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Hey you, 
Mistah Faust

Barbara Harry

Dat ol' Faust, he had it all laid 
on him right fui.'i de beginnin’. Like, 
maybe you kin keep yo' nose fum gettin' 
flattened by keepin' yo’ mouf shut, 'n 
maybe you kin keep de devil out by 
drawin’ pi’tures on de flo’, but let God 
bat one eyelash, 'n you jes' aint got 
no mo’ say. ’N it don't mattuh if God 
got a eyelash o’ not, he is done said 
Faust ’n dey aint nothin' kin change dat 
'cept’n if God decide to unsay it, 'n 
God aint been in de habit o’ unsayin’ 
things since v/e bin saved.

Course, bein’ said by God don’t 
gotta be bad. He might could say, "Faust, 
he rich," o’, "Faust, he powerful," o', 
"Faust, he kin make it wid all de womens." 
But poor ol’ Faust, he got things said 
about him like, "No mattuh how much men 
keep on tryin’ dey’s gone keep on blowin’ 
it,"* 'n, "Go on. Devil, you stir up dem
mens 'n keep ’em movin’, we don’t want 
dem to be gettin’ lazy.2 You gots to add 
a little fo’evuh to dey instability."^

Now what a body gone do aftuh dat 
but run 'round like a chicken wid its 
head cut off? Anyway, it aint gone be 
easy bein’ satisfied wid nothin’.^

Butcha’ know, de real trouble wit 
ol’ Faust is dat he jes’ don’ know how 
smart he is. Like, de answer to his 
problem is always failin’ out’n his mouf, 
but he Jes' nevah see It. Dat is, he 
nevah see it tiII de en’ ’n by dat time 
he aint got much lef’ to do wif’.

Now he been try in’ to find sump’m 
t’be satisfied wif fo’ a long time even 
afo’ de devil come along. He lookin’ 
through all kinsa books, 'n jes' foun’ 
out dey was all fulla horse shit.^ He 
tried to call up a lotta spirits so’t 
he could go trippin’ ’round 'n gettin’ 
it togethuh wid dem. But dem spirits 
knowed bettuh den to take on sump’m dat 
dumb, 'n one o’em tol’ him dat he wa’nt 
gone find what he was lookin’ fo’ deah 
’cause what he was lookin’ fo’ was his 
own se’f.® But do you think ol’ Faust 
would settle down 'n look at hisse’f fo’ 
a answer? No! He must gotta turn aroun’ 
'n blow it again.



So he stan’ aroun* fellin' de devil dat he caint be satisfied wit no
thin' 'n dat man is on'y hisse'f when he be runnin' aroun' al I de time.^ 
Course, de devil he gone try his damndest to see to it dat ol' Faust don' 
find out befo' he kin get his claws inta his hide. But aftuh dat, he jes' 
sit aroun' waitin' fo' Faust to feel what he already know.^

Den he gots to go *n make a bet wid de deviI, 'cause he so sure he 
caint find no moment to be satisfied wif dat it's a sho* thing. But dumb! 
Here he's got de devil a-tellin' him he caint nevah be nothin* but hisse'f,*^ 
but he still don* look In de right direction.

Hey you, Mistah Faust, wheah d'you think you goln'? You know you 
aint gone fin* no satisfaction out deah. It most seems like all you kin 
do is jes* run aroun' like a chicken wid his head cut off. You know you 
aint gone fin* it In lovin' no woman. You know you aint gone fin' it in 
no bar o' no castle, not In nothin' you's gone fin* heah. Dat is, heah in 
jes* some sitiation.

What you is done gotta learn sometime, Mistah Faust, is dat you Jes* 
aint puttin' de pieces togethuh right, in dis worl' deah aint a man alone. 
You don* go pourin' stuff down yo' throat to get away fum de worl', 'cause 
das tryin* to get rid of yo'sef—what God said. You don' go tryin' on all 
de moments of all de folks what evuh was to see do dey fit you always. De 
on I lest way 'at you kin evuh really live is if you take what you is and let 
it put itself onto de worl' *n be whatevuh it must gotta be.

But Mistah Faust, he don' heah yet. He don* see how a man caint hardly 
git away fum doin' what he kin be satisfied wif, God, he said dat a good man 
know de right way even if he don' know he know.'' 01' Faust, he couldn* git 
away widout doin' de right thing even when he was blowin' it. 'Cause das 
jes' what he oughtta been doin'.

In de en* he foun' out. In de en' he know dat man must gotta fight 
evuh day o* his life. Kinda funny how he couldn* see till aftuh he was 
blind. But maybe das de way it gotta be. If a man got too much to touch 
a moment wif, he's alia time gonna be payin' too much attention to it, *n 
not evuh enough to hisse'f 'n how it fit wid hisse'f.

Y'see it be like dis. I already done tol* you dat God said Faust, 
y'know? He said Faust what he was. Now ol' Faust he couldn' nevah be 
satisfied wit nothin' what was in de worl*. But, y'see, God he also had 
dese little buggers runnin' aroun* makin' de worl' stay unstable. (Dat 
mean it alius gone be changin'.) Now you must gotta admit, dat was some 
perty pow'ful plannin*. If he woulda lef de worl* settin* in one place, 
he woulda had folks kickin' off right 'n lef* fum boredom. *N if he woulda 
made man so't he wanted de worl* settin* in one place, dem po* critters 
woulda been failin' off de earf fum bein' lef behin*.

Course, uh, dis do bring us down to anothuh problem. *N dat is dat 
God coulda jes* as well made de earf* t'stand still in a moment 'n put all 
dem satisfied critters in it, 'n everthin* woulda bin jes* fine. An* de 
devil mighta bin happy wid dat 'steada goin* aroun* complainin' all de time.12
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Y'could 'splain dat away sayin' 'at das de way God 'n de angels is 
(all nice *n calm 'n everthin'), 'n so why should he make anythin' else 
less'n it be different. But if we was to do dat we'd be missin' de bes' 
thing of all dat ol' Faust knowed. 'N dat is about creatin'. God created 
a creatin' world.13

It's sorta like what dat cat what go by de name of Dramatist said.
Man got dis thing in his breast what make him put all kinda orduh in de 
worl' wheah dey wasn't none befo'.^^ He call dis de powuh o' man and he 
say It show in de poet. Now Faust, he saw de creatin' of what de devil 
was 'gainst, but was he a poet?

Well guess what. He sho' was. Dat ol' Faust, he got tol' dat often 
enough, too. Dat spirit he was messin' wif. You remember him? Well, he 
done +ol' ol' Faust 'at deah was a worl' what ol' Faust had created in his 
breast.'N dem little spirits what sung him to sleep? When he to' apart 
anothuh poem he had in his breast, dey tol' him to start all ovuh an* build 
anothuh.l® An' he did. 'Cause in de en', he din' Jes' do what was right fo' 
him, but he must also gotta make it fo' bunches o' people.

'N you know what dat res'lessness is in man? It be dat poet in his 
breas' makin' him alius wantin' to create, so dat no mattuh wheah he get to, 
God's creatin' worl' don' nevah haveta stop creatin'. Das why Faust he 
wa'nt satisfied wid de moment o' de fini shin* o' his poem in de worl', but 
wid de lookin' fo'ward to it.l^

01' Faust he wa'nt so dumb aftuh all, he knowed all along why he 
din* know what he knowed. It was 'cause he knowed it, but you must gotta 
feel it.15
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Kant and Hegel

Karl E. Bohlmann

The question arises when one reads 
Hegel as to what relation, if any, he 
has to Kant. Kant, as we remember, has 
attempted to investigate the nature of 
reason so as to determine what reason 
is capable of knowing. He comes to the 
rather depressing conclusion that reason 
is apodeictically capable of knowing 
only things as perceived, and that the 
reasoner knows that he, as the tran
scendental unity of apperception, exists 
as a thing in itself. Things such as 
God, Freedom, and Immortality, as things 
in themselves, are unknowable. Hegel, 
on the other hand, claims that the world 
in itself is eminently knowable. As 
Hegel was an intelligent man, and had 
read Kant, the question presents itself 
as to how Hegel deals with Kant. In 
order to answer this, I read the first 
five chapters of Hegel*s Logic. What 
follows is an attempt at an interpreta
tion of Hegel’s doctrine of geist 
CvoOsl as contained in those chapters, 
particularly with reference to Kant.

The first thing that strikes one 
about Hegel’s doctrine of thought is 
that he considers as thought many 
things that would not ordinarily be 
considered such, and then within this 
distinguishes thought properly so-called, 
or reflective thinking or afterthought.
By thought in the more general sense he 
means everything that separates men 
from animals, such things, for instance, 
as religion, morality, and law. In 
other words, anything that is capable 
of existing in the mind can be said to 
be thought: "The several modes of 
feeling, perception, desire, and will, 
so far as we are aware of them, are in 
general called ideas (mental represen
tations) .... "(Logic, p. 7) However, 
these things are not, properly speaking, 
thoughts, but metaphors for thoughts 
and notions. These "true" thoughts and 
notions arise when one reflects on 
their originals, the popular modes of 
thought. Thus, the objects are in a 
certain sense the same in, for instance, 
religion and philosophy, but the modes 
are different, although the contents 
may appear different because of the 
influence of the mode. In this sense.



philosophy cannot refute in any complete way the products of humanity in 
any field. As the geist is one in all men, so its activities must be con
sistent. There is no "wrong" doctrine, only doctrines which have not reached 
their full and proper development. Philosophy, dealing with the objects 
with the purest and strongest form of geist, is the closest to truth, or, 
as Hegel puts it, philosophy's content is actuality. Systems of philosophy 
cannot contradict one another either, for the same reason that they cannot 
contradict the popular doctrines of morality and religion, although later 
systems of philosophy must transcend those previous to them. This is why 
Plato wrote dialogues, and why Aristotle usually starts a treatise by dis
cussing popular and prior philosophical conceptions of the matter.

Hegel speaks of philosophy before him as having three attitudes towards 
objectivity. The first one assumed that thought was an adequate image of 
the world, in other words, that by reflective thinking one could attain to 
a knowledge of the truth. This is a common attitude prior to Kant and is 
employed by nearly everyone in their everyday lives in the evocation of 
common sense. But when this was applied abstractly to the major problems 
of philosophy, a reaction against its formalism and emptiness set in. This 
was the second attitude, which Hegel further divides into two parts: em
piricism and the critical philosophy. "From empiricism came the cry: 'Stop 
roaming in empty abstractions, keep your eyes open, lay hold on man and na
ture as they are here before you, enjoy the present moment.'" (Logic, p. 78) 
Empiricism has its problems, however, the chief one being that to which 
Kant talks, namely, there is no basis for necessity and universality. There 
are other problems in it, however; the one which disturbs Hegel most is 
that it analyses ideas into sensations, the analysis presupposing a syn
thesis which can in no way be accounted for. This analysis makes abstract 
and dead what is concrete and alive, thus not solving the problem it set 
out to answer. Kant is an empiricist of a radically different sort, in that 
he starts from internal phenomena and proceeds to account for external phen
omena in terms of it. Objectivity as Kant speaks of it takes on an entirely 
new meaning. Our perceptions and our rational thoughts about them are by 
necessity consistent and "true," but they have nothing to do with things-in- 
themselves, things "out there," which is where truth in the Hegelian sense 
is to be found. Kant goes on to show that the Categories can only be ap
plied to experience in the manifolds of space and time. There is a third 
attitude, which Hegel attributes primarily to Jacobi, but also to Descartes.
I confess that, not having read Jacobi, I can make little out of the argu
ment. The essence of it seems to be, however, that unmediated knowledge is 
self-evidently true. Hegel replies that the immanent ideas in man are true 
but that any thought in our mind must be explained and that it is the func
tion of philosophy to do this.

Hegel, in his search for the truth, turns to Kant and congratulates 
him on his discovery that truth cannot be spoken of in the Categories.
Hegel quarrels, however, with Kant's claim that it follows from this that 
reason is incapable of dealing with things-in-themseIves. On the contrary, 
since religion deals with things-in-themseIves, it must follow that geist, 
using a superior mode, can treat of the same objects. The question is, 
how can this be done? Hegel's answer is that it is done by Logic. "The 
first question is: What is the object of our science? The simplest and 
most intelligible answer to this question is that Truth is the object of 
Logic." (Logic, p. 31) Logic is defined as the science of the Idea in 
and for itself, and Idea is defined as the abstract medium of thought.



Now thought Is active In that It reflects on the objects. This happens 
when we move from the particular to the universal, for Instance, when we 
move from the ''this” to the "this man.” Now this act alters the nature 
of the object with which we are dealing, a mediation has taken place.
We are thus able to get at a thing's true nature. This is possible by 
the nature of reflective thought; indeed. It is the very function of 
thought to make this transition. When we consider a particular, its 
universal must come into consideration. A dog deprived of Its anima11ty, 
to use Hegel's example. Is inconceivable. On the other hand. It is Im
possible to point to an animal qua animal. We thus have, through thought, 
attained to the essence of the dog by transforming it. So, too, v/hen we 
try to get to the notion of a thing. If thought were merely empty forma
lism, we could of course never escape from Kantian subjectivism; Kant 
would be perfectly correct In the Critique of Pure Reason when he denies 
that we can know apodelcticaIly the thIng~ln-ItseIf. Thought, however.
Is not empty formalism. It is the very act that produces the concrete in 
our geist. It mediates between the raw experience and the cognition of 
the notion in the same sense as it moves from the particular to the uni
versal. In this sense we are capable of transcending our experience.
How in detail this is done is the subject matter of the Logic from 
Chapter VII on.

We can now see Hegel more as the truly brilliant philosopher that he 
is, rather than as a patriotic German gnostic who decided to write a ser
ies of slightly obscure odes to the Trinity in much the same spirit as 
Kepler. Without paying attention to his consideration of Kant, he seems 
largely pointless, but with his argument to Kant, even if one is not con
vinced by it, one must respect him as a philosopher.

Jon Hunner





Heidegger: The 
Question About 
Technique’
Part 3

translated by Frank K.Flinn

Thus modern technique as a "cul- 
tivative" deconcealing is not merely 
a human activity. Hence we must take 
in that provocation which ’'places" 
Cstellt] man to "cultivate" C^^estellenl] 
the real as constitutive in the way it 
shows itself. That provocation gath
ers Cv’ersammelt] man into "cultiva
tion." This gathering-in focuses man 
on the task of "cultivating" the real 
as constitutive.

That which originally unfolds 
from individual mountains C-BergeH 
i nto a cha i n of mounta i ns \iBergzugen}
Is the collective {yersaimielnde~] 
which we call mountain-range {Gebirge}-

That original collective from 
which the modes (of feeling) unfold 
and according to which Q4ther this or 
that is expected, we caM'"the feel" 
CGemut].

That provocative claim which 
gathers in man for the purpose of 
deconcealment of self as constitutive 
we now ca11 the Ge-stell.

We risk using this word in a 
totally new and unusual sense.

The usual meaning of ''Gestell" 
is "furniture," e.g., a bookcase. A 
skeleton is also called a '‘Gestell.’'^ 
To be shocked by the use of the word 
suggested here would mean being to
tally si lent about the caprice with 
which the words of a developed lan
guage are misused. C)an we recover 
bizarre meanings? Certainly not.
The search for the bizarre is an an
cient custom of thought. And indeed 
the thinker directs himself there 
where thinking is at its highest.
We who are late-born are no longer 
in a position to Judge what Plato 
presumed to mean in using the word 
ef6os, a word which dwelled In each 
and every CGreek]. For in everyday 
speech ei6os means a seeing which 
presents a visible thing to our sen
sible eyes. Yet Plato expected some
thing entirely unusual of this word— 
that it would name that which is



precisely not and never Is perceptible by sensible eyes. But even the 
unusual meaning is In no way sufficient. For i6ea names not only the 
non-sensible sight of what is sensibly perceptible; L6ea means and is that 
which constitutes the essence of what is heard, tasted, touched in every
thing accessible to us. In comparison to what Plato intended for language 
and thought in this and other cases, the use of the word ^'Gestell,'' ven
tured here as the name for modern technique, is harmless. Nevertheless 
the use of language dared here remains only a conjecture.

^^Ge-stell" means the gathering in of that ’’placing” Cstellens] which 
’’places'' man, i.e., provokes him to deconceal the real In the mode of 
"cultivation” Csestellensj as constitutive. ”Ge-steII” means the mode of 
deconcealing which prevails in the essence of modern technique and which 
is not itself technical. On the other hand, everything, such as trans
mission, brake system and body frame, belongs to the technical and its con
stitutive element is what we ca11 a ’’montage.” These CexafinpIes] however 
fail short, along with the constitutive elements in the area of technical 
work, which only bespeaks the provocation of the "Ge-stelV' but which in 
itself never constitutes the ^'Ge-stell" nor actualizes it.

The word "to place" C-S’tellen]] in the title ”Ge-steli” means not only 
provocation; it should also attest to the echo of another kind of "placing," 
from which provocation is derived, namely the "pIacing-here” and "putting- 
forth” \jier- und Dar-stellen^ which, in the sense of totricrts, allows that 
which is present to come forth into unveiledness. This is bringing- 
forth ’'p I ac i ng-here" Oler-stellenl}—e.g., the setting up Z^ufstellerQ 
of an image in the temple area and the provocative "cultivation" \^Bestell- 
eja] being considered here are fundamentally different, yet are essentially 
related. Both are modes of deconcea I ing, aXi^deia. Unvei ledness is appro
priated in "Ge-stell," according with which the work of modern technique 
deconceals the real as constitutive. Unveiledness is neither a human ac
tivity nor a mere means within such activity. The bare instrumental and 
anthropological definition of technique is weak in principle. It allov/s 
itself to be extended only into a secondary and involuted metaphysical or 
religious explanation.

In any case it remains true that the man of the technical age is pro
voked to deconceal in an especially glaring mode. This deconceaIing ap
proaches nature chiefly as the major storehouse of constitutive energy. 
Correspondingly, the "cultivative" attitude of man first shows itself in 
the arrival of the exact natural sciences. Its kind of representation 
ZvorstellungJ posits CnachstellenH nature a calculable collection of 
powers. Contemporary physics is not experimental physics because ii em
ploys apparatus to question nature. The opposite is true: because phy
sics, and indeed physics as pure theory, so "places" lstellt'2 nature in 
such a way as to present C<5arstellerj]] it as a presumed calculable collec
tion of powers; it is for the sake of this that experiment is "cultivated,” 
namely, for questioning whether nature so "placed" informs us of herself 
and how she does so.

