it is not e
to see how knowing that same Ideal Good will help a weave
carpenter in the practice of his own crafty how anybody will be ¢
better physician or general for having contemplated the absol
Idea. In fact it does not appear that the physician studies e
health in the abstract; he studies the health of the human bein
or rather of some particular humaleing, for it is individuals tha
he has to cure.

Let us here conclude our discussion of this subject.

We may now return to the Good which is the object of ¢
search, and try to find out what exactly it can be. For good appr
to be one thing in one pursuit or art and another in another: it
different in medicine from what it is in strategy, and so on with t
rest of the arts. What definition of the Good then will hold true
all the arts? Perhaps we may define it as thattfag sake of which
everything else is done. This applies to something different in €
different artt to health in the case of medicine, to victory in th
of strategy, to a house in architecture, and to something else
each of the other arts; but in ewverpursuit or undertaking it
describes the end of that pursuit or undertaking, since in all
them it is for the sake of the end that everything else is do
Hence if there be something which is the end of all the things d
by human action, this will bthe practicable Good or if there be
several such ends, the sum of these will be the Good. Thu
changing its ground the argument has reached the same resu
before. We must attempt however to render this still mo
precise.

Now there do appear to be several ends at which our acti
aim; but as we choose some of thenfor instance wealth, or
flutes, and instruments generatlyas a means to something else,
is clear that not all of them are final ends; whereas the Supre
Goal seems to be something final. Consequently if there be sc
one thing which alone is a final end, this thingr if there be
several final ends, the one among them which is the mosttfini
will be the Good which we are seeking. In speaking of degree
finality, we mean that a thing pursued as an end in itself is m
final than one pursued as a means to something else, and th
thing never chosen as a means to anything else is more final
things chosen both as ends in themselves and as means to
thing; and accordingly a thing chosen always as an end and r
as a means we call absolutely final. Now happiness above all
appears to be absolutely final in this sense, since we always ch
it for its own sake and never as a means to somethirgg;e
whereas honor, pleasure, intelligence, and excellence in its var
forms, we choose indeed for their own sakasice we should be
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glad to have each of them although no extraneous advant
resulted from i), but we also choose them for the sake
happiness, in the belief that they will be a means to our securin
But no one chooses happiness for the sake of honor, pleasure,
nor as a means to anything whatever other than itself.

The same conclusion also appears tolloiv from a
consideration of the sel$ufficiency of happinessfor it is felt that
the final good must be a thing sufficient in itself. The term-s
sufficient, however, we employ with reference not to ones
alone, living a life of isolation, but alsm one's parents and
children and wife, and one's friends and fellow citizens in gene
since man is by nature a social being. On the other hand a limit
to be assumed in these relationships; for if the list be extendec
one's ancestors and descenda and to the friends of one'
friends, it will go orad infinitum. But this is a point that must be
considered later on; we take a ssififficient thing to mean a thing
which merely standing by itself alone renders life desirable lacl
in nothing, andsuch a thing we deem happiness to be. Moreov
we think happiness the most desirable of all good things with
being itself reckoned as one among the rest; for if it were
reckoned, it is clear that we should consider it more desira
when even the smllest of other good things were combined wit
it, since this addition would result in a larger total of good, anc
two goods the greater is always the more desirable.

Happiness, therefore, being found to be something final ¢
selfsufficient, is theEnd at which all actions aim.

To say however that the Supreme Good is happiness
probably appear a truism; we still require a more explicit acco
of what constitutes happiness. Perhaps then we may arrive at
by ascertaining what is am's function. For the goodness ¢(
efficiency of a fluteplayer or sculptor or craftsman of any sort, al
in general of anybody who has some function or business
perform, is thought to reside in that function; and similarly it m
be held that the goodf man resides in the function of man, if f
has a function.

Are we then to suppose that, while the carpenter and t
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shoemaker have definite functions or businesses belonging
them, man assuch has none, and is not designed by nature
fulfill any function? Must we not rather assume that, just as 1
eye, the hand, the foot and each of the various members of
body manifestly has a certain function of its own, so a hun
being also has aertain function over and above all the functiol
of his particular members? What then precisely can this funci
be? The mere act of living appears to be shared even by pl:
whereas we are looking for the function peculiar to man; we m
therefore et aside the vital activity of nutrition and growth. Ne
in the scale will come some form of sentient life; but this t
appears to be shared by horses, oxen, and animals generally. -
remains therefore what may be called the practical life of t
rational part of man(This part has two divisions, one rational
obedient to principle, the others possessing principle &
exercising intelligengeRational life again has two meanings; let
assume that we are here concerned with the active exercisbef
rational faculty, since this seems to be the more proper sens:
the term. If then the function of man is the active exercise of 1
soul's faculties in conformity with rational principle, or at all evel
not in dissociation from rational principlend if we acknowledge
the function of an individual and of a good individual of the sa
class(for instance, a harper and a good harper, and so genel
with all classesto be generically the same, the qualification of ti
latter's superiority in excedince being added to the function in h
case(l mean that if the function of a harper is to play the ha
that of a good harper is to play the harp weif this is so, and il
we declare that the function of man is a certain form of life, a
define thatform of life as the exercise of the soul's faculties a
activities in association with rational principle, and say that -
function of a good man is to perform these activities well &
rightly, and if a function is well performed when it is performad
accordance with its own proper excellencéom these premises
it follows that the Good of man is the active exercise of his sc
faculties in conformity with excellence or virtue, or if there |
several human excellences or virtues, in conformity wiitd best



16]

17]

18]

19]

20]

21]

and most perfect among them. Moreover, to be happy take:
complete lifetime; for one swallow does not make spring, nor di
one fine day; and similarly one day or a brief period of happir
does not make a man supremely blessed and happy.

Let this account then serve to describe the Good in outlin
for no doubt the proper procedure is to begin by making a rot
sketch, and to fill it in afterwards. If a work has been well |
down in outline, to carry it on and compleié in detail may be
supposed to be within the capacity of anybody; and in this work
out of details Time seems to be a good inventor or at all eve
coadjutor. This indeed is how advances in the arts have act
come about, since anyone can fill inetlgaps. Also the warnin
given abovemust not be forgotten; we must not look for equi
exactness in all departments of study, but only such as belonc¢
the subject matter of each, and in such a degree as is approp
to the particular line of enquiryA carpenter and a geometricia
both try to find a right angle, but in different ways; the former
content with that approximation to it which satisfies the purpo:
of his work; the latter, being a student of truth, seeks to find
essence or essentia@ttributes. We should therefore proceed i
the same manner in other subjects also, and not allow side is:
to outbalance the main task in hand.

Nor again must we in all matters alike demand an explana
of the reason why timgs are what they are; in some cases it
enough if the fact that they are so is satisfactorily established.
is the case with first principles; and the fact is the primary thiitg
is a first principle. And principles are studiedome by induction,
others by perception, others by some form of habituation, and &
others otherwise; so we must endeavor to arrive at the princig
of each kind in their natural manner, and must also be carefu
define them correctly, since they are of great importarfoe the
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subsequent course of the enquiry. The beginning is admitte
more than half of the whole, and throws light at once on many
the questions under investigation.

BOOK II

Virtue being, as we have seen, of two kinds, intellattand
moral, intellectual virtue is for the most part both produced al
increased by instruction, and therefore requires experience i
time; whereas moral or ethical virtue is the product of habit
ethos , and has indeed derived its name, with a slight variatior
form, from that word And therefore it is clear that none of th
moral virtues formed is engendered in us by nature, for no nat
property can be altered by habit. For instance, ithe hature of a
stone to move downwards, and it cannot be trained to ma
upwards, even though you should try to train it to do so
throwing it up into the air ten thousand times; nor can fire |
trained to move downwards, nor can anything else that natiyr
behaves in one way be trained into a habit of behaving in anot
way. The virtues therefore are engendered in us neither by nai
nor yet in violation of nature; nature gives us the capacity
receive them, and this capacity is brought to matubyhabit.

Moreover, the faculties given us by nature are bestowed or
first in a potential form; we exhibit their actual exercis
afterwards. This is clearly so with our senses: we did not acc
the faculty of sight or hearing by repeatedly seeing or repeate
listening, but the other way aboutbecause we had the senses v
began to use them, we did not get them by using them. The vir
on the other hand we acquire by first having actually practic
them, just as we do the arts. We learn an art or craft by doing
things that we shall have to do when we have learnt it:
instance, men become builders by building houses, harpers
playing on the harp. Similarly we become just by doing just ¢
temperate by doing temperate acts, brave by doing brave a
This truth is attested by the experience of states: lawgivers m
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the citizens good by training them in habits of right acticthis is
the aim of all legislation, and if it fails to do this iaifailure; this is
what distinguishes a good form of constitution from a bad o
Again, the actions from or through which any virtue is produc
are the same as those through which it also is destroypst as is
the case with skill in the arts, for botihe good harpers and the
bad ones are produced by harping, and similarly with builders
all the other craftsmen: as you will become a good builder fr
building well, so you will become a bad one from building ba
Were this not so, there would be nweed for teachers of the arts
but everybody would be born a good or bad craftsman as the ¢
might be. The same then is true of the virtues. It is by taking pa
transactions with our fellowmen that some of us become just ar
others unjust; by actig in dangerous situations and forming
habit of fear or of confidence we become courageous or cowar
And the same holds good of our dispositions with regard to
appetites, and anger; some men become temperate and ger
others profligate and irasie, by actually comporting themselve
in one way or the other in relation to those passions. In a wc
our moral dispositions are formed as a result of the corresponc
activities. Hence it is incumbent on us to control the charactel
our activities,since on the quality of these depends the quality
our dispositions. It is therefore not of small moment whether \
are trained from childhood in one set of habits or another; on 1
contrary it is of very great, or rather of supreme, importance.

As then our present study, unlike the other branches
philosophy, has a practical aiffor we are not investigating the
nature of virtue for the sake of knowing what it is, but in order tt
we may become good, without which result our investigati
would be of no usg, we have consequently to carry our enqui
into the region of conduct, and to ask how we are to act righ
since our actions, as we have said, determine the quality of
dispositions.

b2g¢ GKS F2NNdz I WiG2 [|LONIR yAOS
common ground, and may be assumed as the basis of
discussion(We shall speak about this formula later, and consi
both the definition of right principle and its relation to the othe
virtues)

But let it be grated to begin with that the whole theory o
conduct is bound to be an outline only and not an exact systen
accordance with the rule we laid down at the beginning, ti
philosophical theories must only be required to correspond
their subject matter; ad matters of conduct and expediency ha
nothing fixed or invariable about them, any more than ha
matters of health. And if this is true of the general theory of ethi
still less is exact precision possible in dealing with particular ¢
of conduct; for these come under no science or professiol
tradition, but the agents themselves have to consider what
suited to the circumstances on each occasion, just as is the
with the art of medicine or of navigation. But although ti
discussion now praeding is thus necessarily inexact, we must
our best to help it out.

First of all then we have to observe, that moral qualities are
constituted as to be destroyed by excess and by deficiermsywe
see is the case with bodilyrehgth and healtH for one is forced to
explain what is invisible by means of visible illustratjorstrength
is destroyed both by excessive and by deficient exercises,
similarly health is destroyed both by too much and by too lit
food and drink; vhile they are produced, increased and preserv
by suitable quantities. The same therefore is true of Temperat
Courage, and the other virtues. The man who runs away fi
everything in fear and never endures anything becomes a cow
the man who fears othing whatsoever but encounters everythir
becomes rash. Similarly he that indulges in every pleasure
refrains from none turns out a profligate, and he that shuns
pleasure, as boorish persons do, becomes what may be ci
insensible. Thus Temparee and Courage are destroyed by exc



and deficiency, and preserved by the observance of the mean.

But not only are the virtues both generated and fostered
the one hand, and destroyed on the other, from and by the sa
actions, but theywill also find their full exercise in the sarr
actions. This is clearly the case with the other more vis
qualities, such as bodily strength: for strength is produced
taking much food and undergoing much exertion, while also i
the strong man whavill be able to eat most food and endure mo
exertion. The same holds good with the virtues. We becac
temperate by abstaining from pleasures, and at the same time
are best able to abstain from pleasures when we have bect
temperate. And so with Coage: we become brave by trainin
ourselves to despise and endure terrors, and we shall be best
to endure terrors when we have become brave.

An index of our dispositions is afforded by the pleasure or
that accompanies our actions. A man &niperate if he abstains
from bodily pleasures and finds this abstinence itself enjoya
profligate if he feels it irksome; he is brave if he faces danger
pleasure or at all events without pain, cowardly if he does so v
pain.

In fact pleasures rad pains are the things with which mor:
virtue is concerned.

For ) pleasure causes us to do base actions and pain caus:
to abstain from doing noble actions. Hence the importance,
Plato points out, of having been definitely trained from dhiod
to like and dislike the proper things; this is what good educat
means.

2) Again, if the virtues have to do with actions and feelings, i
every action is attended with pleasure or pain, this too shows t
virtue has to do with pleasure andjn.

3) Another indication is the fact that pain is the medium
punishment; for punishment is a sort of medicine, and the nat
of medicine to work by means of opposites.

[

4) Again, as we said before, every formed disposition of
soul realies its full nature in relation to and in dealing with th
class of objects by which it is its nature to be corrupted
improved. But men are corrupted through pleasures and pa
that is, either by pursuing and avoiding the wrong pleasures
pains, orby pursuing and avoiding them at the wrong time, or
the wrong manner, or in one of the other wrong ways under wh
errors of conduct can be logically classified. This is why s
thinkers define the virtues as states of impassivity or tranquil
though they make a mistake in using these terms absolut
gAGK2dzi | RRA @ravioRgivy yiyrISHNINA I/KR{
(orwrongi AYSQ YR GKS 20§KSNJ |jdzl f

We assume therefore that moral virtue is the quality of acti
in the best way irelation to pleasures and pains, and that vice
the opposite.

But the following considerations also will give us further light on
the same point.

5) There are three things that are the motives of choice ¢
three that are the motives of avoidaar namely, the noble, the
expedient, and the pleasant, and their opposites, the base,
harmful, and the painful. Now in respect of all these the good n
is likely to go right and the bad to go wrong, but especially
respect of pleasure; for pleasui® common to man with the lowe
animals, and also it is a concomitant of all the objects of chc
since both the noble and the expedient appear to us pleasant.

6) Again, the susceptibility to pleasure has grown up with al
us from the cradle. Hage this feeling is hard to eradicate, beit
engrained in the fabric of our lives.

7) Again, pleasure and pain are disoe standards by which we
all, in a greater or less degree, regulate our actions. On
account therefore pleasure and paineamecessarily our mail
concern, since to feel pleasure and pain rightly or wrongly h:
great effect on conduct.

8) And again, it is harder to fight against pleasure than aga
anger(hard as that is, as Heracleitus spysut virtue, like art, is
constantly dealing with what is harder, since the harder the t
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the better is success. For this reason also therefore pleasure
pain are necessarily the main concern both of virtue and
political science, since he who comports himself towards th
rightly will be good, and he who does so wrongly, bad.

We may then take it as established that virtue has to do w
pleasures and pains, that the actions which produce it are th
which increase it, and also, if differently performed, destroyit
that the actions from which it was produced are also those
which it is exercised.

A difficulty may however be raised as to what we mean
saying that in order to become just men must do just actions,
in order to become temperate they musto temperate actions.
For if they do just and temperate actions, they are just &
temperate already, just as, if they spell correctly or play in tu
they are scholars or musicians.

But perhaps this is not the case even with the arts. It is poss
to spell a word correctly by chance, or because someone
prompts you; hence you will be a scholar only if you spell corre
in the scholar's way, that is, in virtue of the scholarly knowlec
which you yourself possess.

Moreover the case of the arts is not really analogous to tha
the virtues. Works of art have their merit in themselves, so the
is enough if they are produced having a certain quality of tt
own; but acts done in conformity with the virtuese not done
justly or temperately if they themselves are of a certain sort, |
only if the agent also is in a certain state of mind when he d
them: first he must act with knowledge; secondly he mi
deliberately choose the act, and choose it for dwn sake; and
thirdly the act must spring from a fixed and permanent disposit
of character. For the possession of an art, none of these condit
is included, except the mere qualification of knowledge; but
the possession of the virtues, knowledge of little or no avail,
whereas the other conditions, so far from being of little mome
are allimportant, inasmuch as virtue results from the repeat
performance of just and temperate actions. Thus although acti

are entitled just and temperate whethey are such acts as ju:
and temperate men would do, the agent is just and temperate
when he does these acts merely, but when he does them in
way in which just and temperate men do them. It is corr
therefore to say that a man becomes just dhging just actions anc
temperate by doing temperate actions; and no one can have
remotest chance of becoming good without doing them. But 1
mass of mankind, instead of doing virtuous acts, have recours
discussing virtue, and fancy that they grersuing philosophy anc
that this will make them good men. In so doing they act |
invalids who listen carefully to what the doctor says, but entir
neglect to carry out his prescriptions. That sort of philosophy
no more lead to a healthy state afoul than will the mode of
treatment produce health of body.
BOOK VI

We have already said that it is right to choose the mean an
avoid excess and deficiency, and that the mean is prescribe
the right principle. Let us now analyze the lattettioo.

In the case of each of the moral qualities or dispositions t
have been discussed, as with all the other virtues also, there
certain mark to aim at, on which the man who knows the princi
involved fixes his gaze, andcreases or relaxes the tensic
accordingly; there is a certain standard determining those mo
of observing the mean which we define as lying between ex
and defect, being in conformity with the right principle. This bz
statement however, althoughrtie, is not at all enlightening. In a
departments of human endeavor that have been reduced tc
science, it is true to say that effort ought to be exerted and rela:
neither too much nor too little, but to the medium amount, and
the right principle @cides. Yet a person knowing this truth will |
no wiser than before: for example, he will not know wh
medicines to take merely from being told to take everything tt
medical science or a medical expert would prescribe. Hence
respect to the qualies of the soul also, it is not enough merely
have established the truth of the above formula; we also have
define exactly what the right principle is, and what is the stand



that determines it.

Now we have divided the Virtues of the Soul it groups,
the Virtues of the Character and the Virtues of the Intellect. ~
former, the Moral Virtues, we have already discussed. Our acct
of the latter must be prefaced by some remarks about psycholo

It has been said beforénait the soul has two parts, one rationi
and the other irrational. Let us now similarly divide the ratioi
part, and let it be assumed that there are two rational faculti
one whereby we contemplate those things whose first princip
are invariable, ad one whereby we contemplate those thing
which admit of variation: since, on the assumption that knowlec
is based on a likeness or affinity of some sort between subject
object, the parts of the soul adapted to the cognition of obje:
that are of dfferent kinds must themselves differ in kind. The
two rational faculties may be designated the Scientific Faculty
the Calculative Faculty respectively; since calculation is the s
as deliberation, and deliberation is never exercised about thi
that are invariable, so that the Calculative Faculty is a sepa
part of the rational half of the soul.

We have therefore to ascertain what disposition of each
these faculties is the best, for that will be the special virtue
each.

But the vitue of a faculty is related to the special functic
which that faculty performs. Now there are three elements in t
soul which control action and the attainment of truth: name
Sensation, Intellect, and Desire.

Of these, Sensation never originatestion, as is shown by th
fact that animals have sensation but are not capable of action.

Pursuit and avoidance in the sphere of Desire correspont
affirmation and denial in the sphere of the Intellect. Hen
inasmuch as moral virtue is asgosition of the mind in regard tc
choice, and choice is deliberate desire, it follows that, if the chc
is to be good, both the principle must be true and the desire ri¢
and that desire must pursue the same things as principle affir
We are here geaking of practical thinking, and of the attainme

of truth in regard to action; with speculative thought, which is r
concerned with action or production, right and wrong functioni
consist in the attainment of truth and falsehood respectively. 1
attainment of truth is indeed the function of every part of tt
intellect, but that of the practical intelligence is the attainment
truth corresponding to right desire.

Now the cause of actiofthe efficient, not the final caugas
choice, and thecause of choice is desire and reasoning directec
some end. Hence choice necessarily involves both intellec
thought and a certain disposition of character [for doing well ¢
the reverse in the sphere of action necessarily involve thought
characer].

Thought by itself however moves nothing, but only thou¢
directed to an end, and dealing with action. This indeed is
moving cause of productive activity also, since he who me
something always has some further end in view: the act of ntal
is not an end in itself, it is only a means, and belongs to somet
else. Whereas a thing done is @nd in itself: since doing we
(welfare) is the End, and it is at this that desire aims.

Hence Choice may be called either thought related to @esir
desire related to thought; and man, as an originator of action,
union of desire and intellect.

(Choice is not concerned with what has happened already: for
example, no one chooses to have sadkeg; for neither does one
deliberate about vdt has happened in the past, but about what ¢
lies in the future and may happen or not; what has happened c:
be made not to have happened. Hence Agathon is right in sayir

fAiThis only is denied even to God,

The power to make what has been done uagion
fi The attainment of truth is then the function of both the intellec
parts of the soul. Therefore their respective virtues are those
dispositions which will best qualify them to attain truth.

BOOK VI

Our rext business after this will be to discuss Friendship.
friendship is a virtue, or involves virtue; and also it is one of
most indispensable requirements of life. For no one would cho
to live without friends, but possessing all other good thingsact



rich men, rulers and potentates are thought especially to reqt
friends, since what would be the good of their prosperity withc
an outlet for beneficence, which is displayed in its fullest and r
praiseworthy form towards friends? And how wd such
prosperity be safeguarded and preserved without friends? For
greater it is, the greater is its insecurity. And in poverty or
other misfortune men think friends are their only resource. Frier
are an aid to the young, to guard them fronrer, to the elderly,
to tend them, and to supplement their failing powers of action;
those in the prime of life, to assist them in noble deedé When
twain together ga €

for two are better able both to plan and to execute. And the
affection of parentor offspring and of offspring for parent seems
be a natural instinct, not only in man but also in birds and in mo
animals; as also is friendship between members of the same
species; and this is especially strong in the human race; for whi
reason wepraise those who love their fellow men. Even when
travelling abroad one can observe that a natural affinity and
friendship exist between man and man universally. Moreover, a
friendship appears to be the bond of the state; and lawgivers se
to set moretsre by it than they do by justice, for to promote
concord, which seems akin to friendship, is their chief aim, whils
faction, which is enmity, is what they are most anxious to banis|
And if men are friends, there is no need of justice between then
whereas merely to be just is not enodgh feeling of friendship
also is necessary. Indeed the highest form of justice seems to t
an element of friendly feeling in it.

And friendship is not only indispensable as a means, it is
noble in itself. We mise those who love their friends, and it
counted a noble thing to have many friends; and some pec
think that a true friend must be a good man.

But there is much difference of opinion as to the nature
friendship. Some define it as a matter sifnilarity; they say that
S t20S G(K2a$8S gK2 INB tA1S
FAYRAE KAa ftA1SZQ W.ANRa 27 |

on the contrary say that with men who are alike it is always a ¢
2F Wig2 27T tryto iintlad Rod prafouhdaMdSscientifi
SELX FYyLFGAZ2Yy 2F (GKS yl ddNB 27F
€SIFNBR FT2NJ GKS NIAyQ 6KSY RN
FAEESR AGK NIAY | SIENya G2 ¥
united 3 Q yR We¢KS FFANBadG KIF Nyz2
AONRTFS GKIG YF1Sa GKS 62NIR
GAS6x yiGlo0fe& 9YLISR20fSas 4K

Dismissing then these scientific speculations asgesimane to
our present enquiry, let us investigate the human aspect of
matter, and examine the questions that relate to man's charac
and emotions: for instance, whether all men are capable
friendship, or bad men cannot be friends; and whetheerth is
only one sort of friendship or several. Those who hold that
friendship is of the same kind because friendship admits of deg
are relying on an insufficient proof, for things of different kin
also can differ in degree. But this has been uksed before.

Perhaps the answer to these questions will appear if
ascertain what sort of things arouses liking or love. It seems
not everything is loved, but only what is lovable, and that this
either what is good, or pleasant, aseful. But useful may be take
to mean productive of some good or of pleasure, so that the ¢
of things lovable as ends is reduced to the good and the pleas
Then, do men like what is really good, or what is good for the
For sometimes the two mape at variance; and the same wit
what is pleasant. Now it appears that each person loves whi
good for himself, and that while what is really good is lova
absolutely, what is good for a particular person is lovable for t
person. Further, each pson loves not what is really good fc
himself, but what appears to him to be so; however, this will |
FFFSOG 2dzNJ | NHdzYSy iz F2NJ Wi
t2006ft SoQ

There being then three motives of love, the term Frienddhi|
not applied to love for inanimate objects, since here there is
return of affection, and also no wish for the good of the objec



for instance, it would be ridiculous to wish well to a bottle of wir
at the most one wishes that it may keep well ider that one may
have it oneself, whereas we are told that we ought to wish «
friend well for his own sake. But persons who wish another g
for his own sake, if the feeling is not reciprocated, are merely ¢
to feel goodwill for him: only when mutué such goodwill termec
friendship. And perhaps we should also add the qualification 1
the feeling of goodwill must be known to its object. For a
often feels goodwill towards persons whom he has never seen,
whom he believes to be good or usefahd one of these person
may also entertain the same feeling towards him. Here then
have a case of two people mutually wdlsposed, whom
nevertheless we cannot speak of as friends, because they are
aware of each other's regard. To be friendsrifere, men must }
feel goodwill for each other, that is, wish each other's good, ani
be aware of each other's goodwill, ang the cause of their
goodwill must be one of the lovable qualities mentioned above.

Now these qalities differ in kind; hence the affection ¢
friendship they occasion may differ in kind also. There
accordingly three kinds of friendship, corresponding in numbe
the three lovable qualities; since a reciprocal affection, knowr
either party, @an be based on each of the three, and when m
love each other, they wish each other well in respect of the que
which is the ground of their friendship. Thus friends whc
affection is based on utility do not love each other in themselv
but in so fa as some benefit accrues to them from each other. £
similarly with those whose friendship is based on pleasure:
instance, we enjoy the society of witty people not because of w
they are in themselves, but because they are agreeable to
Hence ima friendship based on utility or on pleasure men love th
friend for their own good or their own pleasure, and not as be
the person loved, but as useful or agreeable. And therefore th
friendships are based on an accident, since the friend isowatd
for being what he is, but as affording some benefit or pleasure
the case may be. Consequently friendships of this kind are e

3]

[
6]

broken off, in the event of the parties themselves changing, fc
no longer pleasant or useful to each other, thease to love eact
other. And utility is not a permanent quality; it differs at differe
times. Hence when the motive of the friendship has passed a\
the friendship itself is dissolved, having existed merely as a m
to that end.

Friendships of tility seem to occur most frequently betwee
the old, as in old age men do not pursue pleasure but profit; i
between those persons in the prime of life and young peo
whose object in life is gain. Friends of this kind do not inds
frequent each othes company much, for in some cases they
not even pleasing to each other, and therefore have no use
friendly intercourse unless they are mutually profitable; since tr
pleasure in each other goes no further than their expectations
advantage.

With these friendships are classed family ties of hospitality v
foreigners.

With the young on the other hand the motive of friendsh
appears to be pleasure, since the young guide their lives
emotion, and for the most part pursue what is pleasatot
themselves, and the object of the moment. And the things tl
please them change as their age alters; hence they both f
friendships and drop them quickly, since their affections alter w
what gives them pleasure, and the tastes of youth changelkdyii
Also the young are prone to fall in love, as love is chiefly guide
emotion, and grounded on pleasure; hence they form attachme
quickly and give them up quickly, often changing before the de
out.

The young do desire to pass their time their friend's
company, for that is how they get the enjoyment of the
friendship.

The perfect form of friendship is that between the good, a
those who resemble each other in virtue. For these friends v
each alike the othes' good in respect of their goodness, and th
are good in themselves; but it is those who wish the good of tl
friends for their friends' sake who are friends in the fullest ser



since they love each other for themselves and not accident:
Hence thefriendship of these lasts as long as they continue to
good; and virtue is a permanent quality. And each is g
relatively to his friend as well as absolutely, since the good
both good absolutely and profitable to each other. And eact
pleasant n both ways also, since good men are pleasant b
absolutely and to each other; for everyone is pleased by his 1
actions, and therefore by actions that resemble his own, and
actions of all good men are the same or similaiSuch friendship
is naturdly permanent, since it combines in itself all the attribut
that friends ought to possess. All affection is based on good o
pleasure, either absolute or relative to the person who feels it,
is prompted by similarity of some sort; but this friehds

possesses all these attributes in the friends themselves, for 1
are alike, et cetera in that way. Also the absolutely good

pleasant absolutely as well; but the absolutely good and plea:
are the chief objects of affection; therefore it is betan good
men that affection and friendship exist in their fullest and b
form.

Such friendships are of course rare, because such men are
Moreover they require time and intimacy: as the saying goes,
cannot get to know a man till yphave consumed the proverbi:
amount of saltin his company; and so you cannot admit him

friendship or really be friends, before each has shown the ot
that he is worthy of friendship and has won his confidence. Pec
who enter into friendly relatios quickly have the wish to b
friends, but cannot really be friends without being worthy
friendship and also knowing each other to be so; the wish to
friends is a quick growth, but friendship is not.

In an effort to save some space | have notrogfuced the complete work. Still it produces a fairly hefty tofedited by H. Rackham)

Making Sense Of It All: Nicomachean Ethics Thought Sheet
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Main Point(s)
(What is he talking about?)

What is the Good?

What is Virtue?

What is Ethics?

What is Friendship?

What does the Mean
mean?

Do you agree with
Aristotle?




Chapter 21

Science and the East

This may or may not be a legitimate chapter in our exploration. Valid or noke# dee from a
simple question:dHad therealready been or didthere develop in the East a similstda OA Sy G A FA C
thinker to Aristotle?

The answer depersR Y K2 g @ 2dz RBOEBUKS Wa GAIS yakSanty2WEeOA Sy OS¢
can definiely say from our discussion of Aristotle that sciendaraader than we define it todayf
we bear that in mind, any system which seeks information on or questions and examinescwture
Ay a2YS grke& 0SS 02yaArRSE B videeysa tt isNde br@adnesslhfa G 2 (0t S
I NAaG2Gt SQa aeadSy ¢ K AaskKhe yuestiod & thérésimaitHingeRn tiedzi = & 2
East?

| tds Not Just The Speed Of Light,

In much ofthe Eastern philosophwe have examinedhe natural world does nateem tofollow
laws but insteadsimply 'is'. Humans can look for regularities and pattern in the flow of nature
any 'laws' detectedthere are the product of humanmposition, a personal, interiorway of
organizing experience@ posterior), and are not the underlying basis of the phenomena being
observed.An Wdzy R S NE r agkRowlédgentpf some phenomenorwould be considered
accurate if it bring greaterseltawareness not necessarily greater awareness of the world.

By contrast and only in the broadest sense, the Westphilosophyseems to prefewverbal or
logicalmodels of reality evaluated along the criterion ari overall objective ideaalledW ¢ NXni K Q
this case anodelwould beconsidered accurate if it expresses titeiehature of realityregardless
of individual\Hwarenes§this may not sound odd, but it does go to the struggiween science
and faithin the West, whereas in the East you could have a Confucian Buddhist, or an Atheist
Buddhisj.

INAaG2Gt SQa & am hi&afchy2implie® thal thete2aePsIBtsi into which sonieg
fits, or is boundedif you so please. This system enables us to understand ourselves and to
understand ourselves in relationship to other things (everything has a place and everything in its
place). This would implgertainrigidity and makes our owselfawareness intedependent upon
some external objective truth.

But can we nofalso say that despite all of their protestations to the contrary, certain Eastern
philosophers delved into similar sciences, divided the world up similarly for the purpasepér
understanding and enlightenment€ertainly we can see early development of astronomical
calculations, geometry, and metallurgy in the Indus civilization of the last millennita&@oes it
compare (for lack of a better word) with the developmeaotf Aristotle?

Apples And Oranges

Part of the problemmay still bethe word science In my limited researclon this subject] find
very few discussianin the Eastphilosophical traditiorof the word as applied by Aristotl&hat is
not to say that thee are notworksthat the authors consider to be discussioofsthe subject,just
that there are few real discussions on tbemparativeidea meaning that very little discussion can
take placebecause it seems to this humble author that everyone is inttipg the wouldscienceo
fit the nature of the studies and knowledgeit forth by their respective areaw culturesand yet at
the same time pointing out that their understanding is the only possible understanding e¥aind



Warning: author opinion induced statements aheadbut then do not look in the rearnew
mirror)! | think that we may be comparing apples and orangeé® dzaS ! NAaG2dGf SQa
thinking The argument made by many pundits and authors is thatghst was miles ahead of the
West in everything and that theheoretical, practical and productive arts of the East were
transferred(usurped?}o the West (and in some caststhe far East) and that every thinking owes
its existence to théndus Valleyiwilization or theBuddhists of Indiawho oddly enough according to
themselvesdo not give a damn about any of Bo where does that leave us in our innogemay;
naiveand humble search for knowledge and truth?

The Sound Of One Hand Clapping

Perhapstiis best to see this as a one sided discussion by both diditss true that Eastern
civilization, especially the Indiadeveloped centuries ahead of tWestand from archeological and
literary evidence it appears to be sosome areasthenwhywaé A G Wi 2a0QK 5AR (GKS
it and even if they did it seems that would have expanded its influence not diminishEaey. say
history is written by the victors, but the Greefaside from the fact that Alexandelid not conquer
the Indian peninsula, in fagside from his illnesst probably was his undoingjad a penchant for
citing and referencingjif often only in rebuttalor dialectically like Aristotlewhich seems tamply
(asides aside, | really do have a pdiere)that the chargeby modern author®f intellectual hubris
by Western scholarsnly applied to ancient culturesr that an ideacan develop in isolatiorAnd if
that is the case perhaps the Vedic culture stole their ideas from sometseeas wellWith pre-
history, we are left to deciddrom sketchy evidence
There is no denying that the Vedic culture has some merit for exploration. If, as | understand,
vedicYSIFya W{iy2¢ftSRISQ GKSyYy Al TFAla Nieddoes Vadg (2 2 dzl
A0ASYyOS YSSU (GKS RSTFAYAGAZY gKAOK ¢S 3IAGS G2 ! N
selfawarenessandvirtue 2 Sa ! NAa (G20t SQa O2YLI NB (2 GKS +=SRA(
Unfortunately this insufficiercy we haveof historical writing and htsricalanalyticalwriting of
our period(andandzy RS NA G | y RA y)Jandtife wiitiKgs wedidd Navedre lidited and/or
slanted toward one end or anotheWhat we can access and quantifg an understanding of the
results. While gunpowder was creat in China, we see that very little of it was used for war aaft
industrial expansiorand that mainly it was sed for entertainment purposes.
Some knowledgends up beingxploited merely for curiosities. For examphe harnessing of
steam powerby the Greekswvas rarely used to move trains but to power intellectual oddities,
curiosities or toys. Speaking of venting, | guess that is what | am doinglheogation can be an
end in and of itself. In cultusawhich value stability, whit most do, innovation does not fuel new
enterprises or thought but entertains and amuses. Why is the vision of Atlaotisilated by
advanced being&hich so many havenot true?Was knowledge held only by an elftav while as in
the West(according to sme) the majority of people starved in ignoranc#?hy must great human
endeavors only be attributable to an alien influence?
My guess is thaat the time most cultural exchange is not seen as stealing or vindictive. The
intellectual community in any sociegeems to be more about the exchange of isldzan bragging
rights. Why else would you open a university? What a cultoes with the knowledge is what
makes the difference.

Putting It Together

I am not sure about this chapter, but | fadiit to be a fascinating exploration of history, culture,
cultural bias and just plain biaslow | am always open to being corrected if | am wrong, and | will
adapt and revise this text if enough information comes my way, but in my humble and incomplete



exploration of the ideas which have shaped all of civilization, the decline of civilizations does not
mean that the next one stole everything they knew from the presiame ¢ except maybe the
Romans | guess(poor Etruscans, and Gregk<ivilizations riseand fall on their own meritsin
relatively stable situations ideas flow freely and are exchanged fr@dlg inability to adapt to
changing conditions, ecological, politicatonomic, or whateverdue to the culturalrestrictions is
probably more to blame than usurpation.

There are many theories and books of theories out there about the movers of civilization, both
human and environmental. Salt, biological, geologicatgeiographical, technology, resources; all of
these have some legitiate hand in the furthering of human civilization. We though seek to
understand it from the philosophical, epistemological. The human mind and spirit as it struggles
with and passes through each of these factors.

Basically the investigation and writing this chapter just made me frustrated. Objective opinion
was hard to come by, and much building up and tearing down of cultures (or more appropriately

GSIFNAY3I R2gy (2 O0dAfR dzZll0 o6l & (GKS ftA2yQa akKkl NB

Actually, on second thoughtavery important lesson indeed.

