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first, DE:DF comp. CA:AG,:upright:transversse,
second, pllg AP =.gnomon AHJ.

The first follows from the proportion DE:DF :: AU:AN,
since AU:AN comp. AU:AB, AB:AN, and since AB:AN :: AC:AG, therefore
DE :DF comp. CA:AG, uprightrAU:t:ansyerseIAB.

The second is showh' in 4 steps: _
1. Since pllg NP = pllg GH (by congruent trianglés) therefore
pllg MP = pllg GAQ. |
2. But pllg GQ = pllg AL (since GN=AG),
3. and pllg AL = pllg IM (pllgs about dia.), ,
4. therefore pllg IM = pllg MP, and gnomon AHJ = pllg AP. Q.EfD.'

Since all these steps are’convartible,vthe generalization‘of 1.12 is

proved from I.41 by writingvthis_ppéof backwards.
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ANALOGY AND UNDERSTANDING

Robin Smith '68
Freshman Prize Essay
(Ssanta Fe)

[The quotations from the Republic in this paper
are mostly from Paul Shorey's translation. How-
ever, I have occasionally made slight alterations
to suit myself.]

Part I

Probably the most commonly used - and, indeed, the most effective -
means of explaining is the analogy. Analogy, generally speaking, ex-
plains the unfamiliar and unknown by means of similar things which are
familiar and known and which have the same relationships among them-
selves as the unfamiliar things. Unfortunately, this definition tells
us that analogy explains the unfamiliar and unknown in terms of familiar
and known things which are analogously related, for "in the same re-
lationship" may be considered synonymous with "analogously.” How, then,
does analogy create any understanding of some matter? The answer to
this question seems to be contained in the Republic, in the three impor-
tant comparisons of the sixth and seventh books: the simile of the sun
and the good, the analogy of the divided line, and the allegory of the

cave.

The simile of the sun is introduced at 506E as an account of "what seems
to be the offspring of the good and most like it." Socrates describes
the good in this indirect manner because he fears the insufficiency of
his powers for a direct description: ". . . I fear that my powers may
fail and that in my eagerness I may cut a sorry figure and become a
laughing stock." However, Socrates has just finished describing the
corruption of philosophic natures and how the philosopher is useless -
in fact, ridiculous - in existing society. Glaucon will later exclaim
at the extreme to which Socrates' comParison goes, "Heaven help us,
such a hyperbole!" ( ”Aﬁto)\)\ov.; da Lﬁ’é%ffgg)‘ﬂg ). What is to be made
of the laughability of Socrates and of the philosopher?

The answer to this question is not immediately forthcoming. However,

let us examine this simile which Socrates is offering. 1In setting it



THE COLLEGTA AN
of St. John's College
Annapolis, Maryland
and
Santa Fe, New NMexico

January-February 1966

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Error and Sense Deception in Descartes'
Moditations . + = & Jorkieirer te 5 - & —n Rebertiilicht;

65

A Generalization of Apollonius I. 11-13 . . John Steadman, Tutor

Analogy and Understanding . . . . .Robin Smith, '68 (Santa
Boamital By o L et 0 s e e e e s sNeranics Soul
Poams. « « &« 4« « o « ¢ s o & ¢« = » James Nensch,

Poem (Greek and translation) . James Liljenwall, '68 (Santa

The Son of God as Word . . . . . . . . John Wetlaufer,
De Bellis Caelestibus . . . . . . . . .Pheme Perkins,
Wolf and the Shepherd . . . . . . . .Jonathan Aurthur,
A Midsummer Night's Dream . . . . . . .Margaret Rottper,

Apollinaire's Le Pont Mirabeau . . . . . . .David Long,

Susan Roberts . . . . . . . .« .« o Editor
Sally Rutzky . =
Deborah Schwartz .
Vida Kazemi. . . .Associate Editor in Santa Fe
Paul Bllswang, T.m.0.6 » » « s =« =« Art Editor
EvaBranrh . . . . « . . o Faculty Adviscr