But mathematical natural science arose almost two hundred years be
fore modern technique. How should it then be "put" r.gestellt^ into service 
by modern technique? The facts speak for the opposite. Modern technique 
first came into play when it was able to lean on exact natural science. 
Reckoned historically [historiscfj], this is right. Though "storically"



[_geschichtlich3, It does not touch on the truth.

Contemporary physical theory is the pathfinder not primarily of tech
nique but of the essence of modern technique. For already provocative 
gathering toward '*cuItivative" deconcealing prevails in modern physics.
But in terms of physics itself, this is not apparent. Contemporary physics 
is the kind of physics which contains in its origin the unrecognized har
binger of Ge-stell. The essence of modern technique has been concealed 
for a long time, even till now, wherever power machines are invented and 
wherever electrical technology is applied to railway systems and atomic 
technology.

Everything that Is essential—not only that which is essential to 
modern technology—is hidden for the longest time. The same holds for 
that "something" which is earliest in relation to its enduring, which the 
"someth!ng" precedes. The Greek thinkers already knew of this when they 
said: that which is earlier than the dawn is only later manifest to us 
men. The beginning spring only shows itself later to us men. Hence in 
the realm of thinking there is the endeavor to think through from the be
ginning that which was thought in the beginning, not with the nonsensical 
intention of renewing the past but with the empty readiness of wondering 
at the coming spring.

In terms of historical reckoning, the beginning of contemporary nat
ural science lies in the seventeenth century. On the other hand, power- 
machine technology first developed in the second half of the eighteenth 
century. Modern technique, which according to "historical" Cfiisto-rischU 
certainty is later, "storically" \igeschichtlich2 is prior in view of the 
essence prevailing in it.

Though modern physics must content itself in increasing degrees 
with the fact that its realm of representation remains invisible,* 
this resignation is not dictated by any obligation toward research. It is 
provoked by the holding power of the Ge-stell, which risks the "cultivata- 
bility" of nature as constitutive. Hence physics, at every retreat from a 
previously intrenched view of things, can never once resign itself to an 
"accustom!zed" representation of objects: namely, that nature responds in 
any calculably certain mode and remains "cuItivatable" as a system of in
formation. This system is determined by a causality that has been altered 
once again. The causality shows neither the character of bringing-forth 
letting-be, nor of causa efficiens, nor even of causa formalis. Presumably, 
the causality shrinks together to a provoked response of nature’s constitu
tive elements which are fixed either simultaneously or successively. To 
this corresponds the process of ever-increasing self-acquiescence, which 
Heisenberg delineates in an impressive way {Das Naturbiid in der heutigen 
Phgsik in Die Kunste in technischen Zeitalter, Munich, 1954, p. 43ff.).

Since the essence of modern technique is rooted in the Ge-stell, it 
must imply the exact natural sciences. Thus arises the deceitful appear
ance that modern technique is applied natural science. This appearance 
can last only as long as neither the essential origin of present-day sci
ence nor the essence of modern technique are given a thorough questioning.

*Cf. uncertainty principles CTr.D



We ask about technique in order to lift up to the light our relation
ship to its being. The essence of modern technique shows itself in what 
we call Ge-stell. Simply referring to this fact is no answer to the ques
tion about technique if answering means: to give a cor-responding reply 
to that which is being asked about, namely, the essence of it.

Whither do we see ourselves brought when we think a step further and 
ask: what is Ge-stell itself? It is the mode whereby the real deconceals 
itself as constitutive. Again we ask: does this deconcealment happen 
somewhere beyond human activity? No. Yet, at the same time. It does not 
happen only in man, nor principally through him.

The Ge-stell is the gathering of that "placing" which "places" man 
so that he deconceals the real in the mode of "cultivation" as constitu
tive. As the one so provoked, man stands in the essential realm of the 
Ge-stell. He cannot assume a belated relationship to it. Hence the ques
tion as to how we should desire a relation to the essence of technique 
comes in this form all too late.* But the question whether we experience 
ourselves as such—we, whose activity and letting-be is provoked by the 
Ge-stell, whether evidently or hiddenly—never comes too late. And above 
all the question whether we let our own selves into that wherein the Ge- 
stell exists never comes too late.

The essence of modern technique brings man into the path of that de- 
concealing whereby the real in general, more or less perceptibly, becomes 
constitutive. "To bring upon a way" means in our language "to send" 
CscMcfcen]. We call that gathering sending which first brings man to the 
way of deconcealing "destiny" [^Geschick']. The essence of all "story" 
£Geschichte2 is determined by this. "Story" is neither simply the object 
of history nor simply the fulfillment of human activity.**
History first becomes "storical" Zg^^chichtlichJ; by being destined Hge- 
schicklich^. And it is destiny that first makes the "storical" into ob
jective representation for history, i.e., destiny is a science, accessible 
Zzuganglich'] as an object, and makes the ongoing CgrangigD parallel between 
the "storical" and the historical possible.

As provocation into "cultivation," the Ge-stell destines us into a 
mode of deconcealing. The Ge-stell is a "message" [_Schickung'2 sent by 
destiny, as is every mode of deconcealing. Destiny in this sense is also 
a bringing-forth-here, notncns.

The unveiledness of that which is always proceeds on the way of de
concealment. The destiny of deconcealing always prevails over man, but 
this is never a question of some compulsion hanging over men. For man 
first becomes free insofar as he belongs CgehortJ to the realm of fate and 
so becomes a "hearer" \jibrender~] but not a "slave" Cfforiger].

The essence of freedom is in its origin not subject to the will, least 
of all to the causality of human desire. Freedom governs the free in the 
sense of being cleared-up/Iightened, i.e., of being deconcealed. The event 
of deconcealment, i.e., of truth, is that to which freedom stands most

*A reference to those born too late for the gods in Holder I in’s Brot und 
Wein CTr.U

**0n this distinction, see Being & Time §12.



closely related. All deconcealment ZEntbergen^ entails a covering-up 
\iBeigen} and hiding Zverbergen']. Hidden and always hiding itself is that 
which frees, the mystery. All deconcealing comes from the free, goes to
ward the free, and brings into the free. The freedom of the free consists 
neither in the unboundedness of caprice nor in the boundness of mere laws. 
Freedom is the "clearing hiding" in whose light wafts that veil which ob
scures the essence of all truth and which lets the veil appear as obscur
ing. Freedom is the realm of destiny which, from time to time, brings a 

t deconcea1ment on its way.

* * *
«

Cto be continued]
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translated by Gerry Ekman

The horses that carry me pushed me far 
As far as the heart-spirit was able 
After they had prepared me to conduct myself 
On the many-voiced road of self-god-hood 
Which leads perceptive men in every city.
There the Intelligent horses brought me 
Drawing the chariot at full stretch 
And maidens led the way.

The axle blazing in the sockets shrieked like a pipe 
For it was being pressured by the rounded wheels 
At both ends. The sun maidens, leaving the house of night. 
Threw off their veils and hurried to see me into the light.

The gates to the paths of night and day are there 
With a lintel and threshold of stone.
High in the air they are blocked 
By massive doors, and terrible Justice 
Holds the sliding bolts. The maidens 
Appeased her with soft words and 
Discretely pressed her to push the bolts 
Back from the gates without delay.
A yawning space was revealed.
As the brazen posts with their fastenings 
Revolved in their holes.

Straight through them on the wel1-traveled route 
The maidens guided the horses and chariot.
And the Goddess received me earnestly.
She took my right hand 
And put it In hers 
And said this speech:

4' *

0 youth escorted by immortal guides 
As far as our own house, welcome.
Since it is not mindless chance 
That has caused you to come here 
Far out of the trodden ways of men 
But appropriate justice.
It is necessary to learn of 
The un-quivering heart of persuasive truth 
As well as the conjectures of brute men 
Which are no truths at all.
But nevertheless you might come 
To know this also; that the things 
Which appear, as all exists through all.
Must reaMy be.



The Farm
Jack Ehn

Plying with teeth of iron 
he bludgeons the oaken door shatter, 
and missiles his rage to the earth, 
splinter towards splinter.

Scattering among the ground 
he yields what shreds to his passion, 
and tumbles on the sodden green 
sweet,
alone and outside.



My God!
Jack Ehn

You are a wretch
that flees my potter's fists

a mark
that signs my strength and flight 
yet sinks behind a cloud.

You make me
my own obscure captor, 
a fool who stands alone.

You are a clown and a thief,
a crow who laughs
to the beat of his wings,
smiling with fire
as he scorns my strangling hands
once again.



Hyperions
Schicksaislied

Friedrich Holderlin

Ihr wandelt droben im Licht 
Auf weichem Boden, selige Genlen! 

Glanzende Gotterliifte 
Ruhren euch leicht,
Wie die Finger der Kunstlerin 

He I Iige Sal ten.

SchicksaIlos, wie der schlafende 
Saugling atmen die Himmlischen; 

Keusch bewahrt 
In bescheidener Knospe,
Bluhet ewig 

Ihnen der Geist,
Und die sell gen Augen 
Blicken in stiIler 
Ewiger Klarheit.

Ctoch uns ist gegeben 
Auf kelner Statte zu ruhn,

Es schwinden, es fallen 
Die leidenden Menschen 
Blind lings von einer 
Stunde zur andern,

Wie Wasser von Klippe 
Zu Klippe geworfen,
Jahrlang ins Ungewisse hi nab



Hyperion’s 
Song of Fate

translated by 
Allan N. Pearson

You wander above in the light 
On soft ground, blessed spirits!
Gleaming godly breezes 
Stir you Iightly.

Like the fingers of the artiste 
Her holy chords.

Without fate, like the sleeping 
Suckling breathe the heavenly ones; 
Chastely kept 

In a modest bud.
Blooms eternal 
Their spirit.

And their blissful eyes 
Gaze In si lent 
Eternal clearness.

Yet to us Is gIven 
In no stead to rest.
They vanish, they tumble.

The suffering mortals.
Blindly from one 
Hour to the next 

Like water from cliff 
To cliff thrown.
Yearlong downward Into the unknown.



Sonata (March 1972): Steven Whitehill
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The Waste’s Land
A Monumental Work
David Wallace

Gallia est provincia magna in Europa. 
Italia etiam in Europa est Gallia est 
patriam agricolarum, Agricolae et poetae 
provinciam amant.. Poetae naturam laudant. 
Multae silvae in provincia sunt.

for Ezra 
mon grosso ami

I. A GRAVE AFFAIR

July is the crudest month, breeding 
moths of dead apricots, mixing 
memory and desire and will 
and pain and glory and cowardice 

5 and for richer and for poorer 
and in sickness
and in every other stinking, habitual 

contrariety you can remember.
Winter we were cold, covering 

10 our heads with old snowshoes, feeding 
Rex the frozen pigeons, finding 
Rex was frozen, too.
Summer surprised us, coming over the Hamburgernesse 
instead of the Bratkartoffeln 

15 with showers of rain; we stopped at the collonade 
and dropped our shovels to guzzle a quick one 
before the shaking started.
Was ist das? Das macht nicht, ich habe papier.
When we were young, at your cousin's 

20 we went out sledding, and you were frightened.
You said, Morris, Morris, let go, 
and down we went. You said Morris,
Morris, let go of me!
In the mountains, there you're 

25 supposed to feel free.
I read much of the night, and go 
to Tampa in the winter.



The prize of art hangs heavy in 
the air; if only to ignore these 

30 shadows, refuse to checkmate 
allegory with caprice.
The pearls around her neck like hogsheads 
xf 6e TLs; tiT 6’ou xts; 
oxtas ovap av^poitos.

35 I, Tiresias, smell the fresh abgrund 
of genius thwarted 
see active and passive within you 
’George, I shan’t be going this evening. 
'George, I never understand his plays.

40 'I wish he'd mix the pleasing
with the refined, don’t you, George? 

'Tell me, George, tell me.
'Say something, George, say something.
'George, wake up, wake up.

45 'Say something, George.
'What is that glazed look in your eyes, George

I think we work in Lordship's gallerys 
Where dead playwrights lose their tones.

Old Madame Volga, famous seamstress,
50 is known the wisest woman in East Manhattan. 

She draws her wicked cards and 
Lays them on the table.
Here is your card, the ace grimaces, 
and here yours, the deuce of twin tears.

55 Acey deucey, you lose again,
the Hangman stands ready to collect old debts. 
Most high-mouthed Terence 
sinks into the burning plains 
clutching Tabarin, who giggles 

60 washing his feet in bromo seltzer.
There is no water, the thunder says 
Da-da.
Everyone says Da-da.
Da-da da-da---- What time is it?

65 Da-da da-da---- Past the hour.
Da-da da-da---- What time is it?
Da-da da-da---- Those moaning bones of
Joan’s tones dome the chrome loam.
Da-da m-da Da-da Da-da Da-da Da-da Da-da 

70 We felt the ship move.
Felt death surge around us.
We felt the ship sink.
Felt Death surge around us.



finis, finis, finit,
75 finissons, finissez, finissent

A bon chat, bon rat.
Chien gui aboie ne mord pas.
Paris n'a pas etS fait en un jour.

finis, finis, finit,
80 finissons, finissez, finissent

NOTES ON THE WASTE'S LAND

Neither the title, nor the overall plan of this poem come from Charlene 
Duxbee's The Wit and Wisdom of Walter Brynnan. I am deeply indebted, 
though, to alI the poets whose lines I made manifest. The poem is 
tremendously obscure in most parts, and if there are any who think 
elucidation of the poem is worth the trouble, I recommend that they read 
it again. To another work of anthropology I am sincerely indebted, a work 
which has profoundly influenced our generation, namely A Texan Looks At 
Lyndon. Anybody acquainted with these books will immediately recognize 
in the poem certain references to bacterial cultures.

Prologue
In Via Appia multi Romani ambulabant. Agricolae frumentum portabant 
et amicos salutabant. Poetae et feminae in via ambulabant, et viros 
et equos agricolarum spectabant.

1 . A Grave Affair
Line 493, Cf. Tibetan Book of the Dead

3-6 Cf. Lewis, What is Man? and Homo-Sapien—Man? (Birmingham); also see
line 23, word 6, page 423 of American Manufacturers' Monthly (6/17/37).

1 I Rex was our dog.

18 German (.Deutsch)

21 Nforris was me. She was talking to me.
I never could sleep very well at night—too antsy.

2 6 I never could sleep very well at night—too antsy.

27 Tampa—city in Florida, where I spend my winters.

28-31 Obscure illusion.

30 check mate—chess term. See Fischer, How to win Good and Show Them 

Ruskies, p. 8.

33 Greek (Fpeex)



40-41
Si, moins ami du peuple, en ses doctes peintures 
II n'eut point fait souvent grimacer ses figures,
Quitte, pour le bouffon, I’agreable et le fin,
Et sans honte a Terence allie Tabarin.

Boileau’s Vart Poetique, (1674) II. 395-398.

46 see Execpav Gwpos, ''A Sex Poem" in Au Verso 4, ed. M. D. Jordan (The 
Diogenes Club, Santa Fe, New Mexico: 1972) p. 105. Also note the 
three themes at work in this line.

50-56 The card image is an old trick. I associate the "ace" with the card 
exibiting one spot, and the "deuce" with two. The image I have of 
the one-two combination is a real knockout, that of the three, or the 
obvious symbol of the 3-in-l (or "bicycle grease," as f4ailer calls 
it). There are also overtones of a major fifth and minor second.

67-8 Rhyming words (.rhesus monkus)

74-80 French (frangais)



Brian Hiti

the big ole crummie school bus
done kiIt my dowg(he was dumb and black and made of a I I sorts of kinds) 

done smashed him up and left him lay squished—
a warm dead red spot 

on the hard road 
with the sun 3 o'clock hot

and the clouds all swelled up 
drifting

slow sad cross the high blue sky
(everything went sorta quiet) 

done kilt him dead sose he couldn’t run no mores
(he usta catch woodchucks

reaI good)
done kiIt him dead sose his ears wouldn't go up at funny noises

(he’d jump right up when he heard somethin’)

I tried not to cry so much but tears don’t listen 
so good to brains all the time—God ain’t fair to do things like that 

(sometimes he’d knock my ice cream down and I’d slap him cuz I 
hate when ice cream gets all fulled up with sand and things and goes 

crunch between your teeth)

my ma she bought me a tonka truck 
it was green and had black and white wheels

but it don’t like to run In the woods much.



Brian Hiti

it's a stupid monster euphemized as a crowd

sweiiing the streets talking their nonsense cackling into each other's
unhearing ears

(ding-a-ling ding-a-ling ole andy is selling his ice cream pies)
gettin hot soon noon

louie lying limply gainst the court house 
in the cool cool shade holding quart in his tattered black
jacket worn only for dress-up happily drunken to the exact degree of

propriety
befitting this public occasion

up on a glistening gallows tom breathes 
full for upcoming Aprils his brown hair dead against his sweating forehead 

shaking a frightened shiver squinting gainst the highsky's glare
he's eighteen never died before 

and Johnny walker's chasin mary sue peterson around and 
around (everybody knows johnny's got a crush as big as Wyoming on mary sue) 

and burton and mcsweeney is talking dollars about cows and water and grass
they tighten the noose

mzz brickford (and all the miles of whalebone thread rope cement and 
steel girders she pretends is her) is flaunting boston's newest strutting 
amongst the ladies scooping up cosmetic compliments to take home and measure 
against her fashion account magnetically beaming to the center of the 
vicious voice guantlet

tom smiles weakly at a pretty girl that he don't know 
the drone drops to a disinterested murmur (the girl smiles back) 

and somebody rattles through a sentence over loaded with too many
'by the court ofs'

'in the state ofs' 'on this the date ofs' (and other miscellaneous artificial 
manmade dignifiers)

ding-a the ice cream cart stops
somebody pulls out a

sliding panel but a neck doesn't break doesn't crack good enough and the 
hollow resonant gargling gurgling gasping choking strangles shock all into a 
still nothing silence transfixed upon the spectacle of a young
thing dying wild legs flying flapping flopping like a spastic butterfly 
so undeniably sharp against the sun that even the shadows shout help why 

a long time struggling
quiver jumpkick quiver

finally a slow swinging pendulum clotheclad hunk of bulging eyes 
and lifeless limbs a mouth crying bitter in a twisted grin

swaying one two three a metronome measuring infinity
slowing stopping brown hair in the hot hot sun

the children gawk billy turnergets sick(sissy)

(ding-a-ling ding-a-ling ole andy is selling his ice cream pies)

this day began with a sunrise



A butterfly's scream 
of diamond webs 
seamed with light— 
of where he fell 
in borrowed flight, 
a paper sparrow.
A scream of losing 
in the velvet air.