Ny



Chapter 22

Epicureans

Alright! Enough of that deep thinking stuff¥ahoowoo! Let us get tohe rowdiest bunch of
crazies to ever put forth a philosophfginally, a group of thinkers to which geek philosophers can
look to with as much admiration as engineers lookMwollo 13 There is hope for us! Toga! Togal!
¢23F X

Seriously. What tends to happen when dour asceticeama intellectualism overcome good
sense?Intellectualism looses badly at a dring game and @pd sense gets rougbhod by
hedonism We seekers thoughask aes Epicurusvho has lent his name to this movement have
more to offer than just binge hedonism?

Let us see, r&d in the endremember, no matterwho you hang out withall the cool chicks and
dudes just think you are goofy anyway.

Putting It In Context: The Players

Cynicism; stressed stoic self-sufficiency and the rejection of

?2-3207? i
4127-3207 | Diogenes luxury; searched for an honest man with a lantern in daylight.

There is no afterlife, live now to the fullest. Ethics should be

341-270 | Epicurus guided by feeling like Physics is guided by our senses.

Stoicism; peace and well being come from living in harmony

335-263 | Zeno if Citium .
with nature.

Confucian; natural human evil tendencies must be overcome
298-230 | Hsun-tzu with ritual and education. He distinguishes what is born in man
and what must be learned through rigorous education.

Table 1: Epicurus in Context

Epicurusmarks the transition to thenew century. Platoand Aristotle are dead but well
entrenched and thanks to Aristotléarger observations on the meaning of life are being taken on.
Egcurus steps into this orderednoral world. He was borrsome twenty years after the death of
Aristotle outside of Athensand began his teaching outside of Athens as well, but eventually
gravitated there, opening a school knownd Wi KS DI NRSyQ 6SOlFdzasS 27F GK
wherein he taught (ironically placed halfway between tlstoa of the market and the Academyfie
was known for his generosignd keptthe school open for at least the last 30 some odd years of his
life then provided for it in his will, to allow it to stay opgwhich it did.He was also the first treely
admit women(to learn of course, get your mind out of the gutspite the subjegt
Epicurudives ina period of constant st 3t S 6 S i 6 S Sgenetals B EstallishS oIk
of his empire. In a sense the empire has already begun to de8inehe is long enough after that
the great patronage of the Ptolemaic rulers, establishing libraries aiekersities does provide a
stable and fertile ground for the development of thougBtill, cme could honestly look at the world
andaskg KI i 322R RAR tfl{2Q& I yR ! NR aan®phifosoghar OF f t &
kingsdo for the people of Greece?
Since we know that Socrates was reacting to a popular world view heldnbgng othersthe
Sophistsand that Plato and Aristotle established schools which lasted centuiiesuch a
established gardemwhat effectcould a system which swung the pendulum back hayeZamazing
amount apparently 9 LJA O doRddrice) was greathis systembecoming one of the major



philosophies of the Mediterraneamfluencingeven theRomansaslate asthe poet Lucretiugmid
first century BCEyho provided us witha fairly large summary & LJA O widtlbzdiafd thoughts

Let The Party Begin

Enough background. Let us get to the meat (and wine) dptcurusbasically ébunks every
aspect of the moraphilosophies of Platand Aristotle Shocking, | knowHe does this by denying
the existence of an aftelife of which he contends there is no proddith no afterlife to worry
about, there is only here and now. The gdeave us be and really have no concern for us and any
belief in an aftedife is simple not rationd(i.e. there is naational proof of it).

Epicurusdoes not propose or even reallgly on any formal system of logic. For hitine purpose
of philosophyisto attain the happy, tranquil life, characterized by peafreedom from fear, the
absence of pain, and by living a sa&lffficient life surrounded by friendé&n important part of
' NR&dG2af SQa whickwe dedds Hthids BookdViilPléasure and pain are theamsures of
what is good and bad. Our physical senses define thesath isdemoted from a transition to
another type ofbeingand sothe end of the bogt andthe soul shouldhot be feared. Removal of this
ultimate fear redefines lifeBecause death is the entthe godsdo not reward or punish humans, no
tally being kept, one more fear down.

CKSNB INB Ylye SOK2Sa 2rtoctondtiraughiniESicuds butkv@dza K &
not want to get hung up there. Epicurus was not a disciple of Aristiotladdition, his lifestyle also
called for a certain amount of detachment from social involvement, meaning that social moral
adion was not as important. Working for the good did not really mean polikesAristotle taught,
ort f I WRRB2A2LIKSNI (|Ay3Iad ¢KS AYRAGARIZ £ WLX S| & dzNB
(oddly enoughpecause only fools @uld think otherwise.

So if there is no aftelife, no finalexternalconsequences save the immediate ones during our life
time, how do we learn to live and why should we live that Way

Everybwby&s nd For The Weekend

9 LJA O dxkdzareinot massive is scope, and for the most part only come down to us through
secondary sourced.ike Aristotle before him, he divides his thoughts into pabtg onlythree: The
Canon Physicsand Bhics

The Canob & A YA f | NI €ategofles dreNiie Zrite2ial for SUDtAinking in the other two
parts.CanonO2 YS& FTNRBY GKS 62NR T2N Wt Aal@ntraryt®theK | & Y 2 (
explosive nature of this thought

The basic premise is thaixperience dicates knowledge and to place the root of knowledge
outside of ourselvesvould beto deny the validity of our experience and therefore our ability to
know anything. Without an experience of truth hoautd we tell it from ignorance?

Knowledge is built fromncremental sense experiences in an associative, coroagdd way.

What that means is that we lump re@ine and memory of similar sensory experien¢egether
until we grasp a concept, like when the sun is out it gets hot. So heat gets associated mggh thi
which are hot. The idea dfumancomes to us through a reoccurring complex pattern of qualities
which are similar enough (even for differe¥dbject<p that we call each othehumans But we do
not just take it on past knowledge. We must also contitmeoll our sensory information or else we
might lump a mannequin in with humans.

Thereare no Fornsas for Plato and no substance/beiag for Aristotle Knowledge from sensory
experiencealone (ours and otherggives the formWithout getting into how he posits we receive
ideas and images, he does hammer language for being part of the problem. Because we can give
something a name, like death, wman extrapolate out and begin to fear it. He really stresses the



idea of understanding the base meaning of a word and avoiding embellishing it with extra meaning,
which according to the aforesaid lack of explaining is a stiortit of the actual meaning.

Let 6s Get Physical

9 LJA O Brydies ltas only use within the peoof praxisHe feels that the only use for natural
d0ASyO0S Aa GKS KSIfAy3a 2F LIS2LX SQa Affaod ! ff &L
can be applied to human suffering.

Think about Aristotle. Knowledge leads to virtue and thatsignain goal. Not so fast Epicurus
says. What good are thglatitudes of philosophers to heal the ills of the world? Knowledge must
have a pragmatic purpose.

Interestingly, he attributes most sickness and suffering to superstitious beligish rise from
external forces and the incessant worry it causes. One tries to be what one is not or else seeks
constant escape from the realitgf who one igto the final detriment caused by the hatred tfe
self which one is trying to escagémmm.

Democritus (mentioned but not really exploredn Chapter 9, provides the natural world
explanation for EpicurusHis atomism explains how we get sensory informatimough the free
range atoms bouncing aroun&®o asiddrom the functionand end2 ¥ LIK & & A Odeasar® LJA O dzNX:
pretty much based on Democritushis frees Epicurus up to wax on the natafeature.

INAAG2GES A& (K2dz3KG 2F a GKS FANBOG WNSIFfAaGC
for meaning. Still he connected to an objective outsidi¢hings. Epicurugjoes one step further and
dismisses the objective as having any bearing. Sure there may bebgbdshat observable
evidence is there that they db Y @ G KAY 3K | 2¢ UOGKSNBTF2NBE O2dZ R 4SS
them? So even oumind, the connecting point for Aristotlés a physical thing, connected as it is to
the physical body. The mind hurts when the body hurts the body moves wiemihdtells it. End
of story.

The gods death and other seemingly observable things really do not matter to the physical
world. The universe is infinite and eternal, and events in the world are ultimately based on the
motions andinteractions ofatoms moving in empty space (he has a great observation about the
dust motes floating in sunbeam§ohakuna matataand handoose.

Feelings, Woh, Woh, Woh, Woh, Woh, Feelings

If all of that is true, can there be an objective based lifeet Aristotle justified it with this
connectivityfocused in the soulas a natural of6hoot ofan objective truth Epicurugejects that. So
how do you justify ethics when you remove that connecti&iRics he tells usis based in felings.
Not mushy feelings budensing(of or by the sensesjust as our fingers can sense an object, so our
minds carsensegood and evil. We get a feeling, like the williwben we see something which does
not feel right.

Ethics thenis not based in errnal truths We sense within ourselves the nature of something.
Death is so final there is no connection beyondfideath is the end, there can be no punishment
after death, nor any regrets for the life that has been Jastly for the life not lived

In a way,contrary to what | said beforeiristotle himself prepared the way for the hedonistic
thoughts of Epicurid | A & F 2 Odzi(Th2 @oopidItheldly YieSviragietabout igould be
taken to mean freedom from pain, suffering dasorrow.When we do good things we are happy.
Epicurustakes it a bit further.Pleasure ionly attained when we overcome pain. Food is not a
pleasure until we overcome hunger. In this wa&picuruskind of presents a tlashold based on
contrariesalso similar to Aristotldut without the mean We can see this in many of his iddas



instance, jistice and injustice arise from thawsY I RS (2 W02 NNXS O lights aoll2 y 3a 2
from some external understating of what is just and unjust

Epicurusclassifiesdesires into three types: some are natural, others are empty; and natural
desires are of two sorts, those that are necessamng those that are merely natural. Naturahch
necessanpnesare those that look to happiness, physical wading, or lifeitself. Unnecessary but
natural desires are for pleasant things like sweet odors and gastihg food and drink (and for
various pleasurable activities of sorts other thamgie smelling, touching and tastintpink passing,
transitory pleasures Empty desires are those that have as their objects things designateihiity
sounds such as immortality, which cannot exist for human beiagd do not correspond tcany
genuineneed. The same holds for the desire finysicale 2 yligeZgi@at wealth or fothe trappings
of fame Againthey cannot provide the security that is the genuine object of the desire.

Such desireshecause they have no basis in reglitannever be satisfied, any more than the
corresponding fearglike the fear of death can never be alleviated, since neither hasganuine
concretereferent, i.e., death as something harmfthg fear of not beind or that of wealth and
power & panaceafor anxiety. Such empty fears and desires, based on what Epiaailsempty
belief, are themselves the main sourcefeairand pain in civilized lifevhereyou do not really have
to worry about being eaten by something or stimg to deathwhere the wall protects and the
farmer provide$, since they are the reason why people are forever driven to strive for limitless
wealth and power, subjecting themselves to the very dangers they imagine they are avoiding.

Alright. Deep bredt. Ethics then consists in seeking the right thijugtged by our feelingdt is a
natural desire to gravitate toward pleasure and avoid p&or. Epicurushis sensual understanding
must be validas we have discussed abQyer else all elseouldbe cdled into question. Since that
is so(that we canfeel right and wrong, we are free, due to an amount of randomness in the
universe to act(we are not determined by outside forces, which gives us freeddimat is, true
freedom comes from not being slavéo fears or irrational ideas.

Still if one does not fear the gods any sort of final punishment, what motive is there for living
virtuous life or even justlyWe want what is best for ourselvesd our friends which means we will
alwaysact in accordance with that desirBecausetiis preferable not to commit crimes, even secret
ones, since there will always be anxiety over the possibility of detection, and this will disrupt the
tranquility that is the chief basis of happiness in lifestite, for Epicurudepends on the capacity to
make compacts neither to harm others nor be harmed by them, and consists in such compacts;
justice is nothing in itself, independent of such arrangements. Someone who is incapable of living
prudently, honorably, and justly cannot live pleasurably, and vice versa. Finally and similarly to Plato
and Aristotle, prudence or wisdom (no matter how it is learned) is the chief of the virtues: on it
depend all the rest, including our actiorfsor exanple a wise man would feel the pains of a friend
no less than his own, and would die for a friend rather thaong him in any way otherwise his
own life would be in turmoil and he could not be happy.

Putting It Together

When the times are good there ampood times to be hadThe problem with systems which
require a lot of responsibility, seffiscipline and selNBS 3 dzf | G Ay 3 | OYyR2Yy NRAT G (0t ¢
seems to bahat they really require a lot of work. Self discigliand Selflessness are sometimes a
hard sell when things seem to be going well. Think lafé @@rly 2£' century and the SUV. People
who would laugh at others as they ran over them with their Hummers suddenly become the loudest
proponents of conservatiomhen it seems that they reallywould not be able to get their gas for
under $2 a gallon. They decried President Carter in the Seventies only to echo his words in the
Nineties and Aughts.



The pendulum ofghilosophicalthought swings wide as well. Thesealways a prophet willing to

St ¢

no resmnsibility?

We would argue that the answer is no butimnately it is a matter of perspective. When Epicurus
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Epicureansave to tell us?s there a valid aspect to his thought? Is Epicurus all about pleasure and
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sloughed off the immortal coil, he began to look at a different end to life. He began to focus on the

things here and now, righhifront of us. The immediacy of life became apparent to hiis. love of

friendship even amidst suffering (his kidney stones are eventually what killed him) is admirable and
worth imitating. Life was simple enought the end of the day we Wido the righ thing because it

feels goodpecausewne desire to avoid feeling bad, and because others are so importanit timatst

be the greatest virtue.

All this is not to say that there were not some fuzzy areas for him as well. Asthiths there

were times wken he saidwell that matter is for a greater mind than mine
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Chapter 23

Stoicism

Zenoof Citiumis the fourder of Stoicsm. The nhame for this systethoughderives from thestoa
or columngporch in the agoa from which Zeno taught He arrives like Epicurussoon after
I NR & ( 2 (0 farfl &rdost it Paraliek =

With this discussion, we cover the last of what Marcus Aure{ausStoicand philosopher king
himself)consdered the fourchairsof philosophy: PlatonicAristotelian Epicurearand Stoic These
systems, in opposition to others like the Sophi&sapter9) or the Cyrenaic€hapterl5), tend to
takethe longterm or moralview which probably lent them to more enduring adherents.

What that means is that for a whilengerwe are wading in thdinal foundations of Western
Philosophy.

Zeno (Of Citium)

Like Sorates Zenosought the public forum to espouse his teachiagsl so set up at the painted
(murals)porch colonnade in the marketplace of Atheiderefore, like Socrates, it is the foundation
laid by his followers hich we really knowMost of the writings of the Stoics come to us from much
later, mainly through the Romanés is so often the case in the way that Zeno extended Cynicism,
the life of Stoicisnis much larger than Ze6ba (i K 2 dzZ3 K (i

Still, we have to start somewhere and what better place than the beginmtggstated,Zeno's
ideas developed from those of theynics(Chapterl5), whose founding fatherAntisthenesif you
recall, was a disciple ofSocratesL y %Sy 2 Qa (S| Odtlaasdidriy istbdéhdedby OF £ f -
I NAadG23Gt SQa ,Ghodglihe feralnd falthful to 2hg” Sotratid éalind & appears to be
the flavor of the postAristotle day, ike Epicurus, Zeno's philosdpal system covered three main
themes: physics, logic, and ethis® designated at a later time)

Feel i ngs, No, No, No, No, No Feel

Where Epicurugmbraced feeling and emotion as the foundation of knowleflge krow what
we sensepnd therefore happinesgrirtue), the Stoicgook the opposite view: emotion was the flaw
which produced all sufferingDestructive emotions, such as anger or jealousy kept us from
happiness and thereforeau to be kept in check.

Logicand reasonrule the day.Selfcontrol and fortitude are the means of overcoming these
destructiveemotions

Reasoris the solejudge. The sensations and impressions of Epicurus atr¢he end of truth.
That is to say, where as Epicurus would saysemseor feel something to be true, Stoics would
argue thatwhile that may betrue, the final decision is made on those senaes feelings byeason
The mindhas the ability to judge (approve or reje@)sensation enabling it to distinguish a true
feeling or sense afeality from one which is falséAnd in terms of that judgment, we can say that
some impressions can be agreed to immediat@yerybody automaticallfeelsknows that killing is
wrong), but that other impressionscan only achieve varying degrees of approval which can be
labeled belief or opinion It is only through the use of reasoinat we can achieve clear
comprehersionand belief. Certairty and true knowledge is achieved by verifying the belief with the
expertise of peers and the collective judgment of humanity.

Vulcans Have Feelings Too



Cultural PauseRemember theStart Trekepisode where the pretty flowers shaipore at the
crew and took away rational judgment for all practical purposes? Remember how Spock cried
because he was unable to express emotion for so much of his life? The episode was about the
AUGNHZA3ES 0SG8SSy ISHGAYy3T atwealjiteddDK oA GK 2y SQa &St
Okay before | go on,l realize that theremight be some out there who could possibly be
unfamiliar with theStart Trekseries. If that is so and none of the previous statements make any
sense to you then, darn it go to your local libramyvideo store and get a copy ahisSide of
ParadisgSeason Episode26) or TheNaked Timend watch it! Get with the program!
Anyway,Stoicism is not about no emotions, but about keeping emotions in check, balanced
by the rational mind(which inciagntally for those who do not know, is basically the Vulcan
approach, until thekolinahr which is the ceremony fahe purging of all emotions)
Contrary to earlier thinkersf happy memory Knowledge is nate Virtue. Virtue is the Will in
tune with Nature. One seeks to eliminate thR S & (0 NHzOG A @S | aLlSOia 2F 2ySQ
asceticismbut more of a discipline of will
Stoicism is not just a lack of emat® but is a system basedrationality andaction.In the Faith
vs. Works discussidiis this really a discussion or just a misunderstanding between frignded)an
consider them part of the Works camp.

Logic, Captain?

The Stoics, in oppition to the Epicureans hadsystemof logic In opposition to Aristotle it was
basal in statements rather than just predicates. What that means is that Aristotle (thought you
were done?) started at the base term, likiarQand combinedtiwith another term like\gaseous
bodyQ(neither of which ha conclusivetruth or falseness contained within,ithough it can be a
WHINHzZEKQ AGaStF ¥F)NaRdstated alchhBugianZrded theim N8 zieScadistars
are made of burning gaurning gas gives off light; therefore, stars give off liglwhich must
contain a truth within it) Thismethod spends time defining the thing and is very useful in
discussions.

Stoic Logion the other handcomnects propositions together via logical operators to produce
ideas and reflects in a way the Stoic propensity to actidre Earth is roundParis is the capital of
France.Those arestatementsor propositions To spend time on the terms, as does Aristaieo
waste time onincompleteideas That is to say, The Earth is round tells us about things which we do
not have to worry about defininglo sayThe Earth is roundNDthe Earthrotates meansTherefore
the Earth is a round thing which rotatée can se it in this quote from ZenaiNo evil is honorable:
but death is honorable; therefore death is not évil.

Logicthen, is the means of puttinghings in relationship to one anothefmhis logic igssentially
abouthow the statementgpropostions) connect together. The logical ways of combining or altering
statements or propositions to form more complicated statements or propositierike main focus
of this type of logic. For that reas@toic orpropositionallogic can be thought of as (prarily) the
study oflogical operatorsi.e. any word or phrase used either to modify one statement to make a
different statement, or join multiple statements together to form a more complicated statement.
For exampleandk, doré, dnote, df-theng, cbecalses, anddnecessarily, are all operatorsThe Stoics
make several distinctions of thgpes of operators but we will not worry about that here.

As to that, why spend any time on this? Well, later this form of lagjide of interest.



Physical reality is consistent with universal laws...!

Stoics have a sense of physics which is similar to earlier thinkers with a few Thistsniverse is
a physicalplace of cause and effecBasically there ar@ntecedentcauses andgrinciple causes.
Thirk of it like a bowling ball. You flinging the ball down the lane is the antecedent and the
roundness of the ball (which allows it to continue rolling) is phieciple If you flung a square box
down the lane you would not haveminciplewhich would allev it to continue down the laneyou
would observe a different effecThis ties into their logic.

Along those lines,here is a sort of central corea prime movera universabr divine reason
which can be calleddsl (or Zeus or whatever you feel so inclined). What does that have to do with
physics you might insightfully ask? NatuseGod, or at least what we can understand of God.
Something (everything) participates in God because faig of the universe(i.e. Nature) This
nature istherefore ruled by reasonl{(ogo$ (HeraclitusChapter 8 Plato Chapter 13bhas laws and
the world adheres to these laws. Physics is the study of the operations (workings)ine Reasgn
which is the relation of causes to effects (just as logic is the study of relations).

Matter is all there is. There is something rather than nothing. But what about those nothings like
ideas? How can things not exign the sense that only matter exists), yet be? Stoics propose a
simple solution similar to Aristotle: they belong to different species of the same genus. There are
material and immaterial things, in an order of nature, with the immaterial things beithe
highest order. | used our earlisomething rather than nothingecause it still applies here. That is
to say, space is something rather than nothing (something capable of being occupied yet not
occupied). Ideas follow the same route. Very roughly, pley exist, physically, but they have a
matter sensible only to the mind.

The idea of the soul, as with Aristatie approached in physicshé soul exists, buinlike Plato
and Aristotle,it is not eternal. Without going too deep, lte whole universeis in a cycle of
destruction and creation/resurrectionSouls might hang around for a while, some longer than
others, for a hierarchy of reasons, but eventually all are caught up in the cycle.

It is curious how often you humans manage to obtain that

which you do not want.’

So once again we see physics and ethics tied togediddirthings are parts of one single system,
which is called Naturethe individual life is good when it is in harmony with Natéif@&eng As
stated before, he will, in tune with nature is Virtue{Xdwirtue¢}. So what does that have to do with
how we act toward one another?

If Godis Nature(in a somewhat pattheistic way) then when we followUniversal Reason (the
Logos the Natural Law which is also within Y& ¢S | NB Ay (0 daeShave diu&k D2 RQa
oHappiness is a good flow of lgesaid Zeno, and this can only be achieved through the use of right
Reason coinciding thi the Logoswhich gowerns everything. A bad feelirdis a disturbance of the
mind repugnant to Reasomnd against Naturé Thisrational conscience, thisoul,this convergence
of God and the mindut of whichmorally good actionspringis Virtue; true goodcan only consist in
Virtue. We seek to do the good for one another, because that is the Naturalthavdivine Will, the
structure of the universe or however you want to fraw it.

! Physical reality is consistent with universal laws. Where the laws do not operate, there is ne realitglge
reality by the responses of our sensescéOne are convinced of the reality of a given situation, we abide by its
rules.i Spock Specter of the Gliha bit long for a section title but presented here in full for your edification.
2Spockin6 Er rand of Mercyb
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the rejection ofright ReasonDifferently, it is all black and white for the Stoics. Actions are either
good or bad, they cannotebboth nor can they even be a little of one and a lot of the ott#dr.
errors must be rooted out, not merely set aside, and replaced with right Rea%ba.
suppression/eradication of the negative emotions which cause suffering and sodesird, fear,
pleasure and painproduces moral actions and immoral actions are those not guided by right
ReasonPeriod.

As a foundational asideKtS A R &eéwill@mEtuated within Stoic thought but basically boils
down to (because it is the oneMant to emphasize) following the Wdl choosing to not follow the
Will. There is a certain deterministic view present in the Stoic discuasighown in th@xample of
a dog tied to a cart. If the dog chooses to go with the cart wiheroves,va bene Orhe can choose
to not go with the cart, but in the end will be drug along anyway.

True freedom is freedom from emotional control and attachment. Indifference is not apathy but
a refusal to be mastered by the thingn indifference tat. Functionally, when you think about if, i
one did not care then what would be the point of living@w one cares and acts is the rubne
does not want to help someone out of pity (an emotion) but out of the rational understanding of the
good. Freedomthen is merely the choice between right Reasand well, frankly, stupidity.
Happiness will only come froifnational) moral actions.This would also imply a certain amount of
social interaction and Stoics as a whole are encouraged to {patiic and even lead, in the
philosopher king vein.

Damni t Ji m, | 6m A Dolctor , Not A Gr

In Star Trekhe rational yet emotional Captain Kirk is advised by the cool rationaliyroEpock
and by thedeep passion of Dr. McCoy. Kirk often plays the tof of each other, provoking
humorous situations, yet he seems to genuinely respect both men. He values both their brilliance
and their beliefs. Many of the best stories are those where the three banter and struggle to look at
the world as one mind, asideom the command structure.

Spock seeks the most rational course of action. He is not without a compass and he is not strictly
relativistic because the rational thing to do is of course the best thing to do. How could it be seen
otherwise?He cares abouthe mission, his friends and the ship he sails in but he does it without
emotional attachment. If logic dictated an emotionally charged action he would still take it, because
it is logical and therefore the right action.

Dr. McCoy on the other hand is allb@int medical officer who often questions thdilitarian
decisions of Spock because they seem cold and calculating (in the sense of bean counter). They
chastise each other, and they often trade gewmatured barbs.The question isonstantlyraised
between the good of the one and the good of the many and which one has more value. Spock would
approach the problem logically, rationally and the good doctor often with compassion. In the end
one sometimes defers to the other.

The Stoics approach life with therse of balanceas saidnot so muchwith asceticismbut
rationality. All are equal undeod. One weighs the correct action based on regsitve natural law
and apreferredlist of things.Wealth and health are to bpreferredto poverty and disease. But the
why of the preference is the motive behind the decision. McCoy and Spock might reach the same
decision but for totally different reasons, for whiGpock would still disagree with McCoy.

We cannot controthe things without us. The worldrptty much runs itself, based rational and
rationally knowableset lans.2 KI & Aa Ay 2dzNJ L2gSNE (GKSyz Aa GKS
have regarding our capacity to judge what is good and whatiS @A f ® hdzi A RS 2 dzNJ L2
GKAY3EaQ> gKAOK INB WAYRAFTFSNBYGIQ 6A0GK NBaALISOG i+



The soul does have an irrational part (where else would the passions come from?), but if kept in
checkonly good things will happen. The evkeeljudgment being promoted also implies a certain
unquestionable fairness when dealing with others. In the end it is the group as a whole, as for the
universe as a whole which is the measure of virtue.

Putting It Together

The Stoics bring not just an oppagimiew to the Epicureanspmethingthat was certainly the
practice before Plato,they reintroduce the idea of stability and objectivity over relativism and
subjectivity

Still, what is the best way of looking at the world? For that matter what are tlséchipuestions
for which we seek answers? In the end it is a basis for adfitrat is the seat of the mind? By that
we are askg what is the role, the place artde composition of rationality andpistemology As we
can see from our explorations so farpst of our discussion hinges on this understanding. What
does it mean to be human@an | trust my senses and my mind? How shaddact? What is the
best way to act and what is the best way to go about living so that we find our purpose?

What is the good?s it a healthy emotional life like the Epicureans espouse or a healthy rational
judgment in harmony with Nature as for the Stoics? Is knowledge virtue or freedom from
perturbation? Either waya lack of extremes would be the order of the day for both cangnd put
GKSY aljdz NBE Ay (GKS OFYLI 2F ! NARad20t SQa dzy RSNE( Iy

Live long and prosper.

PertinentStar TrelSpock quotes:

U [being a Vulcan] means to adopt a philosophy, a way of life which is logical and
beneficial. We cannot disregard thatilosophy merely for personal gain, no matter
how important that gain might b&ourney to Babel

U If I let go a hammer on a planet having a positive gravity, | need not see it fall to
know that it has, in fact, falle@ourt Martial

0 After a time, you mayfind that 'having' is not so pleasing a thing, after all, as

‘wanting.' It is not logical, but it is often truemok Time

Where there's no emotiotiere's no motive for violencBagger of the Mind

0 McCoy:The release of emotion is what keeps us hedimotionally healthy.

Spock: That may be, Doctor. However, | have noted that the healthy release of
emotion is frequently unhealthy for those closest to fato's Stepchildren

I C



Chapter 23a

Marcus Aurelius (Excerpts from Meditations)

X Always bear thisn mind, what is the nature of the whole, and w succession of poor human beings, who will very soon die, and

is my nature, and how this is related to that, and what kind of a
is of and what kind of a whole; and that there is no one who hir
you from always doing and saying the things which are actgtdi
the nature of which you are a part.

The period of human life is a point, and the substance is in a
and the perception dull, and the composition of the whole t
subject to putrefaction, and the soul a whirl, and fortune har
divine, and fara a thing devoid of judgment. And, to say all ir
word, everything which belongs to the body is a stream, and -
belongs to the soul is a dream and vapor, and life is a warfare

stranger's sojourn, and affeime is oblivion. What then is the
which is able to conduct a man? One thing and only one, philosc
But this consists in keeping the daemon within a man free 1
violence and unharmed, superior to pains and pleasures,
nothing without purpose, nor yet falsely and with hypocrisy,

feeling the need of another man's doing or not doing anything;
besides, accepting all that happens, and all that is allotted, as ci
from thence, wherever it is, from whence he himself came;

finally, waiting for death with a cheerful mind, as tginothing else
than a dissolution of the elements of which every living bein
compounded. But if there is no harm to the elements themselv
each continually changing into another, why should a man have
apprehension about the change and dissolutf all the elements’
For it is according to nature, and nothing is evil which is accort
to nature.

Throwing away then all things, hold to these only which are few;
besides bear in mind that every man lives only this present -
which is an indvisible point, and that all the rest of his life is eith
past or it is uncertain. Short then is the time which every man |
and small the nook of the earth where he lives; and short tot
longest posthumous fame, and even this only continued |

know not even themselves, much less him who died long ago.
Body, soul, and intelligence: to the body belong sensations, t
soul appetites, to the intelligence principles. To receive
impressions of forms by means of appearances belongs ev
animals; to be pulled by the strings of desire belongs both to
beasts and to men who have made themselves into women, ar
Phalaris and a Nero: and to have the intelligence that guidibe 1
things which appear suitable belongs also to those who dc
believe in the gods, and who betray their country, and do
impure deeds when they have shut the doors. If then everything
is common to all that | have mentioned, there remainsvithich is
peculiar to the good man, to be pleased and content with
happens, and with the thread which is spun for him; and not to ¢
the divinity which is planted in his breast, nor disturb it by a crc
of images, but to preserve it tranquil lléeving it obediently as ¢
god, neither saying anything contrary to the truth, nor doing anyt
contrary to justice. And if all men refuse to believe that he live
simple, modest, and contented life, he is neither angry with ar
them, nor does he diate from the way which leads to the end
life, to which a man ought to come pure, tranquil, ready to de
and without any compulsion perfectly reconciled to his lot.

Men seek retreats for themselves, houses in the countrgheess,
and mountainsand you too are wont to desire such things v
much. But this is altogether a mark of the most common sort of |
for it is in your power whenever you shall choose to retire
yourself. For nowhere either with more quiet or more freedom f
troubledoes a man retire than into his own soul, particularly whe
has within him such thoughts that by looking into them he
immediately in perfect tranquility; and | affirm that tranquility
nothing else than the good ordering of the mind. Constantly
give to yourself this retreat, and renew yourself; and let



principles be brief and fundamental, which, as soon as you

recur to them, will be sufficient to cleanse the soul completely,
to send you back free from all discontent with the dkito which
you return. For with what are you discontented? With the badne
men? Recall to your mind this conclusion, that rational animals
for one another, and that to endure is a part of justice, and tha
do wrong involuntarily; and considehow many already, afte
mutual enmity, suspicion, hatred, and fighting, have been stret
dead, reduced to ashes; and be quiet at IBst. perhaps you art
dissatisfied with that which is assigned to you out of the unive
Recall to your recolleabin this alternative; either there is provider
or atoms, fortuitous concurrence of things; or remember
arguments by which it has been proved that the world is a kir
political community, and be quiet at lasBut perhaps corporee
things will still fasten upon you.Consider then further that the mir
mingles not with the breath, whether moving gently or violen
when it has once drawn itself apart and discovered its own pc
and think also of all that you hast heard and assented to abou
and pleasure, and be quiet at laBut perhaps the desire of the thil
called fame will torment youSee how soon everything is forgotte
and look at the chaos of infinite time on each side of the present
the emptiness of applause, and the charigeass and want ¢
judgment in those who pretend to give praise, and the narrowne
the space within which it is circumscribed, and be quiet at last.
the whole earth is a point, and how small a nook in it is this
dwelling, and how few are therin it, and what kind of people al
they who will praise you.

This then remains: Remember to retire into this little territory of y
own, and above all do not distract or strain yourself, but be free
look at things as a man, as a human being, @8zan, as a mortal
But among the things readiest to your hand to which you shall

let there be these, which are two. One is that things do not touc
soul, for they are external and remain immovable; but

perturbations come only from the ofmin which is within. The othel
is that all these things, which you see, change immediately anc
no longer be; and constantly bear in mind how many of ti
changes you hast already witnessed. The universe is transform
life is opinion.

X You have eisted as a part. You shall disappear in that wt

produced you; but rather you shall be received back into its sel
principle by transmutation.

If souls continue to exist, how does the air contain them f
eternity? But how does the earth contain thedies of those whc
have been buried from time so remote? For as here the mutati
these bodies after a certain continuance, whatever it may be
their dissolution make room for other dead bodies; so the ¢
which are removed into the air afterbsisting for some time ar
transmuted and diffused, and assume a fiery nature by being rec
into the seminal intelligence of the universe, and in this way n
room for the fresh souls which come to dwell there. And this is
answer which a man mighgive on the hypothesis of sou
continuing to exist. But we must not only think of the number
bodies which are thus buried, but also of the number of ani
which are daily eaten by us and the other animals. For wr
number is consumed, and thusarmanner buried in the bodies

those who feed on them! And nevertheless this earth receives
by reason of the changes of these bodies into blood, anc
transformations into the aerial or the fiery element.

Constantly regard the universe as onenlivibeing, having one
substance and one soul; and observe how all things have refere
one perception, the perception of this one living being; and hoy
things act with one movement; and how all things are

cooperating causes of all things whiclkist observe too the
continuous spinning of the thread and the contexture of the web.
Thou art a little soul bearing about a corpse, as Epictetus used tt
Think continually how many physicians are dead after o
contracting their eyebrows over thieks and how many astrologel
after predicting with great pretensions the deaths of others; anc
many philosophers after endless discourses on death or immor
how many heroes after killing thousands; and how many tyrants
have used their powever men's lives with terrible insolence as
they were immortal; and how many cities are entirely dead, ¢
speak, Helice and Pompeii and Herculaneum, and ol
innumerable. Add to the reckoning all whom you have known,

after another. One man afteurying another has been laid out de
and another buries him: and all this in a short time. To concl



always observe how ephemeral and worthless human things ar
what was yesterday a little mucusnmrrow will be a mummy ol
ashes. Pass thenrdligh this little space of time conformably
nature, and end thy journey in content, just as an olive falls off v
it is ripe, blessing nature who produced it, and thanking the tre
which it grew.

Be like the promontory against which the waves icntly break,
but it stands firm and tameset fury of the water around it.
Unhappy am | because this has happened to me. Not so, but
am |, though this has happened to me, because | continue free
pain, neither crushed by the present nor featiegfuture. For such i
thing as this might have happened to every man; but every
would not have continued free from pain on such an occasion.
then is that rather a misfortune than this a good fortune? And dc
in all cases call that a man's noigtine, which is not a deviatio
from man's nature? And does a thing seem to you to be a dev
from man's nature, when it is not contrary to the will of me
nature? Well, you know the will of nature. Will then this which t
happened prevent you frofimeing just, magnanimous, tempera
prudent, and secure against inconsiderate opinions and false
will it prevent you from having modesty, freedom, and everytr
else, by the presence of which man's nature obtains all that
own? Remember too avery occasion which leads you to vexati
to apply this principle: not that this is a misfortune, but that to be
nobly is good fortune



Chapter 24

Greco-Roman Thought

This chapter title is perhaps a bit deceptiiehe Romansvere great adaptersand the Greeks
provided them with plenty to adaptThis period of transition, starting really with the Roman
conquering of the Ptolemaic empire of the Egypt, marks the decline of Greek influence in political
matters, but not in matters of the minmuch to @oQ& OKI INR Y 0

Though the library hegay created by Alexandand Aristotleand perfected by the Ptolemaists
has begun serious declineniot ruin, the Roman leaders began to be influenced by the culttineg
were encounteringEven ifCaesar accidently burned down the library in Alexandria while trying to
burn its fleet in the harbarthe importance of Greek thought to ¢hdevelopment of Romand any
other society which came into contact withcinnot be overlooked

So we can also look at this chapter as type of follmwndiscussion of Chapter 21.

The Players
Stoicism; peace and well being come from living in
335-263 Zeno harmony with nature.
There is no afterlife, live now to the fullest. Ethics should
341-270 Epicurus be guided by feeling like Physics is guided by our
senses.
214-129 Carneades _Skeptic; reason and senses are flawed so suspend
judgment
106-43 Cicero Platonic, Stoic; an eclectic philosopher
100-55 Lucretius Student and connoisseur of Epicurean thought.
20-40 Philo of Alexandria Jew?sh philosopher, mair_1 influence is on Iate_r non-
AD/CE Jewish thinkers; synthesis of Greek and Jewish thought.
506-574? Bodhidharma? ?

Table 2: The Greco-Roman Players

I know, | know | hear you Look at that list! What are you thinking? How big a bucket do you
think we need to carry here®nd besides have we notraady poundedhe Greeksnto the ground?
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and, etc.). Why? Because the influences are not only great within Rome, but because Rome touches
(if not conquers) most fothe civilized western worldNever underestimate the influence of trade,
not just in goods but in ideas. The standardization of Romanandepracticegproduces a certain
amount of standardization of thought as well.

Take a moment and think of the inflace of the French cultur®r now, the American.Today ve
can see the struggle between the two. The French academy of language struggling thekebma
shop bull ofAmericanisrs out of their language, something they failed to do willndjeans.

And look, there are a few new names there.

The Greek System
Let 6s face 1 t. Tdéessenthebkecbkotherssaparfratdalsetand & vas
not like their partners were not willing either.



One exampleof the influences which bearemtion would be that of Greek thought on
Buddhisnand through that later into Zemd even Christianityif you want a longer article
on this then probably a good intro would Hkbe only onel stumbled across
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Grec@Buddhism The summation would be that the art,
philosophy and practice of Buddhism in the areas of Greek occupation drastieagedHo
include Greek ideas and styles, not just during the occupation but permanently creating a new
synthesis of ideas arat the same timéhose Greek thinkers were also influenced by their
Buddhist counterparts.

Roman Hands and Russian Fingers

Talking about a finger in every pothe Roman Empire, long in the making and in the
unmaking, extended throughout the world as known to the West. Interestingly enough and as
a total sidebar here, the religions which took hold in Rome were as varied as thesdbnat
Romans occupied but that is another class. As always we must be careful in making
generalizations about periods of human history which took millennia to accomplish, but that
does not mean that it will not happen here.

The Romans were a practidat. They stood on ceremony, but often not for long, as it
was difficult to get off the bottom of your sandal. It is the practical things which attract them
within a philosophy and the esoteric things which they dismiss., @fter hearing @&ek
philosophical arguments during a dispute, dismissed the whole lot as, well, liars and idiots
(as well as those who might be influenced by them). He saw no use in rhetoric except to
confuse and misdirect. He bemoaned that Rome was being swayed aroreehavith
philosophers and saw it as her downfall.

Oddly enough though it did not have the effects of his dire predictions, but it does show a
bit the Roman mindset. Other Romans embraced philosophy and what they perceived to be
its benefits. Greek replagelatin as the language of the educated. The Roman ability to
integrate, synthesize and adapt provided a comeutioral lingua franca if you will for the
exchange ofdfeasand since they were 6everywherebd in
India could 2 exchanged with ideas in Spain or England

The In Crowd

Still, until later in time, the mindset of Rome was somewhat reserved for Roman citizens.
But who would not want to be a Roman citizen, what wighprivileges and legal rights?
Okay, aside fromite Jews and the Egyptians, and the S
there were a few but other than them? | mean the Germans invaded to become Roman.

Somewhat akin to Truman Capadte New York, the Romans often embraced ideas f
vogue effect until something better came along or the quaint country cousin pointed out some
flaw or failing.

Alright, what am | getting at, right? Citizens enjoyed rights in which the common rabble
could not participate. Sure they kept local custontslaw, and in some cases even religion,
butthey werealwayswithin the context of the larger Romaalture This could translate into
a freedom of thought which meant freedom within Roman thinking. Groups that might rise
up based on indepdent thinking often found themselves in opposition to local Roman
leadership. Local things were only as protected at the pleasure of Roman leaders.


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Greco-Buddhism

In the end th&reeks had a full sense of debate and the Romans hadearnngnsense of
law. The term GecoRoman is probably akin to shooting and stuffing an endangered species
in order to preserve it.

Pre-nups: Get It In Writing

Let us take a moment and talk abotlte Skeptics(from the Greek foto look fol). Carneades
head of the Academy in Athens, was not the first Skeptic, but he did really introduce it into the
Roman mind.

Skepticisms not the automatic nagaying of any ideac(f. end note for Chapter) 4or is it just
doubt. Skepticism basically states that we can make no definite statemaindsit anything Think of
it as merelyan attitude ofsuspending judgment on something becadismnkly no judgment can be
made The truth cannot be known, or even demonstratadyou shouldrefrain from defining truths

We are back to the questienof where do we startand how do we knowFor mostof the
philosophersvhomwe have looked at until nowhere is comes goint wherethey say we just have
to acceptan ideaasreasonablgChapter ) and move onThe Skepticavould say no. fRis may seem
contrary to what we thinkThis also kind of flies in the face of Aristotle d&mdjicthe whole targetof
whichis to discover truthsXeptics do just thatvithout compunction argung thatin actualityit is
an endless regression of trying to determine the truth, and each truth just leads you to the search
for the basiof that truth. So in a Zetike state the Skeptic says, why even try?

The Blue Or The Red Pill (or One Pill MakesyouTal | er &)

Spoiler Alert:We can see thisiiyet another cultural reference, ithe movieThe Matrix(again,
KISy Qi &S SAGthe imdn chatagiar Neb ledinsality is up for grabs. That which we
see, the very basis for any doudtS Y I & KI @S A& 02dzy RSRhichthenks Y I OKA
another reality in itself encased within yet another realljecQ & 2 2 dzNFwWaenegsfowsiuS f F
that to begin to doubt reality does not necessarily lead one to understanding of erteaknows to
be true.In other words Keptidsmis the philosophy whickhallengeghe ordinary assumption that
there is evidence available that can help to discriminate between the real world and some
counterfeit world that appears iall ways to be identical to the real worltVhat we must come to
understand is that adinary doubtdevelopswithin the context of other propositions of a similar sort
taken to be known, and it can iminatedby discovering the truth of soenfurther proposition of
the relevant type Doubt then, can never really be answered within the context in which it arises. In
the end tere really is just no way tnowso just reserve judgment on the mattat hand

It is the very layers of reality whigrevent us, nay obstruct us from understanding reality. When
2yS YI1Sa RSOAaAzya | o2dzi NBFfAGE FyYyR GNRSA (2
everyone) discovers the boundary within which one made the decision, meaning that those
dedsions are only good within that boundary and so another set of decisions are now called for, and
so on and so oifwhew!). In the very end, it is Neo who sets the boundary of his reality, knowing
that it still exists within a larger reality.

Doubtthen, is not the central core of Skepticism, except the doubt that there can be any known
truths. It is more an understanding that questioning is really useless, that it leads to unhappiness,
frustration and futility. Better to go through life skepdl of proffered truths and systems, and
reserving judgment about any of the big questions in life.

I would not reduce the intellectual life of the Romans3icismand Skepticism buin our great
condensinghey can be considered two main currents &dsintellectual life.



Putting It Together

The advancement of thought and cultusemetimes go together. Sometimes ndte have in a
sense been looking at synthesizers, people who build upon or meld ideas from earlier thinkers
together. Tken there are those who are more amassers than synthesizers. Ultimately the camps
usually divide, with those who synthesize more and those who synthesize less. TheRGnean
world was filled with adapters and conglomerates, creating a bitwagbd philosopical movement
subsisting mostly in existing systems. We can see the effects in the society, its thinkers and its
writers. They were great at it. The question for us thenhsitndoes theamassingf ideas produce?

Often times our understanding of things based on incomplete or sketchy memories and facts.
For example, if you were to ask people who would know about such things to tell you the Christmas
story, they would most likely tell you an amalgamation of stories rather tharstory contained in
Lulke or Matthew specifically (yes, they are different). If you were to ask the specific reference for
different parts of their story, they would most likely be unable to tell you (if you even knew
yourself). Okay you say, but is that a bad thing?

It can be.Let us not forget our early lessons about bias. Think back to your initial beliefs about
Epicurean hedonismf we clump things together then we do not understand them fully, though we
may have the gist. Take this work for instance, witleicondenses deep philosophical systems and
thoughts to oneliners.Full understanding only comes with depth.

The stability of politicafystems, even though they seem chaotic on the surface, especially the
Pax Romanaan lead to aype o stagnation of thought. And why should it not?¥ A G | Ay Qi
R 2 ¥ Q (i WeFcanEseeXuither refinements and clarification but little innovation @hfapter 22. It
is nothing new, nor will it continue to be.

The seeking of spiritual truth can leade down varied paths, and into the error of mediocrity.

Relevantscenefrom 2y i & t &iK2yQa [AFS 2F . NAIY

Reg What have the Romans ever done for us?

Various Attendees: Sanitation? Medicine? Education? Wine? Public order? Irrigation? Roads?
The freshwater system? Public health?

Reg All right, but apart from the sanitation, medicine, education, wine, public order, irrigation,
roads, the fresh water system and public health, what have the Romans ever done for us?

Attendee: Brought peace?

Reg Oh, peae- shut up!



Chapter 25

Philosophical Weaknesses

hilred 'a LQ@S LINRPolofe alFAR az2yYSLX I OS o6S¥2N
think that this isa strange chapter for a couple of reasons. OWeakness?L &y Qi A G | 0
that? Two:. dzi A ay Qi ( K I Vialidgtie butagain| bdds witk NS K

Technically this is the second part of the previous cha(@edtherefore a third part to Chapter
21). We have examined the foundational systems of Westmd Easterrthought and we can be
relatively cocky about the future of these philosophical systeEsen with the introduction of
religious based ideas the themes and views expressed by these systems pretty much rule the day
and influence everything we hold to be true about humanity and the world.

I.
U

> &b

Philosophical Synthesis

Who is right?Platd? Aristotle? Confuciug Zen® Buddh& Epicurug Are they all right in their
own way?

We can see thatachseems to hit upon an aspect of the human condition which makes sense.
Scientifically perhaps some have a better handle on the structure of things than others, and we
must have science in order to bring understand{ng do we?) We who have the benefit of hird
sight and some great experimental science under our belt understand the universe at a different
level than they did (right?). Can we then, pick and choose b#tian they? Perceived advances in
understanding (via faitlor sciencg may seem to give us an advantage that these potmguided
saps did not as theymuddledthrough. In some things, this is most definitely true. We hagecater
understanding of the brain and the body, of the stars and of atoms, yet we still struggle with the
fundamental questions and come no further sometimes than they.

The thinkers to come will exercise a bit of mental gymnastics in order to come up with
explanations for things which areeally actuallyvery hard to explain.ln a way they are like us.
Certainly the educated populous knows the ideas of the Greeks, has possibly even argued about
them and even decided to live by them. We begin to move intiona tvhen the society as a whole
will be introduced to these ideas at the grassroots level.

Forget them for a moment. Let us concentrate on ourselves.

Philosophical Exercises

Alright then, let us engage in a bit@iir ownphilosophicalyymnasticsExamineyour own beliefs
and try to plug them into the philosophies we have examined soQar.first task is to once again
not pigeonhole any of the thinkers we have encountered. We do not care about where they are
from, what cultural situation from which thegrose, nor do we care about things they say which we
may think ridiculous or offensive. We want to look at them within the context of their thought alone
(logically) and not what we think of them.

So slough off those biasesid stereotypes fad cast your mind back to the ideas which struck
you, excited you, gave you pausay to classify yourseih one typeof system, or the follower of
one system or philosopher. It is okay, | will wait. (hmm, hmmm, la, la, la;dedbum, la, la, la)
Good?Got it?

Whether you answered yes or no, begin to formulate an argument for your choice. Write it here
02N a2YSLIE I OS Ay @2dzNJ y2iS0o2 2 3Onéaghn, I willvaiff, SS LIA y 3
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Exercisel: My Rai son do6é°tre

Philologus Ludi

Wait, that is Latin right? Does that make it a fallaki&, ha, good memorgwell, at least | dp
except when it comes to mgar key% but no, though we are looking for a bit of fuw/e have
stretched our minds in the last section so let us take some time to put that expanded mind to the
test.

Thought Philosopherty

AAFS O2YSa G @&2dz LINBiOGe
around once in a while, you could miss it.

OWe are what we repeadly do. Excellence, then, is not :
act, but a habit

G 2dz {y29s FTNBSR2YQa =2adzaid |
highway that you travel blind.

oHey, hey, hey, hegow. Don't be mean; we don't have to t
YSIysS WwWOdzl b maitE Wik goSgh,Eherg you aré.

oQuite simply captain, | examined the problem from all ang
and it was plainly hopeless. Logic informed me that under
circumstances, the only logical action would have to be one
desperation. Logical decision logically\eed até

oEverything | needed to know, | learned in Kindergagen.

Exercise2: Thought to Philosopher

Not too hard, ehZGame one down. Now, game twdlatch the philosophy/philosopher to the
thought.

Socrates Virtue
Skeptics Inner Peace
Confucius The Soul
Aristotle Reality is not what it seems
Epicurus Friendship is everything
Stoics Reincarnation
Buddha Be in harmony

Exercise3: Philosopher to Thought



Not so easy this time you sayk&Y so | put some tricky ones in there. As was intimated in the
previous chapter, sometimes we can confusewnp together ideas. Sometimes a singlea has
many iterations and sometimes a different idea means the same thing in different systems.

What yas should have noticed by now (and shame on me if you did not) is that often these
systems are not very far from one another. At their base is a particular idea and at their goal is a
particular idea, and though the pathways may be differefien even tho® share similar ideasr
methods We can see parallels between East and West, between Greeks and Chinese, Modern and
Ancient.

BONUSwhat logical fallagyes)did | employ in the last puzzle?

Putting It Together

How we put things together says much abaost We have looked at this idea earlier, but without
the benefit of the basic (and | emphasize basic) knowledge of these fundamental systems. Now, with
a2YS KAYRaA3aIKG ¢S 2 Joinetimashowisknteont pdRd drgBrivedit islad | A Y &
effective asthe argument itself. Two philosophers may state the same point, but one has an
argument which appeals to us personally over what the other argues.

The true name of this chapter then@JR Philosophical WeaknessEisis is more or less a heads
up chapterbecause soon we will be entering into a period similar to the Roman period, where ideas
can become muddled, or our own biases and prejudices can easily come intdtg&always
important to keep in mind where we have come from, as well as where weé t@ago, though in
philosophy the goal can sometimes get lost amid the rhetoric.

Buck up campers! Do not get discouraged and be up for the ride to come!

oWhat was that middle thing?0tto, A Fish Named Wanda



Chapter 26

Early Jewish and Christian Philosophy

How do different societies and civilizations change when they come into contact with one
another?No, this is not a continuation of the previous continuations. This time we are going to look
at it from the other direction. These thinkers are noincerned with the citystate/empire in which
they reside but an understanding of the Gatlich resides withirwhich they resideJewishculture
is built upon the monarchy of the one Gaohd Christianityis built upon the Jewish Messianic
culture. Unlike the later Roman Emperor cult, God is the ultimate leader of the society, religiously,
politically, and ethically.

The idea of a human leader usurping Geaot viable within this framewors God will always
usurp any upstart humarfusually because they dje With the wide scale acceptance of the
human/God Jesus by Christians the idea of a political/religious state ledsarsy, | know, but that
is laten. The functions of the state aseparae from the functions ofaith. Within Christianity ne
is called to live ethically within the state, even if the foundation of that state is uneth@azduse
the foundation of life is within Gadrhis may sound like Socrates, butsitnot becausef, as he
would say, some sort of agreement between the state and the individual (reme@Giitey.

What this means is that the drive to Wisdom, or ethical behavior is not driven by human/worldly
concerns but by concerns of the divifdivinereason, objective truth, whatever you want to call it)
who can be theonly source for such behavior. So how does one reconcile the seekiisdbm
with the desire to seek G&d

Philosophy VS. Theology

This brings us to the isky subject.If philosophy iditerally the love of wisdomthen we can
literally define theologyas thestudy of GodIn this period of timehe line between the two blurs
somewhat Is there a difference? Well there are many argumeiotsand against that statement,
but let it suffice us to say yes and no. In some ways they stand apart from one another, in others
they stand upon one another. If one takes thele reasorroute, then philosophy and theology
cannot be recaciled.If one takes theethicsroute then they are definitely complimentary. This can
create something of a quandary for us, but only if we lefAg.with Plato, Aristotle and the rest, we
seek to understand thehilosophical nature of the thought andsiramifications within a system,
not argue its merits or deficiencies the God question

Each of the following groups hilosophicallyguided by a system of thoughT.he question
becomes one of authority. By what authority do we make pronouncementspisely by reason
and what can be reasoned, or is thersiagle authority which makesriéasonablyso? We are back
to our earlier discussion of Prime Moves it physics or G¢€hapter4)? How the thinkrs of this
time resolve that question is larger than we can really cover here, but it does have effect not just
now, but in philosophies to come.

Initially we will see the Wisdom/Logo<50d connection being made, seeming to reconcile the
two. We alsowil 3 SS 'y | NBdzYSyid R SvEsSdoesLAthdny Badgeyto do &vithi K S W
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tool of theology. Still others saw philosophy as the root of all error within theolbgyoge the
Athens/Jerusalemeference.

3 God is dead Nietzsche; Nietzschis dead God.



The Players

20-40 Philo of Alexandria Jewish, but main influence is on later non-Jewish
AD/CE thinkers; synthesis of Greek and Jewish thought.
?-65 Paul of Tarsus Christian, used Greek thought to spread Christian ideas

Stoic; Logos is Christ; we must accept what comes to us
because of our faith.

1007-165 Justin Martyr

Table 3: Early Jewish and Christian Players

Jewish Philosophers

As we have previously disssed, lhe spread of Greek thought was not without effethe Jews
did have a rurn with Hellenistic culturgrecall the feast oHanukkahas recounted in theOld
Testamentbook of Maccabeus). In fact besides the influeficead on them (c.f. theHellenists
references in Scripture) they had influence within it themselves. The tdravers of Godalso
mentioned in Scripture) referred to Greek/nayenetic Jews who had devoted themselves to the
practice of Judaism.

First andforemost is Philo of Alexandridds the name implies he lived in thRgyptiancity
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among the Jews, it does influence later Christaiters.

Philo saw himself nabnly as a Jevbut alsoas a Platonig&toic. He really sought a synthesis of
Hebraic and Greek thought maingimed at-- big word warning!-- exegesisor the critical
discussion/interpretation of scripture. Hesed Greek philosophy to expound and explain aspects of
the Hebrew Scriptures (most probably the Septuagint, the Greek translation of the Hebrew
Scriptures)which he views in both a literal and allegorical ligife might place him in the
Hermeneuticdranch of philosophy if we were so inclined.

For Philo, Gods the only efficient causen the modeof divine reasorimmanent in the world
The powers emanating from God and suffusing the ldi@nd the doctrineof the Logosfigure within
his thought. We can begin to see a pattern which, &tift, Philo does make a distinction between
philosophyand wisdom Philosophy is the devotion to wisdom and Wisdom is thevKkedge of
divine things. A subtle difference in thought from some earlier sys&sngse have already noted

As a tidbit, most of what we know of Philo aside from his writings comes to us through another
familiar name, Josephushe Jewihl historian.In the end, these are not the only philosophers who
were Jews, but as we shall see in time to come, while philosophers continue to shade their thought
with their religious affiliation, it becomes less about being a Jewish or Christian or wehate
philosopher and more about being a philosopher which is of that faith (or lack thereof). But those
are later chapters.

Early Christian Philosophers

WARNING: Oversimplifications AheatWe can actually start with Paof TarsusMost people
might not think of him as a philosopher, but his adaptation of Hellenistic thought to Christianity and
vice versa was significanErom the book known as thécts of the Apostlesve know that he
engaged in philosophical debat8purred on by Bpureans and Stoic philosophers, Paul mounted
the Areopagus in Athensa(large flat hillabove the agora and just beneath the Acropotise
soapbox of its day) and was challenged to a discussion of ideas. The outcome wasanuxetile
some derided hishought (most probably the Epicureans because he discussed thessond did



follow his teachingsActs 17:1634) which means he had some rhetorical ability and had to have
some knowledge of their thought

We can see it in his writings, known Eagistleqliterally letters). For examplé | ddis€ussion of
body and soul is a direct appeal to the Greek mind. In Helinaieght there was no dichotomgf
body and soul, they were of one substantfehere was any division it would be between heart and
mind, not between the physical and the metaphysical.

With the rise of Christidaty, and in the vein of Paulpologistsarise to spead their message
using the rhetoricaformula familiar in the Near East and the WeRhese are not just speakers but
writersand we have the results of several of their efforts.

The significance of this may not seem large except forfdloethat they are also an insight into
the mindset of the Romarempire, its leaders, its citizens and its inhabitants. What kind of
argumentation are they using? What does that say about the audience of these wididsy?
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philosophy.

Justin Martyr

Of specific notealong those linesvas Justin Martyrwho lived in the second century, and died
about 100 years after the events he defending ironicallyduring the reign of the philosopheing
Marcus AureliusAs a quick note, early Christianity was identified with Judaiamd because
Judaism was an ancient religion, its practice was proteatater Roman lawJews were not bound
by Roman custom where it interfered in the practice of their own religious bel@&fsistianity
shared this protection until someone argued that they were not the same, at which time, Christians
became obligated to ftdw Roman religious customs, such as military service and offering sacrifice
to the gods, the emperor, etc. This they refused to do aaddless to sayit got them into trouble
with the local constabulary.

Justin opened a Christian school in Rorraining many students irChristianapologetics and
theology as well as philosophy. But his main works are apologetic. He wrabe &mperor,.the
Senate, to Greeks, to Roman officials, whoever he thought might have influence and might be
influenced by his arguants, foping to keep Christianitgnd Christians safe.

As a philosopherJustin was intent on showing how Christianity brought completeness to the
pagan philosophie€One of the ways he does this isuse of the idea of théogos By now he idea
of the Logoswas widely familiar to educated men, and the designation of the Son ofaSdte
Logoswas not new to Christian theology. Thennerin which Justin identifies the historical Gltri
with the rational force operative in theniverse leadsup to a claim of all truth and virtueéoeing
containedwithin Christiaiity and the adoration of Chrigtvhich aroused so much oppositiois)the
only reasonable attitudethat is, as we have seenifsophers state before, it is the onlgasonable
way to think

It is not so much that Justin depends upon understood philosophical concepts to explain
Christology or Trinitarian doctriner other Christian beliefs but that he wants higdéence to see
that what they believe isontained withirand perfected bybelief inChrist.

Cynics

Another ancient group which bears some expansion of discussion here are the (&yhics
Chapterlb). The asceticisnof the Cynics appealed to Christian thinkdéPawulof Tarsusseemed to
espouse the idea that the end was coming soon, that the return of Jesus to once and for all set the
world right was imminent. For this reason, strict asceticigas called for, denouncing the things of
the world and embracing virtue



The Cynics still saw themselves as Platonists, almost as Socratic in their view of their role as gad
fly, using satire and butlog tactics to constafy point out the flaws within society and calling it
forward. This too has a certain appeal within Christianity.
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The translation of this intoancern for others outside ones family or city also had great appeal to
Christians, which we can see from the earliest decisions to provide aid to communities no matter
where they were establisheft.f. Act3, as well as the concept of community extending even beyond
death (aka the Communion of Saihts

Still certain practices, such as a complete disregard for modesty, were derided by Christian
writers, such as Augustinand understandably, not integrated intbe mainstream thinking

Heresy

Speaking of deriding, hile the thinkers and writers of this period were focused mainly on
secular powers and thinkers, there also developmd internal strife between thinkers within
Christianity. The early attempts at apologetics also produced lines of thinking based within the
GreceRoman mindset which fell into conflict witrthodoxteachings.

As time goes by and lessdfess effort was needed to convince the populahe writings and
argumentation turned more toward Christian ideas and the discussion of whether or not the ideas
had merit within the Christian ethos.

Both of these situations produced what has become knas heresyHeresy comes from the
Greek forto choose as in choosing what you want to believe, and in érainer, the conflictof
that beliefwith orthodoxy (ight belie}. Somedisputeswere in terms of orthodoxyto lunatic fringe
kind ofissues like some Gnosticgfrom Gkto know) and other mystery cultsbut others were the
product of sincere andhtellectually honestefforts to reach understanding using thpdilosophical
concepts of the day.

Most of the earliest heresies deal withd nature of Christ as both human and divioe what is
called thehypostatic unionThis idea is central to the Christentric Christians, and informsot
only many doctrines but manyfuture theologiars andphilosophers. Becausef this, the ideas of
nature, substance, accidents, the soul, the divimel many other previously discussed subjects all
come into play. At the same timée meaning of a ten, the way in which it is used ari$ use to
describe a single aspedf Chrisblogy could often be misconstrued and/or owveeveloped
resulting in conflict

Ecumenical Councils

In line with this andespeciallywith the legitimization of Christianifythe cosmopolitan nature of
the believerslent itsdf to the solving of global problems and standardization of doctrinal issues. The
means of accomplishing this was theunci| specifically arecumenicalmeaning norregional, or
with everybody) council and the theological discussions were informed by Ipkbphical and
scripturallanguage. The conflict over the nature of Christ took many fantsthe arguments from
both philosophical and scriptural sources raged over centuries.

The idea of an ecumenical council was not new in tHedntury. In fact it s a long history
within Christianity and Judaisnihe development of the coundllowed Christianity and Judaism to
a certain extentto finalized the means of establishing authority and uniformity (orthodoxyhe
norms fallunder three titles: Scripture (both Hebrew and Christian), Tradition (both Jewish and
Apostolic) and Magisterium (which is just a big Latin word for teacheRabbis and Bishops
Scripture as the written word, Traditiaos the spoken worsl and sanctione@ctions practiced but



y2i Wg NR and Bafist®ignsas e teaching/conserving bodppeals to reasomill often
refer to one of these bodies.

Theology is nohecessarilyimited to these authorities, because it is the exploration of Geihg
human intellect (both a prio&nd a posteriorexperience), and as such is often brought into conflict
with the established authorityin the end, ay appeal either theological or docinal will be made to
these authorities.

Putting It Together

At this time, themainthinkers | bring up here did not have a large influer®e.wty bring them
up?L ¥ ( KIBrusalem@ destroyed and the Jews are dispers8don, Christianity will beccena
major influence in Roman society. By the time Constantine arrives on the sten8209, a
majority of the bureaucracy of the Roman Empire is actually Christian. The previous pogroms and
persecutions have failed to rout the society of the moahtentJews or the blasphemous Christians.
Not only failed but the people you begin to rely on to carry them out really have no incentive to
dispersearrestor crucify themselves.

What weare beginning tcsee is not just the synthesis of ideas but the codiiaabf beliefs as
ideasand the insinuation of ideas into belief

Until now, while most systems referenced a divinity or prime cause, often calliagdbr the
godsor divine reasonthe systems were about the systems themselves had the god/gods fit
into them. Here we begin to see the movement toward @gdbeing theeason forthe system. Not
to say this is not present in the earlier systems but not to the extent we see Mow.we begin to
see the rationalization oijustification of these systems in light of the religious/theological
framework/system.

So maybe this chapter is really about the Philosophy v Theology problem. Perhaps we really need
to spend some more time exploring that idaad | am sure we will

fil fell in love with the prophets and these men who had loved Christ; | reflected on all their words and found
that this philosophy alone was true and profitable.
fiNo one who is rightly minded turns from true belief to falskistin Martyr
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Apologetic Writers

Here is a sampling from various authors. Notice the use of various concepts within them which might be familiar to us. There may
be some theological concepts which are unfamiliar but that is okay, because we are examining the context for them.

XVII
I

XX
XVI

Justin Martyr: First Apology

PROOF OF IMMORTALITY AND THE RESURRECTION
For reflect upon the end of each of the preceding kings, how they
the death common to all, which, if it issued in insensibility, would k
godsend to all the wked. But since sensation remains to all who h
ever lived, and eternal punishment is laid up (i.e., for the wicked),
that you neglect not to be convinced, and to hold as your belief,
these things are true. For let even necromancy, and theatilris you
practice by immaculate children, and the evoking of departed ht
souls, and those who are called among the magi, Dsestlers anc
Assistantspirits (Familiars), and all that is done by those who
skilled in such matterdet these persuadgou that even after deat
souls are in a state of sensation; and those who are seized ar
about by the spirits of the dead, whom all call demoniacs or mad
and what you repute as oracles, both of Amphilochus, Dodana, F
and as many other suds exist; and the opinions of your autho
Empedocles and Pythagoras, Plato and Socrates, and the pit of
and the descent of Ulysses to inspect these things, and all that ha
uttered of a like kind. Such favor as you grant to these, grantcalsn
who not less but more firmly than they believe in God; since we ex
to receive again our own bodies, though they be dead and cast in
earth, for we maintain that with God nothing is impossible.

DIFFERENT MODES OF PROPHECY.
But when ya hear the utterances of the prophets spoken as it
personally, you must not suppose that they are spoken by the in:
themselves, but by the Divine Word who moves them. For somet
He declares things that are to come to pass, in the manner wfhon
foretells the future; sometimes He speaks as from the person of Gt
Lord and Father of all; sometimes as from the person of Cf
sometimes as from the person of the people answering the Lord ¢

XL

Father, just as you can see even in your owterg, one man being th
writer of the whole, but introducing the persons who converse.
RESPONSIBILITY ASSERTED.
But lest some suppose, from what has been said by us, that we s:
whatever happens, happens by a fatal necessity, becauswétadd as
known beforehand, this too we explain. We have learned from
prophets, and we hold it to be true, that punishments,
chastisements, and good rewards, are rendered according to the n
each man's actions. Since if it be not so, buthétigs happen by fate
neither is anything at all in our own power. For if it be fated that
man, e.g., be good, and this other evil, neither is the former merito
nor the latter to be blamed. And again, unless the human race h
power of availing evil and choosing good by free choice, they are
accountable for their actions, of whatever kind they be. But that it i
free choice they both walk uprightly and stumble, we thus demons
We see the same man making a transition to oppdsitgst Now, if it
had been fated that he were to be either good or bad, he could
have been capable of both the opposites, nor of so many transition
not even would some be good and others bad, since we thus mal
the cause of evil, and exliither as acting in opposition to herself;
that which has been already stated would seem to be true, that r
virtue nor vice is anything, but that things are only reckoned goo
evil by opinion; which, as the true word shows, is the greatesetyn)
and wickedness. But this we assert is inevitable fate, that they
choose the good have worthy rewards, and they who choos:
opposite have their merited awards. For not like other things, as
and quadrupeds, which cannot act by choice, did Gake man: for
neither would he be worthy of reward or praise did he not of hinr
choose the good, but were created for this end; nor, if he were
would he be worthy of punishment, not being evil of himself, but be
able to be nothing else tharmat he was made
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Athenagoras Of Athens
A PLEA FOR THE CHRISTIANS, TESTIMONY OF THE
POETS TO THE UNITY OF GOD.
Poets and philosophers have not been voted atheist:
inquiring concerning God. Euripides, speaking of those w
according to popular pecenception, are ignoragticalled gods,
says doubtinglyfilf Zeus indeed does reign in heaven above,
ought not on the righteous ills to sem@®ut speaking of Him
who is apprehended by the understanding as matter of ce
knowledge, he gives his oponi decidedly, and witf
intelligence, thus:ASeeyou on high him who, with humid arms
Clasps both the boundless ether and the earth? Him reckon
and him regard as Gad.

ON THE RESURRECTION OF THE DEAD ARGUMENT
FOR THE RESURRECTION FROM THE NATRE OF MAN.
But while the cause discoverable in the creation of men i
itself sufficient to prove that the resurrection follows by natt
sequence on the dissolution of bodies, yet it is perhaps rigk
to shrink from adducing either of the proposeduanents, but,
agreeably to what has been said, to point out to those wh
not able of themselves to discern them, the arguments from
of the truths evolved from the primary; and first and forem
the nature of the men created, which conductsouthe¢ same
notion, and has the same force as evidence of the resurre
For if the whole nature of men in general is composed o
immortal soul and a body which was fitted to it in the creati
and if neither to the nature of the soul by itself, twothe nature
of the body separately, has God assigned such a creation o
a life and entire course of existence as this, but to
compounded of the two, in order that they may, when they |
passed through their present existence, arrive at onencor
end, with the same elements of which they are composed at
birth and during life, it unavoidably follows, since one livin
being is formed from the two, experiencing whatever the :
experiences and whatever the body experiences, doing
perfoming whatever requires the judgment of the senses ¢

the reason, that the whole series of these things must be re
to some one end, in order that they all, and by means o
namely, man's creation, man's nature, man's life, man's d
and suférings, his course of existence, and the end suitab
his nature;may concur in one harmony and the same comi
experience. But if there is someone harmony and communi
experience belonging to the whole being, whether of the th
which spring fran the soul or of those which are accomplist
by means of the body, the end for all these must also be
And the end will be in strictness one, if the being whose end
end is remains the same in its constitution; and the bheilhpe

exactly the sme, if all those things of which the being consi
as parts are the same. And they will be the same in respe
their peculiar union, if the parts dissolved are again unitec
the constitution of the being. And the constitution of the s:
men of necssity proves that a resurrection will follow of tt
dead and dissolved bodies; for without this, neither could
same parts be united according to nature with one anothel
could the nature of the same men be reconstituted. And if
understanding red reason have been given to men for

discernment of things which are perceived by the understan
and not of existences only, but also of the goodness and wit
and rectitude of their Giver, it necessarily follows that, si
those things continudor the sake of which the ration:
judgment is given, the judgment given for these things sh
also continue. But it is impossible for this to continue, unless
nature which has received it, and in which it adheres, contir
But that which has reoceed both understanding and reasor
man, not the soul by itself. Man, therefore, who consists of
two parts, must continue forever. But it is impossible for hin
continue unless he rise again. For if no resurrection was to
place, the nature of @m as men would not continue. And if tl
nature of men does not continue, in vain has the soul been
to the need of the body and to its experiences; in vain ha
body been lettered so that it cannot obtain what it longs
obedient to the reinsf the soul, and guided by it as with
bridle; in vain is the understanding, in vain is wisdom, and
observance of rectitude, or even the practice of every virtue
the enactment and enforcement of lavis,say all in a word,
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whatever is noble in en or for men's sake, or rather the ve
creation and nature of men. But if vanity is utterly excluc
from all the works of God, and from all the gifts bestowed
Him, the conclusion is unavoidable, that, along with
interminable duration of the southere will be a perpetue
continuance of the body according to its proper nature.

Irenaeus: Against Heresies, Book Il

It is proper, then, that | should begin with the first and
important head, that is, God the Creator, who made the he
and the earth, and all things that are therein (whom these
blasphemously style the fruit of a defect), and to demons
that there is nothing either above Him or after Him; nor tl
influenced by any one, but of His own free will, He created
things, since He is the only God, the only Lord, the o
Creator, the only Father, alone containing all things,
Himself commanding all things into existence

For how can there be any otheuliness[Pleroma] or Principle,
or Power, or God, above Hirsince it is matter of necessity th
God, the PleromaFullnes$ of all these, should contain a
things in His immensity, and should be contained by no ¢
But if there is anything beyond Him, He is not then the Plerc
of all, nor does He contain akor that which they declare to t
beyond Him will be wanting to the Pleroma, or, [in ott
words,] tothat Godwho is above all things. But that which
wanting, and falls in any way short, is not the Pleroma ol
things. In such a case, He would h&ath a beginning, middle,
and end, with respect to those who are beyond Him. And i
has an end in regard to those things which are below, He
also a beginning with respect to those things which are abo\
like manner, there is ambsolute necesgitthat He should
experience the very same thing at all other points, and shou
held in, bounded, and enclosed by those existences the
outside of Him. For that being who is the end downwe
necessarily circumscribes and surrounds him who finders
in it. And thus, according to them, the Father of all (that is,
whom they callProdn and Proarche), with their Pleroma, ¢
the good God of Marcion, is established and enclosed in ¢
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other, and is surrounded from without by another mighty Be
who must of necessity be greater, inasmuch as that w
contains is greater than that which is contained. But then
which is greater is also stronger, and in a greater degrek
and that which is greater, and stronger, and in a greater d
Lordd must be God.