F.K.F.

Soft down in the bottom 
bullfrogs find the night 
to their I iking—
Biack stone shot with white 
foggy warm.
Old trees got a hold 
soggy down in the bottom— 
Fine trees, fine water.
They will not have me 
down in the bottom 
unless I do not come back.

F.K.F



Nineteen Mad Lines
Margaret Donsbach

I am sick with these flowers—
Anemones that are wet with tears,
Heliotrope and mountain violets—
Strange flowers saturated with vague meanings.
Fragrant and smoking with the terror of half-knowledge.

You burn and flicker
In the dim shadows of my room; go, or explain yourself.
What deviI made you?—
Your eyes are prophets that prophesy in utter darkness.
They are open cellar doors that hide, I think, strange evils.

I am walking by a shadowed pool 
In the half-light of a wood I know.
On its bottom white rocks lie and flowing weeds toss 
...I thought.
They might be:
Ghosts of mad lovers 
Or children, fairy-caught.
The water is so dark.
If only...

I

1

j



There it lies and all complete and grown up, mature; in short, alive. 
They tell me that things stretch back farther than I can know to make this 
living thing. How dare I poke it and urge its secrets away that were paid 
for with so many years? How dare I ask from where—in form or yet in ori
gin. Nevertheless I will. Nevertheless.

Therefore, Master Animal, show me what you are or were; which: I care 
not, nor should I, if you will but show me. Have you grown with all that 
has lived as your embryo in some prolific and ageless (aged) womb as well 
as being pressed into this living form by the fruit of your parents? May I 
see what you were in what you are? I do not know, and I hesitate to ask. 
Nevertheless, I will. I will.

Look at this animal and how it grows. Cloistered, cell to cell to 
cell, becoming what it is apparently not. Unabashedly being alive, the 
thing continues, a party well on the way to success; each part invited to 
the gathering—soon observing the lay of the land and the social activities 
of those present—only to pursue its own private revels. Ha! continue, 
continue piling refuse in neat wrapped bundles, making channels for the 
wine to flow, describing whispering galleries where music commutes as swift 
as thought—providing, always providing for the banquet to grow, for the 
feast to continue, until the guest of honor does not arrive and each steals 
home. (Everyone should have a social chairman.)

So these preludes have been chanted for a long time, each buiIt on 
the first of its own self. Call them unfulfilled, if you will, ending 
sheepishly having celebrated to no purpose or ending unconcernedly, in 
one way or another.

Now think of this: is each new?
Blood and teeth and hair. New?
Cool, not heavy smallest jewels of these things, 
building opaque out of crystal chemical mush.
Shall it be called new? New In matter? Never. Others greater than I 
have made much of this—"Some Caesar’s grave"

In form? Perhaps. The light in the lense will be called forever old 
or ever new. Still, looking at these animals, I have seen them before, 
but they were not the same. As I know these, so I knew their parents. No, 
I will not call them new. I will not contort what I see or attempt to un
tangle. What I will call It will be what I see, for now.

Nor in independence. These well oiled gears and bearings slip along, 
each cutting into each. Prior, posterior, prior, posterior each wave is 
pushed competently by the one behind, pulled also by the one gone before. 
This wave is its motion. It shall be named (known) by a collection of 
befores.

Consider chickens, if you will. Again this order. Cell, cell, cell 
until it is more, like the very smallest that stays the smallest. Shall 
there be more examples? I know more. They tell the same (when there is 
agreement). Gills, lungs, bags of cells. Often matching, the two befores 
agree—the before of the individual, the chicken himself and the before of 
his very race.



What shalI I say? Sha11 I only cal I it lovely or shal I I tel I a 
machine into being—build a--dontainer with my mouth? Build, until there 
is no definable place for the first lovely.

I will be frank. What this animal is is the foundation of all that 
will come, and its foundations lie far back. I deem it more easy to add 
to these foundations than to change the stones now, but then how pure is 
this deeming? I will say that the one before is the picture of the other, 
if you will allow it. I wi11 walk through old halls every building of a 
new room, being reminded of these floors that are stone and do not move 
for me. I will call this so for it pleases me to think thus. Coincidences 
do not happen, and this could have been beautiful.

Cal led to penance by the gravity of time
pulled through every instant, eating cotton
The living is just the living
The rotten (great loss) is just the rotten
Sadly, the trees are only trees
And the small children are only children
I will be them someday.
This spring winds down and only down 
Its going round is its own description 
Never exhausted, grows weary, weary 
Why should I rush and why linger 
Death is just itself 
How d rea ry.



Wind Blow Whistle
Christian Burks

Indian virgin
by a slow oozin’ summer river— 
bathin’, washin’ long black mane

won’t ye wait fer me?
don’t chase th’ buffalo, yet
won’t ye tarry?
we’ll go swimmin’ this way

an’ face reflect winter fire
an’ th’ heavy sweat buffalo robes
an’ naked Indian wife, in th’ snow blow

baby brave 
shiny black top 
pinched cry face 
our fire, our smoke

walk with our teepee heavy pony 
leadin’ us over th’ spring divides— 
deer in th’ high country

she ol’ bent back squaw 
I ol’ sun bit man
sighin’—sight o’ chiIdren’s chiIdren 
sighin’—sight o’ ten thousand moons

forest lady smiles 
fingers say come swimmin’ 
eyes say come runnin’

askin’ th’ river t’ wait 
askin’ th' sands t’ stay still 
I’ll foller th’ water 
I’ll toiler yer daughter



Telemachos 
Comes of Age
Judith Paine

One important part of Homer’s 
Odyssey Is the story of Telemachos’ 
coming of age. Since he is the son 
of Odysseus, a "god-1 ike man," but 
doesn’t really know him and has been 
raised mainly by women, his matura
tion is strange and special. In 
order for him to become a man.
Telemachos must first realize that 
he has a real father, and so has 
certain duties of sonship. Then he 
must realize just whose son he is.
This entaiIs first realizing that 
Odysseus is truly his father and then 
finding out who Odysseus is. Finally 
Telemachos must realize what it means 
to be the son of this particular man, 
Odysseus.

When we first meet Telemachos, he 
is sitting among the suitors daydream
ing about his father. He imagines 
Odysseus taking revenge on the suitors 
single-handedly, without his help as 
he is too young and weak. But then 
Athena visits him and somehow he is 
changed from one who sits and day
dreams to one who stands up and speaks 
boldly. She tells him that, as a son 
who is no longer a child, he must take 
action and tell the suitors to leave 
(I. 270-305). She tells him of Orestes 
both to illustrate this point and to 
give him a model of a good son. Now 
before Athena gives him this advice, he 
comes out and says that he is not sure 
who his father is (I. 213-20), but it 
is also evident that he doesn’t know 
what it means to be the son of a man 
rather than the son of a woman. But he 
truly listens to Athena, saying she has 
spoken "as a father to a son" (I. 308). 
So Athena is perhaps his first father 
image, which is a good transition since 
he is used to looking up to his mother 
and is now realizing he has a father, 
too, and Athena is female but has many 
male characteristics. Now as Telemachos 
tries to follow Athena’s advice, he 
tries to be like Odysseus. When he 
goes to the assembly he imitates his 
father: he is the first person since 
Odysseus to call an assembly and he 
sits in Odysseus’ old chair. But he 
cannot be his father yet and so breaks



down and cries in anger, a sign that he is not ready for the roie he has 
taken for himself. Athena seems to be his strength in this early stage of 
development. After her first visit he is abie to act maniy while he talks 
to the suitors, but fails to keep this up. But at this point he at least 
knows he has certain duties as a son and is ready to embark on his journey 
to find out just whose son he is.

Athena once again seems to be the key to this next stage in Telemachos* 
development. In the form of Mentor she physically leads him first to the 
ship, then on the voyage. After she helps him get over his initial fear of 
approaching Nestor, he becomes talkative and Inquisitive. His questions 
and responses show a progression from an almost carefree youth to a con
fused but pensive young man. First Nestor tells him of Orestes, repeating 
Athena's advice when she toid him: "Thou too, friend, for I see thou art 
a comely man and tall, be thou valiant..." (I. 301-02 and III. 199-200: 
the difference is one comma). And since he has aiready learned from Athena 
that he has duties as a son, the words now say he has special duties as 
Odysseus* son, just as Orestes had special duties as Agamemnon's son.
Later Teiemachos says that Athena could never love him as Odysseus

202-09 and III. 226-28). Now if he really believed himself to be the 
son of Odysseus, he would feel differently about this. And later Telemachos 
is very interested in the story of Agamemnon, wanting to knov/ circumstances 
and motives (III. 245-52). Soon after Nestor tells all about it, Athena 
turns into an eagle and flies away (III. 371 ). Then, of course, everyone 
knows who she is and that she loves Telemachos. From this point until he 
decides to return home. Telemachos doesn't say or do anything except when 
asked a question or told what to do. Even in Sparta when Helen and Menelaus 
are remarking about how he resembles Odysseus, Telemachos either cries or 
remains silent and Nestor's son must answer the question for him (III. 155- 
67). He seems to be deep in thought considering all he has heard and seen. 
Now he realizes that Athena surely loves him and he must figure out what 
this means, so he is confused and pensive. But when Athena returns to him 
to tell him to go home, he leaps out of bed and wants to depart immediately 
(XV. 1-47). And on the return journey. Telemachos has a new firmness and 
courage we haven't seen before. Now he, rather than Athena, leads his men 
and he doesn't falter. He can be so decisive and mature now because he is 
sure that he is Odysseus' son as evidenced by Athena's love. And he has 
heard first-hand accounts of his father's deeds after hearing so many ieg- 
ends, so he can be more sure the stories are true and know who Odysseus is. 
So now that he is sure about whose son he is, he can start learning what it 
means to be this man's son.

Telemachos begins to deveiop his concept of what it means to be the 
son of "Zeus-born Odysseus*' when his father reveals himself to him and con
tinues to develop it through the rest of the Odyssey. He sees his respon
sibility and role as many-sided. First he feels it is very important for 
him to protect Odysseus* goods since he now realizes they are also his 
(XX. 264-65, XXI. 350-53, and others). He also feels he must follov/ in 
Odysseus' footsteps and so imitates him and does whatever he suggests.*
The most important way Telemachos follows is by letting his father teach 
him. One example of this is in the reasoning used for allowing the suit
ors to stay. Odysseus the beggar tells Telemachos that even though he

*There are places In which he questions Odysseus, but these are fewer 
by far than the places in which he merely follows.



might be killed trying to scatter the suitors, that would be much better 
than to watch them stay (XVI. 105-11). In Telemachos* response he doesn’t 
even consider this, but later when the suitors are mistreating Odysseus, 
he echoes his father’s previous sentiment (XX. 315"19). But most impor
tantly, Telemachos is discovering that as a part of this family he must 
carry on the tradition of virtue and courage. First he reaiizes that he 
is no longer a child and can now discern right from wrong and must act on 
this knowledge (XVIII. 230-32 and XV. 311-13). And by fighting by his 
father’s side, he becomes courageous. After killing his first man, he 
fears for his life and runs to Odysseus’ side (XXII. 99-100). But by the 
end of the battle. Telemachos Is quite brave and no longer dependent on 
Odysseus in this way. He shows his understanding of this last responsi
bility when they are waiting to meet the suitors’ angry families. When 
Odysseus begins to teach him this responsibility. Telemachos’ reply shows 
that he already knows it (XXIV. 506-12). And Laertes’ response shows 
that he also knows that his grandson is as the son of Odysseus should be;
"What a day is this for me, kind gods. Verily right glad am I: my son
and my son’s son are vying with one another In valour" (XXIV. 513-15).
So Telemachos sees that as Odysseus’ son he must take the responsibility 
of being part of this family: he must protect their goods and their 
bravery and virtue.

As Telemachos matures, Athena and Odysseus are his most important 
teachers. First Athena awakens him by telling him of Orestes, giving him
advice, and showing him that she loves him. Odysseus teaches him who he
is and what his responsibilities are. At first Telemachos is physically 
dependent on these two and needs them by his side in order to act on what 
he has learned. But gradually he grows more independent and needs only 
their spirit and the knowledge that they love him in order to act rightly.



The Relationship 
of Man and God 
in Genesis
Margaret Sheehan

The soul of man Is a thing of such 
delight; endlessly it fascinates him, 
cruelly it tortures him, totally it is 
|n him. It knows without words, and is 
satisfied, yet the unused words burn 
within to destroy. It seeks images of 
itself, and loses its fears upon seeing 
its face shining back at it from the 
stars. It calls such experiences sa
cred, and soberly re-enacts them, ho
ping for another glimpse. Such is man; 
of such does Genesis speak. This book 
tells him a story of himself as the 
pattern for the world, exactly what he 
wants to hear; at the same time it can 
convince him that its truths are more 
than a dreamer's empty satisfaction.
It takes his deepest intuitions and en
shrines them in words to proclaim them 
as the foundation of the universe.

Man divides himself; his conscious 
intellect is 'him,” so the rest becomes 
the daemonic. He looks up to see the 
pattern repeated. He feels free and 
powerful, so surely the speed of light 
and the laws of gravity are not part of 
him: he cuts them off and they are God. 
He is apart and feels good; yet all his 
life his main satisfaction will be in 
learning to deal with his God. In this 
light will this paper explore Genesis.

"In the beginning God created the 
heaven and the earth."I This is the all- 
inclusive beginning. All that is, is; 
forces have played and existence is be
gun. "And the earth was without form, 
and void."2 This seems to imply the 
possibility of many different types of 
universe; man can imagine living with
out day and night or up and down.
Though a product of his particular or
der, he realizes there could be others. 
"And God said. Let there be light; and 
there was light."3 He sees that it is 
good, and divides it from the darkness 
into Might and Day, and that division 
becomes the first day. Thus the very 
first forming out of the void is not a 
specific entity: it is an opposite, an 
introduction of polarity upon which all 
else in the universe will follow. This 
creates time, that endless paradox of 
movement and stasis, which exist only



by nature of Day, or of any moment, which a I lows it to die and resurrect 
itself continually. Competition has been introduced; two things now have 
existence, yet only one at a time can manifest itself. For all time this 
universe will be a place existing by means of its contrasts and conflicts, 
and it Is good.

"And God said. Let there be a firmament...to divide the waters from 
the waters."4 Here a sameness, a unity, is broken to become several dif
ferent things; the waters become two separate places with the heavens be
tween them as a barrier. It seems as though, from now on, only the waters 
under heaven and heaven itself (v/hich is different from the original heav
en) are going to be spoken of; somewhere else are the other waters, where 
the face of the deep is still formless and void save for the heartbeat of 
day and night, light and dark. Perhaps again the possibility of other 
worlds unlike ours is being postulated. This is an odd thing to conceive 
of; how can beings whose very essence is inextricably bound to the set-up 
of their universe even imagine other set-ups? Perhaps it is a lie, a pre
tense; man only sees a backwards reflection and calls it different. How
ever, on an empirical level he certainly feels as if he is seeing beyond 
himself; perhaps this is what Genesis is allowing for.

"And God said. Let the waters under the heaven be gathered together 
unto one place, and let the dry land appear...and God saw that it was 
good.'5 This is a repetition of new existence coming from the division of 
things already present. Seas and lands were not made separately and then 
put Into place; one owes its very existence to the existence and arrange
ment of the other. Without there having been water, and water uniquely 
as water, there could never have been land, as land came from the water, 
and it is land due to that very contrast between it and water. Thus an 
intradependent circle has been specifically presented as 'the way it was," 
while it is implied that there are many possible other ways that it could 
have come about.

'And the earth brought forth grass, and herb yielding seed after his 
kind, and the tree yielding fruit, whose seed was in itself, after his 
kind: and God saw that it was good.'6 /\s with day and night, a self-sus
taining cycle has been set up with an emphasis on seed and continuation, 
where death follows birth and birth follows death, and one without the 
other is meaningless. Emphasis is also put on 'after his kind"; this 
uniqueness and identity comes only with division and differentness, and 
together these two are, like death and birth, a continuous circle vHthout 
survivable parts. It is on this spherical cornerstone that all life de
pends, and this dependence sets up one more circle. In the Hebrew yet 
another emphasis can be seen. God's command is literally, "Let the grass 
grass,'' (as in "the soap soaps,'’ meaning "the soap lathers"); the answer 
is that 'the earth shot forth grass.' (Sod asked for self-generating grass, 
yet still said, "It is good," when the earth did the work. This perhaps 
implies a slightly 'recalcitrant uXtT which nevertheless becomes a satis
factory universe.

Next is God's command for the waters to bring forth abundantly the 
moving creature, and the skies fowl, and the earth cattle and creeping 
things, all after their kind. This is on the same line as the creation of 
the plants, with the creations getting more and more diverse and simulta
neously more powerful. From the original day-night dichotomy has sprung



overwhelming variety, both in the bare fact of the existence of so many 
animals, and in the widening capabilities of the creatures. Of course, 
the ultimate in creations, the one containing the greatest amount of in
ternal complexity and also the greatest potential for freedom, is reached 
with man.

"And God said. Let us make man in our image, after our likeness: and 
let them have dominion...over all the earth."7 in order to make this mean
ingful, an image of God is necessary. So far he is seen as powerful and 
creative and conscious; he acknowledges goodness. Man, then, must be, to 
a previously unreached degree, powerful, creative and self-conscious. He 
can re-create himself in children, and he can manipulate his environment 
far more than any other creature; he is conscious not only of the self and 
whether or not it is good, but also of how the self might have been or could 
be. Thus he can, rather fully, create, insofar as his mind draws pictures 
of things previously non-existent. In all these ways man compares himself 
to God, to the power of the universe, to a 11 the unknown yet perceptible 
forces. This somehow fits him to take over for God in this system, to take 
upon himself the burden of the dominion and subduing of the earth. He is 
a creature and a part, and yet he feels the need to be an overlord, a sep
arate, controlling, self-existent entity. Due to man’s creation being si
multaneous with his acquiring of these potentials, it seems that the author 
intends for a possibility to exist for man to exercise both natures, that 
which is of earth and that which is of God. It seems unlikely that such a 
combination can work; how can a non-separable part exist as superior and 
separate? This, it seems, is an intentionally raised question which will 
become the central issue of Genesis.

Thus in this first book all has been set up. There is a universe 
which exists by means of divisions and separations which cannot really be 
separated; all the pieces must stay together if they wish to retain their 
identity. This circular type of existence also exists in a temporal sense, 
where things only exist now by virtue of their previous and consequent non
existence. At the same time all this feels as if it is coming about by the 
direct linear actions of an independent and truly powerful God, whose exis
tence is absolute, and not dependent on anything else. This contradiction 
is then embodied in man (a neat reversal?) who is conditional and cyclic 
and yet God-1 ike and powerful. This first chapter thus feels very much 
like an overview of the complete circle; all parts are seen in place to
gether.

There are difficulties in tying the first chapter together with the 
second and third, due mainly to the contradictions. One creation is out of 
water; one has a dry earth waiting for rain. One has man created in one 
step after the animals (which God names); one has a man laboriously made, 
whose role is changed several times and who names the animals (made after 
man) himself, and who splits into male and female a while after being cre
ated. in one God says, "let there be..." but the earth has to produce it; 
in the other God creates and then sees his creatures change around a bit on 
their own. However it does seem possible to see both versions as telling 
the same story. The illustrations are different, but man ends up being 
roughly the same creature. Thus chapters two and three can be seen perhaps 
from within the universe. It begins with God's rest.

"And (3od blessed the seventh day, and sanctified it: because that in



it he had rested from all his work which God created and made.*'8 Here an
other cycle is completed; God worked, then he rested. There was an effort, 
and a relaxation; a beginning of an action, and its finish. The original 
day-night, life-death cycle is resounding throughout creation, to the point 
where even God follows it. God’s adherence to this is confusing; why should 
a free linear being have to finish a circle? A possible interpretation is 
simply that the view of God here is not consistent; he is seen as separate 
and independent, yet as within and limited by the universe. This makes some 
sense with God seen as an amplification of man and his duality; in line with 
this paper this is quite possible. As the second and third chapters have 
already been postulated as more specifically man-centered, this view of God 
as suddenly within his own cycles follows nicely. Thus God seems to be ba
sically dualistic, and not an extension of only one of man’s attributes. 
(This is supported by the very act of creation; one desires to create only 
when one needs something, and is not independent.)

How (3od should be taken is confusing; it is more clear how the universe 
should be taken. It is essentially sexual, built on and of complementary 
and inseparable parts caught in the heartbeat of on and off, tensions and 
relaxations, being and non-being, with the latter half, the rest or cessa-- 
tion, being sanctified and sacred. Around this cycle is man's week built, 
forever a living reflection of this pattern.

Next in chapter two comes (Sod's creation of man. The world is seen as 
empty and waiting until God kneels in the dust to mold it into the shape of 
man, into which he breathes the breath of life. Here are the two parents 
of man seen, earth and sky, one the creation of the other, one working upon 
the other to bring forth new life. Again is man’s seeming dual ism expressed 
he is a child of the earth, made of dust and thus part of the slow, intri
cate dance of intradependent circles; yet he is of divinity, complete and 
feeling free, and able to envision himself not made of dust. He sees him
self as wonderful enough for God to get Into the mud for him, yet he knows 
what the mud is.

Now that Man exists, God makes a home for him, a garden in the east 
full of pleasant trees and delicious fruit where life will apparently be 
easy for man. He includes two mysterious trees, one of life and one of the 
knowledge of (3ood and Evil; eating of the latter will bring death. (These 
will be passed over now and discussed later.) Out of Eden flow four rivers, 
going to four different lands. Here man is put, to dress and keep the gar
den. It might help to remember that this is a starting over in the story 
of man’s creation; he is not as yet too aware of himself or his complicated 
nature. Thus Eden can easily be seen in a specific way; it is a place of 
effortless nourishment, overflowing with the waters of life which gush out 
to feed all the earth. It is a womb of ease and innocence, where man can 
be at rest in his ignorance of self. Even the number four (unusual for the 
Bible) has long connoted a gently flowing, self-sustaining stasis, safer 
than two and unique in its evenness and simplicity. Indeed, Eden can be 
seen as the beginning of every man’s life.

Yet things are not right. God feels that it is not good for man to be 
alone, that there is no room for self-sufficiency in this universe; he tries 
to create a helper meet for man out of the ground. All the animals come 
forth, and go to the man, Adam, to be named. And he names them, as if it is 
up to man to thus define each thing and finalize what seems to have been a



haphazard creation. Perhaps this implies that man is the only one able to 
do such a thing; perhaps he is the only one to whom it matters. He is the 
one lacking and seeking; it is up to him to name what he needs. Yet he 
does not do it; when all is named, he is still alone. In seeming despera
tion, God changes his method of construction, as if realizing that man will 
not be duplicated that way; instead he builds a new man out of the old. Th 
is woman, the creature that could not be made independently but had to come 
from an existing entity. She signifies a division in man, a creating of 
two parts which together form a whole, and which through a cleaving togeth
er will again be two in one flesh. Here is portrayed the mystery of sexual 
desires and satisfaction; here is portrayed the mystery of tv/o individuals 
in one flesh, the desire for that union which is achieved only through the 
respect of individuality. This makes graspable the postulation of a sexual 
universe, a world based on the very mysteries stated above. i4an resounds 
throughout the universe, and finds no contradictions.

The last lines of this book show man and wife naked and unashamed. A 
consideration of clothes reveals them as barriers or protection needed a- 
gainst a hostile world, or as ornaments, additions needed to beautify man. 
Here man needs nothing; he sees the world as embracing himself as a part 
fitting in harmoniously, sufficient for his role. He is conscious of the 
world, as he named it, yet he did not name himself: he does not know him
self. He does not know good and evil; he is not aware enough of self to 
be aware of desire, and thus knows no good. He sees no dichotomy in self; 
he is at rest.

Chapter two ends here, as a very specific picture of man, with all 
else shown sketchily. And man is specifically a creature internally split, 
both of earth and God, externally split into man and woman, and thus ines
capably pulled in different directions (though starting life unaware of 
this). For mankind and for a man, this seems to be true; it is a valid re
presentation of how life feels to a living being.

The beginning of chapter three is the story of woman and the serpent. 
The serpent tells the naive woman that (5od only said the fruit of the tree 
of good and evil was fatal becuase he knows that the eating of the fruit 
will make man as (Bod is, and (Bod is jealous of his position. The woman 
grows curious and desirous, and eats and gets Adam to eat. This story 
seems to present no conscious decision on man's part, for an unselfcon
scious creature cannot decide what he is going to do. It seems more as a 
representation of the inevitable growth of man into a burdensome self- 
knowledge which he feels he might have avoided. Indeed the fruit did bring 
death to man as he was, as he still feels he could be. He was born again 
to a very different sort of life, where "the eyes of them both were opened, 
and they knew that they were naked; and they sewed fig leaves together and
clothed themselves."9

This is a complex passage; a rebirth involves many things. A reason
able beginning would be with the death. Woman is tempted and in turn 
tempts man; the symbols are fruit and a serpent. These are common repre
sentations of sexuality; perhaps it is possible to tie sexuality to a know
ledge of good and evil. In one sense, a man feels sexual desire, and rea
lizes both that he is and that he is incomplete; he lacks something, and 
thus that something becomes "good." Suddenly their eyes are opened; they 
see themselves and feel a lack, to be satisfied only by the "external"



world. Thus they see themselves as separate entities, defined by the 
'■other" that contains their desired object, by the frightening, separate 
universe, hostile enough to necessitate barriers—clothes. On one level 
man sees a gulf between self and universe; he is no longer a sustained and 
welcome part of a whole, but a struggling, seemingly independent being a- 
lone in a world which rejects him. He draws what he needs from the uni
verse while feeling that some "real" him would not need anything. He has 
no concept of a whole functioning together; he has indeed fallen. On an
other level he sees divisions inside himself. He has a conscious mind 
with which he identifies; the rest is foreign matter to be fought and hope
fully Jettisoned. His urges and desires seem conflicting; he erects barri
ers but there are still collisions. In the same manner as before he sees 
the part as the whole, with all the resulting fear and blindness. ("I 
heard thy voice in the garden, and I was afraid, because I was naked, and 
I hid myself."10) He is like one trying to run through a forest with eyes 
that see every tree a foot to the left of where it actually is, and accor
dingly has a terrifying Journey. Man feels all this, and despairs; he can 
only hope that God had not intended for life to be like this.

Immediately upon God's accusations that they themselves are respon
sible for their miserable state, each tries to pass the blame; Adam blames 
his wife, and she blames the serpent. Man does feel responsible for his 
state and vaguely guilty, but all the same he feels he could not have done 
such a thing; there must be someone else at fault.

Nevertheless he has to accept the consequences which God reveals to 
him, the sorrows which can affect him only now that he is separate and not 
a part of the general rejoicing. Woman will conceive and bear children in 
sorrow; her husband will rule over her. She is divided against her body; 
it no longer seems to be her, but Is alien and painful. She has lost the 
view of the whole necessary to function easily as a creator within it.
Adam and she are no longer complementary parts in the same way; they are 
different beings, one of which must be superior, i^lan's punishment is to 
have his mother, the ground, cursed for his sake; in sorrow and sweat 
shall he eat of it until he returns to it. He has lost the sense of any 
direct ties with the universe; he must fight it Just to survive. As he no 
longer feels himself to be a part of the whole, he no longer has that im
mortality; he is only a piece which will be re-absorbed into the ground 
when his function is over, totally destroyed from being that particular 
piece, man. One leaves Eden to begin dying.

From these revelations Adam finds the wherewithal to name the woman 
(name derivative of "man"); she becomes Eve (derivative of "life"), mother 
of all the living. She is no longer merely an extension of man; she has a 
separate identity now, as mother. Man has found the self-knowledge to 
name himself.

Here (5od steps in and seems to formal ize or accept their new state; 
he himself makes them coats and clothes them. The fact that these coats 
are from animal skins while the first ones were from fig leaves is per
haps significant. In chapter two the animals were created as helpmates 
for man, and thus were on a different level from the edible plants. Now, 
not only are the animals no longer close to him, but he is actually killing 
them and using their dead bodies as barriers. It is perhaps the final step 
in man's alienation; by the killing of animals the universe accepts man's



new role.

The very next passage is odd; God seems to express fear that man, 
having become like to God in knowledge of good and evil, will now eat of 
the tree of life and live forever (implying that that is all man needs to 
be exactly like God?). Accordingly he sends man out of the garden and 
guards the gate so that man cannot get back to the tree of life on his own 
(implying that it might come to man?) The first obvious puzzle is that man 
has just been condemned to return to the dust; now God is afraid that he 
will live forever. Perhaps it was each individual man who was condemned to 
the dust; now it would be mankind itself denied immortality. Or perhaps 
the original fate of dust to dust was only for a man who had eaten of just 
one tree, and that by eating of both trees man could reverse his fate. No 
solution easily presents itself. It does seem as though man is approaching 
godhood in his view of himself as outside creation; he is only lacking the 
power to actually be that way. He must feel perilously close to that state 
to write about a God jealous of him. This again shows man’s new feeling 
for God, as a jealous, fearful, pushy fellow, to correspond to the new man. 
And this new man still feels that if he could only return to the garden, 
he could get that fruit and have a I I that he wants, instead of being so 
pulled and frail, and so overwhelmingly frustrated by being able to see 
just a bit beyond his reach.

Thus perhaps did the author of Genesis see himself; thus perhaps did 
he see alI men. A lot is left out, yet enough is said to give man a firm 
basis for self-understanding. The universe magnifies the human soul by 
identification with it; all flows In a ceaseless perfect circle. Man in
sists he is walking in a straight line under his own power, and there is 
room for this belief (however painful) within the circle. Yet Genesis does 
not leave man here; two parallel but different types of development seem 
to open to him. To use only the barest sketch of the remaining chapters, 
one of these developments is exemplified by the transition from Cain to 
Esau, the other by the transition from Abram to Jacob.

With Cain, a relationship with God is developing. One sacrifices to 
God; if it is acceptable, God receives it and thus life will be better. 
Already It seems that man is re-establishing an identity with the outside, 
trying, however blindly, to be on good terms with it. Cain cannot do this; 
his advances are rejected, and it can be assumed that his sacrifice was not 
of his painful pride in self. This character is exemplified when, out of 
jealousy and fear, he kills his brother. He can only deal with his own e- 
motion of anger (or his brother) by removing it totally, by killing the man. 
Cain still feels too threatened to accept from the outside; he hates out of 
fear. Next comes Esau in a similar situation. His brother has robbed him, 
and is succeeding where Esau failed. He too cannot deal with these emo
tions; in the most moving scenes in the book he asks "hast thou but one 
blessing, my father? Bless me, even me also, 0 my father. And Esau lifted 
up his voice and wept."I I Isaac tells him that he will Iive by the sword, 
but that he will someday break Jacob’s yoke off his neck. Esau interprets 
this as a killing of Jacob, and plans to do so only to have Jacob escape.
So far he is a second Cain, who does not comprehend the type of yoke he is 
under. However, by chapter thirty-three Esau is a different man. He sees 
Jacob at a distance, and runs, weeping, to embrace his brother. He lightly 
brushes off Jacob’s gifts of appeasement with the amazing statement, "I 
have enough, my brother; keep that which thou hast unto thyself."12 Now he



understands, now he forgives and embraces. To love Jacob again with all 
his faults he has had to learn to accept and love alI of himself; his 
desire for love is more powerful than any fear of outside, hostile forces. 
One cannot love when one is divided; apparently Esau has regained know- 
ledge of the self as a unified whole, and has thus "lifted the yoke," is 
free and needs nothing.

The other development deals with man and God. Abram starts out as a 
man of faith. He firmly believes in a God who must be obeyed, and he 
obeys; their relationship is such that, in God's presence, Abram falls on 
his face. God makes a covenant with Abram, but decides not to clarify him
self to the man. Thus Abraham seems to be one who worships ignorantly. 
Possibly this explains his attempt to kill Isaac; when a man blindly obeys 
mysterious voices, things seem contradictory and difficult. God’s will is 
quite separate from man’s. Abraham’s successor is Jacob; this man has 
dreams and wrestles with angels and seems to enjoy a direct relationship 
with God. God is different, too; when Esau forgives and loves his brother, 
Jacob says Esau’s face is as God’s. Surely this is a different God from 
the threatened, jealous one in chapter three. By the time of Jacob’s death 
he needs no outside voices to direct or inform him. He can see through his 
sons, and he knows which of Joseph’s sons deserves the right hand blessing, 
though it is contrary to custom. God does not have to intervene; Jacob’s 
and God’s wills are not conflicting. As Esau did, Jacob has seen what at 
first appeared to be a separate, threatened entity as an accepted and cared- 
for part of a well-working whole; nothing was left to fight or fear.

In this light Genesis truly appears to be a story of the production of 
all that is known; it is an attempt to put together all the facets of man’s 
nature and faculties and growth patterns, and to give this naked creature a 
place in the universe (v/hich is done in a reverse way by making the universe 
on the pattern of the man). It was written by a man who felt these things 
deeply enough to give them the most important place In his life, to cal I 
them real and true, and have faith in them, and to invite others to share in 
the satisfaction they can offer.

FOOTNOTES

(All references cited are from the

1 Genesis , 1. 1.
2 Ibid., i. 2.
3 Ibid., i. 3.
4 Ibid., I. 6.
5 Ibid,, 1. 9, 10.
6 Ibid., 1. 12.
7 Ibid., i. 26.
8 Ibid., II. 3.
9 Ibid., ill. 7.
0 Ibid,, iii. 10.

1 Ibid., XXVii. 28.
2 Ibid., XXXIii. 9.

Ing James version of the Holy Bible.)



The John in 
the Abbey
A Look at Rabelais’ 
Gargantua

Bob Hampton

In reading tebelals' Gaxgan- 
tua, one is struck by the appear
ance of an almost other-worldly 
institution at the end of the book, 
a book which surely distills a great 
deal of what one might term the 
’’world" out of human experience.
It seems somewhat similar to chuck
ling through a collection of barroom 
jokes and coming upon Plato’s Re
public at the end of the volume— 
there is that sense of disorien
tation. It also strikes me, however, 
that there is a way to correlate 
the Abbey of The I erne with the rest 
of Gargantua in such a way as to 
expose a thread of thought which 
Rabelais followed throughout the 
book. To do this, one need look 
no further than to "Friar John of 
the Funnels." John appears to be 
the only strong link betv/een the 
Abbey and the amazing antics found 
in the preceding portion of the 
book, simply because he is a major 
character in both portions. He is 
one of the most colorful carousers 
in the realm of the bottles, and is 
also the muse by whom the Abbey 
is inspired. So let us examine 
Friar John, so that the Abbey of 
The I erne can be seen as a natural 
part of the anatomy of Gargantua, 
not a transplant from some utopian 
philosophy.