Now, since there exists, according to them, also something
which they declare to be outside of the Pleroma, into which
further hold there descended that higher power who went as
it is in every way necessary that the Pleao@ither contains tha
which is beyond, yet is contained (for otherwise, it will not
beyond the Pleroma; for if there is anything beyond the Pler«
there will be a Pleroma within this very Pleroma which tt
declare to be outside of the Pleroma, amel Pleroma will be
contained by that which is beyond: and with the Plerom
understood also the first God); or, again, they must be an inf
distance separated from each otéiethe Pleroma [I mean], an
that which is beyond it. But if they maintaiinig, there will then
be a third kind of existence, which separates by immensity
Pleroma and that which is beyond it. This third kind of existe
will therefore bound and contain both the others, and will
greater both than the Pleroma, and thanwiacth is beyond it,
inasmuch as it contains both in its bosom. In this way,
might go on forever concerning those things which
contained, and those which contain. For if this third existe
has its beginning above, and its end beneath, theredbsolute
necessity that it be also bounded on the sides, either begil
or ceasing at certain other points, [where new existences b
These, again, and others which are above and below, will
their beginnings at certain other points, and s@omfinitum;
so that their thoughts would never rest in one God, but
consequence of seeking after more than exists, would we
away to that which has no existence, and depart from the
God.

€ For though it is true, as they declare, that theye very far
separated from Him through their inferiority [of nature], yet,
His dominion extended over all of them, it behooved then
know their Ruler, and to be aware of this in particular, that
who created them is Lord of all. For since Hisigilvle essence
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is mighty, it confers on all a profound mental intuition a
perception of His most powerful, yea, omnipotent greatn
Wherefore, although no one knows the Father, except the
nor the Son except the Father, and those to whom the 3ot
reveal Him(Matthew11:27) , yet all [beings] do know this on
fact at least, because reason, implanted in their minds,
them, and reveals to them [the truth] that there is one God
Lord of all.

That God is the Creator of the world is guisal even by thosi
very persons who in many ways speak against Him, anc
acknowledge Him, styling Him the Creator, and an angel, n¢
mention that all the Scriptures call out [to the same effect],
the Lord teaches us of this Father who is in heawend no
other, as | shall show in the sequel of this work. For the pre:
however, that proof which is derived from those who all
doctrines opposite to ours, is of itself suffici@rall men, in
fact, consenting to this truth: the ancients on thednt |
preserving with special care, from the tradition of the il
formed man, this persuasion, while they celebrate the prais
one God, the Maker of heaven and earth; others, again,
them, being reminded of this fact by the prophets of God, w
the very heathen learned it from creation itself. For e
creation reveals Him who formed it, and the very work m
suggests Him who made it, and the world manifests Him '
ordered it. The Universal Church, moreover, through the wi
world, has receiwt this tradition from thepostles.

€ For they maintain that Logos and Zoe were sent forth by
(i.e., Nous) as fashioners of this Pleroma; while they concei\
an emission of Logos, that is, the Word after the analog
human feelings, and raghform conjectures respecting God,
if they had discovered something wonderful in their asser
that Logos was | produced by Nous. All indeed have a ¢
perception that this may be logically affirmed with respec
men. But in Him who is God overlakince He is all Nous, an
all Logos, as | have said before, and has in Himself notl
more ancient or late than another, and nothing at variance
another, but continues altogether equal, and similar,

homogeneous, there is no longer ground famceiving of such
production in the order which has been mentioned. Just ¢

does not err who declares that God is all vision, and all he:
(for in what manner He sees, in that also He hears; and in
manner He hears, in that also He sees), soh@swho affirms
that He is all intelligence, and all word, and that, in whate
respect He is intelligence, in that also He is word, and that
Nous is His Logos, will still indeed have only an inadequ
conception of the Father of all, but will ertsn far more
becoming [thoughts regarding Him] than do those who tran
the generation of the word to which men gave utterance tc
eternal Word of God, assigning a beginning and courst
production [to Him], even as they do to their own word. Anc
what respect will the Word of Géd yes, rather God Himself,
since He is the Word@ differ from the word of men, if He
follows the same order and process of generation?

For if the Savior formed the things which have been made
means of him (the &miurge[a craftsman), he is proved in tha
case not to be inferior but superior to them, since he is four
have been the former even of themselves; for they, too, he
place among created things. How, then, can it be argued
these men indeed aspiritual, but that he by whom they we
created is of an animal nature? Or, again, if (which is indeec
only true supposition, as | have shown by numerous argun
of the very clearest nature) He (the Creator) made all th
freely, and by His own @wer, and arranged and finished the
and His will is the substance of all things, then He is discow
to be the one only God who created all things, who alon
Omnipotent, and who is the only Father rounding and forn
all things, visible and invisie, such as may be perceived by ¢
senses and such as cannot, heavenly and earthly, by the w
His power; Hebrewsl:3 and He has fitted and arranged

things by His wisdom, while He contains all things, but

Himself can be contained by no one: ldehe Former, He the
Builder, He the Discoverer, He the Creator, He the Lord of
and there is no one besides Him, or above Him, neither ha
any mother, as they falsely ascribe to Him; nor is there a se
God, as Marcion has imagined; nor is tharBleroma of thirty
FAons[personified spiritual power emanating from the Supre
Being], which has been shown a vain supposition; nor is tl
any such being as Bythus or Proarche; nor are there a ser
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heavens; nor is there a virginal light, nor amamable Zon
nor, in fact, any one of those things which are madly drean
by these, and by all the heretics. But there is one only God
Creatod He who is above every Principality, and Power, ¢
Dominion, and Virtue: He is Father, He is God, He Bounder,
He the Maker, He the Creator, who made those things
Himself, that is, through His Word and His Wisd@mheaven
and earth, and the seas, and all things that are in them:

just; He is good; He it is who formed man, who plan
paradise, whanade the world, who gave rise to the flood, w
saved Noah; He is the God of Abraham, and the God of I¢
and the God of Jacob, the God of the living: He it is whom
law proclaims, whom the prophets preach, whom Christ rev:
whom the apostles makaown to us, and in whom the Churt
believes. He is the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ: througt
Word, who is His Son, through Him He is revealed ¢
manifested to all to whom He is revealed; for those [only] kr
Him to whom the Son has revealed HiBut the Son, eternally
co-existing with the Father, from of old, yea, from t
beginning, always reveals the Father to Angels, Archang
Powers, Virtues, and all to whom He wills that God should
revealed.

Book IV
For by means of the creatiotsélf, the Word reveals God tt
Creator; and by means of the world [does He declare] the
the Maker of the world; and by means of the formation [of m
the Artificer who formed him; and by the Son that Father v
begot the Son: and these things dceredl address all men in tf
same manner, but all do not in the same way believe them
by the law and the prophets did the Word preach both Hin
and the Father alike [to all]; and all the people heard Him a
but all did not alike believe. And thugh the Word Himself whc
had been made visible and palpable, was the Father shown
although all did not equally believe in Him; but all saw 1
Father in the Son: for the Father is the invisible of the Son,
the Son the visible of the Father. Afat this reason all spok
with Christ when He was present [upon earth], and they na
Him God. Yea, even the demons exclaimed, on beholding

Son: We know You who You are, the Holy One of G
(Mark 1:24). And the devil looking at Him, and tempting Hin
said: If You are the Son of Gd#latthew4:3; Luke4:3); & all
thus indeed seeing and speaking of the Son and the Fathe
all not believing [in them].

Clement of Alexandria: Exhortation to the

Greeks

Whether, then, the Phrygians are shown to lentlost ancien
people by the goats of the fable; or, on the other hand,
Arcadians by the poets, who describe them as older thai
moon; or, finally, the Egyptians by those who dream that
land first gave birth to gods and men: yet none of theseaat
existed before the world. But before the foundation of the w
were we, who, because destined to be in Himepisted in the
eye of God befoi@ we the rational creatures of the Word
God, on whose account we date from the beginning; for in
beginning was the Word. Well, inasmuch as the Word was 1
the first, He was and is the divine source of all things;

inasmuch as He has now assumed the name Christ, conse
of old, and worthy of power, he has been called by me the

Song. ThisWord, then, the Christ, the cause of both our bein
first (for He was in God) and of our wélking, this very Word
has now appeared as man, He alone being both, both Go
mard the Author of all blessings to us; by whom we, be
taught to live well,are sent on our way to life eternal. F
according to that inspired apostle of the Lord, the grace of
which brings salvation has appeared to all men, teaching
that, denying ungodliness and worldly lusts, we should

soberly, righteously, andogly, in this present world; looking
for the blessed hope, and appearing of the glory of the greal
and our Savior Jesus Chr(3itus 2:11-13).

Clement of Alexandria: The Instructor of

Children Book lli

It is then, as appears, the greatestlbfiessons to know one'
self. For if one knows himself, he will know God; and knowi
God, he will be made like God, not by wearing gold or I
robes, but by weltloing, and by requiring as few things
possible.
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Passions break out, pleasuregrow; beauty fades, and fall
quicker than the leaf on the ground, when the amorous storr
lust blow on it before the coming of autumn, and is witherec
destruction. For lust becomes and fabricates all things,
wishes to cheat, so as to concdsd tman. But that man witl
whom the Word dwells does not alter himself, does not
himself up: he has the form which is of the Word; he is m
like to God; he is beautiful; he does not ornament himself: h
beauty, the true beauty, for it is God; atdt man become
God, since God so wills. Heraclitus, then, rightly said, Men
gods, and gods are men. For the Word Himself is the mar
mystery: God in man, and man God. And the Mediator exec
the Father's will; for the Mediator is the Word, wisccommon
to bottd the Son of God, the Savior of men; His Servant,
Teacher.

Tertullian: Apology
We have already set forth, that God formed this universal w
by His Word, and His Reason, and His Power. Among your
wise men also it is agreed t hat Logos, 1
O0Reasond, should be account
determines that this Maker, who has formed all things
ordered them, should also be calkeate, andGod, and theMind
of Jupitey, and the Necessityof all things. These titles
Cleanthes confer upon the Spirit which, he affirms, pervade:
universe. And we also ascribe, as its proper substance, t
Word and the Reason and the Power also, through whicl
have said that God has formed all things, aiSirwhich is the

Word when It declares and with which is the Reason whe
orders, and over which is the Power when It executes. This
have learned, was brought forth from God, and by this Fc
bringing, was Begotten, and therefore is called the &oGod,
and God, from being 6éof one
also is a Spirit. Even 'when a ray is put forth' from the sun, it
part of a whole; but the sun will be in the ray because it is ¢
of the sun, and the substance is not dividad, extended. Sc
comes Spirit of Spirit and

l ight o6, 6t he parent matter
although one should borrow from it many channels of
gualities. So likewise that which has come forth fr@ud is
God, and the Son of God, and Both are One. And so this ¢
of Spirit, and God of God, has become 'the secimnohode not
in number, in order not in conditipmnd has Mic. 5:1) gone
forth, not gone out, of ayhfe
Godj as was ever foretold before, entering into a certain vir
and in her womb endued with the form of flesh, is born N
joined together with God. The flesh many may be kindled,
remaining the same.

From New Advent; Translatedvariouslyby Alexander Roberts and William Rambaut
William Wilson

1.

Mark and notate passages by philosophical system.

2. Try to find specific ideas within each thinker and mark them.



Thought Point

What are these guy:
talking about?

Whichargunentsare
reminiscent of Plato?

Is there a dialectica
style reminiscent of
Aristotle?

What are the Stoic
elements?

What are some
characteristics of the Word*

How are the arguments
different from the Stoic8

Points of Thought
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Interlude: The Divided Empire

If you had two sons ancbntrol ofthe known Western world, what would you do?

Ao

Figure 1: The Divided Empire

What You See Is What You Get

History and my opinion can often be unkjrzut for me, at least, it is rarely vitmalice

Ramming Speed

Constantine had found an empire in decline, which through a series of actions, some of which
might be shocking to our 2Mcentury sensibilities, he stabilizeé®ne of the things he found was that
persecution had not really rooteaut Christians, in fact most of his bureaucracy was Christian.

Putting It Together

What does the split mean?




Chapter 27

Late Roman And Early Medieval Philosophy
This period of philosophicalevelopment relies heavily on the Christiaorld-view. Roman
WL 3Ly Q ARSIFA& R2 ymdlievRpediod hatdSybingXheydddfiditely declingn K S
earlier chapters we introduced the idea of static and dynastytes of thinking Chapter § and as
we intimated in the st chapter, we are entering a period @$taticxhinking. So in that wayhis
chapter provides an overlap with the last chapter grdvidesa more indepth look at this rather
long period of philosophical history.
First thing to realize isthatthe pebpS | & G KA & GAYS RAR y20G NBFffe
(except perhaps in the Biblical sense). In the West the Church was stepping into the role previously
held by secular Romans government. In the East, the Empire was becoming a theocracijghith a
relationship between Church and Statéhe stability of the State rests in the stability of the Church
(and viceversa early on).
The main concerns argtill aboutWK2 ¢ G2 fAGSQ GAGK 020K GKS / Kdz
offering advice.

The Players
— —— - o R
55.135 Epictetus Stoic; concentrated on ethics; what is really good? Big
on fate.
. Stoic; Logos is Christ; we must accept what comes to us
2
?-165 Justin Martyr because of our faith.
121-180 Marcus Aurelius Stoic, philosopher king. Persecuted Christians.
160-240 Tertullian Anti-philosophy apologist.
150-213 Clement Alexandria Founded Al exandrian school
185-255 Origen Heir to Clement; really applies Platonic thought
. 6 P angda. F Neao4Pldtenism; interpreted and
204-270 Plotinus defended Platods thought a
354-430 St. Augustine Platonist; sin, salvation, natural law, time.
Translated Aristotle; the world is transitory, only the
480-525 Boethius things of the mind have lasting value; Plato and Aristotle
are compatible with Christian thought
810-877 John Scotus Eriugena Attempted to create a consistent, systematic, Christian
Neo-Platonism using mainly Christian sources.
1033-1109 St. Anselm True Medieval Man; Proofs for God.
Table 4: Late Roman and Early Medievals
Calling Mr. Pl at oéCal | for Mr. =

l'a &aFAR O6FyR L a¢SFENIL gAftf ad2L) alreAay3a Ad F7Fi
into early religious philosophythere isanexplds2 y 2F tfl G2y A0 (K2dAK{H I yR
not an explosion, probably more like a harmonic convergérespecially as promulgated in secular
society through Stoic philosophy, and the coming to the forefront of Platonic thinkire.
Apologistsof earlier times utilized Plato and Cynics and Stoics to make their arguments for

Christianity understandable to the common people and their leaders. Plato gave a platform for

* As opposed to harmonicaconvergence where a bunch of harmonica players come together.



speaking about the one perfect Godbout the soul abat justice and virtue and living well. The
Logos of the Stoics applied directly to Jesus.

Still, in the end, one had to say (especially in order to make their argument), that Jesus was the
only true fullness of understanding, especially as Wisdom/Reasotmeologos. Until Jesus all
understanding was incomplete. This was a simple step for them to make as how could it be
complete if Jesus, the fullness of the revelation of @@s not known to these thinkers? They had
glimpsed the truth, becausas Socrates taught, the truth is within us (as we are created) and as they
could see from the Hebrew Scriptures varidageshadowingof Jesus. As Aristotle understood and
the Stoics taught, the divine wilind the knowledge of that will lay within us, \kinh our very
substance and was the very reason we could think. But in the end only Jesus gives the full
understanding of the human and the divine. Following Jesus led one to understand all the answers
for which these mere mortals could only know pieces.

This is not to say that paganism disappeared overnight.

| t s Fat e
Fateis not really a philosophical concept, but more dseeektheological one. So why deal with
it here? Well, we have to because most people have a tendency to confuse thdét iwa powerful
concept which can creep into any system, whether for faith or rea$beologically it is an actual
controlling forceIn a Stoic philosophical sense fate is related to the overall divine ratiorial A & Wi K S
way ofi KS ¢2NIRQ 2yS YAIKG ale yR fA1S ClILGSY K2g
tied to the cart)?
Epictetus a former slave turned philosophgstates:dWhen | see a man anxious, | s&/hat
does this man wantf he did mt want something which is not in his power, how could he be
anxious? (DiscoursesLong)ln an almost Epicurean manner bentinues onabout those thingon
which most of us, most of the timespend our time The things hat we consider wilfulfill us are
usuallythings that are notwithin our powerto obtain, and trereforethe hope we have for securing
these things is placed in the hands of others or in the handatef So fate is seen as an outside
force, the order of the universe whigdrovides things by design. You may therefore, either get it or
not, depending upon some externaperator. And when we are thwarted in our efforts to gain what
we desire we become frustrated (or depressed or envious or angry, or all of these thikgs).
good Stoic, he attributesll these illsi 2L WM a A 2y a4 Qd L yrénibglthése @npleasat® A y 3 (
emotions byworkingharder to secure what we desirée tells uswe should rather place our hope
y2i Ay WS EvhiShvieIndt @ oull folvsf,Dkin our ownreasonand moral character
which iswithin our power In short, we should limit our desire to virtue andidecoming (to the best
ofourabilityo SEI YL S& 2F WSEOS fwe &e/baskalscrevied idSdovit@ardy 2 i R
spiral ofseltfulfilling angst.And as is the common experience of all people at some time or other,
when we are in the grip of such emotions we run the risk of becoming blind to the best course of
action that is, we lose reason

Ok ay, Maybe | tos Wil

A very quek word about the concept of WilUntil now, the willhas been closely related to
reason the Logos, the Divine Wiletc. With Christianity the will takes on a second meaning:
volition. This somewhat goes within our ’iar discussion@hapter 23 but with a twist: thehuman
will within each individual, while a reflection dhe Wil] is a special gift of the Creator to each
individualoutsideof The Will(though an integral part of divine reasonjiis is the idea ofreewill
which means that each individual is free to follow The Will or not and that, unlike the dog dragged



about by the cart, you can aoutsideof the Will, and for eternal reward remain outside of the Will
(think bad to the sensation of the soul in JuStiBirst Apology.

Basically this is the idea that tteiman willexists outside of thelivine will in parallel to itwhile
still participating in it This comegartially from the theology of the two natures of Christ (human
and divine) ceexisting within him, as well as the Creation story in Genesis, among other things. The
ramifications of this teaching will have far reaching meanings and consequences.

Party Line

Plotinusalsowas neither a Christian nor a Jewish thinker. He was howewgéiica Platonist(as
opposed to a Stoic or the likeand responsible for the Ne@latonicmovement. This was basically a
resurgence of Platonic thiig and ideas in and of themselvéss opposed to &toic orChristian
adaption)as well as the call for living virtuously as called for by Pld& found sufficient reason
within Plato, and thought that the Christians were wrong when thaljed his thought®A y 02 Y LI S S Q
In fact somewhat ironically, he will provide sommoints within Christian thought, whiléhe
movement was probably, shall we sal/the leastantagonistic toward the Christian thinkers and
sect.

Plotinuswas said to have had ecstatic visigwisions which proceed from a condition/trance of
an extreme ouof-body-kind-of-thing/mystical nature) From these he posited a Gado was both
the ultimate inconceivablend the source of all first princips (is this sounding more and more
familiar?) Of course, like Plato he sees these as knowalne though they are not imminent

While a Platonist, it is some of his extensions of Platonic thought which produces the Neo
Platoni¢ movement.We can recall the idea of the Unity of Virtu&hapter 1), where in the end all
virtues follow a single pattern of sorts. Plotinalso saw everything as a unity, on a slidingescd
perfection. We can know thigh a waysimilar to knowing the FormdRecall that for Plato, the
material world was flawed so for Plotinusthing sensible can be true Unity, for even we, who are
probably the closest to péect unity, are stilla body and a soulnot one thing) Think of it along the
lines of a person, though made up of parts is close to Unity, whereas a bunch o p¢@plfootball
game doing The Ave, though hopefully acting in unity are rast unified as each individual person.

Plotinusalsodistinguishes four kinds of knowledgdti(ize the Cavé

1 Sense knowledgeyhich is an obscure representation of truftink subjective reasoning

1 Reason cognitionywhich gives us knowtige of the essences of thinfieink substanceand

essencg

71 Intellectual cognition,which gives us knowledge of oursel#tnk ourselve}

1 Ecstasywhich consists in a supernatural intuition of God, in which our natural knowledge

ceases in the divinenconsciousnesghink whatever you want)
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objective truth/reason. We will also see it in Christian terms through what we wilMyagticism
though the term can apply secularly as it does here

We can probabhalsoadd here that since he fecusing orPlatg there is nota system of logic
Knowledge and logic artherefore not tied together as for AristotleThis allows for a bit of latitude
when makinga conclusion, especially when relying on ecstatic visions for ratidha.also sets him
somewhat at odds with Stoicas well, because even though they are based in Plato, lfaeye
extended his system to include logecf( Chapter 28

Neo-Platonism deserves more discussion than | give it here but hopefully some of its
characteristics will become clearer as we explore its proponents and effexthat end, lktween
Epictetusand Plotinuswve can see that the general thinking in the late Empire was very similar to
Christian thinking and vice versa. That does not mean they are always good bed fellows.



The Imperfect Tense

Ergo sumthere is a Hiof a clash of ideas heréet us pause a moment and take orefdea of
WAYO2YLIX SGSQd 2 KSNB I integiiated anc trafsfordnédyBuddhisaeivith fGiedk (i &
thought, the religious writers of the West were developing a défé viewpoint as to the seat of all
wisdom. The instantiation of Gdd systems as a necessary for the system is increasing in the West.
This means, as we have been intimating, that God and Jesus are becoming central to the reason for
the sysem. It is not so much that Plato and the group did not get it right, they just did not get it
right enough Jesusin their arguments, has existed forever, just nohimmanform. It is only when
the incarnation(the infleshing) takes place that the trummowledge can be imparted. Think of it
like, until then we could not read the clues, did not have enough information to solve the mystery.

So, in the end one had to say (especially in order to make their argument), that Jesus was the
only true fullness ofinderstanding, especially as Wisdom or the Logos. Until Jesus all understanding
was incompleteand any Wisdom there was, came through God (this is a major condensation of
theological points, but we just do not have that time for anything else). So thengdtis fow could
it be complete if Jesus, the fullness of the revelation of @@s$ not knowrrevealedto these
thinkers? They glimpsed the truth, because as Socrates taught, the truth is within us, because God
himself created us that way. Aistotle understood and the Stoics taught, the divine aiit the
knowledge of that divine will lie within us, within our very substance, our soul (do not forget them
meaning of substance!). But in the end only Jesus, as true Godraemchuman, gives the full
understanding of the human and the divine. Following Jesus led one to understand all the answers
for which these mere mortals could only know pieces.

On a tangent, Tertulliam Roman lawyer turned theologianepresents the trend within the
growing Christian sect to eschew secuyfaras he would call ipagan philosophy.Philosophers, he
feels were not justincomplete but inadequate He is of the school which, while using some
philosophical methods and ideazally sees philosophy as the mother of heresy, and the cause of
the introduction of error into theological thought.

What Was That Middle Thing?

Medievald TN2 Y (KS 42 NR Philds@hiihed Yids & &dGantagd @asgingon a
more stable theologicadnd philosophicabasis than did earlieRomanthinkers. NeePlatonismhas
taken hold and is finding many proponents within the Christian theological community. It is not that
Aristotle and the like were forgotten though, it is more that the ability to synthesize some of
I NAaG2Gt SQa (K2dZaAKG gAGK [/ KNAAGALIYyAGeE &1 & Y2NB
the terms they need to explain the ineffable to as we said when we defiilosophy so long ago,
allow us to come to Wisdom.

2SS Lzt GKAy3Ia Ayid2 GKS YSRASQOIE NBIfY G&NPRdJIAK
the end of the & centurydzy G A f (G KS WRA atGhe énfl bl Kcerdufy. ThedeSddmksO |
roughly follow the end of true Romans being in charge until the triumph of nationabBsmthat is a
later understandingKeep in mind that although things did not look that good in the West, most
peopleduring these timegslid not conside the decline, sacking and shifting of power as a fall. Still
there was, because of these thingsshift in the direction of the Empire. The Chu¢ahd through it

® | would argue, arguably all by myself, that really th& t8ntury, right before what is known as the High
Middle ages and the true advent of hursamis the end of the philosophical Middle Ages. In my mind, and
again most likely in my mind alone, the Scholasticism of tH&i145" centuries is a different animal.
Historically most would probably argue that medieval times coincide with the fortfiies Roman Church,
hence the dating, but | am arguing philosophically, and since this is my work, decision made, case closed.
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This shift also lends credence to the naming of the transition to this time, like declaring a 21 year old
to be an adult.

Augustine
Okay, the cat is out of the bag. | have bandied the name about already so let us gdthtouitsh
the next chapérs will deal deeper with him ands in the previous chaptethere were many
thinkers not mentioned here, Augustirandsout. Augustine wandered through philosophies and
belief systems finally settling in his thirties on PlaecPlatonismand Christianityespecially as
proposed by St. PaulEven in that path he wandered through least oneheresy. In the end what
he managed to do was use Platonic ideas and thinking toldeve quite complex explanation
Christian beliefand development of Christian doctrine
While apologists utilized philosophical thought to explain Christianity, Augussnghey say
Wol LIGAT SRQ Ad3X NI yaT2NMSiRo ChristianfthaRBght. HisSéagahimigNE LI
moved reason and wisdom to be aspects of God, of a gift given to humans in order to understand
how to live correctly, and make sense of the conflicts within the wofdgustine wants to
understand how God and espally as revealed in Jesus put things together, how to make sense of
them in terms of reason. So he wants to put the tools of the intellect to use. In etbeds, the
thought of Augustine is more concerned with the solution of religious, ethical and rparblems
than with those of pure speculation.
I ljdza Ol 2271 G a2Yy$8S 2F ! dAdaAaldAySQa YIAYy G(KSYS

1 Evil and Sin
T Grace

T Human will
1 Time

Time you say? The others you can understand but time? Well give me some time and you will
see.

Boethius

Not what you might all a mainstream thinkerTranslated andnitroduced Aristotelianthought
into the fray.Boethiusis described as the last representative of ancient Roman cué#tndethe first
of the Medieval intellectualsBoethius startd out making translations of and commentaries on
Aristotle, who had be somewhat denigrated due to the overwhelming acceptance ePM&mism.
Logic, Aristotelian Logto be exact, became a favoritepic of this addendum to our hall of fame.
IS KStR GKIG Ad RAR y20G O2yFtAOLG 6AGK tflFG2Q4
only in thesensible worldto which our language refers, as opposed to thtonal world Because
of him, Neo-Platonists accepted the importance of Aristotelian logic, and the harmony between
Platonic and Aristotelian teaching which helped keep Aristotle from becoming lost.

Heheld that philosophy, in the sense of the quest for true wisderas he true medicine of the
soul ook I). Philosophy wag A ¥ SQa (henfeitBef nanieoRhs final work;onsolation of
Philosophy. Adversa fortune (not by Carl Orffdt only reveas how fleeting and shortlived life is,
but can help us seeand keep authentic relations among human beingsloes any of this sound
familiar ¢ ten points if you can get it)That is to say, life's difficultiesnakes it possible to discern
false from truefriendsand makes one realize that nothing is more precious than a friendship
(five points if you get it hereBufferingthen has a positive power andhé fatalistic acceptance of a
condition of suffering isi KS 2 LJLJ2 & A (i Sbecaubediteiih@ds atdita fodts the very
possibility of prayer and of theologichope, which form the basis of man's relationship with &od

(et



(Book V, 3).06So0 combat vices, dedicate yourselves to a virtuous life oriented by hope, which draws
the heart upwards until it reaches Heaven with prayers nourished by humility. Should youagefuse
lie, the imposition you have suffered can change into the enormous advantage of always having
before your eyes the supreme Judge, who sees and knows how things téu(icele V, 6). Will
overcomes Fate.

For you literaturg(and French Quartefans ou there, A Confederacy of Dunceéy John K. Toole
has a main character named Ignatius J. Reilly who pronouncesathanhg other thingsthe world
lacksenoughtheology and geometryignatius's, hemainO K I NJ- Ii@eirefledtRtie structure ofhis
favorite book, Boethiu&onsolation of Philosophtp the length thatDunceds even structuredike
BoethiufQwork. Suffice it to say without giving away too much,capy of the Consolation of
Philosophyis even part of the storyignaf dzd Q & dzZF FSNA y3a NBKay, @alyithat 2 S KA
does not tell us much about Boethius, but | really love that book.

Anselm

2 K2Qa (KS 0 Rm8dielaphidapie8NI 2 F | f f

(Hush yémouth!)
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(Anselnt)

Okay it is ndShaftbut it iswhat we can say about AnselnhetwidestrangedChristian thinker
between Augustine and Thomas Aquin&kay andl also knowkK S G SOKyAOFff& A& y
medieval philosopheand What happened to everyone el§blah,blah, blah Write your own book.

Like Aristotle, Anselnthought about everything, but through the eyes Hith. Still it is the
WLINR2F&a F2NJ D2RQ F2NJ 6KAOK KS Aa LINRBolofeée Y2ai
in the scientific sense but in the logical (geometrical, might we say?) sehs€hlapter %

Anselmdefined theology ad-aith seeking reasor{or understandingdepending on how you
choose to translaténtellectum). This batté cry, picked up from Augustine, was a driving force in his
life.

Putting It Together

FE NAIKIGXOGKAA ¢, & nof mMugidRrd Sd Fhany thifigg afedconging fgetturrring
this rather longtime that it is hard not to try to shove at least anrimduction to the concepts into
this chapter which also means shifting characters around a bit

We know that a long time ago, | said that theology wadranchof philosophy Chapter %
though we can see that some think it is the other way arauFge utimate point is: vat does
theology have to do with philosophy? From our study of Aristatéeknow that the desire of the
human spirit is to know, and not just the things around us but of even those things which we cannot
quantify. It pants us towardthe other We seek not just knowledge or happiness but understanding,
wisdom. The medieval Christian thinkers saw this basic human drive as the seeking of God, or
Wisdom itself, through God the Son, Jesus Chris/isdom himselfTheyoperae from the notion
that we are built to worship the Divine, know we should through the very gift of Wisdom; we desire
to know Wisdom, also a gift, to reach perfection in Wisdom and eventually dwell within Wisdom.

Plato offered the best platform for discueg this journey, this desire and the reasons for it. But
blind faith rarely suffices for itself. True freedom derives from truly free choices for which head and
heart must work together. Tik extra understanding throughakh, subtly shiftsPlatonic thought,
and with the addition of Aristotle, creates an atmosphere not of proof seeking but wisdom seeking.
As with Aristotle, all scierfit activity serves the function of Wisdom, servis help us to
understand the ineffable. It is, as Anselays,Faith seeking understanding



fiPossession of anything new or expensive only reflec
even cast doubts upon onebs soul .

Ignatius himself was dressed comfortably and sensibly. The hunting cap pdekeatecolds. The voluminous

tweed trousers were durable and pdéteadi unusually free locomotionThe outfit was acceptable by any
theological or geometrical standards, however abstruse, and suggested a rich ign&rdifmfederacy of

Duncesby John K. Toole (Chapter 3

oBut what is philosophy? Does it not mean making preparation to meet the things that come ugon us?
EpictetusDiscourse43.10.6, trans. Oldfather)



Chapter 28

A Closer Look

Because of their impact Augustine and Anselm deserbi¢ more of our time Though they are
six hundred years apart they are still fighting the same fighiraferstanding andlefining what it
means to be a Christian in the world. In a way they are the bookends of Medieval thinking, especially
if you ignore everyoe else.

Just A Closer Walk With Theeé

We canview the people and thoughts of this timas the final closure of apologetieand the
move to doctrinal developmenfespecially, again, if we ignore everyone el3de legitimization of
the Church by Constainte (there really is no Orthodox/Roman division until much lateeans that
theological exploration has moved out in the open and becomes part and parcel of ordinary
conversation. Christian doctrinis moving to the forefront, and the corrns of Christian thought
and lifestyle are beginning to change the Empire. The number of Christians is becoming so great that
disagreementswithin the Church are threatening the stability of the empiféhis hanein-hand
nature of the society and poliic I f 82 &a2dzyRa G(KS RSOt AYyS 2F WLI 3l y
The other thing we need to remember is the almost exclusive use of Platonic thbydhese
philosopherswe are not really dealing with neRlatonicbasedthought. Untilthe re-introduction of
Aristotle, the issues, the language and the nature of the arguments are Platonic and even afterwards
it remains the main foundation of Medieval thought.

The Players
354-430 St. Augustine Platonist; sin, salvation, natural law, time.
Translated Aristotle; the world is transitory, only the
480-525 Boethius things of the mind have lasting value; Plato and Aristotle
are compatible with Christian thought
810-877 John Scotus Eriugena Attempted to create a consistent, systematic, Christian
Neo-Platonism from mainly Christian sources.
1033-1109 St. Anselm The consummate Medieval Man. Proofs for God.
1079-1144 Peter Abelard Notorious romantic and know-it-all.

Table 5: The Early Medieval Players

Augustine Again

Augustine stands aanother oneof those thresholds in philosophic historyHe dwells in that
hinterland between thdate Roman Worldand all that impliesand theearly MedievalWorld (and
all that implies) He pulls the widom of the past forward into the time to comé& a way then, we
can consider him as the last Roman, with a view toward the future.

Augustine was not alwaysleeliever In the proof of the statement that Christianity was still not
the dominant thought, Augstine, though raised Christian, roamed from system to system, fathering
a child out of wedlock and generally causing his mother Monica much hear{acideprobably
headaches as wellHis mother, no slouch in her own right, prayed long and hard for theersion
of her wayward son (as do most mothevd)ich apparently (eventually) toolde did the majority of



his studies in Carthage in North Africa, eventually opening a school of rhetoric there. Eventually the

deep questios of life drove him outward, fst to Rome and finally to Milan, as Rome was declining

in importance as an intellectual centdde dies, bishop of Hippo in Africa, just as the Vandals attack

(literally).] A& RSFGK O2AYyOARSAa 6AGK gKIG Aa ENpr&kAGA2Y I
Augustinepersonifies thechangng of the playing field from earlier apologists. Whereas they

used Greek philosophy to help thgaganhearers understandChristian concepts and doctrines,

Augustine is usinig to produce and refine Christian deitte. He is by no means alone in this, but for

our purposessince we are not mentioning amyf the others he is
But NecPlatonism is not always in sync withdeoChristian Scripture and doctrine

Something Rather Than Nothing

It neverreally goesaway; it just keeps showing up in a different costuMé& are not looking at
SOSNE I NBdzYSyid Ay GKA& fAyS> 2dzad t Adgusth€isia aAy OS
proponentof ex nihib creaion (or creationfrom nothing as opposed to Plato who posits that God
created from a primitive matteffrom something rather than from nothingin this casésod creates
substanceas well agorm. Recall that ér Stoics/NeePlatonists,The Will(Reasor) gives form and
order to creation, that is to say something cannot come from notliagstructure can be given to
something And tat is to say Reason is the potter for the clay of the universe.

At the risk of ovesimplifying this wholeargumen®f, on the other handGenesis states that God
creates something out of nothinhence theex nihlig and that argument is good enough for
AugustinebecauseGod is more than justhe Will God is not only the potter but the creator of the
clay. He acomplishes this through his very nature, whiclrisne (divided into thirds)The Father is
Creator, the SatiLogos is the means of that creatiand the Spirit is action of creatioso the Son,
the Logos is the means, as for the Platonists sfarcture and sincethe person of the Father is not
limited to just being the Sohe can be responsible for the substance. As said, for Augustme t
triune God means that there is no necessary explanatieededbeyond them for this fact.

| t 6 s A, BBdssaHiseHeart

Okay, jump back a bit and recall that Epicuttusught that evilwas worrying about things you
should not, and Stoics think it is worrying about things you cannot chakge.before | jump
forward, let me put herethae y S 2 F | dzZ3dzadAySQa 4 yRSNAy3Ia SR
one named Mani from Persia, and what was called Manichaelani combined elements of
ZorasticismBuddhism, and Christianity. Maybe you can seerelieis is going. Maybe noEvil is a
force and lasically the world is forever locked into a battle of @@md Evil, Light and Darkness.