Friar John serves Gargantua 
well, both as a companion and as 
a warrior, from the incident of 
John's defense of his vineyard 
onward. At the conclusion of the 
conflict with Picrochole, Gargantua 
generously rewarded his friends and 
fellow combatants in various ways. 
Taking into consideration the fact 
that John was, after all, a monk 
(though not of the common sort), 
(Sargantua offered to him the 
"charge and government" of several 
rich abbeys. John flatly refused 
this dubious boon. The remark he 
made by way of refusal is somewhat 
enigmatical at first glance, but 
it may well be the key to an under
standing of Friar John, and, perhaps.



the whole book itself. The statement runs thus: "For how shall I 
govern others when I cannot possibly govern myself? (pause) But if 
you believe I have given and can give you good service, let me found 
an abbey after my own heart.*'I

It may be well at this point to take a closer look at the Abbey 
of The I erne itself; the knowledge of its salient features may help in 
pointing out the vital connection between it and the "heart of John."
The Abbey, we are told, is a very beautiful edifice, "a hundred times 
more beautiful than Chantilly,"2 with extensive libraries of books in 
many languages. There is an inscription on the main gate at The I erne, 
the whole text of which (on account of its length, not its quality) 
is not quoted here; the import thereof is that the Abbey is pretty re
strictive about its initiates and visitors. Hypocrites, bigots, petti
fogging jurists, usurers of every stripe, and scolds, for a few examples, 
are advised in no uncertain terms that the Abbey of The I erne is not 
open to them. However, there is an invitational portion also in the 
inscription; worldlings, gallants, loyal scholars, and ladies fair are 
heartily welcomed to the new abbey. The lives of the monks and nuns 
are as pleasant as one could imagine; their apparel and quarters are 
luxurious and comfortable. There is a chapter entitled, "How those 
of The I erne were Governed in their fanner of Living." This "government" 
consists solely of one dictum, "DO AS THOU WILT." There is an explanation 
for this situation in the same chapter, which I think is worthy of 
quoting in full:

Their whole life was ordered not by law, statute, or rule, 
but according to their free will and pleasure...The only 
rule of the house was DO AS THOU WILT because men that are 
free, of gentle birth, well-bred and at home in civilized 
company possess a natural instinct that inclines them to 
virtue and saves them from vice. This instinct they name 
their honor; sometimes they may be oppressed or enslaved by 
subjection or constraint, for we all long for forbidden 
fruit and covet what is denied us. But they usually apply 
the fine forces that lead to virtue in such a way as to shake 
off the yoke of servitude.^

The principle of amity and cooperation is the cement which holds 
the "Thelemites" together. They follow each other’s whims and tendencies, 
to the satisfaction of alI involved. They are, finally, free to leave 
at will and to marry one of their number upon going. We are assured 
that such marriages are of the sort called "made in heaven." The 
Abbey’s atmosphere is epitomized in one line from the inscription on 
the gate: "...here you will find an abbey after your own hearts, 
where living is esteemed the highest of the arts."^

The Abbey, as we know, is founded after John’s own heart in the 
first place. We might examine John’s heart now, or at any rate what 
we are told of him, to find out hov; far this description runs true.
We are first introduced to John in chapter 27; the situation is one of 
war and pillage. Picrochole’s men are on the march, plundering all in 
their path. However, also in their path lies the Abbey of Seuilly, 
wherein dwells a monk "called Friar John of the Funnels, a youthful, 
gay, wide-awake, good-humored and skilful lad."5 The enemies are about



to make off with the grapes of the abbey vineyard, and John, horrified, 
returns inside when he sees this outrage taking place. He notifies 
his fellow monks of their plight, and finds them praying for protection 
from their enemies. John heartily upbraids them for this poor method 
of defense. Taking up his cudgel, he wades into the intruders. ‘’Let 
a wretched fellow seek hiding amid the densest vines and Friar John 
ripped him up the back, gutting him like a cur.”6

The fight, as we might surmise, goes to the doughty monk; the 
enemy losses amounted to 13,622 casualties, and the abbey’s wine was 
secure. The next we see of the monk is at the banquet table of Gar- 
gantua, in chapter 39. "Friar John of the Funnels, radiant, joked here, 
laughed there, the most courteous and gracious man on earth."7 John 
delights the dinner party, discoursing on such varied subjects as wine, 
hunting, the true nature of a good monk, and the various reasons for 
his possession of a beautiful nose. The gro^ then sets out to war 
again, heartened by a vigorous benedictioiy'from the courageous friar, 
who, in his haste to engage the invader^r^ unfortunately hangs himself 
on a tree. The forces of Grandgousier^nd Gargantua prevail, due in 
great degree to the determination and strategy of John. At this 
point, he is offered the abbeys.

If we are to somehow express the heart of Friar John, we might 
look at two statements, one from John himself and the other from 
Gargantua. John says, immediately before he takes on the vineyard 
raiders, "...I refuse to die. If anybody dies. I’ll do the killing."8 
Gargantua, speaking at the banquet of monks in general, says: "They 
mumble a quantity of litanies and psalms which they do not begin 
to understand...! call that flouting God, not worshipping Him. I will 
go further. So help me God, if they pray for us, do you know why?
Because they’re terrified of losing their white bread and savory stews. 
All true Christians of all classes and conditions...send up their prayers 
to the Creator...Now Friar John of the Funnels is just such a Christian 
...is he a bigot or a dissenter? No—Friar John is downright, straight
forward, happy, merry, and good company. He works hard, defends the 
oppressed, comforts the afflicted, succors the ailing and guards the 
abbey’s close."9 From these selections, a certain direction in Friar 
John emerges to our sight, one which may be stated as a definite dedi
cation to life—celebration, enjoyment, and immersion in it. If John 
does the killing, it wi11 be on Iy if his victims are acting against 
life themselves. Action, motion, and gusty intercourse with people 
are the sure signs of his presence.

So, we have examined the Abbey of Theleme and Friar John, its 
founder, to some extent. What connections may we make between the 
two? To what degree is the Abbey of Theleme faithful to the heart 
of the friar?

Life, it appears, is at the core of Friar John—life with its 
nobility and its common features as well. There is generosity along 
with ferocity, philosophy along with banter, in him. Does the Abbey 
of Theleme reflect his imprint? In the inscription, we would do well 
to recall the couplet already quoted—"...where living is esteemed the 
highest of the arts." It seems impossible to conceive of a better ex
pression of John’s spirit than such a place as Theleme, where living



itself is elevated to the status of an art. One might wonder at the 
lack of mention, in Rabelais’ description of Theleme, of such affairs 
as brawls and beer-busts, affairs at which we would expect John to 
excel. However, were John to live at his ideal abbey, the call in 
him for brawling, for instance, could reasonably be supposed to be 
much quieter; in such good company, little reason for altercation, 
one guesses, would arise. As for wine, it seems obvious that John 
was among the best of drinking comrades; and we never once, through
out his prodigious quaffing at the banquet, see him truly drunk— 
merely sociable. Surely Theleme would be quite comfortable for its 
founder.

The meaning of John’s statement, also quoted earlier, refusing 
the government of others on the grounds that he could not possibly 
govern himself, comes a bit clearer now. John is a strong expression 
of a very basic life force. Life, once it falls under a government 
beyond nature, becomes artificial and changed; it is very much a 
result and phenomenon of the natural state of affairs. Hence the 
injunction issued to the Thelemites: DO AS THOU WILT. To paraphrase 
and condense Darwin somewhat: out of the untrammeled turmoil of exist
ence come the beauty and variety that we perceive around us. The key 
to the beauty lies in the absence of restraints on the scheme of 
things, and here is the purpose of the Abbey’s sole law. Freedom 
furthers and fosters life, both in John and in the Abbey, as in nature 
itself. I like to think of the Abbey of Theleme as a Garden of Eden 
with no dietary restrictions and a founder v/ho is much more likable 
than his predecessor. Also, the inhabitants seem to stay happy longer 
at Theleme.

I have a final thought or two on Gargantua, in light of what we 
have seen concerning Friar John and the Abbey. In Hegel’s work. The 
Philosophy of History, and in Marx’ Capital, we saw respectively 
different manifestations of a dialectical process involving two distinct 
elements which result in a third, wholly new. Both men saw this pro
cess as basic to all progress and change in the world. The process 
may be stated, ’’thesis-antithesis-synthesis.” I have a notion that 
this progression is very much at the heart of Rabelais’ work. The 
Abbey of Theleme is one good example of this thread. The planning 
of the Abbey, as we see it undertaken by John and Gargantua, is done 
according to one overriding principle: to set up an abbey which is 
directly contrary to all other abbeys in all possible respects. Here 
we have a thesis (the old order of monasteries); an antithesis (Theleme) 
and a synthesis (the extension and fulfillment of life). This seems 
to me a striking anticipation of the thought of Hegel and Marx, un
obscured by a pedantic smoke-screen. In a larger sense, I feel that 
the whole book is itself an expression by Rabelais of an antithesis 
which he, perhaps unconsciously, saw as necessary in order to bring 
about the evolution by which the worlds lurch along. The old scholastic 
dogmatic set of mind may be seen as a thesis, to which the robust, 
humorous humanism expressed in Gargantua is opposed in a dialectic.
The synthesis, I think, is that flowering of learning, art, and spirit 
which we call the Renaissance. As much as Francois Rabelais might 
laugh at the idea, I think Hegel would be forced to term him a "world- 
historical figure." What Rabelais would call Hegel is subject enough 
for another essay.



FOOTNOTES

1 Francois Rabelais, Gargantua, trans. by Jacques Lee I ere. 
Modern Library edition, p. 144.
2 Ibid., p. 146.
3 Ibid., p. 154.
4 Ibid., p. 149.
5 Ibid., p. 85.
6 Ibid., p. 87.
7 Ibid., p. 113.
8 Ibid., p. 86.
9 Ibid., p. 117.
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Sequence for 
Whitsunday

Philip LeCuyer

I

Lord,
I would stand at such a door,
wrest yes all into these very fingerbones
and one time fling this fist
so wholly sore against such beams,

were it but oniy known to me 
how I might coax my tangled knot 
of bone and flesh toward forms 
so simple-faced as that door, 
how I spasmed
might beget a vibrant sound 
upon an unsouled page.

A little I ungrasp your meaning 
I am to be you mean, am to be a fool?

Dimly, in a childhood scene,
there were dry lips mumbling a distant tale
to lull my sense away, how a stone
struck absurd, stunned, babbles forth
an unfamiIiar word.



II

Why must my understanding be yet closed, 
my thoughts gnarled like coarse roots beneath a maze 
of earthly care? Mine is a dwarfish growth 
of little worth, and troubled, even crazed

each time the presence of your image stirs, 
o barefoot figure seeming to pervade the air 
as notes measured from a flute, 
merging like a sapling’s limb into brocade

of pink and white hued blossoms, ah to bloom 
as you there in a molten morning sky, 
to be infused with promises, then soon 
to feel a steady flow of pregnant time,

for voices whispered as I pass dispute
if It shall be granted me to bring forth fruit.



My exit is it seems a distraught one.
A child might contemplate a letter so, 
having opened it, but as yet scarce begun 
to say his aa-be-ce...

unwonted notes

play upon these stances I assume,
your breasts enfolded in warm sleep
impart a fragrance, pungent, private to this room,
the tips of fingers listless, spread apart

no
It is the very quiet
of fair hairs strewn upon a neck in mystic round
that paralyzes, yields no hint of where
the spell is bound, where when touched selves resound

to tell us in a syllable

the presence riddled in a sphinx’s smile 
would and would not be a longer while alone.



IV

For one who is as aged as I there Is 
the sight of burial given to the dead, 
a cofnmonplace perhaps for him whose lips 
have a graced a crucifix of stone, and read

worn phrases bound In leather and wrought gold, 
a voice that disembodied from all rage 
floats on in tones refined with care, controlled 
by centuries of grief, the brittle page

read countless times, then turned to signify 
the lowering of the casket in the earth, 
o fellow bearers of the question why 
It should be so ordained, and of what worth,

the inscribed stones bleached by the weather stay, 
these huddled mourners drift red-eyed away.



V

One two three four stiffs in a row, 
whistle wey a ley a hey nonny no, 
whistle she had cancer, he a stroke, 
before we met we danced and spoke, 
one two three...

at home there were apple blossoms In the spring, 
there's apple blossom for remembering, 
they say we mussn't let ourselves be sad, 
and kisses are for him who whistles...

one two three four wheels on a cart,
whistle through the corridors
of Mary's Bleeding Heart,
wheel the cold bodies of Jack and Joan,
they'll smell worse before I get home.



VI

When I retire into the chamber 
that was ours, and from the mild 
disorder there take up some pawn, 
perhaps a piece of rose-stained 
glass for holding flowers, 
it becomes the instrument I play upon

a music strained and twisted 
through recesses of the mind, 
emanating from behind those shrouds 
where sheer and proud 
the essence of a native glance,

idiom of an innocence in poise was etched
onto the fiber of myself, I
dazed performer of forgotten arts
can reach no more
into aethereal time and place,

whence in ghostly silences distilled
a balm of resignation,
letting the object fall, a calm.



Be as this hour, equal, a rook-cleansed shore, 
the pristine sands threaded into dusk, 
and emerald strands, loose nymph weed stems, 
whorled still into the air, the ebbed hush.

Stay fine intruder, stay and hear 
lost sea voices weave in coral spires, 
and on the sunken floor what spectres rear 
and fade again to scattered tinges of desire.

Regard the thing I am, in me suffuse
warm blood tingling in my breasts,
night's soft chill,
a si I very droplet of salt dew,
chi Id I am with Iisped chi Id’s delight

to burn blue-clear in the flame of evening's sta 
being forever near, forever far away.



VI 11

You are amusing, little colt, how you 
totter tipple Jolt with butterfly 
yoUr friend, sunshine morning’s favorite two 
playing on the green.

You piay and I, 
i shall seek the myriad ways 
that sunlight finds to forest shades 
where cowslips grow and hours 
as yellow petals falling one on one 
bemuse your springtime’s episode,

for you shall be a stallion strong and tall 
when in darkest sweetest night shades I shall 
to you, and mount as on a pedestal 
into exquisiteiy gentle rhythms,

ye I low petaIs falling onto yellow, 
my IittIe CO 11 
I want you all in ye I low.

come



IX

I thought to find you here
but they were drinking, and I too
drinking to all those faces, faces smiling
thought to smile too and then to think
of faces in the darkness at Giuseppe's place.

When it fell my glass in falling 
seemed entirely free, even as it burst.
I gazed on emptiness, on still-born dreams 
before they turned as they had been at first

to close the silence with a casual joke, 
the face near mine was flickering in a smile 
and I saw a woman rise in wine-soaked air 
feel her way along the aisle,

I heard her foot upon the stair, and then 
floating into solitude again.



X

I have seen when dark 
passes from the earth 
a cuspid rose does not mark 
the motions of her birth, 
but broods without stir, 
deepest crimsons less than air 
hidden chaste in her 
until light may find them there.



XI

Is it his iight i see, 
fisherman, fisherman, 
borne coldiy on the sea 
who was my iover?

I hoid him here within, 
does he dance
out among daystreaks on the horizon, 
is it he or some other?



I mean the osprey and the osprey's eye, 
thing impenetrable, pure pulse, compact 
with how it hovered on reflected sky, 
this fisher, how on the edge of act

the darkness in the water did not know.
Her ways were heavier, and like cross-tides 
which, ceaseless, had made her movement slow 
she wavered with it, and began to rise.

And I mean the entry of the claw, 
troutflesh on it in that instant filled 
with desolation, terror yes and awe 
of brutal clarity, which was until

death flexed the silver sides, beating against 
the even beat and beat of bloodstained white.



The Last Whisperwood Rag
Tr'IS RqjJ be ploy*^ sjowl^^

iT

Gerry Ekman 
h



,r-)-#------—T tziodoi ^ 1
. ..r / 1# J r yg# If J

r r r \ ^ r M m ' JEW p ; 1 T-----1 l-'l J 9il) i r:' ........ ^ r 1 I ifi< ^ i ^S 1 A 1[i m
i tJL * t.

if
' ' •it' 1 I } 1 # fv^ » 1 ^ Pv

--------------u--------------------------------------1-------------- ----------------------------p------------------------------------------------------------f . .J.. f i > vw J X 1 A “i:;-------^1.£1 » ...’■. .uJ .... t ------------1------ r------- 1.. F-—- - V-" F ■
-------------------------------------------------------" ^ '■ i iM--.. d. -i.............>-^.-.^-4--

,1...—r”|—J— Vr J ri)——
'9:* .

y,.,.^.,..j..,.^..fj

1%.^ J. vf
FJ.. r. . .J....±==11^=1::^—-j-----^zz± ^____ £.___ _ “tJ—L--------#----- j—

"•) ..'J:^~~F: '—IS..... ---—■' (f—.........
i f S f

/l*\ ^ A \ "i i J —
J^L-£i—i. .,.. f\..... 1 fi

iL±=^

/

.. J.-...^..4.4 - , C a ............. . . ,,.#.....,:,.ii<|. .:.j .J -- A 7 .............................. ..................j-4- (- - - - - - Lr ------------Z--------

j: r-zE£

--------------------------- ---------



Ptolemy as 
a Teacher
Robert Sacks

It is often difficult to be sure 
what a man means when he speaks or writes 
to us. The words, "There will be a full 
moon tonight," mean one thing from the 
mouth of a lover, but something else in 
a local radio weather report. One must 
know something about the soul of the 
speaker to grasp his words and yet many 
times it happens that our only path to 
the soul is through those very words 
themselves. In such a case we can only 
compare or contrast what is said in one 
place with what is said or is left un
said in another, till we reach some un
derstanding of the author, or at least 
reach some clarity about the subject 
of our own confusions, and the alter
natives open to us. I believe that 
this kind of problem may appear in the 
v/orks of Ptolemy, and in this article 
I shall try to say why that is so.

The Syntaxis is a book addressed 
to a private man, Syrus. Ptolemy 
begins by telling him something about 
the "trueborn philosophers." We are 
not told whether Syrus belonged to 
that noble race or not, but Ptolemy’s 
wording would seem to imply that the 
addressee is of a humbler nature.
Although we shall not have much to say 
about the Copern lean Revolution in the 
course of this article, such an inves
tigation might well begin by contrast
ing Ptolemy’s preface with Copernicus’ 
statement, ''mathematics is for mathe
maticians."

According to Ptolemy, the true- 
born philosopher separates the theore
tical part of philosophy from the prac
tical—the part which purely desires 
to look and to understand, from the 
part which deals with human actions— 
from ethics and politics. To this tra
ditional distinction, Ptolemy makes 
this small addition. "In spite of the 
fact that itpaCts, the way men act, 
seems somehow to be dependent on 
Seopi'a, the way in which they look at 
the world, they differ in two important 
respects. Knowing how to act well is 
within the proper domain of alI mankind, 
whereas deopiTa, which lies behind 
itpa^Ls, comes only with the time.



insight and patience that study requires.” The other distinction is that 
the theoretical sciences are progressive, whereas itpS^ts is 'fostered by 
repetition.” Ptolemy seems to mean this in a double sense; when we study 
Euclid, we begin with the axioms and go on till we have mastered Book 13, 
then we start on a more advanced work. In ethics, we grow by meeting the 
same problems over and over again.

At the end of the Preface,* and again in many places throughout the 
Almagest Ptolemy reminds us that any improvement that he has been able to 
make in the science is due to diligent application on the part of others 
who came before him; Ptolemy can account for the way things appear better 
than Hipparchus precisely because he has Hipparchus’ work to build upon.**
In making the distinction between the progressive and the repetitive 
sciences, is it not possible that Ptolemy means that with regard to the 
theoretical, each generation begins on a higher plane than their fathers 
began on, whereas each child must learn to be good all over again from 
the beginning? Ptolemy goes on to draw the following conclusions in his 
ref I ex ions:

Therefore we have judged it more befitting to arrange our deeds 
[TtpS^LsD so as to never lose sight even in the smallest thing of that 
which would contribute to the beauty and the order of our inquiry 
through the application of our imagination; and for the most part to 
use our speculation C^eopua] for the exposition of numerous beautiful 
theorems and particularly those which are called mathematical.

According to Ptolemy the distinction between the two kinds of science 
partly lay behind his decision to act in a certain way: to write a certain 
kind of book—a book which would present well-ordered theorems arrived at 
through deopiTa.

Ptolemy then divides the theoretical sciences into three groups: the 
physical, the mathematical and the theological. In what may ultimately 
appear to be a rather ironical way, Ptolemy chooses a path which super
ficially reminds one of Descartes, the way of mathematics. Both physics 
and theology have their relative advantages and disadvantages. Physics 
deals with that aspect of the world which is most immediate to our senses, 
but it is also an aspect which does not lend itself to being grasped with 
any precision or clarity. Theology while it may deal with the highest 
things is, according to Ptolemy, "in no way phenomenal or attainable." Only 
the mathematical, both from the standpoint of the thing itself and from the 
point of view of man, can be grasped with intelligibility. And only it can 
lead man to the highest things, to nobility of action. Ptolemy completes 
the Preface by stressing the importance of the work of his predecessors, 
and playing down his own achievements. The Almagest intentionally lacks

*ln Chapter 2; all chapter references will be given according to the edition 
of M. Halma, Chea Henri Grand Librairie, Rue Saint-Andres-des-Racs, Paris, 
1813. Since the Encyclopedia Britannica edition calls the Preface "Chapter 
I" one must add 'one' to any chapter reference in Book I to get the cor
responding chapter in the Encyclopedia Britannica edition, thus Chapter 2 
would be Chapter 3 in the Britannica edition.

**Book 7, Chapter I.



any revolutionary character. It Is merely the Intimate working cut of what 
has already gone before.

As Ptolemy presents his arguments concerning the spherical motions cf 
the heavens, it becomes clear that he spent a good deal of time reflecting 
upon the way in which the world might first have appeared to 1he most prim
itive of men. In the beginning there seemed to be two radically different 
kinds of stars: those whicn are always visible and those which seem to a- 
rise out of the earth in the east only to disappear iater in -i-he west.
Ptolemy indicates that it is the quasi-regularity of the second kind of 
star which first gave men the impetus to keep records of the stars, and is 
the root of the striving towards precision within the science. One might 
even say that these stars lie in back of the Babylonian endeavors in astro
nomy. Those other stars, the ones which go in perfect circles and are al
ways visible, seem to be more Greek in character since they would lead more 
reasonably to a geometrical account of astronomy. After this reflection, 
Ptolemy adds a curious statement:

And then they saw that those nearest the always visible stars dis
appeared for a short time, and those further away for a longer time 
proportionately, and for these reasons alone it was sufficient for 
them to assume this motion (the spherical movement of the heavens) 
as a principle; and forthwith to think through all the other things 
consequent upon these same appearances in accordance with the devel
opment of the science.

Ptolemy seems to indicate here that the man who first noticed that the stars 
on his most northern horizon only set for a short time, and could be under
stood as being a kind of continuation of the always visible stars—provided 
that there was an 'underneath* to the world—began the science of astronomy 
as such. For Ptolemy, the discovery that stellar motion could only be ren
dered intelligible by conceiving it to be continuous, was the only true mo
ment of human insight. The later additions of epicycles and eccentrics 
were a mere carrying through of that original insight. One might even say 
that since astronomy is the oldest of the exact sciences, Ptolemy has shown 
us not only the birth of astronomy, but also the birth of science as such.
The discovery of the 'underneath' appears to be the only revolutionary mo
ment in the science, since as Ptolemy says, "all other things follow con
sequently upon it;" but an ancient revolution is practically no revolution 
at all.

In the rest of the chapter Ptolemy outlines many of the thoughts which 
might occur to more primitive people about the motion of the heavens, and 
is rather careful to answer each objection in terms available to such people, 
as if he were trying to think through how the more advanced notions might 
have arisen. In passing, we might mention one of his speculations which may 
seem a bit odd: some ancients thought that we lived in the bottom of a 
great bowl. Perhaps some ancient spent the night camping out and settled 
down for the evening in the bottom of some lonely crater. I, a friend, had 
happened along bearing a torch; the glow of its light, as it began to creep 
over the round edge of the crater, might have struck him as the true image 
of a sunrise. Eventually someone was bound to realize that the shadows 
were all mixed up since the light would have fallen first on the opposite 
side of the bowl, but Just for the moment at least, a true act of seeing 
had taken place.



By reading the third paragraph of chapter 2, one can see that the 
arguments slowly shift fror; a less to a more sophisticated point of view.
Part of this is revealed in the fact that he begins with what one man can 
see from where he lives, and only later does he bring in the arguments 
which arise when what one man sees in one place is compared with what 
another man sees in another place. Only much later in the chapter does he 
bring up such technical considerations as refraction, the use of instruments 
and, finally, philosophical arguments concerning the nature of matter itself.

The sixth chapter is a crucial chapter, for it is there that he ar
gues for the immovability of the earth. After restating Aristotle’s main 
arguments, he presents an argument in the form of a dialogue which we shall 
have to consider with some care. Prior to the dialogue, Ptolemy admits 
that, with regard to the daily rotation, the hypothesis of the motion of 
the earth would be simpler, but he openly rejects it on the grounds of,
"what happens around us," whatever that may mean. The dialogue begins 
with the most forceful argument for the immovability of the earth. It 
would be ’unnatural’ for us to conceive of such a heavy body moving at such 
speeds and such motion would leave clouds in the atmosphere behind, there 
would be a constant wind, and all things would go rushing about. In other 
words, we would be living In a Heraclitean world. Ptolemy’s protagonist 
then suggests that it would be possible for the atmosphere to go around 
with the world, and there would be no problem. Ptolemy then raises the 
question of bodies which are in the air. The argument is again reversed 
when the protagonist suggests that those bodies, too, might go round with 
the air. Ptolemy then raises the problem of how projectiles and flying 
bodies could be seen to change their positions relative to other bodies. 
Ptolemy drops the argument at that point; but since Ptolemy is the expert 
in knowing that bodies can move with many motions at the same time, one is 
left with some doubts as to whether Ptolemy was not aware of the fact that 
the table could easily be turned again if the conversation had been allowed 
to continue.

After giving a most general description of his model of the world, 
Ptolemy completes Book I with certain purely mathematical considerations 
which need not concern us for the purposes of the present article; and 
the same thing applies to Book 2.

In the third chapter of Book 3, Ptolemy announces the fundamental 
principle of his science. The passage reads as follows:

Since the next thing is to explain the apparent irregularity of the 
sun, it is first necessary to assume in general that the motions of the 
planets in their direction contrary to the movement of the heavens 
are all regular and circular by nature, like the movement of the 
universe in the other direction. That is, the straight lines, 
conceived as revolving the stars, or their circles, cut off in equal 
times on absolutely all circumferences equal angles at the centers of 
each, and their apparent irregularities result from the position and 
arrangement of the circles on their spheres through which they produce 
these motions; but no departure from their unchangeableness has really 
occurred in their eternal way with regard to any disorder which might 
appear in the phenomena.

In the first two chapters Ptolemy had established the regularity



of the year, and derived its length in terms of days on the basis of his 
own as well as more ancient observations. He had checked the length of 
the year from spring equinox back to spring equinox, and from fall equinox 
back to fall equinox.

If we had been studious enough to compare the length of time from 
spring equinox to fall equinox, with the time from fall to spring, we, 
too, would have been worried by the difficulties which we would have 
encountered; but in Ptolemy’s exposition the problem is not openly 
presented to us until a solution can be offered. This would seem to be 
part of Ptolemy’s gentility with regard to our natural sensitivity. He 
had, of course, mentioned other irregularities earlier such as the 
irregularity of the planets, but those were irregularities with which we, 
the more common man, were already familiar. It goes without saying that, 
when he lays down the goals of his science, that is to say, the conditions 
under which an irregular appearance would have been reduced to intelligi
bility, he makes no mention of the equant. Though his words at this point 
have been interpreted by some to include that possibility, the goals are 
certainly made to appear as simple as possible to the beginner.

Here the difficulties, which were not made explicit when Ptolemy 
chose the middle path between physics and theology, arise. There might 
be more than one mathematical hypothesis capable of explaining the motions 
of the heavenly bodies. The middle way, though it provides a more solid 
and precise grasp of the universe, one which establishes a foundation for 
the noble life, is no more of a way toward truth than the other two.*

Ptolemy’s introduction to his account of the moon, given in chapter 2 
of Book 4, is in sharp contrast to his account of the sun. As we remember, 
chapter 3 of Book 3 began: ’’Since the next thing is to explain the 
apparent irregularity of the sun...” Ptolemy had made no mention of 
any irregularity prior to that statement, and the two theories—the 
epicyclicai and the eccentric—are both laid out in full detail before 
we are presented with the complete account of the difficulties concerning 
the motion of the sun. In chapter 4 he begins by presenting us with the 
full account of the kinds of problems we will meet before the solutions are 
given. We are allowed to fret and worry, and perhaps to think through 
certain problems in a way in which we were not invited earlier. This 
time he not only allows us to see the problems more fully, but allows us to 
spend some time seeing the natural but false starts made by some of his 
predecessors before he presents his own solution. Of course, as he himself 
points out, the data have been sorted out by him, and presented in such 
a way that we can almost grasp the solution before he presents it. Although 
the real art, that is the art of sorting the data, is hidden from our view, 
we can almost begin to participate in the Ptolemaic endeavor. This double- 
edged way of teaching will become rather critical in Ptolemy’s exposition of 
the outer planets.

Ptolemy’s account of the planets begins in Book 9 with the statement

*There is a difficulty In the English translation which may lead the reader 
to some confusion on this point. While Ptolemy often praises men by calling 
them truth-loving (dXn^i^s) he never speaks of the true position of a heaven
ly body, but only of its precise (dxpigils) position. Unfortunately the 
English version uses "true” as the translation for both words.



of the order of the planets. There he accepts the order given by the 
ancient astronomers, according to which Venus and Mercury are below the 
sun, and Mars, Jupiter, and Saturn are above the sun. Within the geo
centric framework there exists no scientific way of determining the order 
of ihe planets. Ptolemy points out that the more modern astronomers place 
Mercury and Venus above the sun but that he follows the way of the more 
ancient astonomers according to whom Venus and Mercury are below the sun. 
But this reverence for antiquity is strange from the mouth of the man who 
claims to be working within a progressive science. One may, however, note 
that, curiously enough, the order presented here, given the transposition 
of the sun and the earth, turns out to be that order which would be 
required by the heliocentric theory.

Ptolemy's description of what Hipparchus had done and had left undone 
in his treatment of the planetary motion seems to be not only a clear 
account of the way in which the sciences progress but also gives us some 
indication as to the things which Ptolemy praises and blames. Hipparchus 
is praised as being zealous after the truth precisely because he refrained 
from offering an account of the heavens which would not be fully adequate 
to the task. The earlier astonomers (no doubt he has in mind people like 
Eudoxus who discovered the hippopede) were satisfied with giving an account 
of the kinds of motion one perceived in the heavens even if this account 
did not agree precisely with the phenomena. Eudoxus’ theory accounted for 
the retrogradation of the planets in terms of strictly homocentric spheres. 
From the point of view of Aristotelian science, in the most formal sense 
of the word, Eudoxus has accounted for the kind of thing we are likely to 
see. Ptolemy’s insistence upon precision led him to break with Aristotle 
on the most fundamental question posed in De Caelo. In De Caelo Aristotle 
derives the three possible kinds of natural motion—up, down and around— 
from the fact that motion may either be with regard to the equal, the 
greater or the less. Bodies which move so that the distance from the 
center remains equal go around the center. Bodies which move so that the 
distance becomes less, go to the center. They are the heavy bodies such 
as the earth. Bodies which move so that the distance becomes greater are 
the light bodies. When Ptolemy introduces the epicycle he tacitly rejects 
the possibility of any a priori account of the world in favor of a more 
precise account of the world. Since more than one hypothesis can account 
for the appearances, the desire for truth can best manifest itself in the 
desire for accuracy.

The account of the inner planets is rather straightforward. They wan
der back and forth around the sun, hence they can be understood to move on 
an epicycle whose center moves according to the mean position of the sun. 
Since there is an apparent change in the radius of the epicycle we must as
sume that the deferent is not concentric with the earth. Further investi
gation reveals that the center of the actual path of the planet is not the 
same as the center around which equal arcs are made in equal times, but in 
fact the center of the path is actually midway between it and the earth.

The account of the outer planets does not proceed quite so smoothly. 
From the data it is relatively easy to notice the peculiar fact that the 
cycles of anomaly plus the number of revolutions of the star in any time 
period is equal to the number of solar years. In order to begin his inves
tigation of the outer planets Ptolemy must be able to isolate the several 
anomalies and account for them one by one. He tacitly assumes that if the



position of the planet is sited when the planet is in opposition to 
the mean position of the sun the effect of the epicycle will be nullified. 
In the data which he has presented, there seems to be ample ground for as
suming that if this happened to be true once it will always be true, but on 
the other hand there is no indication as to how Ptolemy knew it was ever 
true. From the appearances he knows that It is only roughly true, but his 
leap is curious given his love for precision. The truth of the proposition 
would, of course, be obvious and even trivial given the heliocentric 
hypothesis.

Book 12 is devoted to an account of the theory of retrogradation. At 
this point he chooses to mention the history of the development of the 
epicycles. It was originally intended to account for a manifest inequality 
obvious to all. The planets sometimes stand still in there path as meas
ured by the background of the fixed stars, and sometimes even travel in a 
direction contrary to their normal behavior. Ptolemy states in general the 
conditions under which this appearance can occur given the hypothesis as 
outlined in the previous books, and then adds the following comment:

If the anomaly relative to the sun is taken care of by 
the hypothesis of eccentricity (this can be done only in 
the case of the three stars capable of any elongation 
from the sun), with the eccentric center carried eastv/ard 
about the ecliptic center...

There are two peculiarities in this paragraph: first of all, given the 
fact that Ptolemy was so meticulous in the earlier book about showing the 
equivalence of the epieye Meal and eccentric hypotheses it is very peculiar 
that at no point does he give any demonstration that the theory of the 
moving eccentric would account for the phenomena. Stranger still is the 
fact that he waited until the end of his account to reveal his second hypo
thesis instead of presenting it back in Book 9 along with his general ac
count of the planets. But the most peculiar part of it all lies in his 
statement that the hypothesis of the moving eccentric can only be applied 
in the case of the outer planets. Ptolemy was to good a craftsman not to 
be aware of the fact that could be easily adapted to fit the case of the 
inner planets as well.



If in Fig. I, c be the earth, and Pj and P2 be two positions of the 
planet, and D and E be the tv/o positions of the center of the moving ec
centric, in either case the motion of the moving eccentric v;ill be equal 
to the sum or difference of the star's speed and the speed of the epicycle. 
The only real distinction between the t'wo cases is whether the mean sun 
happens to follow the line CB or the line CD. The interesting thing to 
note is that in these later passages Ptolemy brings up the case which could 
direct us towards heliocentricity while denying the case which would tend 
to lead us in the other direction.

From the works of Archimedes and Plutarch it is evident that several 
of the ancients had the concept of heliocentricity. It is also evident 
from the works of Plutarch and Seneca that the teaching of such a doctrine 
was politically dangerous for the writer. We however do not wish to stress 
that because there are other much more important matters which may be at 
stake. Schiaparelli is perfectly right in saying that the reason there 
was no ancient who evolved the Tychonian hypothesis is that once it can be 
seen that all of the planets can be understood to be rotating about the 
mean position of the sun the transition to heliocentricity is, mathemati
cally speaking, a trivial matter for any eleven-year old school boy. 
Although it is true that Ptolemy’s moving eccentric is not fully worked out 
in terms of the equant, Ptolemy could certainly have done so in spite of 
the fact that the transition is a bit more complicated than it appears at 
first glance. The main question is whether Ptolemy's reticence concerning 
the hypothesis of the moving eccentric is intended to turn our eyes away 
from, and thereby to turn our eyes toward, such a possibility—and, if so, 
why?

Ptolemy began his work by pointing out the distinction which the 
philosophers make between theory and practice. This distinction turned 
out to imply the distinction between the progressive and the repetitive 
sciences. One way of reading this distinction is to say that man, though 
he can arrive at and formulate more adequate and more intricate sciences, 
does not necessarily progress politically or morally.

Today when one considers both the blessings and the dangers which 
befront us because of the possibilities opened up by modern science it 
is almost old-hat to wonder whether it was wise to undertake the modern 
endeavor. If human nature is such that modern medicine, v/ashing machines 
and airplanes—which are the fruit of the spirit of invention—necessari ly 
bring along with them the inventions of greater war materials, one is 
forced to raise the question which Plato may have indicated in the 
Critias: is the scientific undertaking a wise undertaking if the poli
tical and ethical life of man cannot thereby be improved? If this 
question is implicit in the beginning of Ptolemy's thought one might 
anachronistically pose Ptolemy’s problem by asking whether it is possible 
to foster the spirit of inquiry without fostering the spirit of invention. 
To pose such a question would mean to give up a great deal, and yet 
considering the threats of atomic warfare posed by the modern world, may 
not one be allowed to investigate such a possibility?

In the history of science it is commonplace to speak of the 
Copern lean Revolution. Let us not ask ourselves why this took place but 
rather the more simple question: what difference does it make? Why 
should the Copernican Revolution be singled out as the transition to



modern science?