Augustin& &ission $ to not balance these ideas, as did Mani (heresy) but put their correct
meaning into wordg(in light of Faith) Histhoughts on Sihand Evilare bound upnot in some
external powers butn his thoughts on the human will. Sin is a perversion of the will away Tioen
Will. Yet he tuman will isiX | £ £ A YBed2aus@iflit i§ Wwréng, thesemotions of the soul will be
wrong, but if it is right, they will be not merely blameless, but even praiseworthy. For the will is in
them all;truly, none of them is anything else than e({[City Of GodBook XIV)&And | inquired what
iniquity [sin/evil] was, and ascertained it not to be a substance, but a perversion of the will, bent
aside from You, O God, the Supreme Substance, towards these loweK thi@snfession¥/Il:
Chapter 18. & knew as well that | had a will as that | had life: when, thereforead willing or

® A risk | am apparently often willing to take.
’ Sinwill be very loosely defined as the asticial actions of humans agdlil will be similarly defined as the
root of thatants o c i a l behavior, or in the Platonic sense: ign



unwilling to do anything, | was most certain that it was none but myself that was willing and
unwilling; and immediately | perceived that there was the cause of n#/(€ionfession¥1l: Chapter
3)

In a sense we can see the Stmiea of Reasoplaying in here, with human will playing the part
of Reason. But, we also see that Augustine has placed this will as an extension of reason, not just
Reason itself. The wisdom of the world (Reason) is insufficient witheutVilland the Logos

Grace Period

If sin is the perversion of the will and evil is its result, what makes it all bé&terZhristians
blamed the sack of Rome by the Gotirs Christianitypbecauset had caused so many tturn away
from the old gods whpapparently due to nostalgia on the part of their adherents, had kept Rome
safe Augustine saw it differently; the old Rome was being swept away in favor of the new
JerusalemLike Plato andis perfect Republic based in lawsdarun with Wisdom byphilosopher
kings, Augustine saw the perfect city based in love and run by Christ the King, who was the Logos,
Wisdom personified.

Grace is the gift of God to help us on our way. We are free to take it or leave itnBuby
humble submission of the human will to the divine will does peace and happiness come. Augustine
does not see this as weakness, as might Epicurus, but like the Stoics or Plato, as the adjustment of
our thinkingto the natural flow of the universe.

| t 6s Abdut Ti me

So what you ask. Well, if there was a time when things were(r@hember that ex nihd
thing?) then there was a time whetime was not. Augustine begins to explore an understanding of
history, a reason for it, an understanding anathlinderstanding is based in WisdoRuor himGod is
timeless, eternal. All time is present to hifthat is available, even for interactioand | meanall
(that is all time all the time)By creating from nothing, God @bviously placedutside of that
creation. He is notlong withthe form that already existed as for Platonists; he formearit
created it. God is therefore outside of time, hence heternal

Time then, only comes into being with creatidvore on this later.

John Scottus Eriugena

As someonanust haveso wisely pointed ouby now, we are getting back to the prime
moverthingsowe arejustgi ng to sl ip this guy in here in
thought.Eriugena (not to be confused withohnDun Scottusvhom we shall meet latewas
a monk (possibly Irish) who developed a higltgmplex cosmology where the higbst
principle, t he -i @teme i cuaumoetoidifsldre in{nsob)lecfeatesall
things and retrieves them back.

The God he is di scu-everything IG® dn dhceg ke allmood i ar 6 «
theologians at the timéeriugenadewelopeda cosmologyusing a Neo-Platonicfoundation
according to whichGod-i nf i ni t e, t ransc evinodas nhe manikeds 6 u n k
intimate is beyond beingand nonbeing an ideawhich we seen the apologisfs moves
throughaproes s «©f e @ §nethe Bedse of becoming knownot of being created
this is tied up in complex Christology but that is for another)}time

He movedromdé d ar k(mre s & @ o wor gad being knowhinto the light(of deingi
that is knowablg speaking the Wrd who is understood as Chrigtt the samdimeless
moment (re: Augustine) He brings forth the Primary Causesof all creation(recall the



Genesis creation story of God speaking the Word and all being crteBtede causes in turn
proceedinto their Created Effectand as such are creatures entirely dependent on, and will
ultimately return to, their sourcése: Plato) which are the Causes or Ideas in Gasifrom
Isaiah 15:11So shall my word be that goes forth from my mouth; It shalretarn to me
void, but shall do my will, achieving the end for which | sentNIAB).

ThesedCause§ considered as diverse and infinite in themselves, are actually one single
principle in God the divinedned.)The whole of reality or naturéhen, is involved in a
dynamic process of outgoing from and return to Gbd One or the Good or the highest
principle, which transcends all. In an original departure from traditionalPNgonismthis
first and highest casi ¢ principle is called O0natured
creation.

This does not mean that Godpianen-theistic(within everythingone more timeheresy.

Thi aturddins t he &t ot a indluting bothfthe ghinds whiclare asgvsll Gas

those whichare not(harkening to th@ominalismof Peter Abelary] and since God is neither

but, as the Prime Moveis part and parcel of.iClear? Nature is all that is, and all tl@dd

ma k eis Ble is both the reason of and the reason for naiuwe.divine nature may be
dividedand hese divisions of nature taken together are to be understood as God, presented as
t hlkeginmingmiddleandend of al |l t hi ngso.

Apart from having a mior influencelater on, Eriugena'seally did not catch on with
philosophers and theologians of his time, and his philosophical system was generally
neglecteduntil sometime abouhe seventeenth century, batthe nineteenth century interest
in him grew, especially among followers of Hegelho sawEriugenaas a forerunner to
speculative idealisnBo he gets special mention here, but again, more on that later.

Anselm

Anselmreally lays the groundwork for thEligh Middle Ageperiod to comeor as some would
call it the Scholastic Agele isbest knownfor havingdesigned and proffered what is callegt Kant
the ontological agument(basicallyg and | mean really basicalybecause we can conceive of God
there must be a God which we touched on i€hapter 4 but his workis much more complex and
touches onthe aspects and the unity of the divinature; the extent and limitations of human
understanding of the divine nature; the complex nature of the will and its involvement in free
choice; the interworkings ahe human willand action and divine grace; the natures of truth and
justice; the naturesnd origins of virtues and vices; the nature of evilvéisting or negating of what
is good and the condition and implications of original dimngsthat we saw in Augustine as well as
Platg.

l'yasStyQa fATFS gdt that tinde YHe fséttdinid 2he NMdnasiic life and was
eventually elevated into ecclesiastiazfice. There, historically at least, he is probably best known
as the Archbishop of Canterbury (though he was borNanth Italy, which shows you theenewing
breadth ofsocietal stuctures of both the rising nations and the Church) under Rufus and Henry the
First, and for creating the compromise which muddled many of the lines between Church and State.

The times in which he lived were becoming better that those of his predecessafsati the
Vikings and other invading groups had pretty much stoppeedingand were settling down and
FR2LIGAY 3 (GKS Odzf GdzNI £ F yR NB {ThidstagildyzallowdNh @é ik OS a
monasteries and schoola&nselm was highly fluenced by Augustine and somewhat by Boethius
and perhaps slightly byur previously mentioned friendgriugena(thought that was just a fluke,
eh?) What this means to us is that Anselm the high NeePlatonism of Augustine anBriugena
andthe Logic bAristotle as proffered by Boethius come together.



Say What?

This is not to say that Anselwas merely spouting the words of former great$ie ontological
argument has in itselias spawnedtritics, defenders, and adaptors over the ceamtg, leastamong
them Bonaventure Aquinas DescartesSpinozalocke Leibniz Kant Hegel and an even into this
last century, with people like Heideggeks Augustine straddled the Roman and Medieval worlds,
Anselm straddles the more chaotic and unsure times of theflegemillennium and the developing
somewhat more stablscholastic world.

One ofthe distinguishing aspects ofy & Sthaughth & (2 | GGSYLIG G2 SELX I A
without appeal to scripture, that is, through reason alorgl was challenged thathothing
whatsoever in these matters should be made convincing by the authority of Scripture, but
GKFEGa2SOSNI GKS O2yOfdzaAz2ys GKNRAdzZZIK AYRAGARdZ £ A
would concisely prove, and the clarity of truth would ewity show that this is the case. They also
wished that | not disdain to meet and address simpleminded and almost foolish objections that
occurred to me. (Monologion Prologue) Apparently he had quite the gift for reasonable
argumentationand persuasionWhile this may sound similar to the earlier Apologists is writing
for people who already believe or at least have had explicit exposure to the ideas he is confronting.
So like the apologists he has to rely on language outside ohtitieority of scriptural texts, but
dzyt A1S G(GKSY KS A& y2i 2daAd SELXIAYAy3a odzi A& 27
subject.

YouWoul d Argue With A Brick Wall,

The method he employed were many. One we have spoken of kedsactio ad absurdum
(Chapter 4again) the running anof idea to its logical but silly extreme. If you could push it without
reaching an extreme which was unreasonable, then you must have arrived at the corredBidea.
what weg | yi (2 T2 Odziuse2of deductive Iredisbring, Ya laid out by Aristattel
championed by Boethizs @ 2 LINE @ANSS aRyWAAS ata2 NNRiGhKIS theleSd itGsK A y 3 &
this synthesis of thoght which sets him apatrt.

This has led to some discussion about ¥aidityCof his thought. This may seem odd because
his method seems to imply that he will use reason alone and that the arguments will be legitimate
and ironclad. But as we have seertlie past, the prime mover is hard to nail down and open to
many interpretations. Anselm himself attempts to address many of these concerns, creating
arguments which are designed to answer any objeciivadialoguédialectical style reminiscent of
Plato and Aristotle respectively Once again thoughye must remember thatAnselm is trying to
achieve aguments which put articles ofakh into reasonable light, that is, he is seeking to
understand he Rith he ateady has, and really has nlesire to understand them outside of that
Faith.

Putting It Together

Okay another long one. Augustine, Eriugena and Anselsesltl to expound on the Christian
Faith. One note here is that # word Faith did not mean belief in the active senseThe act of
believing orHaving faitffwvas basedn Faith. Faith was the truths handed down revealedwhich
were immutable and foundational. When Anselm invokagh seeking understandindie is using
understanding in th active sensand Rith in the nominative sense. So, they are seeking to give
reasonable meaning to doctrinal ideas, not increase their belief. Many later arguments will be
leveled for and against their thought based on that misconception.



Also, asyoumay have noticedl have begun some serious name dropping in this sedtiamow |
probably could(if not do) say this every time that these thinkers influenced the thinking of those
that cameafter them, but more so in that they have distilled and expandled ideas of Plato and
Aristotle. We must understand Plato and Aristotle to understand these guys and we must
understand them to understand those who follow themii A & (G KS WONRAzZYLIKQ 2F t
argument for something beyond just the phgai world which is gathering force here, and
throughout the Medieval period.

In the end, once again, these men are not beholden to worldly reason to the exclusion of divine
reason; they practice it because they see it practiced by God.

A do not seek tainderstand that | might believe but | believe in order to underst&od.| believe this:
unless | believe, | will not understafdnselmProslogiunChapter 1

OEternity's a terrible thought. | mean, where's it all going to én@®@m StoppardRosencrantz id
Guildenstern Are Degd967)



Chapter 28a

Augustine Confessions

Book Xl

The design of his confessions being declared, he seeks from G
knowledge of the Holy Scriptures, and begins to expound the wol
Genesis 1:1, concerning the creatiohthe world. The questions «
rash disputers being refuted, What did God before he createc
world? That he might the better overcome his opponents, he a
copious disquisition concerning time.

By Confession He Desires to Stimulate Towards God Hi Own
Love and That of His Readers.

1. O Lord, sinceeternityis Yours, are Yougnorantof the things
which | sayto You? Or se&ou at the time that which comes to pa
in time? Why, therefore, do | place before You so many relatior
things? Not swely that You mightknow them through me, but that
may awaken my owlove and that of my readers towards You, tt
we may all say, Great is the Lord, and greatly to be praised. |
already said, and shall say, for tbee of Your love do | this. For v
also pray, and yet Truth says, Your Fathlkenows what things you
have need of before you ask HifMatthew6:8) Therefore do we
makeknownto You ourlove, in confessingo You our own miseries
and Your mercies upon us, that You may free us altogeiheg ¥ou
have begun, that we may cease to be wretched in ourselves, ar
we may beblessedn You; since You have called us, that we may
poor in spirit, and meek, and mourners, and hungering and tt
after righteousness, and merciful, and purbeart, and peacemaker
(Matthew5:3-9) Behold, | have toldo You many things, which |
could and which | would, foYou first would that | should confede
You, the Lord myGod for You are good, since Your mercy endul
forever.

N

He Begs of God th&aThrough the Holy Scriptures He May Be

Led to Truth.

2. But when shall | suffice with the tongue of my pen to expres:
Your exhortations, and all Your terrors, and comforts, gmidance

whereby You have led me to preach Your Word and to dispense
Sacramento Your people? And if | suffice to utter these things
order, the drops of time are dear to me. Long time have | burni
meditate in Your law, and in it to confess to You kmpwledgeand

ignorancethe beginning of Your enlightening, atite remains of my
darkness, until infirmity be swallowed up by strength. And | wo
not that to anything else those hours should flow away, which |
free from thenecessities of refreshing my body, and the care of
mind, and of the service which vave tomen and which, though we
owe not, even yet we pay.

3. O Lord myGod hear myprayer and let Your mercy regard m
longing, since it bums not for myself alone, but because it desir
benefit brotherly charity; and You see into my heart, thait $a |

would sacrificeto You the service of my thought and tongue; and
You give what | may offeto You. For | am poor and needyou rich

to all that call upon You(Romansl0:12 who free from carecares
for us. Circumcise from all rashness anahi alllying my inward and
outward lips. (Exodus6:12) Let Your Scriptures be my chas
delights. Neither let me be deceived in them, nor deceive out of t
Lord, hear and pity, O Lord m§od light of the blind, and strengt
of the weak; even also lighof those that see, and strength of
strong, hearketo my soul and hear it crying out of the depths. F
unless Your ears be present in the depths also, whither shall w
Whither shall we cry? The day is Yours, and the night also is Y
At Your nod the moments flee by. Grant thereof space for
meditations among the hidden things of Your law, nor close it ag
us who knock. For not in vain have You willed that the obscure si
of so many pages should be written. Nor is it that those tbotes/e



1)

not their harts, betaking themselves therein, and ranging, and wa
and feeding, lying down, and ruminating. Perfect me, O Lord,
reveal themto me. Behold, Your voice is myoy, Your voice
surpasses the abundance of pleasures. Give thah Woive, for | do

love; and this have You given. Abandon not Your own gifts,

despise Your grass that thirsts. Let me confesgou whatsoever |
shall have found in Your books, and let me hear the voice of pr
and let me imbibe You, and reflech the wonderful things of You
law; even from the beginning, wherein You made the heaven an
earth,to the everlasting kingdom of Younoly city that is with You.

4. Lord, have mercy on me and hear my desire. For | think that
not of the earth, nmoof gold and silver, and precious stones, |
gorgeous apparel, ndgronorsand powers, nor the pleasures of 1
flesh, nor necessaries for the body, and this life of our pilgrimage
which are added to those that seek Your kingdom and ‘
righteousnes (Matthew6:33) Behold, O Lord myGod, whence is
my desire. The unrighteous have told me of delights, but not su
Your law, O Lord. Behold whenomy desire isBehold, Father, look
and see, and approve; and let it be pleasing in the sight of

mercy, that | may findgracebefore You, that the secret things

Your Word may be openetb me when | knock. | beseech, loyr

Lord Jesus Christyour Son, the Man of Your right hand, tBen of
man whom You made strong for Yourself, as Your Mediator :
ours, through whom You have sought us, although not seeking
but sought us that we might seek Y@u,Your Word through whom
You have made all thinggJohnl1:3) and among them me also, Yo
Only-begotten, through whom You have called to adoption

believing people, and therein me also. | beseech You through

who sits at Your right hand, and makes intercession for
(Romans3:34) in whom are hid all treasures of wisdom a
knowledge (Colossian®:3) Him do | seek in Your books. Of Hin
did Moseswrite; (John5:4-6) this says Himself; this says the Truth.

He Begins from the Creation of the World? Not Understanding
the Hebrew Text.

5. Let me hear and understand how in the beginiiog made the
heaven and the eartfGenesisl:1) Moseswrote ths; he wrote and
departed passed hence from You to You. Nor now is he before

(@2l

for if he were | would hold him, and ask him, and woaltjurehim

by You that he would opeto me these things, and | would lend tt
ears of my body to the sounds burstingtfofrom his mouth. And
should he speak in thdebrew tongue, in vain would it beat on n
senses, nor would anything touch my mind; but if in Latin, I shc
know what he said. But whence shoul#tlow whether he said wha
wastrue? But if | knewthis even should lknow it from him? Verily
within me, within in the chamber of my thought, Truth, neitl
Hebrew, nor Greek, nor Latin, nor barbarian, without the organ
voice and tongue, without the sound of syllables, would say,
speaks theruth, and |, mmediately assured of it, confidently wou
sayto that man of Yours, You speak theith. As, then, | canno
inquire of him, | beseech Yé@uYou, O Truth, full of whom he spoki
truthd You, my God, | beseech, forgive mgins and do Thou, whc
gave to that Yor servant to speak these things, grant to me als
understand them.

Heaven and Earth Cry Out that They Have Been Created by
God.

6. Behold, the heaven and earth are; they proclaim that they
made, for they are changed and varied. Whereas aéats has not
been made, and yet has being, has nothing in it which there we
before; this is what it is to be changed and varied. They also pro:
that they made not themselves; therefore we are, because we
been made; we were not therefore befare were, so that we coul
have made ourselves. And the voice of those that speak is in
evidence You, therefore, Lord, made these thinggu who are
beautiful, for they are beautifuf,ou who aregood, for they are gooc
You who art, for they a. Nor even so are they beautiful, nor gor
nor are they, a¥ou their Creator art; compared with whom they ¢
neither beautiful, nor good, nor are at all. These thingskmaw,
thanks be to You. And ouknowledge compared with Your
knowledge isignorance

God Created the World Not from Any Certain Matter, But in His
Own Word.
7. But how didYou make the heaven and the earth, and what wa:



instrument of Your so mighty work? For it was not aswanan
worker fashioning body from body, according the fancy of his
mind, in someway able to assign a form which it perceives in its
by its inner eye. And whence should he be able to do this, ha
You made that mind? And he assigns to it already existing, and
were having a being, a form, aky, or stone, or wood, or gold, «
such like. And whence should these things be, hadfaotappointed
them? You made for the workman his bodlyyou the mind
commanding the limlt&s You the matter whereof he makes anythir
d You the capacity whereby he maypmehend his art, and se¢
within what he may do withodtYou the sense of his body, b
which, as by an interpreter, he may from miadmatter convey tha
which he does, and report to his mind what may have been done
it within may consult thdruth, presiding over itself, whether it b
well done. All these things praise You, the Creator of all. But hov
You make them? How, @od did You make heaven and eartt
Truly, neither in the heaven nor in the earth al make heaven an
earth; nor in the aj nor in the waters, since these also belong to
heaven and the earth; nor in the whole world\dd make the whole
world; because there was no place wherein it could be made bet
was made, that it might be; nor d¥ebu hold anything in Your hanc
wherewith to makeheaven and earth. For whence colfldu have
what You had not made, whereof to make anything? For what is,
because You are? Therefore You spoke and they were made, i
Your Word You made these things.

He Did Not, However, Crate It by a Sounding and Passing

Word.

8. But how didYou speak? Was it in that manner in which the vo
came from the cloud, saying, This is my beloved S
(Matthew17:5 For that voice was uttered and passed away, b
and ended. The syllables soeddand passed by, the second after
first, the third after the second, and thence in order, until the last
the rest, and silence after the last. Hence it is clear and plain th
motion of a creature expressed it, itself tempooddeying Your
Eternal will. And these your words formed at the time, the outer
conveyed to the intelligeniind, whose inner ear lay attentive
Your eternalword. But it compared these words sounding in ti

with Your eternalword in silence, and said, It is difnt, very
different. These words are far beneath me, nor are they, since
flee and pass away; but the Word of my Lord remains above
forever If, then, in sounding and fleeting woriieu said that heavet
and earth should be made, and thus made heave earth, there wa
already a corporeal creature before heaven and earth by v
temporal motions that voice might take its course in time. But t
was nothing corporeal before heaven and earth; or if there \
certainly You without a transitory vize had created that whence Yi
would make the passing voice, by which to say that the heaver
the earth should be made. For whatsoeliat wasof which such a
voice was made, unless it were made by You, it could not be at a
what word of Yours wa it decreed that a body might be mac
whereby these words might be made?

By His CeEternal Word He Speaks, and All Things are Done.

9. You call us, therefore, to understand the Word, God with
God (Johnl:1) which is spokereternally and byit are all things
spokeneternally For what was spoken was not finished, and ano
spoken until all were spoken; but all things at once and for ever
otherwise have wéme and change, and notrae eternity, nor atrue

immortality. This | know, O my God, and give thanks. know, |

confess to You, O Lord, and whosoever is not unthankful to ce
truth, knowsand blesses You with me. Waow, O Lord, weknow,

since in proportion as anything is not what it was, and is what it
not, in that propdron does it die and arise. Not anything, therefore
Your Word gives place and comes into place again, becausetityis
immortal and eternal And, thereforeto the Word ceeternalwith

You, You dost at once and for ever say all thaiu dost say; ad

whatever You say shall be made, is made; nor d@si make
otherwise than by speaking; yet all things are not made both tog
and everlasting which You make by speaking.

That Word lItself is the Beginning of All Things, in Which We

are Instructed as to Evangelical Truth.

10. Why is this, | beseech You, O Lord my God? | see it, howe
but how | shall express it, know not, unless that everything whic



begins to be and ceases to be, then begins and ceases when i
eternal Reason it isknown that it ought to begin or cease whe
nothing begins or ceases. The same is Your Word, which is als
Beginning, because also It speédsis Thus, in the gospel He spea
through the flesh; and this sounded outwardly in the eanseof that
it might be believedand sought inwardly, and that it might be fou
in the eternalTruth, where the good and only Master teaches all
disciples There, O Lord, | hear Your voice, the voice of one speal
to me, since He speaks us who teaches us. But Heathteaches u
not, although He speaks, speaks not to us. Moreover, who teacl
unless itis the immutableTruth? For even when we are admonist
through a changeable creature, we are led to the Truth immu
There we leartruly while we stand anddar Him, andejoicegreatly
because of the Bridegroom's voigdphn3:29 restoring us to tha
whence we are. And, therefore, the Beginning, because unle
remained, there would not, where we strayed, be whither to re
But when we return fronerrar, it is by knowing that we return. Bul
that we mayknow, He teaches us, because He is the Beginning
speakgo us.

Wisdom and the Beginning.

11. In this Beginning, d@50d, have You made heaven and edrth

Your Word, in Your Son, in Your Powem iYour Wisdom, in Your
Truth, wondrously speaking and wondrously making. Who s
comprehend? Who shall relate it? What is that which shines thr
me, and strikes my heart without injury, and | both shudder and &
| shudder inasmuch as | am unlikeahd | burn inasmuch as | am lik
it. It is Wisdom itself that shines through me, cleanimgcloudiness,
which again overwhelms me, fainting from it, in the darkness

amount of my punishment. For my strength is brought down in n
so that | cannotrelure my blessings, until Thou, O Lord, who hi
been gracious to all mine iniquities, heal also all mine infirmit
because You shall also redeem my life from corruption, and ct
me with Your lovingkindness and mercy, and shall satisfy my de:
with goodthings, because my youth shall be renewed like the ea
For by hope we are saved; and through patience we await

promises. (RomansB:24-25) Let him that is able hear Yo
discoursing within. I will with confidence cry out from Your orac

How wonderful are Your works, O Lord, in Wisdom have You mz
them all. And this Wisdom is the Beginning, and in that Beginr
have You made heaven and earth.

The Rashness of Those Who Inquire What God Did Before He
Created Heaven and Earth.

12. Lo, ae they not full of their ancient way, who say to us, What
God doing before He made heaven and earth? For if, say theya#d
unoccupied, and did nothing, why does He not for ever also, and
henceforth, cease from working, as in times past He Ba4f any
new motion has arisen iGod, and a new will, to form a creatut
which He had never before formed, however can that heue
eternitywhere there arises a will which was not before? Fomtitie
of God is not a creature, but before the creaturecause nothin
could be created unless thl of the Creator were before it. Thall
of God, therefore, pertains to His very Substance. But if anything
arisen in the Substance of God which was not before, that Subs
is nottruly calledeterral. But if it was theeternalwill of Godthat the
creature should be, why was not the creature also dtemity?

They Who Ask This Have Not as Yet Known the Eternity of God,

Which is Exempt from the Relation of Time.

13. Those who say these thindo not as yet understand You,Yyou

Wisdom of God, You light of souls not as yet do they understai
how these things be made which are made by and in You. They
endeavorto comprehend thingsternaj but as yet their heart flie
about in the past a@nfuture motions of things, and is still waverin
Who shall hold it and fix it, that it may rest a little, and by degr
catch theglory of thatever standingeternity, and compare it with the
times which never stand, and see that it is incomparablethahd
long time cannot become long, save from the many motions that
by, which cannot at the same instant be prolonged; but that ii
Eternal nothing passes away, but that the whole is present; b
time is wholly present; and let him see thattiahe past is forced or
by the future, and that all the future follows from the past, and tha
both past and future, is created and issues from that which is a
present? Who will hold the heart ofan that it may stand still, ani



see how the dtistandingeternity; itself neither future nor past, utte
the times future and past? Can my hand accomplish this, or the
of my mouth by persuasion bring about a thing so great?

What God Did Before the Creation of the World.

14. Behold, | aswer to him who asks, What was God doing bef
He made heaven and earth? | answer not, as a certain per:
reported to have done facetiously (avoiding the pressure of
question), He was preparirigell, says he, for those who pry in
mysteries It is one thing to perceive, another to laéighese things |
answer not. For more willingly would | have answere#ndw not
what | know not, than that | should make him a laughstgck who
asks deep things, and gain praise as one who answers false tlit
| say that Thou, ou6God, art the Creator of every creature; and if
the term heaven and earth every creature is understood, | boldl
That before God made heaven and earth, He made not anything.
He did, what did He make unless the cre&ukad would that knew
whatever | desire tktnowto my advantage, akhowthat no creature
was made before any creature was made.

Before the Times Created by God, Times Were Not.

15. But if the roving thought of any one should wander through
images of bygone time, and wonder that You,®uwal Almighty, and
All -creating, and Alsustaining, the Architect of heaven and earth,
innumerable ages refrained from so great a work before You w
make it, let him awake and consider that he wondefalse things.
For whence could innumerable ages pass by which You did not r
since You are the Author and Creator of all ages? Or what t
should those be which were not made by You? Or how should
pass by if they had not been? Since, thereféoal are theCreator of
all times, if any time was before You made heaven and earth, w
it said that You refrained from working? For that very time Y
made, nor could times pass by before You made times. But if b
heaven and earth there was modj why is it asked, What were Yc
doing then? For there was no then when time was not.

16. Nor dostYou by time precede time; else would ntdu precede

all times. But in theexcellenceof an eveipresenteternity, You
precedesll times past, and survigall future times, because they ¢
future, and when they have come they will be past; but You art
same, and Your years shall have no end. Your years neither g
come; but ours both go and come, that all may come. All Your y
stand at once sincthey do stand; nor were they when depart
excluded by coming years, because they pass not away; but all
of ours shall be when all shall cease to be. Your years are one
and Your day is not daily, but today; because Your today yields
with tomorrow, for neither does it follow yesterday. Your today
eternity, therefore You begot the Gaternal to whom You said, This
day have | begotten You. You have made all time; and befor
times You are, nor in any time was there not time.

Neither Time Past Nor Future, But the Present Only, Really is.

17. At no time, therefore, hadou not made anything, because Y
had made time itself. And no times areaternalwith You, because
You remainsfor ever; but should these continue, they would met
times. For what is time? Who can easily and briefly explain it? \
even in thought can comprehend it, even to the pronouncing of a
concerning it? But what in speaking do we refer to more famili
and knowingly thantime? And certainly we unddend when we
speak of it; we understand also when we hear it spoken of by an
What, then, is time? If no one ask of mé&nbw; if | wish to explain
to him who asks, know not. Yet | say with confidence, thakhow

that if nothing passed away, themould not be past time; and

nothing were coming, there would not be future time; and if nott
were, there would not be present time. Those two times, there
past and future, how are they, when even the past now is not; ai
future is not as W& But should the present be always present,
should it not pass intdime past, timetruly it could not be, but
eternity If, then, time presedt if it be timed only comes into
existencebecause it passes into time past, how do we say that
this is whosecauseof being is that it shall not Be namely, so that
we cannotruly say that time is, unless because it tends not to be?

There is Only a Moment of Present Time.



18. And yet we say that time is long and time is short; nor dc
speak of ltis save of time past and future. A long time past,
example, we call a hundred years ago; in like manner a long tin
come, a hundred years hence. But a short time past we call, s¢
days ago: and a short time to come, ten days hence. But irsersst
is that long or short which is not? For the past is not now, anc
future is not yet. Therefore let us not say, It is long; but let us s¢
the past, It has been long, and of the future, It will be long. O
Lord, my light, shall not even henéour truth deride man? For tha
past time which was long, was it long when it was already pas
when it was as yet present? For then it might be long when thert
that which could be long, but when past it no longer was; where
that could not be lmy which was not at all. Let us not, therefore, s
Time past has been long; for we shall not find what may have
long, seeing that since it was past it is not; but let us say that pr
time was long, because when it was present it was long. Fad ihot
as yet passed away so as not to be, and therefore there was tha
could be long. But after it passed, that ceased also to be long \
ceased to be.

19. Let us therefore see, limansoul whether present time can t
long; for to you is it gven to perceive and to measure periods of til
What will you reply to me? Is a hundred years when present a
time? See, first, whether a hundred years can be present. For
first year of these is current, that is present, but the other nindt
nine are future, and therefore they are not as yet. But if the se
year is current, one is already past, the other present, the rest
And thus, if we fix on any middle year of this hundred as pres
those before it are past, those after & future; wherefore a hundre
years cannot be present. See at least whether that year itself wi
current can be present. For if its first month be current, the res
future; if the second, the first has already passed, and the rem:
are not yet Therefore neither is the year which is current as a w
present; and if it is not present as a whole, then the year is not pr
For twelve months make the year, of which e&atividual month
which is current is itself present, but the rest areeeipast or future
Although neither is that month which is current present, but one
only: if the first, the rest being to come, if the last, the rest being |
if any of the middle, then between past and future.

20. Behold, the present time, whiclome we found could be calle
long, is abridged to the space scarcely of one day. But let us di
even that, for there is not one day present as a whole. For it is
up of fourandtwenty hours of night and day, whereof the first |
the rest futurethe last has them past, but any one of the interve
has those before it past, those after it future. And that one hour
away in fleeting particles. Whatever of it has flown away is p
whatever remains is future. If any portioften be conceied which
cannot now be divided into even the minutest particles of mom
this only is that which may be called present; which, however, flie
rapidly from future to past, that it cannot be extended by any d
For if it be extended, it is dividedto the past and future; but tt
present has no space. Where, therefore, is the time which we me
long? Is it nature? Indeed we do not siys long, because it is no
yet, so as to be long; but we sdtywill be long When, then, will it
be? For fi even then, since as yet it is future, it will not be lol
because what may be long is not as yet; but it shall be long, !
from the future, which as yet is not, it shall already have begun t
and will have become present, so that there could &enthich may
be long; then does the pres¢inte cry out in the words above that
cannot be long.

Time Can Only Be Perceived or Measured While It is Passing.

21. And yet, O Lord, we perceive intervals of times, and we com
them with themselvesand we say some are longer, others shorter.
even measure by how much shorter or longertthis may be thar
that; and we answer, That this is double or treble, while that is
once, or only as much as that. But we measure times passing wh
measire them by perceiving them; but past times, which now are
or future times, which as yet are not, who can measure them? U
perchance, any ongill dare to say, that that can be measured wt
is not. When, therefore, time is passing, it can becgieed and
measured; but when it has passed, it cannot, since it is not.

Nevertheless There is Time Past and Future.
2. | ask, Father, | do not affirm. O n@od, rule and guide me. Who i



there who can say to me that there are not three timese(ésarned
when boys, and as we have taught boys), the past, present, and
but only present, because these two are not? Or are they als
when from future it becomes present, comes it forth from some s
place, and when from the present itbmes past, does it retire in
anything secret? For where have they, who have foretold fi
things, seen these things, if as yet they are not? For that which
cannot be seen. And they who relate things past could not relate
astrue did theynot perceive them in their mind. Which things, if th
were not, they could in no way be discerned. There are ther
things both future and past.

Past and Future Times Cannot Be Thought of But as Present.

23. Allow me, O Lord, to seek further; @y Hope, let not my
purpose be confounded. For if there are times past and future, |
to know where they are. But if as yet | do not succeed, | lstitiw,

wherever they are, that they are not there as future or past,
present. For if there alsthey be future, they are not as yet there
even there they be past, they are no longer there. Wherest
therefore, they are, whatsoever they are, they are only so as pt
Although past things are related tase, they are drawn out from th
menory, 8 not the things themselves, which have passed, bu
words conceived from the images of the things which they |
formed inthe mindas footprints in their passage through the sen
My childhood, indeed, which no longer is, is in time past, Whiow
is not; but when | call to mind its image, and speak of it, | behold
the present, because it is as yetrig memory Whether there be .
like causeof foretelling future things, that of things which as yet i
not the images may be perceivedat®ady existing, | confess, m
God, | know not. This certainly know, that we generally think befor
on our future actions, and that this premeditation is present; bu
the action whereon we premeditate is not yet, because it is f
which when weshall have entered upon, and have begun to do
which we were premeditating, then shall that action be, because
it is not future, but present.

24. In whatever manner, therefore, this secret preconception of f
things may be, nothing can be sgeave what is. But what now is

N

not future, but present. When, therefore, they say that things futui
seen, it is not themselves, which as yet are not (that is, whicl
future); buttheir causesr their signs perhaps are seehjch already
are.Therefore, to those already beholding them, they are not fu
but present, from which future things conceived in thimd are
foretold. Which conceptions again now are, and they who for
those things behold these conceptions present before thémowe
so multitudinousa variety of things afford me some example. | beh
daybreak; | foretell that the sun is about to rise. That which | behc
present; what | foretell is futudenot that the sun is future, whic
already is; but his rising, which it yet. Yet even its rising | coul
not predict unless | had an image of it in mmnd, as now | have
while | speak. But that dawn which | see in the sky is not the risir
the sun, although it may go before it, nor that imagination in
mind; which tvo are seen as present, that the other which is ft
may be foretold. Future things, therefore, are not as yet; and if
are not as yet, they are not. And if they are not, they cannot be s
all; but they can be foretold from things present whickv are, and
are seen.

We are Ignorant in What Manner God Teaches Future Things.

25. You, therefore, Ruler of Your creatures, what is the metho
which You teachesoulsthose things which are future? For You he
taught Yourprophets What is tha way by which Thou, to whon
nothing is future, dost teach future things; or rather of future th
dost teach present? For what is not, afeatainty cannot be taugh
Too far is this way from my view; it is too mighty for me, | canr
attainto it; but by You | shall be enabled, when You shall he
granted it, sweet light of my hidden eyes.

In What Manner Time May Properly Be Designated.

26. But what now is manifest and clear is, that neither are there f
nor past things. Nor is it fitly $& There are three times, past, pres
and future; but perchance it might be fitly said, There are three ti
a present of things past, a present of things present, and a pre¢
things future. For these three do somehow exist insthd and
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othemwise | see them not: present of things past, memory; prese
things present, sight; present of things future, expectation. If of t
things we are permitted to speak, | see three times, and | grant
are three. It may also be said, There are thinees, past, present ar
future, as usagéalsely has it. See, | trouble not, nor gainsay, I
reprove; provided always that which is said may be understood
neither the future, nor that which is past, now is. For there are bu
things which we spak properly, many things improperly; but wr
we may wish to say is understood.

How Time May Be Measured.

27. 1 have just now said, then, that we measure times as they pas
we may be able to say that this time is twice as much as that o
that this is only as much as that, and so of any other of the pa
time which we are able to tell by measuring. Wherefore, as | saic
measure times as they pass. Andnfoneshould ask me, Whence ¢
you know? | can answer, know, because we mea®; nor can we
measure things that are not; and things past and future are no
how do we measure present time, since it has not space?
measured while it passes; but when it shall have passed, it i
measured; for there will not be anythirftat can be measured. B
whence, in what way, and whither does it pass while it is b
measured? Whence, but from the future? Which way, save thr
the present? Whither, but into the past? From that, therefore, whi
yet is not, through that whichak no space, into that which now
not. But what do we measure, unl¢igse in some space? For we s
not single, and double, and triple, and equal, or in any other wi
which we speak of time, unless with respect to the spaces of timi
what spacethen, do we measure passitigne? Is it in the future,
whence it passes over? But what yet we measure not, is not. Or |
the present, by which it passes? But no space, we do not meast
in the past, whither it passes? But that which is not ncavmeasure
not.

He Prays God that He Would Explain This Most Entangled
Enigma.