To begin with the motion of the sun, and to add an epicycle two 
chapters later, means that the pre-scientific experience of the common 
man forms an adequate foundation for the scientific, no matter how that 
might be modified and qualified by later investigations. Ptolemy’s 
patient discussion in the first chapters concerning the most primitive 
views of the world, and the primitive insights which led beyond those 
views, greatly helps the reader in the transition from the pre-scientific 
view of the world to his science. Conversely, if one looks forward from 
Ptolemy, there is no proof or table in the Almagest which does not find 
an obvious counterpart in the heliocentric universe. If one is to 
take Book 12 as pointing to such an hypothesis, none of the earlier 
work will have been in vain.

For Copernicus, and the whole of modern science in general, there 
Is a gulf between the pre-scientific point of view and the scientific 
point of view. Old wives' tales no longer serve as a foundation. The new 
foundations are supplied by science itself. Consider the extent to which 
the discoveries of Cantor, In a v/atered-down form, have been used in some 
of the less successful presentations of the new mathematics, even to first 
graders. If any attempt is made to popularize science, it is done by put
ting, In deceptively simple words, insights which arose because sophisti
cated questions had already been raised.

Ptolemy's solution to the problem raised at the beginning of his 
book seems to be that science may go where it will so long as it does 
not set itself up as a radically different authority independent from 
the whole of the human endeavor. In defense of Copernicus, it might 
be suggested that the content of the natural view of the world had in 
his eyes become petrified into the scholastic and could no longer serve 
as a true foundation.

Supposing for a moment that this admittedly bizarre interpretation 
of Ptolemy's intention is correct, can we at best be thought of 
as having done anything more than making a feeble attempt to lock the
barn door five hundred years after the horse was stolen? And yet
it may be that an attempt both on the part of the scientists and lay
men to understand the truly human roots which gave rise to science, in 
the sense of seeing the problems which were visible within the old hori
zon which gave birth to the new horizon, may lead to greater unity be
tween the practical and the theoretical sciences. I have in mind, for
example, the difference between Einstein and Eddington as expositors of 
the new science. Eddington is quite masterful in making one at home with
in the new world, but one is left awed, and never knows how he arrived 
there. Einstein, on the other hand, is always fully conscious of those 
problems which could have been apparent to men on the scene before him 
and lets us see them so that the scientist no longer becomes a master 
of illusions and hence a master of our minds. In other words, the 
solution may be to continue the work begun by Ptolemy in his first 
chapters. Even if this is no solution, and no way out of the 
modern entanglement, then it may still be the case, as was once said, 
that ’’Sometimes it helps to be able to answer the question, 'what was 
it that hit me?"*



The
Archimedean 
Point and the 
Liberal Arts

Curtis Wilson

The subject of the lecture is, in 
accordance with tradition, the iiberal 
arts, liberal artistry. And I wish to 
point out, to begin with, that these 
words *'art” and "liberty" are difficult 
words; they do not designate anything 
you can point at with the index finger; 
they belong, not to the order of motion 
and perception, but to the order of 
action and idea. They are, as I shall 
try to explain later on, dialectical 
words. And the question arises, how 
are such words to be defined? Where 
should one begin? What standpoint 
should be taken in setting out to de
fine these words? These are not merely 
theoretical questions; wars are fought 
between those who understand words I ike 
"liberty," "Justice," "right," "obliga
tion," in different ways.

Archimedes, the mathematician, is 
said to have said: Give me a fixed 
point on which to stand, and I shall 
move the world. He was referring, of 
course, to the power of the lever; to 
the law according to which two forces 
applied to the ends of a lever will 
balance one another if the ratio of the 
forces is the same as the inverse ratio 
of the lever arms. All that Archimedes 
requires, then, is a fixed pivot or ful
crum, a lever of extraordinary length, 
and a place to stand, and he will be 
able to move the earth.

This claim would not be stated in 
quite the same terms by modern scien
tists, beginning with Newton; I shall 
not go into the modifications required, 
but oniy state that they are required 
precisely because, in a sense that is 
both real and figurative, man has now 
discovered the Archimedean point, the 
point outside the earth, the knowledge 
of which permits us to unhinge the 
earth. And this point, being a place 
to stand, is also a standpoint from 
which man attempts to view himself.
Kafka somewhere says that, while man 
has discovered the Archimedean point, 
he uses it against himself; that it 
seems that he was permitted to find it 
only under this condition.



Modern science, beginning with the Copernican or heliocentric theory, 
is a return to Archimedes, and was so regarded by its founders, particu
larly Galileo. Copernicus discovers in the sun the fixed point from the 
standpoint of which the earth moves. He looks upon the earth as though he 
were actually an inhabitant of the sun. He iifts himself, by an act of the 
mathematical imagination, by means of ratios and geometrical diagrams, to a 
point from which the earth and its earth-bound inhabitants can be viewed 
from the outside.

The Archimedean point is shifted yet once again, or rather made infi
nitely mobile, when Giordano Bruno announces the infinity of the universe. 
What is characteristic of the thought of Bruno is the fact that the term 
"infinity” changes its meaning. In classical thought the word "infinity" 
is understood negatively. The infinite is the indeterminate, the boundless; 
it has no limit or form,, and is inaccessible to human reason, which lives 
in the realm of form. But according to Bruno the word "infinity" no longer 
means a mere negation of form. It means rather the immeasurable and inex
haustible abundance of the extended universe, and the unrestricted pov/er of 
the human intellect, ^ten no longer lives In the v/orld as a prisoner en
closed within the narrow walls of a finite ordered cosmos. He can traverse 
the air and break through the imaginary boundaries of the celestial spheres. 
The human intellect becomes aware of its own infinity through measuring its 
powers by the infinite universe.

Einstein has insisted that we may assume with equal validity that the 
earth turns around the sun or that the sun turns around the earth; that both 
assumptions are in agreement with observed phenomena, and that the differ
ence is only a difference of the chosen point of reference. Thus, the Ar
chimedean point is moved a step farther away from the earth to an imaginary 
point in the universe where neither earth nor sun is a center. We are no 
longer to be bound even to the sun, but move freely in the universe, choos
ing our point of reference wherever it may be convenient for a specific pur
pose.

This shift of standpoint, from the earth to a point outside the earth, 
received a certain kind of corroboration in Galileo's telescopic discover
ies, the discovery of the moons of Jupiter and of the phases of Venus.
These discoveries di^ ii,a -fr uf/i of the Copernican theory; theories
are never pro—'J* only confirmied. And in fact, if we accept the theory of 
EinstpJri, we can no longer ask about the truth of the Copernican theory, for 
+he Archimedean point becomes infinitely shiftable. But for those of Gali
leo's contemporaries v/ho already accepted the Copernican theory, his tele
scopic discoveries were a confirmation of the power of the human intellect, 
which by means of man-made instruments and mathematical theories, can free 
itself from the earth, and break down the age-old barrier between the sub
lunar and the celestial spheres.

One cannot fail to note, in the v/orks of Kepler and Galileo, a certain 
exhilaration, a sense of the power of the human mind. According to Galileo,

...the understanding is to be taken in two ways, that is, in
tensively, or extensively, that is as to the multitude of In
tel I igibles, which are infinite, the understanding of man is 
as nothing, though he should understand a thousand proposi
tions; for a thousand in respect of infinity is but as a cypher:



but taking the understanding intensively, I say that human 
wisdom understandeth some propositions so perfectly, and is as 
absolutely certain thereof, as Nature herself; and such are the 
pure Mathematical sciences, nam.ely. Geometry and Arithmetick: 
in which Divine Wisdom knows infinite more propositions, be
cause it knows them all; but I believe that the knowledge of 
those few comprehended by human understanding equalleth the di
vine, as to the objective certainty, for that it arriveth to 
comprehend the necessity thereof, than which there can be no 
greater certainty.

By mathematics Galileo understood implicitly the science of physics, 
since the book of nature, as he says, "is written in mathematical charac
ters." For both Kepler and Galileo, man becomes a god, travelling through 
space, able to calculate for his own displacement, and so to arrive at 
knowledge which, intensively considered, is perfect.

I shall not attempt to retrace the vicissitudes of this scientific 
faith through the last three centuries. It would be a complex story, I 
would even say a dialectical story, a romantic biography, as it were of a 
recently deceased friend. The aim was to express qualities through figure, 
to substitute a geometrical configuration for each primordial quality, to 
explain all things by figure and movement considered as situated in an in
finite matrix of time and space. The doctrine of atomism was part and par
cel of this scientific faith, the notion of an inert matter or stuff cut up 
into tiny shapes. But it was soon found necessary to attribute occult qua
lities to the matter of the atoms, mysterious dynamic qualities like gravi
tation, and the atoms were gradually transformed beyond recognition. The 
geometrized space of Galileo has become with Einstein a symbolic space-time 
matrix. The development of theoretical structures has been constantly in a 
direction away from the simple geometrical object, which the mind’s eye can 
see with the certainty that it is there. Einstein has to deny that at a 
definite present instant all matter is simultaneously real. Whatever theo
retical physics is talking about today, it is not something which is imagi
nable with the eye of geometrical imagination. I am told that you can learn 
the fundamentals of quantum mechanics in about six months; then it takes an
other six months to understand that you understand it, though you cannot im
agine what the theory is supposed to be about. The tension between the em
pirically given and the imaginable on the one hand, and the content of theo
retical physics on the other, has increased to the breaking point. The mir
ror of nature that scientific faith endeavored to build has been shattered, 
and the scientist finds himself looking straight out into the unknown.

Already in the seventeenth century the new conception of the world— 
the world as viewed from the Archimedean point—had given rise to a reaction 
of doubt and fear. "The eternal silence of these infinite spaces frightens 
me," says Pascal. Pascal’s distinction between the esprit de geometrie and 
the esprit de finesse is directed against the geometrical and astronomical 
view of the world. The geometrical spirit excels in all those subjects that 
are capable of a perfect analysis into simple elements. It starts with axi
oms and from them derives propositions by universal logical rules. Its ex
cellence lies in the clarity of its principles and the logical necessity of 
its deductions. But, Pascal would say, there are things which because of 
their subtlety and variety defy the geometrical spirit, which can be compre
hended, if at all, only by the esprit de finesse, the acute and subtle



spirit. And if there is anything which thus defies the geometrical spirit, 
it is the nature and mind of man. Pascal holds that contradiction is the 
very essence of human existence. Man has no "nature," no homogeneous being; 
he is a mixture of being and non-being. His precarious place is midway be
tween these poles.

The discovery of the Archimedean point produced a crisis in man's know
ledge of himself. Self-knowledge has almost always been recognized as the 
highest aim of philosophic inquiry. It is impossible to penetrate into the 
secret of nature unless one also penetrates into the secret of man. The 
discovery of the Archimedean point demanded that man view himself from a 
totally alien standpoint, that he understand himself ultimately in terms of 
geometrical figure and the impact of atoms. The seventeenth-century philo
sophers were fully aware of this crisis, and attempted to meet it in differ
ent ways. But the most obvious and crucial step, which was already implicit 
in the Copernican shift of standpoint, was taken by Descartes: the removal 
of the Archimedean point into the mind of man, so that he could carry it 
with him wherever he went, and thus free himself entirely from the human 
condition of being an inhabitant of the earth.

Descartes says: 1 think, therefore I exist; or: I doubt, therefore 
I exist. Beginning with the idea of universal doubt, he concludes that 
there must be something which doubts, which thinks; and this something is 
what he is. He identifies himself as a mind, a thinking thing. And this 
thinking thing is the fixed and immovable point from which all must be de
rived, the existence of God and of other minds, and of things which have 
extension or occupy space. Descartes himself recognizes the connection of 
his thought with the Copernican revolution, for he states that if the earth 
does not move, then all of his doctrines are false.

Unfortunately the Cartesian removal of the Archimedean point into the 
mind of man fails to assuage the Cartesian doubt. Descartes' argument, 
cogito ergo sum, I think, therefore I exist, is faulty. For as Nietzsche 
pointed out, it ought to read: cogito ergo cogitationes sunt, I think, 
therefore there are thoughts. It does not establish the existence of a 
something which thinks; it can only end with what it begins, namely think
ing. And the questioning and doubting remain; universal doubt, not in the 
oenco of Hie Indefinite possibility of doubting things one by one as they 
occur in thought. And so one becomes a question to himself, asking who he 
is—which is one sort of question—and what he is, which is another sort 
of question.

Both the successes and failures of the scientific revolution have re
sulted in an anarchy of thought with regard to the nature of man. The Ar
chimedean standpoint leads to theories of man in terms of impulses, forces 
which are analogous to mechanical forces, the sexual instinct for Freud, 
the economic instinct for Marx. But the different theories contradict one 
another. No age previous to ours was ever so favorably placed with regard 
to the empirical sources of knov/ledge of human nature, and yet never was 
there so little conceptual agreement. And it becomes the task of modern 
man, if he is to avoid the piecemeal response of dissipation, and the one- 
track response of fanaticism, to inquire once again into the being that he 
is, and that he can become.

I make a new start, not from the Archimedean point, but right in the 
middle of things.



And let me begin this time with the obvious, with the observation that 
man is a linguistic animal. He speaks; also, he uses writing as a substi
tute for speech. The word "linguistic” is derived by a metaphorical exten
sion from the word for a bodiiy organ, the tongue. The tongue is used in 
articulating the voice. The Homeric epithet for men was oi y^poites avdpto- 
tiol; ydpoites is from yep^Co), the verb meaning to divide; and the phrase 
means those who divide or articulate their voice.

This does not, of course, tell us what a language is, or in particular 
what human language is. A chimpanzee can articulate most of the sounds 
used in human speech; his tongue and lips can be used to articulate sound 
in the same way as the human tongue and iips; but he is not a linguistic 
animal in the same sense as man is. The chimpanzee uses gesture and voice 
to express rage, terror, despair, grief, pleading, desire, playfuiness, 
pleasure; he expresses emotions. Man also utters cries expressive of dis
tress, pleasure, and so on, but these interjections, as they are called, 
are quite frequently vocal signs borrowed from the language of theology.

Man articulates his voice with the conscious intention of signifying, 
or sign-ifying, something to somebody. The notion of a sign is, ordinari
ly, wider than that of language. With respect to the relation between sign 
and thing signified, we can distinguish three kinds of signs. First, in- 
dexical signs, or indices. Here the sign is causally connected with that 
which it signifies; thus smoke is a sign of fire, because it is produced by 
fire; the direction of weather vane is a sign of the direction of the wind, 
because the direction of the weather vane is determined by the direction of 
the wind; and the position of a speedometer needle indicates the speed of 
the automobile, because it is causally connected with the rotation of the 
wheels. Secondly, there are iconic signs, or icons, which are significant 
of something to somebody because they are similar to that thing in some re
spects. Examples of such signs are photographs, replicas, geometrical dia
grams, images of every kind. Finally, there are conventional signs, often 
called symbols; and under this heading fail most of the words of human lan
guage. Symbols are all those signs which are signs only because they are 
interpreted as such by some organism or mind; there is no other connection 
between sign and thing signified, as there is in the case of indices and 
icons.

Sometimes the word "language" is taken in a broad sense, as any set or 
system of objects or events which are significant for some being, or which 
are such that certain combinations of ftiom are meaningful or significant 
for some being. In this case, we should have to Include as special cases 
the language of looks and glances, the language of the bees, and the lan
guage of the stars.

The incredible navigation feats of migratory birds, such as the white- 
throated warblers which migrate between northern Europe and Africa, have 
been shown recently to depend on celestial navigation, a reading of the 
stars as indexicai signs of latitude and longitude. The experiments were 
performed in a planetarium, and it was shown that during the migratory per
iod the birds decide, on the basis of the look of the sky and an inner time 
sense, exactly in what direction to point in order to be aiming toward 
their destination. If they are so far put off course as to have, say at 
midnight, the midnight appearance of the Siberian sky over their heads, 
they know In what direction to point in order to regain their course.



The language of the bees, on the other hand, consists in significant 
actions which are mostly iconic. As the researches of von Frisch have 
shown, a honey bee that has returned after successful foraging for food 
goes through a strange and complicated dance, and this dance is so de
signed, by the direction of the step and the tempo, as to shovi to the 
other members of the hive both the direction and distance of the find.

None of these systems of signs is strictly comparable to human lan
guage, which differs in essential respects. But all of them consist of 
signs, and a sign is a very special sort of thing, which v/ould not come 
into focus if we stood at the Archimedean point.

Wherever there is a sign, there is a relation which is at least tri
adic in complexity, that is, a relation which relates at least three 
things. The sign stands to somebody for something. The something may be 
called the object of the sign; but it should not be supposed that the ob
ject is always, or even ordinarily, what we call a physical object or 
thing, something that is spatially bounded, capable of existing for a 
stretch of time, and movable. The object of the sign is just whatever the 
sign signifies, which might be redness or horizontaIity or justice. The 
somebody, human or not, for whom the sign is a sign, interprets the sign 
as signifying the object; or we may say that the sign produces in this 
somebody an interpretant or thought. Thus the three things related in the 
sign-relation are (I) the sign, which will be a physical object or event 
in any particular case; (2) the object, or thing signified; and (3) the 
interpretant.

A triadic relation, such as we have in the sign-relation, cannot be 
reduced to any sum of dyadic relations, that is, relations relating two 
things. Dyadic relations can be diagrammed by means of a letter with two 
tails, thus: -R-. It is understood that something has to be written in 
at the ends of the tails, to indicate the two things related. Hitting is 
a case of such a dyadic relation, as when we say "a hits b.'- Triadic re
lations, on the other I hand, have to be diagrammed by means of a letter with 
three tails, thus: . An example of such a relation is the giving in
volved when John gives the book to Mary; the giving is a relation between 
three things, John, the book, and Mary. Similarly a sign signifies some
thing to somebody.

Now it is easy to show that the combination of dyadic relations only 
leads to further dyadic relations; for instance, by combining the relation 
"uncle of" (-U-) with the relation "cousin of" (-C-), we only obtain the 
relation "uncle of cousin of" (-Li-C-) or "cousin of uncle of" (-C-U-); and 
the diagram shows that the combined relation has only two tails. There
fore triadic relations cannot be built up out of dyadic relations. Hence 
the sign-relation is not reducible to anything involving only dyadic rela
tions. As a consequence, no theory about the world which seeks to account 
for everything in terms of dyadic relations, such as we have in the impact 
of atoms or gravitational attraction, is adequate to account for sign-re
lations. Lucretius, for instance, is wrong.