N

28. My soul yearns toknow this most entangled enigma. Forbear
shut up, O Lord myGod, good Fathed through Christ | beseec
Youd forbear to shut up these things, batual and hidden, from m
desire, that it may be hindered from penetrating them; but let 1
dawn through Your enlightening mercy, Ird. Of whom shall |
inquire concerning these things? And to whom shall | with
advantage confess mgnorancethan v You, to whom these m
studies, so vehemently kindled towards Your Scriptures, are
troublesome? Give that whicHdve; for | dolove, and this have Yot
given me. Give, Father, whiouly know to give good giftgo Your

children.(Matthew7:11) Give, since | have undertaken kmow, and
trouble is before me untifou dost open it. Through Christ, | besee
You, in His name, Holy of Holies, let no man interrupt me. F¢
believed and therefore do | speak. This is my hope; for this do | |
that I maycontemplate the delights of the Lord. Behold, You hi
made my days old, and they pass away, and in what markmnem

not. And we speak as to time and time, times and dntésw long is
the time since he said this? How long the time since he did this?
How long the time since | saw that? and, This syllable has doubl
time of that single short syllable. These words we speak, and the
hear; and we are understood, and we understand. They are
manifest and most usual, and the same things dgaimnidden too
deeply, and the discovery of them is new.

That Time is a Certain Extension.

29. | have heard from a learned man that the motions of the
moon, and stars constituted time, and | assented not. For why s
not rather the motionsfall bodies be time? What if the lights «
heaven should cease, and a potter's wheel run round, would ths
no time by which we might measure those revolutions, and say ¢
that it turned with equal pauses, or, if it were moved at one time |
slowly, at another more quickly, that some revolutions were lon
others less so? Or while we were saying this, should we not al:
speaking intime? Or should there in our words be some syllal
long, others short, but because those sounded in a langerthese
in a shorter? God grant to men to see in a small thing ideas cor
to things great and small. Both the stars and luminaries of heave
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for signs and for seasons, and for days and yéaemnesisl:14) No

doubtthey are; but neither shouldsay that the circuit of that woode
wheel was a day, nor yet should he say that therefore there w
time.

30. | desire toknow the power and nature of time, by which v
measure the motions of bodies, and say (for example) that this nr
is twice asdng as that. For, | ask, since day declares not the stay
of the sun upon the earth, according to which day is one thing,

another, but also its entire circuit from east even ta@deastording to
which we say, So many days have passed (the nighig included
when we say so many days, and their spaces not counteddag
since, then, the day is finished by the motion of the sun, and b
circuit from east to east, | ask, whether the motion itself is the da
the period in which that motion @mpleted, or both? For if the fir:
be the day, then would there be a day although the sun should
that course in so small a spaaien as an hour. If the second, the
that would not be a day if from one sunrise to another there wer
so shorta period as an hour, but the sun must go round-dadr

twenty times to complete a day. If both, neither could that be call
day if the sun should run his entire round in the space of an hou
that, if, while the sun stood still, so muttime shouldpass as the su
is accustomed to accomplish his whole course in from mornin
morning. | shall not therefore now ask, what that is which is ce
day, but whatime is, by which we, measuring the circuit of the s
should say that it was accomplishiedhalf the space of time it wa
wont, if it had been completed in so small a space as twelve h
and comparing both times, we should call that single, this do
time, although the sun should run his course from east to
sometimes in that singlespmetimes in that double time. Let no m
then tell me that the motions of the heavenly bodies are ti
because, when at thpgayerof one the sun stood still in order that

might achieve his victorious battle, the sun stood still, but time \
on. Fa in such space of time as was sufficient was that battle fo
and ended.(Joshual0:1214) | see that time, then, is a certa
extension. But do | see it, or do | seem to see it? Thou, O Light
Truth, wilt show me.

That Time is Not a Motion of a Body Which We Measure by

4
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Time.

31. Do you command that | should assent, if any one should sa
time is the motion of a bodyPou dost not command me. For | he
that nobodyis moved but in time. This You say; but that the w
motion of a body is the, | hear not; You say it not. For when a bc
is moved, | by time measure how long it may be moving from
time in which it began to be moved till it left off. And if | saw n
whence it began, and it continued to be moved, so that | see not
it leaves off, | cannot measure unless, perchance, fronirtie |

began until | cease to see. But if | look long, | only proclaim that
time is long, but not how long it may be because when we say,
long, we speak by comparison, as, This is as longasdh This is
double as long as that, or any other thing of the kind. But if we \
able to note down the distances of places whence and whither ¢
the body which is moved, or its parts, if it moved as in a wheel
can say in how much time the maniiof the body or its part, from thi
placeto that, was performed. Since, then, the motion of a body is
thing, that by which we measure how long it is another, who ca
see which of these is rather to be calliese ? For, although a bod
be sometnes moved, sometimes stand still, we measure no
motion only, but also its standing still, tiyne; and we say, It stoo
still as much as it moved; or, It stood still twice or thrice as long i
moved; and if any other space which our measuring lithere
determined or imagined, more or less, as we are accustomed t
Time, therefore, is not the motion of a body.

He Calls on God to Enlighten His Mind.

32. And | confesgo You, O Lord, that | am as yegjnorantas to
what time is, and agaihconfessto You, O Lord, that know that |

speak these things in time, and that | have already long spok
time, and that very long is not long save by the stay of time. F
then,know I this, when lknow not what time is? Or is it, perchanc
thatl knownot in what wise | may express whatrlow? Alas for me,
that | do not at leastnowthe extent of my owignorancé Behold, O
my God, before You | lie not. As | speak, so is my heart. You s
light my candle; Thou, O Lord m@od wilt enlighten ny darkness.
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We Measure Longer Events by Shorter in Time.

33. Does not myoul pour outto You truly in confession that | dc
measure times? But do | thus measure, GGuogl andknow not what
I measure? | measure the motion of a body by time; antrtte itself
do | not measure? But, truth, could | measure the motion of a boc
how long it is, and how long it is in coming from this place to tt
unless | should measure thame in which it is moved? How
therefore, do | measure this very timseif? Or do we by a shorte
time measure a longer, as by the space of a cubit the space
crossbeam? For thus, indeed, we seem by the space of a short <
to measure the space of a long syllable, and to say that this is di
Thus we measure thepaces of stanzas by the spaces of the ve
and the spaces of the verses by the spaces of the feet, and the
of the feet by the spaces of the syllables, and the spaces of long

spaces of short syllables; not measuring by pages (for in duaten
we measure spaces, not times), but when in uttering the words
pass by, and we say, It is a long stanza because it is made ug
many verses; long verses, because they consist of so many fee
feet, because they are prolonged by so mghgtdes; a long syllable
because double a short one. But neither thus is any certain meas
time obtained; since it is possible that a shorter verse, if i
pronounced more fully, may take up more time than a longer or
pronounced more hurriedl Thus for a stanzas, thus for a foot, tr
for a syllable. Whence it appeared to me that is nothing else tha
protraction; but of what know not. It is wonderful to me, if it be nc
of the mind itself. For what do | measure, | beseech You, Got

even when | say either indefinitely, This time is longer than thai
even definitely, This is double that? That | measure tirkapiv. But

| measure not the future, for it is not yet; nor do | measure the pre
because it is extended by no spaa®;do | measure the past, becat
it no longer is. What, therefore, do | measure? Is it times passin¢
past? For thus had | said.

Times are Measured in Proportion as They Pass by.

34. Persevere, O myind, and give earnest hee@od is our helpe
He made us, and not we ourselves. Give heed, whehedawns. Lo,

suppose the voice of a body begins to sound, and does souni
sounds on, and lo! It ceage# is now silence, and that voice is pe
and is no longer a voice. It was future beforsatinded, and couls
not be measured, because as yet it was not; and now it c:
because it no longer is. Then, therefore, while it was soundir
might, because there was then that which might be measurec
even then it did not stand still, for was going and passing awa
Could it, then, on that account be measured the more? For,

passing, it was being extended into some spHtEn in which it

might be measured, since the present has no space. If, therefort
it might be measured, Iduppose another voice has begun to sot
and still sounds, in a continued tenor without any interruption, we
measure it while it is sounding; for when it shall have cease
sound, it will be already past, and there will not be that which ca
measired. Let us measuretituly, and let us say how much it is. B
as yet it sounds, nor can it be measured, save from that inst:
which it began to sound, even to the end in which it left off. For
interval itself we measure from some beginniog some end. Or
which account, a voice which is not yet ended cannot be measur
that it may be said how long or how short it may be; nor can it be
to be equal to another, or single or double in respect of it, or the
But when it is ended, it nlonger is. In what manner, therefore, may
be measured? And yet we measure times; still not those which
are not, nor those which no longer are, nor those which are protr
by some delay, nor those which have no limits. We, theref
measure @ither future times, nor past, nor present, nor those pa:
by; and yet we do measure times.

35. Deus Creator omniumthis verse of eight syllables alternat
between short and long syllables. The four short, then, the first, 1
fifth and seventh, a&r single in respect of the four long, the seco
fourth, sixth, and eighth. Each of these has a dairbke to every one
of those. | pronounce them, report on them, and thus it is, i
perceived by common sense. By common sense, then, | meas
long by a short syllable, and | find that it has twice as much.

when one sounds after another, if the former be short the latter
how shall | hold the short one, and how measuring shall | apply
the long, so that | may find out that this has twése much, wher
indeed the long does not begin to sound unless the short leav
sounding? That very long one | measure not as present, sil



N

measure it nosave when ended. But its ending is its passing a\
What, then, is it that | can measure? Whisr¢he short syllable by
which | measure? Where is the long one which | measure? Both
sounded, have flown, have passed away, and are no longer; anc
measure, and | confidently answer (so far as is trustedptadiced
sense), that as to spacften this syllable is single, that double. Ni
could | do this, unless because they have past, and are ¢
Therefore do | not measure themselves, which now are not
something in mymemory, which remains fixed.

36. In you, O mymind, | measure thes. Do not overwhelm me wit
your clamor. That is, do not overwhelm yourself with the multitude
your impressions. In you, | say, | measure times; the impres
which things as they pass by make on you, and which, when
have passed by, remains, ttHameasure asime present, not thos
things which have passed by, that the impression should be 1
This | measure when | measure times. Either, then, these are tirr
| do not measure times. What when we measure silence, and st
this silence bs lasted as long as that voice lasts? Do we not e
our thought to the measure of a voice, as if it sounded, so that we
be able to declare something concerning the intervals of silence
given spacedfter? For when both the voice and tongue atid, we

go over in thought poems and verses, and any discoursi
dimensions of motions; and declare concerning the spaces of t
how much this may be in respect of that, not otherwise than if utte
them we should pronounce them. Should any onghwo utter a
lengthened sound, and had with forethought determined how lo
should be, that man has in silence verily gone through a space
and, committing it to memory, he begins to utter that speech, w
sounds until it be extended to the gmdposedtruly it has sounded
and will sound. For what of it is already finished has verily sount
but what remains will sound; and thus does it pass on, until
present intention carry over the future into the past; the

increasing by the dimittion of the future, until, by the consumptic
of the future, all be past.

Time in the Human Mind, Which Expects, Considers, and
Remembers.
37. But how is that future diminished or consumed which as y:

N

not? Or how does the past, which is no kemgncrease, unless in tr
mind which enacts this there are three things done? For it
expects, and considers, and remembers, that that which it ex
through that which it considers, may pass into that whicl
remembers. Who, therefore, denieattfuture things as yet are no
But yet there is already in thmind the expectation of things futur
And who denies that past things are now no longer? But, how
there is still in the mind the memory of things past. And who de
that time presenivants space, because it passes away in a mon
But yet our consideration endures, through which that which ma
present may proceed to become abdeuature time, which is not, i
not therefore long; but a long future is a long expectation of
future. Nor is time past, which is now no longer, long; but a long
is a long memory of the past.

38. | am about to repeat a psalm thanbw. Before | begin, my
attention is extended to the whole; but when | have begun, as mt
it as becomes past by msgying it is extended in mypemory; and the
life of this action of mue is divided between my memoign account
of what | have repeated, and my expectation, on account of what
about to repeat; yet my consideration is present with me, thrn
which that which was future may be carried over so that it r
become past. Which the more it is done and repeated, by so
(expectation being shortened) the memory is enlarged, until the v
expectation be exhausted, when that whole action being ended
have passed into memory. And what takes place in the entire p
takes place also in each individual part of it, and in each indivi
syllable: this holds in the longer action, of which that psalr
perchance a portion; the same holds in the whdée df man of
which all the actions of man are parts; the same holds in the v
age of the sons ahen of which all the lives of men are parts.

That Human Life is a Distraction But that Through the Mercy

of God He Was Intent on the Prize of His Heaenly Calling.

39. But because Your loviAgindness is better than life, behold, n
life is but a distraction, and Your right hand upheld me in my L¢
the Son of manthe Mediator between Yol Timothy 2:5) The One,
and us the mardyin many distractins amid many thingsthat
through Him | may apprehend in whom | have been apprehendec
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may be recollected from my old days, following The One, forget
the things that are past; and not distracted, but drawn on, not to
things which shall be anshall pass away, but to those things wh
are before(Philippians3:13) not distractedly, but intently, | follow
on for the prize of my heavenly calling, where | may hear the voic
Your praise, and contemplate Your delights, neither coming
passingaway. But now are my years spent in mourning. And Yot
Lord, art my comfort, my Father everlasting. But | have been divi
amid times, the order of whichkhow not; and my thoughts, even tt
inmost bowels of mysoul are mangled with tumultuous vares,
until 1 flow togetherto You, purged and molten in the fire of Yol
love.

Again He Refutes the Empty Question, What Did God Before the
Creation of the World?

40. And | will be immoveable, and fixed in You, in my mould, Yc
truth; nor will I endure the questions afien who by a penal diseas
thirst for more than they can hold, and say, What did God n
before He made heaven and earth? Or, How came it into His mi
make anything, when He never before made anything? Grant to-
O Lord, tothink well what they say, and to see that where there i
time, they cannot say never. What, therefore, He is said never to
made, what else is it but to say, that in no time was it made? Let
therefore see that there could be no time withoutated being, ant
let them cease to speak that vanity. Let them also be exte¢ad
those things which are befor@hilippians3:13) and understand the
you, theeternalCreator of all times, art before all times, and that
times are ceeternalwith You, nor any creature, even if there be ¢
creature beyond all times.

How the Knowledge of God Differs from that of Man.

41. O Lord myGod, what is that secret place of Yomystery and
how far thence have the consequences of my transgressiomsefa
Heal my eyes, that | may enjoy Your light. Surely, if there Ipeirad,

so greatly abounding iknowledgeand foreknowledge, to which a
things past and future are koown as one psalm is well known t
me, that mind is exceedingly wonderful, and veagtonishing;

because whatever is so past, and whatever is to come after age:
more concealed from Him than was it hidden from me when sin
that psalm, what and how much of it had been sung from

beginning, what and how much remairtedhe end.But far be it that
You, theCreator of thauniverse the Creator ofoulsand bodied far

be it that You shouldnow all things future and past. Far, far ma
wonderfully, and far more mysteriously, Y&aowthem. For it is not
as the feelings of one simgj knownthings, or hearing knownsong,
ared through expectation of future words, and in remembranc
those that are past varied, and his senses divided, that anyth
happensto You, unchangeablyeterna) that is, thetruly eternal
Creator of mindsAs, then,You in the Beginningknew the heaven
and the earth without any change of Ydurowledge so in the
Beginning You made heaven and earth without any distractior
Your action. Let him who understands conféssrou; and let him
who understands notonfesso You. Oh, how exalted are You, ar
yet thehumblein heart are Your dwellinglace; forYou raises up
those that are bowed down, and they whose exaltation You ar
not.

Translated by J.G. Pilkington. Frblicene and Postlicene Fathers,ifst Series, Vol. 1

Thought Point Points of Thought

What is ignorance?

What is
knowing/knowledge?

What is time?




How does

Aug

belief influence his

understanding of

time?

Has this concept

of time

influenced others?

How has this concept of

time ‘held up’

overx




Chapter 28b

Augustine: Additional Selections from The Teacher and On Free Will

E

The Teacher:
A dialogue between AugustingA) and his son AdeodatugAd)
http://books.google.com/books?id=T7iQJQIJSVEC&pg=
PAG69 &Ipg=PA 69&dg=augustine+earlier+writings&source
=bl&ots=hPIltkJpNw3&sig=b8A4auLSCUYO0b2ulptByZHpEy
lo&hl=en&ei=18sfS4WJINcqPlAee19ToBQ&sa=X&oi=book
_result&ct=result&resnum=3&ved=0CBIQ6AEWAg#v=0ne
page&q=&f=false
Sections i:1-10

On Free Will: Book Il

A dialoguebetween Augustine (A) anda friend Evodius(E)
THE EVIDENCE FOR GOD'S EXISTENGIE-vi)

Let us then, | suggest, examine the question ithe
following order: first, how it is clear that Godexists; secondly,
whether whatever is good, inwhatever degree it is good, is
created by Him; thirdly, whether free will is to be counted
amonggood things. When we have decided these questioris,
will be plain enough, | think, whether ithas been given rightly
to man.

So, in order to start from what is clearet, | askyou first: Do
you yourself exist? Are you perhapsfraid that you may be
mistaken, when asked thisquestion? If you did not exist, you
could not possiblybe mistaken.

Go on rather to the next point.

Then, since it is clear that you existand since this would
not be clear to you unless you were alive, it is clear also the
you are alive. Do you understand that these two statement
are quite true?

Yes, | understand that at once.
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Then this third point too is clear, namely, that you
understand.

Itis clear.

Which of these three do you think is the most important?

Understanding.

Why do you think so?

There are these three, existence, life, understanding:
stone exists, and an animal lives. | do not think a stone liser
an animal understands, but it is quite certain that a persor
who understands, also exists and lives. Therefore | do nc
hesitate to judge that in which all three are present as more
important than that which lacks one or two of them. For what
lives, certainly exists, but does not necessarily understand
such, | think, is the life of an animal. It certainly does not follow
that what exists also lives and understands, for | can agree the
corpses exist, but no one would say that they lived. Far les
doeswhat is not alive understand.

We hold, therefore, that of these three two are lacking in ¢
corpse, one in an animal, and none in a man.

True.

We hold also that in these three that is most important
which man has in addition to the two others, namely,
understanding. Since he has this, it follows that he exists an
lives.

Yes, we hold this.

Now tell me whether you know you have the ordinary
bodily senses, sight, hearing, smell, taste, and touch.

| do.

What do you think is the prger object of the sense of
sight? That is, what do you think we perceive when we see?

Any bodily thing.

Surely we do not perceive the hard and the soft when we
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see?

No.

What then is the proper object of the eyes, which we
perceive through them?

Color.

What is it of the ears?

Sound.

What of smell?

Odor.

What of taste?

Flavor.

What of touch?

Soft or hard, smooth or rough, and many other such things

Do we not perceive by touch and sight the shapes of bibd
things that they are large or small, square or round, and so on
Does it not follow that these cannot be assigned specially t
sight or touch, but must be assigned to both?

| understand.

Then do you understand also that the different senses hav
their proper objects which they report, and that some have
objects in common?

| understand this too.

Surely, therefore, we cannot distinguish by any of thes:
senses what is the proper object of any sense, and what all
some of them have in commn?

Certainly not; they are distinguished by an inner
perception.

Can this be reason, which beasts lack? It seems to me tt
by the reason we grant this, and know that it is so.

| think rather we grasp with our reason that there is an
inner sense, to which everything is referred by the five
ordinary senses. The faculty by which the beast sees
different from that by which it shuns or seeks what it
perceives by sight. The one sense resides in the eyes, but t
other is within, in the soul itsef. By the latter animals are
either enticed to seek and seize, or are warned to shun an
reject, not only what they see but also what they hear, an
what they perceive with the other bodily senses. This
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however, can be called neither sight, nor hearing,an smell,
nor taste, nor touch, but is something else which presides ove
all the rest together. While, as | have said, we grasp this wit
our reason, | cannot precisely call it reason, for plainly the
beasts possess it.

| recognize this, whatever itmay be, and do not hesitate ta
call it an inner sense. But unless that which is conveyed to L
by the bodily senses, passes beyond the inner sense, it canr
become knowledge. Whatever we know we grasp with oul
reason. We know, for example to say nothingfmther facts
that colors cannot be perceived by hearing nor sounds b
sight. This knowledge does not come to us from the eyes ¢
ears, nor from that inner sense which even the beasts do nc
lack.

We must not suppose that they know that light is not
perceived with the ears or sound with the eyes: we distinguish
these only by rational reflection and thought.

| cannot say | am convinced about this. Might not the
recognize that colors cannot be perceived by hearing or soun
by sight, through that inner £nse which you admit they
possess?

You do not thirk, do you,that they can distinguish between
the color they perceive, and the power of sense in their eye
and the inner sense in their soul, and the reason which mark
out exactly the limits of each?

No, certainly not.

Well, could reason distinguish and define these four unles.
color was presented to it by the sense of sight, and again thi
sense by that inner sense which presides over it, and agal
that inner sense by its own act, if there wereno other
intermediary?

| do not see how else it could be.

Do you observe that color is perceived by the sense ¢
sight, and that the sense of sight is not perceived by itself? Yc
do not see that you see by the same sense by which you s
color.

Certainly not.

Try also to distinguish these. | think you do not deny that
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color is different from seeing color, and again from possessiol
of a sense by which, when color is not present, we could see
if it were present.

| distinguish betweenthese, and agree they are distinct.

You do not see with your eyes, do you, any of these thre
except color?

No.

Tell me then how you see the other two; you could no
distinguish them if you did not see them.

I only know that a means existsl know nothing more.

So you do not know whether it is reason or the vital
principle, which we call the inner sense and which presides
over the bodily senses, or something else?

| do not know.

Yet you know that these elements cannot be definegkcept
by the reason, and the reason can only define what i
presented for its examination.

That is certain.

Therefore whatever else the faculty may be by which we
perceive everything that we know, it is the servant of reason. I
presents and repats to the reason whatever it comes upon, sc
that what is perceived may be able to be distinguished in it
proper sphere, and grasped not only by sense perception bt
also by knowledge.

That is so.

The reason itself distinguishes between its servas and
what they present to it, and also recognizes what come
between these and itself, and it asserts itself to be thei
governor. Surely it does not grasp itself except by means (
itself, that is, by the reason? Would you know that yol
possessed reasominless you perceived it by reason?

Perfectly true.

Then, since, when we perceive color we do not likewise b
the same sense perceive the fact that we perceive it, nor whe
we hear a sound do we also hear our hearing, nor when w
smell a rose do wesmell our smelling, nor when we taste
something do we taste in the mouth our tasting, nowhen we
touch something can we touch the actual sense of touching:
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is clear that the five senses cannot be perceived by any of tt
five senses, though they percee all bodily things.

That is clear.

| think it is clear also that the inner sense not only
perceives what is presented by the five bodily senses, but als
perceives the bodily senses themselves. A beast would ni
move itself by seeking or shunmig something, unless it
perceived that it perceived; and this it does not do in such i
way as to know, for this is the work of reason, but only in suct
a way as to move, and it does not have this perception by ar
of the five senses.

If this is still obscure, it will become clear if you notice, for
example, what takes place in any one sense, say, in the sense
sight. A beast could not possibly open its eye, and move it 1
look at what it wants to see, unless it perceived that it did not
see with the eye tosed or turned in the wrong direction. But if
it perceives that it does not see when it does not see, it mus
necessarily perceive that it sees when it sees. It shows that it |
aware of both situations, because, when it sees, it does n
turn the eye asa result of that desire through which it turns
the eye when it does not see. Whether this vital principle
which perceives that it perceives bodily things, also perceive:
itself, is not so clear, except in so far as everyone who asl
himself the question realizes that all living things shun death.
Since death is the contrary of life, the vital principle must
necessarily perceive itself, seeing that it shuns its contrary. |
this is still not plain, leave it alone; we must not try to reach
our goal except byclear and certain proofs. These facts ar¢
clear: bodily things are perceived by a bodily sense; this sens
cannot be perceived by itself; but an inner sense perceive
both that bodily things are perceived by a bodily sense ant
also the bodily sense itself and, finally, all this and reason
itself is made known by reason, and grasped by knowledge. C
you not agree?

Yes indeed.

Well then, tell me how the problem comes in, which we
wish to solve and have been working at for all this time.

As far as | remember, of those three questions which we
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proposed just now so as to put this discussion into order, the
first is now under consideration, namely, how it can become
evident to us that God exists, even though we must believe
with all possible firmness.

You are quite right. But | want you also to notice carefully
that, when | asked you whether you knew that you yoursell
existed, it became clear that you knew not only this but alsc
two other things.

| notice that too.

Now observe to whid of these three you recognize that
every object of the bodily senses belongs: | mean, in what cla:
of things you think should be placed whatever is the object o
our senses through the agency of the eyes or any other bodil
organ. Should it be placed irthe class which merely exists, or
in that which also lives, or in that which also understands?

In that which merely exists.

In which of these three classes do you think the sense itse
should be placed?

In that which lives.

Then, which of these two do you think is better, the sense
itself or its object?

Undoubtedly the sense itself.

Why?

Because that which also lives is better than that whicl
merely exists.

Well, do you hesitate to rank that inner sense, which we
have already discovered to be below reason, and yet commo
to us and the beasts, as higher than the sense by which v
perceive bodily things? You have already said the latter sens
should be ranked above bodily things themselves.

| should not hesitate fora moment.

Again, | should like to hear why you do not hesitate. Yol
could not say that the inner sense should be placed in the
class of the three which includes understanding, but you mus
place it in that class which exists and lives, without
understanding.

Even the beasts which lack understanding have that sens
This being so, | ask why you rank the inner sense above tr

sense which perceives bodily things, though both are in tha
class which lives. You have ranked the sense whose object
bodily things, above such things just because they are in the
class which only exists, while the sense which perceives bodil
things is in the class which also lives. Since the inner sense
also found to be in this class, tell me why you think it is better.
case that everything which has understanding is better
than the object it understands. This, however, is false, sinc
man understands wisdom, but is not better than wisdom itself.
So consider why you think the inner sense should be regarde
as superior to the sense by which we perceive bodily things.

If you say it is because the inner sense perceives the othi
sense, you will not, I think, find any principle which we can
follow, that every percipient is better than the object it
perceives. We might have toanclude in thatin that case that
everything which has understanding is better than the object it
understands. This, however, is false, since mamderstands
wisdom, but is not better than wisdomitself. So consider why
you think the inner senseshould beregarded as superior to
the sense bywhich we perceive bodily things.

Because | know it somehow controls and judges the othe
sense. If the latter fails in its duty, the inner sense exacts a kin
of debt from its servant, as we discussed a little timago. The
sense of sight does not see that it sees or does rage, and,
because it does not see this, it cannot judge what is lacking
it or what satisfies it. The inner sense can make this judgmen
for it warns the soul of the beast to open its eye wheshut,
and to do what it perceives needs to be done. Undoubtedl
that which judges is better than that which is judged.

Then do you notice that the bodily sense in some way als
judges bodily things? It is affected by pleasure or pain when i
comes incontact with a bodily thing gently or harshly. Just as
the inner sense judges what is lacking to, or what satisfiethe
sense of sight, so too the sense of sight judges what is lacki
to, or what satisfies, color.

Moreover, as the inner sense judges theearing, whether it
is sufficiently attentive or not, so the hearing in its turn judges
sound, whether it is gentle or loud.
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We need not go through the other bodily senses, for | thinl
you realize now what | mean. The inner sense judges th
bodily senses;it approves them when they respond normally,
and exacts what they owe it. In the same way the bodily sens¢
judge bodily things, welcoming a gentle touch and resisting the
opposite.

Yes, | see this and agree it is quite true.

Now consider whethe reason in its turn judges the inner
sense. | am not asking now whether you hesitate to call |
better than the inner sense, because | am sure you do call
better. Yet | think now we should not even ask whether reasor
judges this inner sense. For in regrd to those things which are
below reason, that is, bodily things and the bodily senses an
the inner sense, what else but the reason tells us how one
better than another, and how reason is nobler than any o
them? This could not possibly happen, unlesit judged them.

That is obvious.

So that kind of thing which not only exists, but also lives
yet does not understand, such as the soul of a beast, is nobl
than that kind of thing which only exists wthout living or
understanding.

Again, that which includes existence, life, and
understanding, such as the rational mind of man, is nobler still
| am sure you do not think that anything nobler can be founc
in us, among those faculties which make up our nature, tha
that which we have placed third anong the three? It is clear
we have a body and a vital principle which stirs and quickens
the body, both of which we recognize to be present in beasts.
is also clear that we have something else, the head or eye, so
speak, of our soul, or whatever moresuitable expression can
be used to describe the reason and understanding.

The beast does not have this in its nature. So | beg you
consider whether you can find anything which is higher than
reason in man's nature.

| see nothing at all which is bter.

Well, if we can find something which you are certain not
only exists but also is nobler than our reason, will you hesitate
to call this, whatever it is, God?

E

E

Thought Point

If I could find something better than the best in my nature,
| should not necessaity call it God.

| should not like to call that which is above my reason, Goc
but rather that which is above everything else.

That is plainly right. God granted to your reason this
reverent and true opinion of Himself.

But | ask you: if you find thereis nothing above our reason
except the eternal and unchangeable, will you hesitate to ca
this God? You know that bodily things change, and clearly th
life which animates the body has various moods and is subjec
to change. Reason itself at one time $tes afterthe truth, and
at another does not strive, sometimes reaches it ani
sometimes does not; it is manifestly proved to be changeable
If without using any bodily means, if neither by touch, nor
taste, nor smell, neither by the ears, nor the eyes, nany
sense lower than itself, but by its own self, the reason see
something eternal and unchangeable, and itself as lower tha
this, then it must confess that this is its God.

I will confess clearly that to be God, which all agree to b
higher than anything else.

Very well. All | need do is to show that there is a being c
such a kind, and either you will admit this being to be God, ol
if there is anything higher, you will grant that the higher being
is God.

So, whether there is something higheor whether there is
not, it will be clear that God exists, when, with His help, | sha
show, as | promised, that there exists something higher thal
reason.

Show, then, what you promise.

Translated From The Latin By Sidney Norton Deane

Points of Thought




What are words?

What do words tell us
about thinking?

How do we know?

What is Free Will?




Chapter 28c

Anselm Proslogium (DISCOURSE ON THE EXISTENCE OF GOD)

Chapter Il
Truly there is a God, although the fo@dsaid in his heart, There is n
God.

AND so, Lord, do you, who do give understanding to faith, give
so far as you know it to be profitable, to understand that you are ¢
believe; and that you are that which we believe. And indeed, we be
thatyou are a being than which nothing greater can be conceived.
there no such nature, since the fool has said in his heart, there
God? (Psalms xiv. 1). But, at any rate, this very fool, when he hee
this being of which | speaka being tharwhich nothing greater can b
conceived--understands what be hears, and what he understands
his understanding; although he does not understand it to exist.

For, it is one thing for an object to be in the understanding,
another to understand thaihe object exists. When a painter fit
conceives of what he will afterwards perform, he has it in
understanding, but be does not yet understand it to be, because
not yet performed it. But after he has made the painting, be both ha
his urderstanding, and he understands that it exists, because t
made it.

Hence, even the fool is convinced that something exists in
understanding, at least, than which nothing greater can be conc
For, when he hears of this, he understands it. Awithtever is
understood, exists in the understanding. And assuredly that, than
nothing greater can be conceived, cannot exist in the understa
alone. For, suppose it exists in the understanding alone: then it ¢
conceived to exist in realityyhich is greater.

Therefore, if that, than which nothing greater can be concei
exists in the understanding alone, the very being, than which no
greater can be conceived, is one, than which a greater can be conu
But obviously this is impossi®. Hence, there is doubt that there exist
being, than which nothing greater can be conceived, and it exists b

the understanding and in reality.

Chapter Il
God cannot be conceived not to exiggod is that, than which nothing
greater can be&onceived:-That which can be conceived not to exist
not God.

AND it assuredly exists so truly, that it cannot be conceived nc
exist. For, it is possible to conceive of a being which cannot
conceived not to exist; and this is greater than otméctwcan be
conceived not to exist. Hence, if that, than which nothing greater c:
conceived, can be conceived not to exist, it is not that, than w
nothing greater can be conceived. But this is an irreconcil
contradiction. There is, then, solyra being than which nothing great
can be conceived to exist, that it cannot even be conceived not to
and this being you are, O Lord, our God.

So truly, therefore, do you exist, O Lord, my God, that you cannc
conceived not to exist; and rigyn For, if a mind could conceive of
being better than you, the creature would rise above the Creator; ar
is most absurd. And, indeed, whatever else there is, except you .
can be conceived not to exist. To you alone, therefore, it belomgssto
more truly than all other beings, and hence in a higher degree th
others. For, whatever else exists does not exist so truly, and henc
less degree it belongs to it to exist. Why, then, has the fool said i
heart, there is no God (Psamiv. 1), since it is so evident, to a ratior
mind, that you do exist in the highest degree of all? Why, except th

is dull and a fod?

Chapter IV
How the fool has said in his heart what cannot be conceiv&dhing
may be conceived in two way$) when the word signifying it is
conceived; (2) when the thing itself is understood As far as the wc



goes, God can be conceived not to exist; in reality he cannot.

BUT how has the fool said in his heart what he could not conct
or how is it thathe could not conceive what he said in his heart? sin
is the same to say in the heart, and to conceive.

But, if really, nay, since really, he both conceived, because he si
his heart; and did not say in his heart, because he could not con
there is more than one way in which a thing is said in the hea
conceived. For, in one sense, an object is conceived, when the
signifying it is conceived; and in another, when the very entity, wi
the object is, is understood.

In the former sensehen, God can be conceived not to exist; bu
the latter, not at all. For no one who understands what fire and wat
can conceive fire to be water, in accordance with the nature of the
themselves, although this is possible according to the sw@d, then,
no one who understands what God is can conceive that God dor
exist; although he says these words in his heart, either without a
with some foreign, signification. For, God is that than which a gre
cannot be conceived. And he whdotoughly understands this
assuredly understands that this being so truly exists, that not ev
concept can it be neaxistent. Therefore, he who understands that ¢
SO exists, cannot conceive that he does not exist.

| thank you, gracious Lord, | thiknyou; because what | formerl
believed by your bounty, | now so understand by your illumination,
if I were unwilling to believe that you do exist, | should not be able
to understand this to be true.

Chapter V
God is whatever it is better to lean not to be; and he, as the only se
existent being, creates all things from nothing.

WHAT are you, then, Lord God, than whom nothing greater ca
conceived? But what are you, except that which, as the highest
beings, alone exists througtsétf, and creates all other things fro
nothing? For, whatever is not this is less than a thing which ca
conceived of. But this cannot be conceived of you. What g
therefore, does the supreme Good lack, through which every goc
Therefore, you & just, truthful, blessed, and whatever it is better tc

than not to be. For it is better to be just than not just; better to be bl
than not blessed.

Chapter VI
How God is sensiblesénsibilig although he is not a body. God is
sensible, omnigent, compassionate, and passionless; for it is bette
be these than not be. He who in any way knows, is not improperly
in some sort to feel.

BUT, although it is better for you to be sensible, omnipot
compassionate, passionless, than notdaHhese things; how are yc
sensible, if you are not a body; or omnipotent, if you has not all pov
or at once compassionate and passionless? For, if only corporeal
are sensible, since the senses encompass a body and are in a bo
are you smsible, although you are not a body, but a supreme Spirit,
is superior to body? But, if feeling is only cognition, or for the sak
cognition,--for he who feels obtains knowledge in accordance with
proper functions of his senses; as throughtsigihcolors; through taste
of flavors,--whatever in any way cognizes is not inappropriately saic
some sort, to feel.

Therefore, O Lord, although you are not a body yet you are -
sensible in the highest degree in respect of this, that you dizeagih
things in the highest degree; and not as an animal cognizes, thra
corporeal sense

Chapter Vii
How he is omnipotent, although there are many things of which he i
capable--To be capable of being corrupted, or of lying, is not powse
but impotence. God can do nothing by virtue of impotence, and not
has power against him.

BUT how are you omnipotent, if you are not capable of all thin
Or, if you cannot be corrupted, and cannot lie, nor make what is
false --as, for example, iffou should make what has been done no
have been done, and the likehow are you capable of all things? (
else to be capable of these things is not power, but impotence. F
who is capable of these things is capable of what is not for his godc
of what he ought not to do; and the more capable of them he is, the



power have adversity and perversity against him; and the less h
himself against these.

He, then, who is thus capable, is so not by power, but by impoti
For, he is not sdito be able because he is able of himself, but bec
his impotence gives something else power over him. Or, by a figu
speech, just as many words are improperly applied, as when vfitou
bed for finot to bep andfito dad for what is really not to @, fior to do
nothingo For, often we say to a man who denies the existenc
somethingfit is as you say it to bé@though it might seem more prop:
to say,filt is not, as you say it is nétin the same way, we safiT his
man sits just as that man daesy, fiThis man rests just as that mi
doe®; although to sit is not to do anything, and to rest is to do nothir

So, then, when one is said to have the power of doing
experiencing what is not for his good, or what he ought not to
impotence is undstood in the word power. For, the more he posse
this power, the more powerful are adversity and perversity against
and the more powerless is he against them.

Therefore, O Lord, our God, the more truly are you omnipot
since you are capable abthing through impotence and nothing t
power against you.

Translated From The Latin By Sidney Norton Deane

Thought Point

Points of Thought

How do we know?

What is God?

Does this definition differ
from earlier thinkers?
Mirror them?

Do his argum
God?

Does Aug wiew af
knowledge differ from
An s e ? BExpand.

How does Anselm view
substance?




Chapter 29

An Interlude: Monasticism

Okay if | have not said it before, | will say it adaiost people might think that this istrange
chapter for a couple of reasons. One: what dogsnasticismhave to do with Philosophy and Two:
why hereat this point in our discussioof the AD/CE thinkers? Allalid andtrue questions but hear
me out.

In the creeping collapse of the WesteRoman Empire, the intellectual, politicahd economic
void began to be filled slowly on one hand by feusiidtems andjuicklyon the other by religious
ones. The Eastern Empire, while not as strong astdas farreaching stayed intact mainly for two
reasons: trade and the fact that its capital just could not be taken, as opposed to iRontech
apparently you could enter like air through a screen door.

As we have mentioned, this el@ms ben often labeledii K BarkYAgeSin the West from the
thinking thatafter the collapse of the Roman system the West experiencedheellectualdown-
time that was not shared workdiide, hence a new stone age developed only in Eurdpm this
reason and bcause though times were bdgdlagues, wars and the likdjere was not a lack of light,
this scacalledDark period has been rmamed by most modern scholars as the Middle Agesin
that time in the middle between Romend the Renaissance

One of the movements ithe developingpostRomanWestern society which has a profound
effect not only on society bubn philosophyas wellis monasticismOne of the main effectsfahis
movement(besideshelping withthe stabilization of Westersociety) is the codification of theology
and philosophy within a broader community. The idea of Orthodoxy becomes one of lifestyle as well
as thoughtby a generasemtliterate populace, nbjustthe intellectual elite.

Think of it this waynot everyonegoes toschal, but everyone goes to church and increasingly
that church is attached to an abbey, where theological pursuits abound.

Asceticism

Before we jump into and explore suchold (awiding revisionist)statemens, let us take in
several ideas which we have touched upon, but from a different angle. Understaiigisg basic
ideasis important to understanding the monastinovement and therefore Western philosophy.
With its long and rich history as an understanding of intellectual and physical discipline, asceticism
finds a fertile home in the monastiife.

But just what is asceticismToday our world has a doview of it as selflenial for pointless
purposes. Ah, but we, we know better do we not? We have seen Socrates and Plato and Aristotle
sing its praises as a means to an end. We have seen what can happen when you abandon-t or over
emphasize it.

The Chstian scriptures highlight and honor the idea of ascefidee call to discipleship is seen
as a call to an ascetic lifestyle. This is not the total rejection of pleasurenhbutkjection of total
sensual pleasure for the greater good not only of the balf for othersand in that sensa@leeply
mirrors the similar Greek notion.This is also a notion which is prevalent in the East as well,
especially amongst the Buddhists, so it is not just a Western notion.

Communal Versus Anchoritic

8You work it out é.



To live with others pnot to live with others, that is the questioAn Anchoriteis not a naval man
who suddenly found a religious calling but is frtme Greek fordto withdrawe. Anchoritesare men
(for the most part) who sought out in the deserts of Egyptl the Middle East a place for practicing
asceticism Partially based in the Hebrew notion of the desert as a cleansing place (c.f. the Exodus in
the Hebrew Scriptures), and partially because frankly, who in the heck would want tutiue the
desert except crazy old men. Seriously, this vision of the desert also plays into the story of Jesus,
who after his baptism in thdordan Rivewasddriven into the desert by the Holy Spérfor 40 days
and 40 nights. There he, like the Isited fasted, thirsted and stripped away falseness through the
hardships of the desert. This of course, is a very appealing scenario for those who wish to abandon
the wicked or debased world for more important things like spiritual enlightenment.

The earlkest Western monastickived lives withdrawn from the larger community and even from
the wider religious community. This is not to say that they neverdtdide contact but that they
had withdrawn from the larger world, to practice aulier asceticism Still this life involved both
communal liturgical celebrations and individual spiritual direction or guidance. Many anchorites
were surrounded by followers and were constantly sought out by those seeking their wisdom,
counsel and as confessors.

With Benedictin the 400s, the movement toward communal expressions of monasticegan
to arise in the West. These communities shared the ascetitt®se hermits but withirnthe context of
afixedcommunity.

The East tends to run in a similar pattern, though the communities tend to be more internally
focused with a monastery less of a place to live @asimmunalreligious practices and more of a
place to find individual enligenment

So who cares, rightWe do. It is the strength of these communal developmerasd their
devotion to orthodoxy (well initially at leastyhich gives rise to and support for the educational and
archivist nature of the monasterigEast and WestlUltimately, it is the communal monasteries,
with their shared living, working and worship environments which provide the foundation for
Western cities and nationdt is the irony thatin the Westthe structure whichhelpsgive rise to
modern society also gives rise to the tension which in some cases almost destroyed monasticism.

Eastern Monks

Ah, but what about that lame brush with thEastern spiritual tradition, you askVas that
previous nugget not enoughAre not many philosophical @vements associated there as well?
Right you are grasshoppdtastern monasticisrdiffers little from the vision we have in thé/est.
Whether ®litary or in communities of people they are coming together for a common goal
understandig/enlightenment But we must recall the purpose of knowledge in the East versus that
of the West (i.e. ourrommon understanding). Whereas in the West the goal was to create the
perfect Church community (c.f. Acts of the Apostles) in the East, well notusb.rifthey do both
attempt to bring abit of heaven here onto earth, providingeace and stability against the world
around them.But in the East the focus tends to ba personal enlightenment and while there is a
similar gathering of traditions and tradihal knowledge there less of a philosophical development
and much more of a spiritual one.

Western Monks

In the West monasteries werdasely tied to the Romaand Orthodox Christiamovementand
there developed several styles of monasticifiom the desert Fathers whaas saidwere mostly
anchorites(hermits), to the Benedictine style communitie$he communities follow a rule, often
written by its founder, which are basically etin mission statements and contain the practical



guidelines for living in community, worshiping and main focus of the community. Also known as
Orders, these communities spread all over Europe with established houses sponsoring other
communities. It is ths movement to community which creates the preservation and basis for
continuing Western philosophy.

The communities gather and copy the texts which allow themartthive, preserve and pass on
these texts.With the cheap labor and drive to support themseduhie monks begin to design and
execute elaborate infrastructures such as mills, orchards, scriptoriums and hospitals.not true
of every monastery, many towns and centers of learning have their genesis there.

Universities spring up out of these abbidyrary-cities, but their main focus is to live a live
devoted to the teachings of Jesus, maintaining discipline and practices consistent with those
teachings, as well as the Traditions of the Church.

|l t6s Music To My Ear s

The highly recommended novél Canticle Fokeibowitz(Walter Miller, 1960 relates a rather
brief view of the development of monasticisamd knowledgeafter a nuclear holocaustn many
waysit mirrors development in the Wesdfter the fall of Romgand is frankly in part, the poirf
the book which I will not give away because it is one you should read for yourdalagilition and
by way of both a play on the wordanticleand a prejudice on my parfwrite your own book)
modern music had its birth here (and by modern, | meaytling after Roman). Musical notation,
scale, harmony, sacred hymns; all of these things and many others have their root during this time.
TheJewishPsalms are the heart of the Western monagtiayer Office’ and are musical in nature
makingthe Office iself first and foremost musical in structure. Many chant styles developed, and in
the West were standardized thugh the desire of Pope Gregofghown asThe Great hence the
name Gregorian Chafithough he wrote none)

Though mainly religious in subjeeixploration and innovatiorin the artstake place during this
time. While the fragmentation of Europe meant that many Roman ideas were lost in both mind and
into superstition, it is the monasteries which preseregpandand enhance the cultural life ding
that time, allowing, especially thextremely literatelrish monks to spread and revitalize that same
knowledge.

Still, by the late Middle Ages there is a surge in development in all areas of society.-The re
introduction of many texts to the West (artieir translations into Latin) expand the exploration of
thought. The monasteries give way to the development of the Cathedral school and the Cathedral
school gives way to the university. The Romanesque and Gothic styles of architecture explode onto
the sene. Religious orders expand with the development of -Benedictine based orders,
especially the Franciscans, started by Francis of A$48i-{226) and the Dominicans started by
Dominicof Osma11701227).

The Repository Of Faith

Segueing from thaprevious example, we can see that the monastexy the center of arts and
learning was poised to produce the thinkers like Ansebnd Aquinasand cathedrals like
Westminster and Chartre§Vithin their walls are contaed both sacred and profane texts, libraries
of knowledge, and brilliant teachers. In the end though, the main function of education in the
monastery is to produce clerics. It is only later as wealthy land owners and rising middle class

° Aka theDivine Officeor theLiturgy of the Hoursa series of prayer forms based on the old Rameam
system of eight hours in a day. Communities break
practiced today.

an
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merchants begin tesend their unwanted heirs to the monastic communities and hire community
members to be teacher® the remaining siblings does the university ariae well as the wandering
scholastic

There is also a connection between these communities which allowgh# transfer and
regulation of knowledge, and the construction and maintenance of infrastructure such as roads and
bridges.lt is faith and trade which these communities ply during theseated Dark Agesibraries
became large and therefore quite wable. Books are chained down because it takes years to
complete one(hence their great vakinot just in information but in time, effort and costhot
because they are not open to be read. Especially with the flow of people and pilgrims between sites
the tendency for things like library books and relics to sprout legs and walk was of great concern to
these communities. Knowledgas well as arable lanid power and monasteries have plenty of
both.

Troubl e At The Mil |l é

Because of this onasteries broughtearning and learned individuals togethé¢nowledge of
such things as farming, milling, medicine, and building grew and was housed Therstable
network of selfsustainingmonasteries replaced the Roman network of viltestween the large
cities The sability of the monasteriesvho operated outside the control of the local feudal Lords
attracted trade and merchants. Trade and merchants brought consumers, farmers, tradesmen.
Towns and cities developed and the learning cached in the monastery spreaditeuled even
more students.Naturally tension arises between the fledgling secular authorities and the religious
ones. Naturally a tendency to corruption devetos Mark Twain put it in regards to missionaries
during his visit to Hawaidthey came tado good and did we#.

Due to this struggle between the sacred and the profahe,decline of Western Monasticism is
a precautionary tale of both the depths of human behavior and the heights of it. What must be
remembered is that for every corrupt or widty abbey there wergen or more reformers or pious
monksand communitiesvho pursued not a life of politics but of spirituality. For every jealous prince
or lord there is at least one enlightened leader who holds tight to disciplivtkeRith.

Putting It Together

When we look at the great thinkers of thdiddle Ages most are the product of the monastic
movement.Too much emphasis can be placed on the roll of monastibiginh am not sure enough
has beerplaced on it. The sheer power of the orders to preserve even in the midst of diakesa(
gander atthe LindisfarneGospelleafg means that ideas were not losthey provided theefuge,
consistency, structure and intellectual freedom on which moderoietg rests and thrivesThe
codification of this system by Charlemagne in tffec@ntury gives the royal seal one might say to
the legitimacy and importance given to it.

The force behindd KS ARSI 27T i k& seng@HatNfere was Sriirdellectual
oppression and suppressiand utter loss of knowledgeCertainly the call for orthodoxy and for
political stability can muddleventhe cooler heads. Were there abuses? Yes. Were there triumphs?
Yes. But did rot being literate mean that oneould not understarn® Once againywe must fight
intellectual biaswvhich, when reading the thinkerthesetimes produced and genuinely considering
their output as well as the artistic output of thisne, should be relativel easy.

The social structures of the davere perhaps more restrictiwgith the initial loss of technology,
infrastructure and communication provided under the Roman systems, but we must not give too
much credit to the late Empire in terms of innovationdaimtellectual stimulation such that any



time that followed it must have been inferionor too much to ourselves that anything which
proceeded us must have been inferior

Without the sheer magnitude of the industriahd politicalpower of Rome, based its efficient
bureaucracy roads, standard laws and education many things were lost. Still it is the monasteries
which ose up and fitdd in these functions when they were lgstelping to provide the bridge to the
future.

&A monk should surely loveshbooks with humility, wishing their good and not the glory of his own
curiosity; but what the temptation of adultery is for laymen and the yearning for riches is for secular
ecclesiastics, the seduction of knowledge is for ménks.

Umberto EcoThe Name bthe Rose

Reg: ¢ NP dzo Qf Fd YA

Lady Mountback Oh no - what kind of trouble?

Reg One on't Cross beams gone owt askew on treadle.

Lady Mountback Pardon?

Reg One on't Cross beams gone owt askew on treadle.

Lady Mountback I don't understand what you're saying.

Reg One of the cross beams has gone out askew on the treadle.

Lady Mountback Well what on earth does that mean?

Reg I don't know¢ Mr. Wentworth just told me to come in here and say that there was trouble at the mill,
that's all- | didn't expet a kind of Spanish Inquisition.
azyideée te&idKz2y Qrae Spdnishiingdsiticapisedd d#1970



Chapter 30

Islamic Philosophers

What of the Eastern We3t Sa GKSNBQa | ySg WMohd&nmadyThelEgsieryi | Yy R K
Empire in Constantinople had severely weakened the Persian Empita vacuum was eated
which opened a doorHis followers developed in the outlands of the Empire, amongst cities and
nomadic tribes where Constantinople had a wéélany) influence.

They offered stability and low taxes, something the Empire had trouble doing because they
needed the moneyMohammed also offered a way of life and thinking which, like Christianity
before it, became part and parcel of everyday practiérs.

The Players

Wrote on Aristotelian logic and of the compatibility of
801-873 Alkindus philosophical thought with theology (revealed thought
was more important though)

Founded a school of Islamic philosophy; often thought of

872-951 Alpharabius as the Muslim Aristotle; influenced Avicenna.

Neo-Platonic adaptation of Aristotle to Islamic thought;
980-1037 Avicenna influenced later Christian writers; Being is the primary
and undeniable thing.

Opposed Avicenna; Stoic in leaning, more literal and

1058-1111 Algazall orthodox in interpretation and application of philosophy.

Opposed Algazali; best known commentator on Aristotle;

1126-1198 | Averroes saw no conflict between philosophy and the Koran.

Table 6: The Islamic Players

Islam For Bummies Philosophers

Once again | will plunge in where angels fear to tréam not a Muslinby practice and while |
know Muslims andsomeof what they believe| will not pretend to be an expert. 8tiwe do what
we must becausegs withour Christian philosophers we must understand a bit about the thinking of
these thinkersn order to understand what they are thinking

So let us start with the basiclslamliterally meanssubmitting to Allalh Mudim means one who
submits to AllahAllah™ is the name for the one Godhpnotheistid), and God only has prophets, of
whom Mohammadis the greatest andhe last. Mohammad promotec foundation of peace and
practices based in what are knovas the Five Pillars: Faith, Prayer, Giving to the poor, Fasting, and
PilgrimageTheKoran the gathered revelations to the prophet Mohammaed,the main Scripture.

There is no mystical nature of Muhammad, as for Christ, nor of God, as with the Timitgri$,
the only purpose of life is to worship and serve Gtichas a belief in the revealed nature of the
religion similarly to Judaism and Christianity; in fact Jews and Chridtiad®S O2y aA RSNBR WOF
0§KS . 221 Q-Chiiglido ScripitaeR Wigle many traditions are shared with Judaism and
Christianity,Muslimstrace their inheritance toAbraham through Ishmael, the son of Abraham and
his maidservanHagarandthe Christiarprofessionof Jesus as a God/Man/Messiamnot accepted

191 will continue to use the worGodto designate the philosophical concept instealiah for continuity. As
withourstudof Chri stian philosophy | will also try to avoi
or Oblessed be his named. Spelling may also take a hi



Islamic Philosophy

With the advent of Mohammed onto the historical, religious and politise¢éne and the
expansion of Islamidtieas into existing Western systems through conquest and trade we enter a
new age of idea exchange withthe West. Islamist philosophers will be influenced by the Greeks,
and in turn will influence Western Christian philosophdisisbecame possibléecause son after
the death of the Prophet Mammad, Muslim thinkers resotb YtasorQin order to interpet
religious tradition and in order to make sense of the politaadl spiritualchaosthat ensued upon
the death of MohammedSimilar to Christians,agly Islamic ethical and philosophical discourse was
grounded in the religious traditiobut eventually @ened up to external ideas until most thinkers
were at least awaref the major Greelphilosophers

As in the West during this time, philosophy is at the service of theology andetisa. h Islam ti
is mainly concerned with being and the nature of Gall less, as stated above, with any mystical
aspects.

Before you say anything, | know we do not cover every Islamic philosoggeiChapter 1%r a
mention) but then thisis asurvey.They deserve better than | will give them here, but then so do
you, solook up some works on them by someone who knows them well.

Avicenna (Not His Real Name)

I 0 dz YHudayn ibh Sina dkvicennaas he is knowiimost probably as a westernization ki
Sinaby whichhe is most often referred)was torn of Persian decerih what is now southern Russia
Once again a fellow whfits the bill for our perusal of philosophy: a precocious child prodigy who
4dzO1 SR R2¢6y AYF2NNIGA2Y fA1S Al 4| HetapBsickFrND a
somereason this really stumped him until he read a commentary dqdigiclaimer: no inference is
being made on any participant or reader of this material or its aythde isprobablybest known as
a physician andor his medical textsnost likely becauseéhalso had aariedcareer asa politician
and we all know how politicians like to put their past behind them and highlight their achievements

For us his greatest achievement is of course philosopHitealvrote extensively on the subject
of logic, metajpysics and ethics. Likenselmhe sought a synthesis of Nédatonicand Aristotelian
ideas or perhaps more correctly to interpret Aristotelian concepts through-R&donism In some
ways he is very similar to Augustine in that hads an apologisfor Islambut a theologian, making
philosophical sense of theological doctriridis majorwork The Cure(spiritual not physicalhad a
great influence upon Europed8cholasticismand especially upoifhanas Aquinaswhom we will
meet later.

What? Yet More Logic?

YAt
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developed a new strain of logic (appropriately calledcennian Logjovhich became dominant in
Muslim philosophy and medicine. Mainly hgut forth a method forinductivereasoning called a
hypothetical syllogism Basically it deals with inferences you can make in an arggnrerother
words, this kind of argument states that if ottl@ng impliesanother, and that otheimpliesa third,
then the firstimpliesthe third, something like:

If I do notgo to the storethen | cannoget any food

If Ido not have any foadhen Iwill have nothing to eat

Therefore, if | do najo to the storethen | will noteat.

We can also see a bit of the Stpropositional aspedcin this logic systen{see Chapter 23



To Be, Not Necessarily To Be ée.

Remember that wholething qua thing business in Aristotle Ghapter 15, 1 Avicennais
definitely on that boat.One of the ideafie adds forus to think aboutis not just that there is a
difference between essencdwhat a thing is) and existengghe instance of the thingput he
contemplateswhat isthe differenc@ He presents sort of (at least for our purposes) a compression
of the Greek thinking we have discussed alredthe specific argument that the fact of existence
cannotbe inferred from orevenconstruedby the essence of existing thinfilat is, Icanthink of a
table but | cannot infer that table existand that form and matter by themselves cannot interact
and originate the movement of the universe or the progressictualization of existing thindthat
is, the idea of a table and real wood ewentwo realtables do not @able make or force the earth
to turn).

Therefore there is a sense of things which are necessary and things which are possible.

Existence mustherefore, be due to amgentor causethat necessitates, imparts, gives, or adds
existenceto an essence. To do so, the cause must be an existing @hithgoexist with its effec{in
other words is not destroyed by the makion§the new thing like migh happen when you mifre
and woodcreating ash He posits, therefore, that something musecessarilyexist which is the
cause for allreal or imaginedi because for it not to exist is simply unthinkaldffer Avicenna,his
ultimate being igshe oneGad, the Prime Cause/Mover

Metaphysics

Why mention that first? Well he definddetaphysicsas thescienceof supernatural beingand
therefore of God because God is the ultimateeing (we could insert a dashhe-ing). Avice/ Y | Q a
thoughts (and writings)on the subjectare concerned withfirst, the existence of Godwhich isnicely
proved from thenecessityof a First Causéhere has to be something which got the ball roljiniy
alsoexaminesthe providence(a gift if you will)of God which, isbasicallythe fixed and unbending
universallaws of nature(these exist mainly because God is just too busy to deal with the everyday
workings of the Univese).One of the things he develog®hich, ultimately, brings him into conflict
with Orthodox Islarpis a complex cosmologpringingfrom his study of Platand Aristotle Simply
put there is ahierarchyof mediators betweerGodand material things, all of which emanated from
God(the Prime Moverpand correspond to spheres of influence (Jews and Christians might talk about
angelsin a similar way

The first emanation fronGodis the world ofideas This is made up of pure forms, free from
change, composition, or imperfectigigimilar toPlatg. Next to the world ofdeasis the world of
souls madeup of formswhich are discernable and can be grasped by the intelladt not entirel
separated from matter. It is thessoulsthat animate and energize the heavenly sphefagents of
movement and changeNext to the world oSoulsis the world ofphysicaforces, which are more or
less completely embedded in terrestriabtter and obey its laws; they are, however, to some extent
amenable to the power oihtelligencein so far as they may be influenced imagic Lastly comes
the physicalworld, from the Neo-Platon@ { ébrieept,which iscompletely passivenot capable of
actingbut merely of being acted upon

In this herarchical arrangement die-ing, the Aristotelian idea of thé\ctive Intellectvhich plays
anecessaryole in the genesis diumanknowledge belongs to the world ofdeas(Plato) and is of
the samestuff as thespiritswhich causethe heavenly spheret® move

That Daring Young Man On The Flying Trapezeé
Humans therefore fit into a specific sphere, but yet, he argues they are sepsetiaware Part
2 F | @adangBnyeyitlingblves an allegory call@tie Flying MarNothing fancy, he just invites us



to imagine a man floating with all sensory input and perception removed. He is unaware of his body,
the world around him (flyingor perhaps floatingvould be a better wordremoves any touch
sensation), anything which we perceive of as the physical world. Still, he is awaresedf that is
to say he can conceive bimselfwithout conceiving of a physical existentleink: Helen Keller)The
self then is something immateriddut substantive which exists outside of the material worfoh a
pre-Cartesiarkind of cogito-ergo-sum moment). The soul iconsequentiallya separatesubstance
from the body and is thereforalsoable toconceive of immaterial things.

So? Well that means that we can discuss things which do not seem to have a physical
counterpart, like the soul. We can discuss things which do not have to be real, like unicorns. We can
know that we are or that God is, bet#d S ¢S O y  YWitlddtEeSsuab@e@eptiok A y 3 &

Ethics
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focused most of his ethics anedicine andhe idea of each person as an individusb along those
lines we can see a connection with Augustine and his-&atered thoughts on freavill and the
individuality of each person as a foundation for ethical thought.

Suffice it to say then that Ethics@®2 Y OS N SR ¢ A i K dzyeRiSendeinithis Ravlg’ 3 G K S
in relation toother individuals and to God.

Algazali

Algazaldeserves a quick mention mainly for his opposition to AviceRmnianarily he fought with
I @A OSY Yy I Q&Platdric $dea ® irtpret2Aristotle and then try to apply the whole thing to
LAfFYAO R2OGNAYSad ¢KS y20A2y (KIFIG y20KAYy3 Aa vy
ordering of the universéprovidencé does not allow for anything out of th@rdinaryo happen
3S8d4a 2y 't3aAFT+FtAQa flLad ySNWSe® IS LINRPGARSE |y
and effect which gives God much more freedom to influence the universe.

Algazali argued against the sequential nature of events. Perception did not autaftyatic
guarantee connectionFa him, logically,causes and effects kia no necessaryelation between
them. That is to sayX need not cause Y becatut&Xalwayscauses Y then there can be no room for
X to happen without Y happening. Confused? Well Alggrads us a small example of what he
means.When you touch a flame to cotton it burns. You cowligér that the flame causes the cotton
to ignite, but you cannoproveit. As he puts ittobservation only proves a simultaneity, not a
causation if by caustion we mean'Hecessary connectidifWe will see this thinking later in Hume
Ultimately the only cause is Gpeverything else is just a result

Averroes

Averroeshailed from Spainvhich, forgive any punplaces us at the other end of the crescent of
Islamic influenceHe really argued that theology and philosophy were not eodld notbe at odds.

A bit of an elitist, he classified people by their ability to understand this. You can guess where he
placeAlgazali.

Averroes disagrees with the need to prove (as Algazali insisted) effects from causes. For him, this
connection is so primary that the obviousness of it requires no proof. Certainly there was a prime
cause and effects couldlbbe traced through their causes back to that prime cause, i.e. (wait for it)
God.He agreed with Aristotle thaBod washe Wdzy Y 2 @ S RPrecigely Saddnse of thiand in
opposition toAlgazalithe natural structure was not only wondrous but allowfed this wonder.



Putting It Together

Islam, likeJudaism andChristianity combines philosophical and theological thought which then
pervades the everyday thinking of its adherer@milarly Theaentric in nature and expression,
similar problems from th introduction of Greelphilosophyare causedamong Islamic thinkers as
well.

Our two main focuses here are the final decision that Plato and Aristotle are not at odds in terms
of theological thought and the increasing humanism in theological thought th s¥amic and
Christian circles, essentially Western thought. This means there is really no more conflict when
integrating Greek thought and the way we look at individual rational thinking is beginning to balance
out universal, objective truths.

As with he split of the Roman Empireyentually with the almost total eradication of Muslims
from Western Europe and the uneasy truce in the EastEuropethere develops a splitvithin
Islamic philosophpetween the East and the Wewith a decline in philosophgs well.

Even so we owe them a great defhe full expansion of Aristotelian thought into NB@tonism
is due to thesehinkers, as well as new translations of Greek works, which helped to increase the
spread of the ideas contained within them.

By hs own wisdom and Word, who is our Lord and Savior Christ, thelplFather (whose excellence far
exceeds that of any creature), like a skilful steersman guides to safety all creation, regulating and keeping it in
being, as he judges right. It is rightatt creation should exist as he has made it and as we see it happening,
because this is his will, which no one would deny. For if the movement of the universe were irrational, and the
world rolled on in random fashion, one would be justified in disbeiewinat we say. But if the world is
founded on reason, wisdom and science, and is filled with orderly beauty, then it must owe its origin and order
to none other than the Word of Godthanasius Against the Pagans



Chapter 31

Scholasticism and The Like

Can the last one outf the Middle Agesurn off the light'? Looks like that may be ugvith this
chapter we are exploring both the height and the end of medieval philosophy p&/eean look at
Scholasticisnand the High Middle Age if we so desire and in this case we do, as the culmination
and fulfillment of Augustine, led by AnseWith its posterchildbeingThomas Aquinas.

The Players

1079-1144 Peter Abelard Universals: nominalism.

1135-1204 Moses Maimonides Jewish philosopher; Aristotelian in thought, apophatic

argumentation.
1206-1280 | Albert the Great (Magnus) | Dominican. Teacher of Aquinas; Natural philosopher
1214-1292 | Roger Bacon Reason and experience give knowledge.

Avristotle is wrong on so many levels and the Islamic and
Christian thinkers are incorrect in their assessment of
him. Defended Augustine and Plato, using Aristotle only

sparingly.

1221-1274 Bonaventure

Dominican. Influenced by earlier Christian and Islamic
1225-1274 | Thomas Aquinas thinkers. Aristotle is completely compatible with Christian
doctrine.

German Dominican Neo-Platonist free spirit of the
1260-1327 Meister Eckhart Middle Ages. Mystical bent; God is all intellect and no
being.

1266-1308 Duns Scotus Scottish Franciscan Aristotelian

1285-1349 William of Ockham Franciscan best known for his Razor

Table 7: Scholastic Players

Before Scholasticism

I know we have been moving in a generally chronological order but | want to jump back, since
the last chapter really allows me to. Here | want to throwAlbert Magnusand Peter Abelard

Albert wasii KS wSyl AaalyOS alyQa wSylrAaAaalyOS alyo !
KS RIFIoofSR Ay Ylyed 2F (KS WySgQ aoOAN&y)O®mas Ay alL
Aquinas, and was responsible for so much inspiration for Thomas.

Peter ispretty much a contemporary to Ansel@hapter 28, and is somewhat overshadowed by
him in the survey of philosopnd is mainlyvaguely?yemembered for his dalliance with Heloise
But not by us!Abelard provides an interesting little addion to the debate about reality (an
extension of thesomething vs. nothingtrain) dealing with the ideas ohiversalsandtime.

You would thinkthat with the entrenching of Ned’latonic ideas there would be little debate
about the nature of the universe and of Gdaut remember back a bit to BoethifGhapter 2y who
was able to integrate Aristotelian concepts inhes thought and made distinctions between the

“"Ha, ha. A bit of 6Dark Agesd humor there.



universalof the rational al the wordsof the sensible!” Think of universals as something which is
common to many thingdike all birds have wings

Abelard explores the nature of universals, thatwhat are universas and how i€ommonto be
understoo® Now there are two ways tthink about universals, as real or as ideas. People who
argue that they have substance arealists and those who say they do not have substance are
nominalists Being careful to avoid pantheisne ldeterminedthree ways to talk about themthat
universas could be considereds really existing and separate from bodiasté rem:before the
thing), as intrinsic to bodily thingsn(re: in the thing) and as conceptpdst rem:following the
thing); in other wordsante rem similar to Platonic Form# re: similar to Aristotelian substanaar
post rem:as things not tied to either but arising froboth.

He concluded thatvhile Universalsio exist theydo not exist irreality, but only in thoughithey
are nonsubstantiveq they have no sestance tie into! @A OSy y I Q ing). HeReBgued #ha&t 06 S
existence is noinexorablytied to substance; we have thoughts but we cannot put our arms around
them. And thoughts, are of two sorts: those which derive from their object in the way it is
(corresponding thoughtsand those which do nohfn-corresponding that is to sayyou are able to
just understanda universal in itself oryou look at something sensible and come to a general
conclusion Therefore, fi the thoughts that are universals were cesponding thoughts, then
universals would alsbave toexid in reality. Since they do ndthey arenon-substantivg, universals
are therefore noncorresponding thought@nd nonrcorresponding thoughts arempty (have no
substancé

Think about it this \ay: Plato would say that there is the Forfimfeeand so we can name things
trees Aristotle would say that because theiga tree substancethere must bea concept oftrees
Boethius would say that universatse nonsubstantive but are art of the substance oéll the
objects of that type that the idea of Tree and trees are part and parcel of one another

Whaé?

Peter Abelard? Blniversalsare opposite of the realismview. Peter states that they are merely
words(nomindismfrom the Latin fomameé), basicallyreal words(which have substanc&)escribing
not real things In his view hie world isso full of enoughreal things that we donot haveto worry
about populating it with generalitieuniversal}. In opposition to Boethius, he holds that there
cannot be any real object in the wortdat would satisfyBoethius's criteria for the universal, namely
something presentasitself) in many at once so as to constitute their substance (i.e. to make the
individual in which it is present what it is). Hence, Abelard concludes, universality is not an
ontologicalfeature of the world but aemanticfeature of language.

Now he does throw in the Mind of God, which means they eaist there(because, being
omniscient, it containeverythinglbuttheyR2 y 2 i KI @S (2 SEA&aG Ay GKS Wi

Moses Maimonides

Moses Maimonidesvas a Jewish thinket.include him here as opposed to earlier because his
influence is more in th€hristianWest than in Islamic circleandhe is considered by some to be a
scholastic Born in Spain, he fled persecution (Muslim not Chrissarprisingly and eventually
ended up in Egypt.

12 Recall only if you did read it, the section froFhe Teacherby Augustine; if not then do not try to recall it
because that would take much more time than we have here on earth, much less this discussion, though there
may be enough time in eternity but either way | believe the results would be the same.



Another of our overachievers, Maimonide&s the first person to write a systematic code of all
Jewish law, thévlishneh Toral{Torahis the first five books of the Bible, containing thawas given
by God®); he produced one of the great philosophiorks of Judaism TheGuide to the Perplexed
(how not to be religiously confused by secular philosoppypblished a commentary on the entire
Mishng served as physician to the sultan of Egypt; wrote numerous books on medicine; and, in his
spare time, served as leader @&iro's Jewish communit. pgpular Jewish expression of the Middle
Ages declaredd~rom Mosesdf the Torafito Moses Maimonide$ there was none like Moses.

Like Averroes he championed Aristotle, and between them they really helped to restore the
fullness of Aristotelian thought b&co the Christian West, where if you recall it had bedmost
totally sublimated toneo-Platonic thoughtHis influence is seen even in modern Jewish thinkers

That | s Not What | Meant To Sayeée

One of Maimonides'snain ideas isHhat it is impossible for the truths arrived at by human
intellect to contradict those revealed by Gddhey are true This is pretty much in line with what
we have seen before. And like the others, it means that human reason while imperfect still has the
ability to inform. He was big on how we can think about things. Maimonidges a proponent of
apophatic(negative)statementsin which onlynegativestatements toward a description of God may
be considered correct. B is to sayyou donot statethat 6God is Ong& but, 6God is not multiplé
because we really do not understand what God is One mé&@hsstian thinkers tended toward
cataphaticor positive statement$ike omniscieny.

This did not make him a negativelfat though. He felt that an omnipotent and good God exists,
adopting theAristotelianview that defines evil as the lack of (or at least the reduced) presence of a
God (as seen in those who exercise the free choice of rejecting belief and act accordihigly).
negative statement and behavioral view combination comes out in his discussions of morality for
example. We cannot say what God is because that would limit Him. We can see what he is not, as in
he is not one of us. So when the Scriptures talk abo&tRc 6 SAy 3 Wl yaINR Q> SalLlsS
behavior (sinning) that language cannot be taken at face value as when we say that God is not
multiple.

Truth guides our active intellect, truth which comes from God. Still, we have to think and explain
thingsinwayS§ SNE 2y S OFly dzy RSNRGFYR® D2R R2Sa y2i4 fA]
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which guides our actions.

$
[

Scholasticism

Now that | have bandiet about let me say thatte termscholasticisntomes from the Latin for
of the schoalWe can recall from ouearlier simplistiadiscussion of monasticisnClapter 29 the
rise of the monastery as the center of learning. This cetrmrsferred to the Cathedral (as towns
rose up later, they did not always rise up around a monastery, but the seatiedraof the local
bishop which was located in his churengo sumthe cathedral think: Chartres), which as the new
WO Sy i S NENnd éf learning stafted schools known as cathedral schaolstrolled not by the
abbey but by the local bishofEventually these were outgrown and the idea of threversityarose.
Scholasticsvere the people who taught at these schools.

13 Okay, this is a complex discussion for such a short piece and | will not pretend to try to do justice to all of
Hebrew history. Suffice it to say that tBecalogueor what we know commonly as tAien Commandmenése

only a portion of the Law given at Sinaence the comprehensive gathering of all the laws contained in the first
five books. All other books in the Hebrew Scriptures are commentaries on or reflective of the living of (or
failure to live) that Law.



The aim of the dwlastic was to livedreligiously in a studious manrierin a sense then,
scholasticisnstarted with AnselmChapter280 > ¢ K2 SadlFof AAaKSR | L}RaAdAz
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relied heavily on the dialectical method of Aristotle and soudjke its inspiratiorio really address
everyquestion.

Monasticism: The Sequel

As stated above, with the move away from abbey schaold toward university, two orders
which rose in this period became the main (and rival) teackéefolasticorders: the Franciscans
(founded by Francis of Assisi) and the Order of Preachers also known as the Dominicans (founded by
Dominic)or the BlackFriars both founded in the 18 century. Both of the orders werenendicants
(beggingorders), based not so much in théixed communityas were the Benedictines, with a
ministry aimed more at the developing cities and their probléhesefore lerdingthemselves more
02 GKS ySoSNI dzyAOGSNBRAGE aeaitsSyo ¢KS& 6SNBE faz
and more devoted to the street corner preaching and teaching, which also lent itself to university
life. The importance opreaching meant that education was a necessity for both orders, especially
since some of the corruption and misguided practices they were reforming were often based in
ignorance.