Now given the irreducibiIity of signs to things which are not signs, 
we have yet to advance another step before we reach the level of human 
language. We have, in the first place, to understand the distinction 
between a sign which is a signal or operator, and a sign which is a



designator or name; between a sign which serves as stimulus to a motor re
sponse, and a sign which serves as an instrument of reflective thought.
Man is a naming animal.

Human language is characterized by a freedom of naming. Man can 
divise a vocal name for anything that he can identify or distinguish as 
being, in some way, one. This freedom of naming depends, for one thing, 
on the manifoldness of the sounds which the human voice can produce and 
which the human ear can distinguish; and it depends for another on leisure 
and reflectiveness. Among peoples whose mode of life grants them little 
leisure, the naming of things may be very restricted; thus Malinowski found 
that among the Trobrianders of the South Seas there are no special names 
for the various trees or bushes v^hich provide no edible fruit, but all of 
these are alike called by a name we may translate "bush." When leisure 
intervenes, however, the reflective botanist or zoologist, or In general 
the reflective namer, makes his appearance, and nothing is safe from being 
named, not even the Nameless, which after all has that name.

The identification that goes with naming is like the drawing of a 
circle, which separates all that is outside the circle from all that is 
inside. Among the words which name, I include adjectives and verbs as well 
as nouns, for all such words have the general function of identification, 
of signifying something that is, in some way, one. Corresponding to every 
adjective or verb there exists, or can be invented, a corresponding noun; 
in English, for instance, we frequently turn adjectives into nouns by ad
ding ness, and verbs into nouns by adding tion. All such words are called, 
traditionally, categorematic terms. And the key to the categorematic terms, 
the k^y noun or noun of nouns, is "monad" or "unit," which Euclid defines 
as that in accordance with which each of the things that are is said to be 
one; and which was so defined by the ancients as the form of forms, eL6c5v 
el6os.

The categorematic terms are of different sorts, depending on the kinds 
of thing they designate. Some of the things they designate can be simply 
located in space and time, and others cannot.

There are, for instance, terms for simple qualities like "red," "bit
ter," "shrill." The awareness of such a quality, considered by itself, is 
unanalyzable and incommunicable; it Is just what it is and nothing else. I 
can never know that my neighbor's awareness of the redness of the curtain 
is the same as mine; if he uses the words "red" and "blue" on the same oc
casions as I do, this only means that his classification of colors corres
ponds to mine. The identification of qualities by name presupposes acts of 
comparison and classification.

There are names for physical objects: "horse," "chariot," "Hektor."
A physical object has unity insofar as it is bounded in space, persistent 
for a stretch of time, and capable of moving or being moved. It is identi
fied as an invariant within a spatial and temporal framework. The charac
ter of the spatial framework is determined by the character of possible 
motions. Motions are reversible, so that one can return to his starting- 
point; and motions are associative, so that one can change direction, add 
motion to motion. In other words, motions form what mathematicians call a 
group of operations. The character of possible motions implies that space 
is homogeneous, that it constitutes a uniform background against which



physical objects can manifest their unity and invariance, that is, their 
boundedness, persistence in time, and mobility.

There are names for materials, such as gold and water, and names for 
such strange beings as rivers and streams; whatever a stream or river is, 
it is something you can step into twice, though the water is never the same.

There are names for happenings, events, motions; running, grasping, 
twisting, leaping, coronation, assassination.

All the kinds of name I have mentioned so far designate things that 
can be pointed at. But the meaning of such words cannot be defined simply 
by pointing; pointing by itself is totally ambiguous; if the pointing is to 
be understood, something else must be understood at the same time. For in
stance, we have to understand that it is a physical object that is meant, 
or a color, or a shape, or a material, or a motion. The tree is not only a 
tree, but is green-leaved, tall, branched, and so on. In whatever direc
tion one points, there is manyness, plurality of aspect.

All such naming, then, presupposes and implies an act of comparison 
and classification, the isolation of something from a matrix or background 
of possible meanings. Man is an animal who compares, finds ratios; he is 
a rational animal.

There are names for things which cannot be localized in time and space, 
names like "law," "liberty," "art," "nature," "justice," "knowledge," "wis
dom." Such words belong, not to the order of perception and motion, but to 
the order of action and idea. We ascend here to a new level which, once a- 
gain, is not discernible from the Archimedean point. These words cannot be 
defined through classification, through specification of genus and differ
entia. They are polar or dialectical words, which take up their meanings 
in relation to the meanings of other words of the same kind. The word 
"freedom" presents different facets to the word "tyranny" and to the word 
"slavery"; and any one of these words requires the services of the others.

Most if not ail of the dialectical words are borrowed from the realm 
of the corporeal, visible, and tangible; the original reference is forgot
ten, and only the metaphorical extension survives. Both the Greek word 
6LJtn, justice, and the Chinese word i, morality, originally meant a way of 
life, that is to say, a particular way of life. But there are many ways of 
life, and the adjudication between rival opinions requires a universal mean
ing. The universal is then grasped in the particular. The definition of 
the dialectical words depends on representative images or anecdotes, like 
the Hobbesian state of nature or the state constructed in Plato’s dialogue 
The Republic.

In all cases, naming involves the location of a kind of commonness, 
law, regularity, invariance—something on the basis of which one might 
classify or predict. And in all cases the commonness, law, regularity, in
variance, makes its appearance in a matrix of relations. Whenever anyone 
has managed to grasp such an invariance or regularity or commonness, he has 
thereby in some measure released himself from the tyranny of diversity. As 
Aristotle says, the soul is so constituted as to be capable of this process. 
And he adds that it is like a rout in battle, stopped by first one man mak
ing a stand and then another, until the original formation has been restored.



The human freedom of linguistic formation is not limited to naming. 
Human language Is combinatorial; it permits the combination of sign with 
sign to form a complex sign called the sentence, the proposition, the af
firmation or denial, or—to use the Greek word—the Adyos. In order real
ly to say something, one must say something about something. The funda
mental type of expression with complete or independent meaning is the sen
tence; a meaning is completely specified only if it is imbedded in an af
firmation or denial, something that could be an answer to a question.

Words which. In a broad sense, name or identify, can be answers to 
questions. They have a certain possible completeness of meaning, which 
becomes actual when they are uttered in a context of other words or in a 
non-verbal situation which serves to specify the way In which they are be
ing used. The single word "fire," for instance, may have very different 
meanings depending on the situation in which it is uttered; whether, say, 
by a neighbor whose house has caught on fire, or by an artillery officer, 
or by Pascal in his study, in an attempt to express a theological truth.

Or to take a case where the context is verbal: the meaning of the 
word "man" in the sentence "Some man is a liar" is not entirely the same 
as its meaning in the sentence "Man is mortal," and is different again 
from its meaning in the sentence '“Man is a species." In "Man is mortal" 
the word stands for all things which it is capable of signifying, all men 
who were, or are, or will be, this man and that man and so on. In "Man is 
a species" the word stands for a certain nature which it signifies; and it 
is not possible to descend to individuals, to assert that this man or that 
man is a species. In "Some man is a liar," the word "man" stands not for 
all things it is capable of signifying, but only for an indeterminate in
dividual, this man or that man. We may say in general that while any cat- 
egorematic term is capable of signifying, the precise way in which it sig
nifies is determined by its use in an assertion, a sentence.

Every sentence contains, besides categorematic terms, other signs 
which are called sincategorematic signs, words like "if," "with," "by," 
"the," "is," "every," "because," "not," and signs which consist in inflec
tional endings or word order. These signs are not names; they determine 
the range of meaning of other terms, or the mode of connection of terms in 
sentences; they express instrumentality, the modalities of the possible or 
probable, tense, negation, conditionality, and so on. In translating from 
one language to another, these signs present the greatest difficulty, for 
they are most likely not to translate into a completely analogous form in 
the second language. The conditional "if," for instance, can be expressed 
in German by a mere inversion of the order of subject and verb; Greek and 
Latin can express the instrumental "by" and "with’' by means of case endings 
of nouns; and Latin somehow—though not very happily—manages to get along 
without a definite article. Nevertheless, we can expect that any adequate 
language will supply the connective and determining functions in some way.

The crucial sincategorematic sign is the sign of assertion itself. In 
the Indo-European languages this is supplied by the finite verb form; the 
verb has, in addition to its function of naming or identifying, the func
tion of indicating that something is to be affirmed of something. In Chin
ese there is no verb "to be," and instead there is a IittIe particle yeh 
which may be translated "indeed." Thus one says "Tail long indeed," mean
ing The tail is long, and "Boat wooden-thing indeed," meaning Boats are



made of wood. The particle yeh may be taken as an epitome of the business 
of the sentence, to assert or declare.

There is, then, a freedom of linguistic formation in human language, 
freedom in the formation of names and sentences. And this freedom extends 
to the subject-matter of language itself; we can talk about language, use 
language to describe language. This peculiar atop-the-atopness is charac
teristic of human capacity. Thus we can make machines which make tools, 
which are used in turn to make machines. And according to Kant, man is the 
only animal who can make signs of signs; the only animal that has a hier
archical or self-reflexive language. And it implies also that he can be
come aware, as by a sidelong glance, of his own linguistic activity, and 
raise it to the level of conscious artfulness, liberal artistry.

Because of the triadic relation between the sign, the object, and the 
thought or interpretant, we can distinguish three branches of linguistic 
artfulness. Grammar wiI I deal with linguistic formation, with the condi
tions which any sequence of signs, and in particular any sentence, must 
satisfy if it is to be meaningful. Logic will deal with the conditions 
which any sequence of signs must satisfy if it is to be true of any object, 
and in particular with linguistic transformations which preserve truth, 
with the derivation of one sentence from another in such a way that if the 
first sentence is true of any object or objects, then so is the second. 
Rhetoric will deal with linguistic transformations that are persuasive, 
with the conditions under which one thought or interpretant leads to an
other in the mind of the interpreter. The focal topic of grammar is the 
sentence; of logic, the argument; of rhetoric, the trope or figure of speech

Grammar has to do with the conditions of meaningfuI ness, or conversely, 
with the avoidance of nonsense. Meaninglessness or nonsense is to be dis
tinguished from absurdity. A word heap like king but or similar and is mean 
ingless, and so is Gertrude Stein's A rose is a rose is a rose, unless a com 
ma be inserted after the second occurrence of "rose”; an expression like 
round square or All squares have five corners, is absurd or countersensicaI, 
though meaningful. The avoidance of nonsense is the business of grammar; 
the avoidance of absurdity is the business of logic.

Grammar has to do with the recognition and distinction of forms and 
modifications of meaning which any adequate language must be capable of ex
pressing, the existential sentence, the hypothetical antecedent, the generic 
sense of a common noun, negation, the plural, the modalities of the possible 
and probable, past, present, and future, and so on. If a language is to 
mirror truly, in its verbal materials, the various kinds of possible mean
ings, then it must have control over grammatical forms which permit the giv
ing of a sensuously distinguishable '’expression' to all distinguishable 
forms of meanings. Different languages may differ with respect to their 
adequacy. It is the task of the grammatical art to see through the grammat
ical forms of particular languages to essential distinctions of meaning, and 
to the ways in which meanings may be combined so as to result in the com
pleted meaning of the sentence.

Logic is concerned with relations between sentences, with transforma
tions of sentences yielding new sentences, in such a way that if the orig
inal sentences be true of any objects of thought, then so are the derived 
sentences. Wherever logic is being employed, the logical function will be



expressible in terms of a sequence of sentences, of which one or more will 
be regarded as antecedent, and one or more as consequent.

Among sentences, some are denials or contradictions of others; in 
fact every sentence has a denial, and the denial of a denial is the same 
as the original sentence denied. Everyone who cares to speak or assert 
anything has to take it as a rule that a given sentence cannot be both 
truly affirmed and truly denied; on pain of contradiction, we say, he can
not affirm and deny something of something at the same time and in the same 
respect. This principle, called the law of non-contradiction, cannot be 
proved. Anyone who dares or cares to deny it cannot be talked with without 
absurdity, for his denial would imply a denial of his denial. He is, as 
Aristotle says, no better than a vegetable.

There are sentences which are consistent or compatible with one an
other, so that one can be denied or affirmed without our having, on pain of 
contradiction, to affirm or deny the other.

And there are sentences which are related as antecedent and consequent 
where the affirmation of the one requires us, on pain of contradiction, to 
affirm the other. In this case, the antecedent is said to imply the con
sequent.

Implication always depends on sincategorematic words, words which do 
not name, but which connect or modify the meanings of names, words like 
'‘and," "or,' "if-then," "all," "every," ''some," and so on. For instance, 
if p and q are two sentences, and if I assert the sentence ''If p then g,'' 
and also assert the sentence "p,'' then I am forbidden on pain of contradic
tion to deny the sentence "g." Or if A, B, and C are objects of thought, 
and if I assert that all A is B, and that No B is C, then I am forbidden on 
pain of contradiction to deny that No A is C.

In all applications of logic there are signs—either categorematic 
terms or sentences—which occur vacuously; all that is required of them is 
that their meaning should remain seIf-identicaI. The implication depends 
solely on the connective and determining words, the sincategorematic signs.

The logical art enables us to pass from sentence to sentence, to draw 
out the consequences of what has previously been asserted, to construct the 
tremendous deductive sciences of mathematics and theoretical physics. An 
omniscient being would have no need for such an art, but man is a discur
sive animal, who can only pass from truth to truth in some consecutive 
order, in time.

Rhetoric has to do with the ways in which one thought leads to an
other. As rhetorician, one Is concerned with linguistic transformations 
which occur in daydreams and reveries, in jokes and poems and myths, in 
the formation of opinion, in the coming about of discoveries and insights. 
While the task of logic is to look through signs, so to speak, toward the 
self-identical character of objects of thought, the task of rhetoric is to 
look through signs toward the polar character of thoughts.

Every identification of meaning involves the drawing of a circle which 
includes and excludes. Every sentence involves affirmation or negation.
The fundamental polarity in thought is that between same and other.



There is an ancient Pythagorean table of opposites, contrarieties, 
polarities; odd-even, unity-plurality, right-left, male-female, rest- 
motion, light-dark, good-bad, and so on. These polarities rest not only 
on the law of contradiction, but on the polarized character of man’s life, 
the erotic character of his linear voyage through time and space. The 
other polarities become invested with Eros, the desire for pleasure, for 
honor and power, for community, and for knowledge.

Wherever there are poles, there are tropics. The word "pole” comes 
from the Greek word itdXos, meaning pivot. Wherever there are pivots, one 
expects to find something that turns; and the Greek word xponos, from 
which we derive the word "tropic,’' means a turning. Thus the tropics of 
the earth turn around the poles. Wherever there are polar oppositions of 
terms, one may expect to find what are called tropes, that is turns or 
figures of speech, similes, metaphors, metonymies, ironies.

In the fifteenth book of the Iliad, there is a point at which Hektor 
is seeking to break the ranks of the Achaians, but is unable, we are told, 
for they endured like a tower, "just as a rock in the sea endures despite 
wind and waves." The rock in the sea is a simile, of course, for the en
durance and courage of the Achaians. The polarity here is between man and 
rock. I read into the rock the human endurance, and then I turn around 
and read into the human endurance the steadfastness of the rock. I look 
at each from the standpoint of the other; I use each to obtain a perspec
tive of the other. The movement is from man to rock and back to man. I 
obtain an echo of man from the rock.

As I pointed out earlier, the words for moral notions and for the ac
tivities of the mind are derived by metaphor from words for visible or 
tangible things and motions. Poetry involves a regaining of the original 
relation in reverse, a metaphorical extension back from the intangible in
to a tangible equivalent. It involves the discovery of what T. S. Eliot 
calls an objective correlative of the interior life; that is, the finding 
of a set of objects, a situation, a chain of events, which will be the 
formula of a particular feeling or thought, so that when the external 
facts are given, the feeling or thought Is immediately evoked.

Modern science can also be viewed, on the theoretical side, as a gi
gantic trope or series of tropes, a series of models or images whose mean
ings are drawn out by logical inferences. Thus one may conceive electric 
current after the analogy of a river, or electric oscillations after the 
analogy of mechanical oscillations, and other aspects of electricity sug
gest other metaphors which in turn acquire corresponding mathematical for
mulation. Modern mathematics and mathematical physics overlies a mass of 
disjunct imagery which it does not appear possible to unify; instead, im
agery is used dialectically to transcend imagery. In successive stages of 
formalization.

Finally, let me not fail to mention the trope of irony, the dialecti
cal trope par excellence. Irony Is an elusive trope; its essence lies in 
simulation or dissimulation,in the use of the tension between what appears 
and what is. It can be savagely or gently mocking, but it also contains 
the seeds of humility. When Newton (the hymn-writer) sees a criminal being 
led to the gal lows and says "There but for the grace of God go I," he is 
not congratulating himself on not being a criminal; he reads himself in the



other and the other in himself, and the irony lies in this peculiar combi
nation of "yes’" and "no," as these two are connected by means of the God- 
term. When Socrates says "I know that I do not know," he combines affir
mation and denial in such a way as to produce a peculiar transcendence. 
Irony is here the net of the educator.

The possibility of irony rests on the tension between what appears and 
what is. Man exists at the horizon between appearance and Idea; his being 
is an intermediate, a metaxy, as Plato would say (to yetaCO). And the task 
of education, starting in the middle of things, is to use the appearances, 
the images, the names and the sentences, to produce a development toward 
hierarchy and wholeness which uses all the terms.

I have but a few more words to say. Man is a being who is constantly 
in search of himself; this is the human condition. Socratically speaking, 
he is a questioning animal, a being who, when asked a rational question, 
can give a rational answer. So questioning and responding, both to himself 
and others, man becomes a responsible being, a moral being. In the image 
of the Republic, the movement of dialectical or dialogical thought, as 
guided by Socratic irony, is upward, from darkness into light, from parti
ality to wholeness, from appearance to intellectual vision. The Socratic 
irony produces a transformation of terms, a hierarchy, a perspective of 
perspectives, in which the contradictions of political life, and of the 
soul which is an inner political life, are resolved by becoming hierarchi
cally related to the idea of knowledge. The Socratic irony punctures pre
tense, and points beyond, to the unity of knowledge and to the great dia
lectical interchange which has yet to be carried out.

F.K.F.