So, in yet another sidebar wandering, let us take another moment to loakhat was not really
an intellectual interlude after all.

Franciscans

Let us touch on a few of the differencaad mention a couple of the players along the walge
Franciscans are the order you think of when you think of the vwoeddcant (and some amount of
touchy-feely new age environmentalism)heimage of Francis begging and preaching in threadbare
robes and no shoes i@ry commonMoral living and person responsibility were high on their list of
preaching subjects. Francis higlfsis credited with the catch phragpreach the Gospel at all times,
and when necessary, use wogds

One Franciscan of note Milliam of OckhamBest known for his shaving habits, William
promoted, likePeter Abelard nominalisn, reinforcing that aly individual thingsexist, rather than
objective universalsessences, or forms outside or beyond individublsiversals are the products
of abstractionfrom individuals(Tablefrom a table)by the human mind and have no existence
outside of the human mindThis is not to say that there are no universals, only that those universals
are concepts only andave no existenceutsideof our minds Note also, that they are not a product
2F D2RQAa YAYRO®

One of the results of thiGand most likely also influenced by the simplicity of the foundethat
William becomes the father df.1.S.$", by proposing theheuristicidea known ash O1 Kl YQa wlk I 2
(or the law of parsimony. Simply puifrom the perhapsmore complex Latin)it is the principle that
OPlurality should not be posited without necessityr to put it another way entities must notbe
multiplied beyond necessifywith the conclusion being that the simplest explanation or strategy
tends to be the best oné&.

Dominicans

14 Keep It Simple Stupifdr all you norengireers, which is why | do not even begin to discuss the Avignon
Papacy here.
®Ha, haéput it in reverse that ti me.



Whereas the Franciscans push@dgustine and Ne®latonism the Dominicanghought more
along the lines oAristotle. Like the Franciscand)ey were dedicated in their teachingaw of life,
and preachingo promotingli KS A RS I f -diacvery any i@@rovemsritFsuch the goal of
the rational life (of humans) is living in and from the One God.
This is taught and preached by one Dominican especially: EckharHeohheim Meister
Eckhart as he was known, wdsorn in Germany. He was also one of the first to write in the
vernacular as well as Latin.
Eckhartcontends that the absolute principle (or the absolute cause, i.e. Galésintellectand
not being This is not to say that God does not exist, but that intellect is the highest form of being,
kind of like the starchild ir2001: A Space Odysse&ys the absolute principle/cause, intellect is
absolutely unlimited only if it is thought of as totalljithout being. Sort of, if God is omniscient,
GKSy GKSNB OlFly 0SS y20KAYy3 gKAOK WilAydaqQ dGKFG A
of being, is the model for it. Basically then, intellect becomes the principle/cause for absolute as well
as contingent being. So God must be pure intellect, because all being comes from him.
That said, dzOK A& YIRS Ay GKAA& RI & (and/okherHGSlMidAIF G KS
Ages thinkers)ife. The fluid nature of vocatiois much different than we understand it today. There
was not the separation of Church and State in the senselthateven developed in the lash flus
years.Suffice it to say that like most of the thinkers we have explored he had his detractors as well
as his supporters, which meant his thouglmd his fortunesrose up and down the scale of
acceptance.

Thomas Aquinas
Then there is the Dominican of Dominicat@hen people say the wordscholasticism they
usually mean Thomas Aquinamsd it is probably better described by its other monikeromism
But more on him later.

Putting It Together
Okay, so | lied; well not so mudied as confused the truth. NeBlatorism was never truly
overcome by Aristotle. There existed even witlicholasticisna struggle for intellectual as well as
political power. Not everyone accepted the thinking, and even the thinkers within it were at odds
about what ittaught. Still it is the presence of these teachers everywhere (eventually given power to
teach anywhere sanctioned by the Pope), and so most educations consisted of their te&¢hing.
are also seeing an explosion of thinkers and a movement out of theititafirof doctrine, and into
more of the disciplines of philosophy (like ontology and epistemology).
Still, Scholasticisns a dirty word for some peopl#Vith the rise of Aristotelian influence, touchy
feely stuff seems to be overruby hairsplitting. Many had problems with the nature of the
exploration.From the Renaissance forward it has been put to bed and revived a number of times,
GAGK Y2aid LIS2LXS FSStAy3a AdGa RSIEGK SQcholadtidismTFAY |
the reports of my death have been greatly exaggerdtddrk Twain), and a resurgence of Thomistic
thought is in progress.
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founded place of teaching or school. Teawainstream teachers and teachingji&e Scholasticisi
exert great influence on the discussion not only of the day but also through time. This is not to say
that other thinkers and thoughts were not there, or did not exert some influence, only that as i
most things, something always rises to the top, even if it is only the cream.
When we look at other thinkers, like Moses Maimonide® are not belittling or dismissing the
STFTFSOG GKSe KIR Ay 7Tl @arNde pedpleiwKoSeaditveiman2hearedt in & S NA Q



which they operated they had profound effect. For us though, it is the overall effect that we seek.

The cream really does rise to the top, and their creamy thoughts rise up amidst the mainstream and
contribute tothe whole.
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belongs to their proper natures, while the believer considers only what is true of creatures insofar as they are
related to God, for examplghat they are created by God and are subject to him, and theélikbomas
Aquinas(Summa Contra &ntiles,book 11, chap. 4)

GTo love is to will the good of anothéThomas AquinagSumma Theologic#ll, 26,4)



Chapter 32 ‘

Thomism
If scholasticismand Thomism are dead, then this is the most pathetic of chafStefsd again,
why worry about a renashing of Aristotl® NJ I G f S| ai ( K8wa¥heJaRtickagdrt | NA &
was already too long?
Thomas Aquinass a major playerin our journey Reviled, rebuked, praised and followed, he is at
once an influential anénigmaticcharacter.Exonerated and excoriated he is none the less no better
or worse for it than those before him; he simply is.

But First A Word From Our Sponsor

In an increasingly obvious method of introductiohistis the moment | sneak in a mentionaof
O2 y i SYLJ]2 NI NEhe Bri livedKfhof lordg @EdeRoger Bacoifl2141292). Roger is not
to be confused with his namesakeancisBamn (15611626)who later utilized some of his thinking
Leonardo before there was a Leonardo, Roger was heavily into scientific experimentation and saw a
vision of the future which included sgibwered machines and the like. He wdsoaa Franciscan
and a proponent of Aristotleand a contemporary of Aquinaso | mention him here rather than
earlier to avoid too much confusion.

But really, he main reason | mention him here is that he, after tiring of what he considered poor
translations of Aristotle and therefore a poor teaching and understanding of (sind hence a
rejection of so much of Aristotelian thought)e set out to learn Greek and understand these texts
for himself. He became a spirited translator and commenter.

In the end Bacon withdrew from the scholastic world and devoted himself to languages and
experimental research.

And Now, Back To Our Show!

Thomas Aquinas then, oweahuch to those who came befordim. Knowledge and the Will
became big topics in these times and wavh seen glimpses of eachhe Platonic hierarchy of
being, the StoicLogos the Aristotelian understanding of substancand Christian and Islamic
theology is solidifying humarnseing viewed as the boundary where matter and spirit meet. This
increasing hmanism drives many of the new debates and philosophical exploratms an
increased honing of existing ondsbecomes very important as to what we can know, how we can
know it and are we able to not only know it but understand and act on it.

Thomasbeammessort of the pinnacle or apex of all this thought, not only as a thinker but also as
a beneficiaryas well as a contributorStill, like most thinkers at the time he had his detractors as
well, 2 let us take a moment and recall Meister Eckiarbo, though he comes after Thomas and
eventually disagrees with him still reflects the dynamic of the tirB&cause obur connection to
God, who is pure intelligence, the dignity of humanity results from a certain way of knowing which is
peculiar to humans, ahwhich is calledhtelligence The old question gberceptionraises its head in
this debate where we lear the echoes of the ghost of Aristotigrowning out the ethereal
protestations of Plato

There are two types of knowledge, sense knowledge (I seefegidthe table so it must be a
table) and intellectual knowledge (I knotables even different kinds because of an abstract
understanding otable). Sense knowledge has many forras,nL  OF'y NBYSYGSNJ K2g |

1 with all apologies to Paul.



feels or | can paint a tree fronrgvious sense encounters withtree of that typeor even the basic
knowledge that if | climb too high in the tree | could fall and hurt myself. Thessoareteforms of
knowledge, even though they seem abstrdmtcause they come to us from sensatioinconcrete
forms. In addition and this seals i, also have an awareness of the thitgelf. The second form
differs from the previous in that instead @bncrete and individuat is abstract and generalThe
idea oftrees or the essence or substan¢m the Aristotelian sense) for trees is what¥sownQ
here. Thomas uses the termuidditOn Being and Essendehapter 1) to refer to this essenaar
the thing in itself.

For you OO programmers out therejdtthe diference letween the class and the object;is all
about the level of abstractionAnd if you are listening, there is no real reason for Forms in the
Platonic sense because we can, like the mind of God in which we share, hold those ideas within
ourselvesdKnowing beings are differentiated from némowing beings by this characteristic: Ron
knowing beings have only their own reality, but knowing beings are capable of possessing also the
reality of something else. For in the knowing being there is a presefithe thing known produced
by this thinge (SummaTheologicala, q. 14, art. 150 in the end, any type of human knowledge is
guided by reason, that peculiar human tragnd a sense of the thingvhich separatesthis
knowldegefrom the knowledge my dog | & G KI G Ad A& aAE 2Q0f201 I YR
incessantly chase and bark at squirrels which are high up in, tndesh he has and can never catch

As forthe Will, as Thomas say#\ man has free choice to the extent that he is ratich&ownd
familiar?

Thomas

Thomas Aquinas was born in central Itadysight ofthe home base of the Benedictines, Monte
Casino. At an early age (surprise) he began studies and was a product of the new system of
education. He studied with Albert Magnus amongertand finally ended up in Paris.

It is the perfect storm of learnind.heological and philosophical thought was being revisited. The
(re)introduction of Aristotle meant that the questions which had seemed to be answered for so long
were being reexamined Because he is driven by the same things which drove Augustieddéa
that this requestioning needed to be put to rest in light méw thinking was more of a motivation
other than the need to debunk earlier thinking.

{2 6KAES a2YS 2y hhedeéh sead adir&dRalzRe&wvins aviswering the same
guestions in a different way and was not about abandoning earlier thought. He would also explore
guestions which wereof a nature thatperhapswould never be asked under the Ne®latonic
schools.

What |l s And What Shoul d Never Beé

So, Being, Ethics, WiRplitics,Nature. Like Aristotle before him he writes on it all; like Aristotle
before him he places it within the context of the human being. Unlike Aristotle before him he does
not shy away from ginmg a concrete understanding tdivine reason, the namé&od It is not so
much that science and religion cannot get along, but like Aristotle there is physics and there is
metaphysics.
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sciences. The astronomer and the natural philosopher both conclude that the earth is round, but the
astronomer does this through a mathematical middle that is abstracted from matter, whereas the
natural philosopher considers a middedged in matter. Thus there is nothing to prevent another
science from treating in the light of divine revelation what the philosophical disciplines treat as
knowable in the light of human reasorfsymma Theologicda, g. 1, a., ad 2)
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caution to intellectual hubris?

Wh at |l s And What Can Beé

Aquinas tells us that Faith and reason are not incompatible. There are the revealed truths of
Faith, some of which, in dain people can be arrived at by reason without the benefit of Revelation
(not the book). There is a limit though to human reason and some truths will never be known unless
they are revealed.

So there is a place foratural reasonas he calls it (in oppit®n to divine reasoror Revelatio,
and this is the moniker he gives to Aristotelian thought (as Bonaventure statesfollow him
[Aristotle] where he spoke well, not where he was in the darlind as we have already discussed,
where natural reason isorrect, it isand can only bé perfect harmony with Faith.
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and gleans an understanding of an extra little bit. If wood is a substance with specific aceitgnts
we know it is wood, what about burned wood. Obviously there must be a potential within the
substancewood which is alscash and smoke If that is true, there must be a potential in every
object to turn into another objeceéven if onlythrough some wi path.
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anything. Think of it in biological/genetic terms: stamlls have the potential to be any cell you
want to grow.

Aquinas On Being And Existence

Here he is starting to diverge from many of the other medigvahd PlatonicNeoPlatoniq
thinkers, especially Augustine. Thinlgsd specific roots foAugustine an acorn becomes an oak,
etc. etc.; Thomas is saying that this idea of pure potentiality allows for that not to be theFease.
and essences only existéombinationwith the individual matter (existence). The reason everything
is not everything else demds upon the individual instantiation of that thing. Form is not different
for every humang that is how we know they are human, but, theatter allows for so many
differenthumans.

We also begin to wander into previously touched on notiometessitywersus possibility We
can imagine the Phoenix, Aquinas tells us, but our conceiving of it does not bring it into existence.
This is because #re are two elements to the thing: its form or essemwdaich determinesvhat it is
and some actiomvhich determineghat it is.

Okay, so what? Wedmong other thingsthis thinking allows for things which are not just form
and matter, but also existencgdike angels (or even God). Angels are-norporeal, so they cannot
have matter, but they exist sthat has to happen somehow. Existence and essence are separate.
Recallthe thinking that theconceiving of somethingags not bring it into existence. So whereas
Aquinas agrees with the Anselm thing that God is that of which nothing greater can be thbeght,
does not agree that our thinking so, makes God so.

Whew!

For Agquinas timan knowledge is sense generated. As for Aristotle, this knowledge helps us to
understand the outside world, and categorize it. Abstraction allows us to understand things outside

" Not to take away from that point but well, that said, he also did not think the world rotated because that woul
mean it would basically wobble to destruction.



of their physical/sensuahanifestationst y R | f 42 GKAyYy3ad 6KAOK ¢S Ol yy2(
as general things which we can understand from sensual exper{enagersals and the likepo this
is true for things like angels and for God. This ire®lfonce again) the experience of cause and
effect. Let us just get this out in the open: for Aquirfaed is the unmoved mover, the prime capse
the prime necessity. Surprise.
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the thinking behind themdit is possible to demonstrate God's existence, althoughanptiori, yeta
posteriorifrom some work of His more surely known toaBut all of the things we have said about
Aquy & G23ISGKSNI KSNB® ¢F1S I Y2YSydz LQfft éFAlGD L
Like thinkers before him (recall our Islamic friends too), Aquinas sees life as a series of
interdependent events not just a chain of reactions. The balance of a iwmlia steriori
experience, the importance of perception, the mind as the place of all understanding, the world as a
place of universals and individuals, as understood by the rational mind; the cause and effect where a
generic spark powers nglless possibilities. Take a moment and let the possibilities and the
ramifications of this sink in.

Was That It?

Okayperhapsy 2 i | @SNE al GA&aFeAy3I SELI2NI GAZYy 2F ! |d:
them all before.Suffice it to say that wera created God is the creator; our spark of divine reason
comes from him and is at his servidée Lawis a combination of the olMosaicLaw and the new
Law as taught by Jesus. Like physics and metaphysics, reason and Faith, these Laws work together,
the old concerned with worldly, sensual needs and the new concerned with heavenly intellectual
needs.People are social animals and as such need rules by which tdHigds nothing new and we
g2dzZ R SELISOG ¢K2YIaQ SiKAOAKAI2S NGIEV ISCai KMB: W LE2NER
there are so because God created them to be that way, and they seek to operate within that
boundary and without God, human law is fickle.

oBecause of the diverse conditions of humans, it happens that some acts wm@usito some
people, as appropriate and suitable to them, while the same acts are immoral for others, as
inappropriate to themg

Putting It Together

So just how many angels can dance on the head of aTiis?question seems silly nowadays, but
in context, what is the substance/nature of angels? How corporeal are they? Do they take up space?
How do weknowabout them?

Okay so this was really a posthild review lessonThomas is the archetype for many of the
ideas which come to fruition during threedievaltimes.But also, like Augustine, he is the last of the
old guard, a passing glimpse of a changing w@tdence is becoming a discipline in its own right,
separating from its theological roots. Humanism (humans being the center of things) tomgs risi
beyond its theological rootddany of the modern ideas about the person, intelligence, science itself,
are generated during this period. Aquinas is place where we see so nidhgse things coming
together.

No philosopher appears out of a vacuum. Thsrao way to completely separate thought from
the person. Just like separation of Church and State, theology and philosophy, science and religion,
there is a certain artificiality to it. What we hope to do is carefully expose the truths which lie apart
from yet within those experiences. The rise of independent thought could not have taken place
outside the collective thinking.



oMoreover, carefully distinguishing reason from Faith, as is right, and yet joining them together in a
harmony of friendship, sbe guarded the rights of each, and so watched over the dignity of each, that, as far
as humans are concerned, reason can now hardly rise higher than she rose, borne up in the flight of St.
Thomas; and Faith can hardly gain more helps and greater helpsréason than those which St. Thomas
gave her PopelLeo XIlI (1879)

6The end of all my labors has come. All that | have written appears to me as much straw after the things
that have been revealed to meThomas Aquinagfrom a letter)



Chapter 32a

Thomas Aquinas: On Being and Essence

Prologue

A small error at the outset can lead to great errors in the final conclusio
the Philosopher says inDe Caelo et Mundeap. 5 (271b&3), and thus,
since being and essence are the things first conceivby the intellect, as
Avicenna says iMetaphysicad, cap. 6, in order to avoid errors arising frc
ignorance about these two things, we should resolve the diffict
surrounding them by explaining what the terms being and essence
signify and by Bowing how each may be found in various things and |
each is related to the logical intentions of genus, species, and difference.
Since we ought to acquire knowledge of simple things from composite
and come to know the prior from the posterior, nistiucting beginners wi
should begin with what is easier, and so we shall begin with the signific
of being and proceed from there to the signification of essence.
Chapter 1

As the Philosopher says in Metaphysicaecap. 7 (1017a235), being has
two senses. In one sense, being signifies that which is divided into th
categories; in another sense, that which signifies the truth of proposition:
difference between these is that, in the second sense, anything can be «
being about which aaffirmative proposition can be formed, even if the thi
posits nothing in reality. In this way, privations and negations are ¢
beings, as when we say that affirmation is opposed to negation, ol
blindness is in the eye. But in the first sensgthimg can be called a bein
unless it posits something in reality, and thus in this first sense blindnes
similar things are not beings.

The term essence is not taken from being in the second sense, for in thit
some things are called beingstthave no essence, as is clear with privatic
Rather, the term essence is taken from being in the first sense. Tt
MetaphysicaeV, com. 14, the Commentator explains the cited text fi
Aristotle by saying that being, in the first sense, is what fgmnthe essenci
of a thing. And since, as said above, being in this sense is divided into t|

categories, essence signifies something common to all natures through
the various beings are placed in the various genera and species, as hun
the essence of man, and so on.

Since that through which a thing is constituted in its proper genus or spe:
what is signified by the definition indicating what the thing is, philosopl
introduced the term quiddity to mean the same as the term essewicthis is
the same thing that the Philosopher frequently terms what it is to be a
that is, that through which something has being as a particular kind of 1
Essence is also called form, for the certitude of everything is signified thr
its form, as Avicenna says in Hidetaphysicad, cap. 6. The same thing |
also called nature, taking nature in the first of the four senses that Bo
distinguishes in his boolbe Persona et Duabus Naturtsap. 1 (PL 64,
1341B), in the sense, in othesords, that nature is what we call everythi
that can in any way be captured by the intellect, for a thing is not intelli
except through its definition and essence. And so the Philosopher say:
Metaphysicaeap. 4 (1014b36) that every substarga inature. But the terr
nature used in this way seems to signify the essence of a thing as it is ¢
to the proper operation of the thing, for nothing is without its prc
operation. The term quiddity, surely, is taken from the fact that this isisit
signified by the definition. But the same thing is called essence becau:
being has existence through it and in it.

But because being is absolutely and primarily said of substances, ant
secondarily and in a certain sense said of acciderdsnes too is properl
and truly in substances and is in accidents only in a certain way anc
certain sense. Now some substances are simple and some are compos
essence is in both, though in the simple substances in a truer and more
way, asthese have existence in a nobler way: indeed, the simple subs!
are the cause of the composite ones, or at least this is true with respec
first simple substance, which is God. But because the essences of
substances are more hidden fros) we ought to begin with the essences
composite substances, as learning is easier when we begin with the



things.

Chapter2
In composite substances we find form and matter, as in man there are sc
body. We cannot say, however, that eitbkthese is the essence of the thii
That matter alone is not the essence of the thing is clear, for it is throu
essence that a thing is knowable and is placed in a species or gent
matter is not a principle of cognition; nor is anything deteeu to a genus o
species according to its matter but rather according to what something
act. Nor is form alone the essence of a composite thing, however much «
people may try to assert this. From what has been said, it is clear th
essene is that which is signified by the definition of the thing. The definit
of a natural substance, however, contains not only form but also m
otherwise, the definitions of natural things and mathematical ones woul
differ. Nor can it be said #t matter is placed in the definition of a natu
substance as something added to the essence or as some being bey
essence of the thing, for that type of definition is more proper to accic
which do not have a perfect essence and which indludeeir definitions a
subject beyond their own genus. Therefore, the essence clearly comrr
both matter and form.
Nor can it be said that essence signifies the relation between the matt
the form or something superadded to these, for then tlen@ssvould of
necessity be an accident and extraneous to the thing, and the thing wol
be known through its essence, contrary to what pertains to an es
Through the form, surely, which is the act of the matter, the matter is m
being in act ad a certain kind of thing. Thus, something that supervenes
not give to the matter existence in act simply, but rather existence in ac
certain way, just as accidents do, as when whiteness makes som
actually white. Hence, when such a forsnaicquired, we do not say that t
thing is generated simply but only in a certain way.
The only possibility, therefore, is that the term essence, used with resp
composite substances, signifies that which is composed of matter and
This conclugn is consistent with what Boethius says in his commentar
the Categories namely, thatousia signifies what is compositegusia of
course, is for the Greeks what essence is for us, as Boethius himself ¢
his bookDe Persona et Duabus Naturidvicenna even say$/etaphysicae
V, cap. 5, that the quiddity of a composite substance is the very compac
of the form and the matter. And commenting on Book VII of Aristot
Metaphysicagthe Commentator sayBThe nature that species in genera

things have is something in the middle; that is, it is composed of matte
form.0 MetaphysicaeVIl, com. 27. Moreover, reason supports this view,
the existence of a composite substance is neither form alone nor mattel
but is rather composed ofabke. The essence is that according to which
thing is said to exist; hence, it is right that the essence by which a th
denominated a being is neither form alone not matter alone but both,
that existence of this kind is caused by the forrd aot by the matter
Similarly, we see that in other things that are constituted from n
principles, the thing is not denominated from just one or the other o
principles but rather from that which embraces both. Thus, with respe
flavors, sweetess is caused by the action of a warm animal body dige
what is wet, and albeit that in this way warmth is the cause of the swee
nevertheless a body is not called sweet by reason of the warmth, but rat
reason of the flavor, which embracesitbthe warmth and the wetness.

But because matter is the principle of individuation, it would perhaps se
follow that essence, which embraces in itself simultaneously both forn
matter, is merely particular and not universal. From this it wouldvicthat

universals have no definitions, assuming that essence is what is signifi
the definition. Thus, we must point out that matter understood in the we
have thus far understood it is not the principle of individuation; only sig
matter is he principle of individuation. | call signate matter matter conside
under determinate dimensions. Sighate matter is not included in the defi
of man as man, but signate matter would be included in the definitic
Socrates if Socrates had a defon. In the definition of man, however,

included nopsignate matter: in the definition of man we do not include

bone and this flesh but only bone and flesh absolutely, which are the
signate matter of man.

Hence, the essence of man and theress of Socrates do not differ except
the signate differs from the nemignate, and so the Commentator says
MetaphysicaeVIl, com. 20, fiSocrates is nothing other than animality &
rationality, which are his quiddity Similarly, the essence of ames and the
essence of a species differ as signate fromsigmate, although in the case
genus and species a different mode of designation is used with respect t
For, the designation of the individual with respect to the species is tht
matte determined by dimensions, while the designation of the species
respect to the genus is through the constitutive difference, which is taker
the form of the thing. This determination or designation, however, whic
made in the species with resp to the genus, is not through something 1
exists in the essence of the species but in no way exists in the essence



genus. On the contrary, whatever is in the species is also in the gel
undetermined. If animal were not all that man istatiher only a part of him
then animal would not be predicated of man, for no integral part is predi
of its whole.

We can see how this happens by considering how body as a part of ¢
differs from body as the genus of animal. In the way body @sgénus of
animal it cannot be an integral part of animal, and thus the term body c
accepted in several ways. Body is said to be in the genus of substance
it has a nature such that three dimensions can be designated in the
These three dignated dimensions are the body that is in the genu
guantity. Now, it sometimes happens that what has one perfection may
to a further perfection as well, as is clear in man, who has a sensitive |
and, further, an intellective one. Similgrlabove this perfection of having
form such that three dimensions can be designated in it, there can be
another perfection, as life or some similar thing. This term body, there
can signify a certain thing that has a form such that from d¢he there
follows in the thing designatability in three dimensions and nothing n
such that, in other words, from this form no further perfection follows, b
some other thing is superadded, it is beyond the signification of body
understood. Andinderstood in this way, body will be an integral and mate
part of the animal, because in this way the soul will be beyond wh
signified by the term body, and it will supervene on the body such that
these two, namely the soul and the body, ahenal is constituted as fror
parts.

This term body can also be understood as signifying a certain thing that
form such that three dimensions can be designated in it, whatever fort
may be, and such that either from the form some further pieriecan
proceed or not. Understood in this way, body will be the genus of anime
there will be understood in animal nothing that is not implicitly containe
body. Now, the soul is a form through which there can be designated

thing three dirensions, and therefore, when we say that body is what |
form from which three dimensions can be designated in the body
understand there is some kind of form of this type, whether sou
lapideousness, or whatever other form. And thus the fornanifal is
implicitly contained in the form of body, just as body is its genus.

The relation of animal to man is the same. For if animal named just a ¢
thing that has a perfection such that it can sense and move by a pri
existing in itself, wihout any other perfection, then whatever furtl
perfection may supervene would be related to animal as a componen

and not as implicitly contained in the notion of animal; and in this way an
would not be a genus. But animal is a genus in thagtifies a certain thing
from the form of which sensation and motion can proceed, whatever this
may be, whether a sensible soul only, or a soul both sensible and ratione
Therefore, the genus signifies indeterminately the whole that is in thesy
and does not signify matter alone. Similarly, the difference also signifie
whole and does not signify the form alone, and the definition, or evel
species, signifies the whole. But these nevertheless signify the same tt
different ways. Fpthe genus signifies the whole as a certain denoming
determining that which is material in the thing without a determination ¢
proper form, whence the genus is taken from the matter, although it is n
matter. This is clear in the case of E®] as we call something a body in tt
the thing has a perfection such that in the thing three dimensions ¢
designated, and this perfection is related materially to some further perfe
Conversely, the difference is like a certain denominatakernt from the
determined form, beyond the first conception of the form by which the m
is determined. So, when we say something is animated (that, in other wc
has a soul), this does not determine what the thing is, whether it is a bc
some ¢her thing. Hence, Avicenna saydetaphysicaeV, cap. 6, that the
genus is not understood in the difference as a part of its essence but or
being beyond its essence, even as a subject is with respect to the conc
passion. And thus the genissnot predicated per se of the difference, as
Philosopher says in IIMetaphysicaecap. 8 (998b24) and in INfopicorum
cap. 2 (122b226), unless perhaps as a subject is predicated of a passio
the definition or the species comprehends both, harte determined matte
that the term genus designates and the determined form that the
difference designates.

From this is it clear why the genus, the difference, and the species are |
proportionally to the matter, the form, and the compgositnature, althougt
they are not the same as these things. For, the genus is not the matter,
it is taken from the matter as signifying the whole; nor is the difference
form, though it is taken from the form as signifying the whole. Thus we
that man is a rational animal, but not composed of the animal and the re
in the sense that we say that man is composed of soul and body: man is
be composed of soul and body as from two things from which a third thi
constituted differenfrom each of the two. Man, surely, is neither body |
soul. But if man is said in some sense to be composed of the animal a
rational, it will not be as a third thing composed from these two things, b
a third concept composed from these twoasgts. The concept of animal



without determination of a special form and expresses, with respect t
ultimate perfection, the nature of the thing from that which is material;
concept of the difference, rational, consists in the determinatidrecfpecial
form. From these two concepts are constituted the concept of the spe«
the definition. Thus, just as a thing constituted from other things doe:
have predicated of it these other things, so too a concept does noi
predicated of it th concepts of which it is constituted: clearly, we do not
that the definition is either the genus or the difference.

Although the genus may signify the whole essence of the spe
nevertheless there is not just one essence of the various specesonar
genus, for the unity of the genus proceeds from its very indeterminatis
undifferentiation. Nor is it the case that what is signified through the gen
numerically one nature in the various species such that to it there supe
some other Hing, which is the difference that determines it, as a fi
determines matter, which is numerically one. Rather, the genus signifies
form (though not determinately this one or that one), which the differ
expresses determinately, the very one ithatgnified indeterminately throug
the genus. And thus the Commentator saydetaphysica&ll, com. 14, that
prime matter is called one by the removal of all forms, but the genus is «
one through the commonality of forms signified. Hence, thet@mdenation,
which was the cause of the unity of the genus, having been removed tF
the addition of the difference, the species remain essentially diverse.
Furthermore, since, as said above, the nature of the species is indeter
with respect tohe individual just as the nature of the genus is with respe
the species, and since, further, the genus, as predicated of the species, i
in its signification (although indistinctly) everything that is in the spet
determinately, so too doesetispecies, as predicated of the individual, sigr
everything that is in the individual essentially, although it signifies
indistinctly. In this way, the essence of the species is signified by the
man, and so man is predicated of Socrates.diyever, the nature of th
species is signified in such a way as to exclude designate matter, which
principle of individuation, then the species is related to the individual
part; and this is how the term humanity signifies, for humanity semitat
by which a man is a man. Designate matter, however, is not that by wt
man is a man, and it is in no way contained among those things that n
man a man. Since, therefore, the concept of humanity includes only
things by which a man & man, designate matter is excluded or pretermit
and since a part is not predicated of its whole, humanity is predicated n
of man nor of Socrates. Thus Avicenna s§staphysica&/, cap. 5, that the

quiddity of a composite thing is not the corsfie thing of which it is the
quiddity, even though the quiddity itself is composite, as humanity, v
composite, is not man. On the contrary, it must be received in somethin
is designate matter.

But since, as said above, the designation of tleeisp with respect to th
genus is through the form, and the designation of the individual with re
to the species is through matter, the term signifying that from whict
nature of the genus is taken thus excludes the determinate form that con
the species and signifies the material part of the whole, as the body
material part of the man. However, the term signifying that from which
nature of the species is taken, excluding designate matter, signifies the
part. Thus, humanitysisignified as a certain form, and it is said that it is
form of the whole, not, certainly, as a form superadded to the essential
(the form and the matter), but rather as the form of a house is superad
its integral parts; and that is bettalled the form which is the whole, in oth
words, that which embraces the form and the matter, albeit excluding
things through which the designatability of matter arises.

Therefore, the term man and the term humanity both signify the esser
man, though in diverse ways, as said above. The term man signifie
essence as a whole, in other words, insofar as the essence does not
designation of matter but implicitly and indistinctly contains it, in the wa’
which we said that the genasntains the difference. Hence, the term mau
predicated of individuals. But the term humanity signifies the essence of
as a part because it contains in its signification only what belongs to
insofar as he is man, and it excludes all designatiod,so it is not predicate
of individual men. And for this reason the term essence is sometimes
predicated of the thing, as when we say that Socrates is a certain essen
sometimes the term essence is denied of the thing, as when we sdet
essence of Socrates is not Socrates.

Chapter3
Having seen what the term essence signifies in composite substanc
ought next see in what way essence is related to the logical intentic
genus, species, and difference. Since that to whichnthkations of genus o
species or difference is appropriate is predicated of this signate singula
impossible that a universal intention, like that of the species or genus, s
be appropriate to the essence if the genus or species is signifigrhesas in
the term humanity or animality. Thus, Avicenna s&staphysicaé&/, cap. 6,
that rationality is not the difference but the principle of the difference. Fo



same reason, humanity is not a species, and animality is not a ¢
Similarly, we cannot say that the intention of species or genus is appro
to the essence as to a certain thing existing beyond singulars, as the Pl:
used to suppose, for then the species and the genus would not be predic
an individual: we surely cmot say that Socrates is something that
separated from him, nor would that separate thing advance our knowlec
this singular thing. And so the only remaining possibility is that the inter
of genus or species is appropriate to the essence asgbece is signified a
a whole, as the term man or animal implicitly and indistinctly contains
whole that is in the individual.

The nature, however, or the essence thus understood can be considere(
ways. First, we can consider it accordingiteoproper notion, and this is t
consider it absolutely. In this way, nothing is true of the essence except
pertains to it absolutely: thus everything else that may be attributed to i
be attributed falsely. For example, to man, in that whiglisha man, pertain
animal and rational and the other things that fall in his definition; whit
black or whatever else of this kind that is not in the notion of humanity
not pertain to man in that which he is a man. Hence, if it is asked whieishe
nature, considered in this way, can be said to be one or many, we ¢
concede neither alternative, for both are beyond the concept of humanit
either may befall the conception of man. If plurality were in the concej
this nature, it could neer be one, but nevertheless it is one as it exist
Socrates. Similarly, if unity were in the notion of this nature, then it woul
one and the same in Socrates and Plato, and it could not be made man
many individuals. Second, we can also édasthe existence the essence |
in this thing or in that: in this way something can be predicated of the es
accidentally by reason of what the essence is in, as when we say that
white because Socrates is white, although this does not pertaian in that
which he is a man.

The nature considered in this way, however, has a double existence. It
in singulars on the one hand, and in the soul on the other, and from e
these there follow accidents. In singulars, furthermore, thenesseas a
multiple existence according to the multiplicity of singulars. Nevertheles
we consider the essence in the first, or absolute, sense, none of these p¢
the essence. For it is false to say that the essence of man, cons
absolutely,has existence in this singular, because if existence in this sin
pertained to man insofar as he is man, man would never exist outsid
singular. Similarly, if it pertained to man insofar as he is man not to exi
this singular, then the essenwould never exist in the singular. But it is tr

to say that man, but not insofar as he is man, has whatever may be
singular or in that one, or else in the soul. Therefore, the nature of
considered absolutely abstracts from every existetttmjgh it does no
exclude the existence of anything either. And the nature thus considerec
one predicated of each individual.

€. We have thus made clear how th
of species, for the notion of species is aatong those that pertain to tl
essence considered absolutely; nor is it among the accidents that follow
the existence that the essence has outside the soul, as whiteness or bl
Rather, the notion of species is among the accidents that féltow the
existence the essence has in the intellect. And in this way as well d
notions of genus or difference pertain to essences.

Chapter4

We should now see how essences exist in separated substances, that i
soul, in the intelligences, dnin the first cause. Now, while everyot
concedes the simplicity of the first cause, some people have tried to intr
into the intelligences and the soul a composition of form and matt
position that seems to have begun with Avicebron, the authtiteobook
called Fons Vitae But this view is repugnant to the common teaching of
philosophers, for they call these things substances separated from matt
they prove them to be wholly without matter. The most cogent demonstt
of this proceed from the excellence of understanding found in th
substances. For we see that forms are not actually intelligible except a
are separated from matter and its conditions, and forms are not made a
intelligible except by virtue of an intelligeé substance, which educes t
forms and receives them in itself. Hence, in any intelligent substance the
complete absence of matter in such a way that the substance has ne
material part itself nor even is the substance like a form impréssedtter,
as is the case with material forms.

Chapter5

€. Having treated these matters,

various kinds of things. There are three ways in which substances may
an essence. First, surely, is the way God has$sence, which is his vel
existence itself, and so we find certain philosophers saying that God do
have a quiddity or essence because his essence is not other than his e>
From this it follows that he is not in a genus, for everythingithat a genus
has a quiddity beyond its existence, since the quiddity or nature of the
or species is not in the order of nature distinguished in the things of whic



the genus or species, but the existence is diverse in diverse things.
Avicebon: Spanishlewish religious poet, moralist, and philosopher (10220)
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Thought Point Points of Thought

What is Aquinas talkin
about?What is asignate?

How is thiswork similar
to Aristotle?

How is it diferent?

Why is intelligence
important?

How does Aquina:s
define existence, essenc
and substance”