Associate Editors in Annapolis

Cover drawn by Paul Ollswang '66

Fe)
'66
Y67
Fe)
'67
'66
'68
'66

'66

Page

53
56
67
68
70
72
83
84
90

95



ERROR AND SENSE DECEPTION
IN DESCARTES' MEDITATIONS

Robert Licht '65
~ Honorable Mention
Senior Thesis 1965

Preface

It is not our intention in this thesis to reveal the possible paradoxes
in Descartes' Meditations. Rather, our effort has been directed to an
attempt to bring to‘light one significant end for which the Meditations
was written. To accomplish this we Founq it necessary to undertake a
somewhat laborious analysis of certain arguments, mainly in the fourth
and sikth meditations. For this reason, our argument for the most

part is a kind of discontinuous comméntary. This is unfortunate since
the continuity* depends mainly on the continuity of the text of the’
Meditations. Therefore, as an aid for the reader we have placed page-
and paragraph raferences in the_;eft—hand margin of those sections whic

1) -

has been used throughout, except where refarencaé are made to the FrencH”

2)

tively number the pafagraphs of the fourth and éixth meditations of his

COpY.

deal with the fourth and sixth méditations. Since the Dover edition

and Latin editibh » the reader is respectfully réquestad to consecu-

* * * * * * * * * * * * *

", . . s6 soon as I had acquired some general notions

concerning Physics . . . I observed to what point they
might lead us, and how much they differ from the prin-
"~ ciples of which we have made use up to the present

time, I believed that I could not keep them concealed
without greatly sinning against the law which obliges
us to procure . . . the general good of ‘@ll mankind.
For they caused me to see that it is possible to at-
tain knowledge which is very useful in life, and that,
instead of a speculative philosophy . . . we may find
a practical philosophy by means of which, knowing the
force and the action of fire, water, air, the stars,
heavens and all other bodies that environ us . . . we

* of our argument ,

1) Philosophical Works of Descartes, Vol. I, Trans. by E. S. Haldane
7 G.R.T. Ross, 1931 ed., Dover Publications, N. Y.

2) Meditationes De Prima Philosophia-Meditations Metaphysigues, Latin
text with French translation of the Duc de Luynes; 5% ed., ‘Librarie
Philosophique J. Vrin, Paris, 1960




can . . . employ them in all those uses to which they
are adapted, and thus render ourselves the masters and
possessors of nature. This is not merely to be desired
with a view to the invention of an infinity of arts and
crafts which enable us to enjoy without any trouble the
fruits of the earth and all the good things which are
to be found there, but also principally because it
brings about the preservation of health, which is with-
out doubt the chief blessing and the foundation of all
the other blessings in this life."”

-Discourse on the Method of Rightly
Conducting the Reason, p. 119,
Dover edition

Introduction

It is hardly possible to discuss, or even mention, Descartes' Meditations
without referring to the "problem" of doubt. We are not so original
that we have found a new path, without doubt, into the Meditations. In-

deed, we begin, openly, with doubt.

The plan of this work is simple. In this introduction we make some general‘
observations about the first two Meditations with a view to laying the
groundwork for the arguments that follow. Our main considerations are
doubt and its origin and limitations, then ceftainty, and finally, the
cogito. We then proceed to a discussion, in'some detail, of the fourth
Meditation and its arguments on the subject of error, and then a similar,
but more extensive discussion of the sixth Meditation. We close with
various conclusions about certain arguments, and some discussion of the
implications of others. While we have not here examined closely the dif-
ficult and important arguments of the third and fifth MQditations, we
have not neglected them either. Uhere relsvant we refer to particular
arguments that they coﬁtain. Further, we haVe preFacéd pur discussions
of the fourth and sixth Meditations with some considerations of their
“place” in the work, which has entailed some attéhtion to the third and
fifth. 1If the objection were raised that the Meditations cannot be fully
understood without reflection on the third and eépecially the fifth, we

would not disagrse.

Doubt and Its'Drigins gnd Limitations

"But it may be that although the senses sometimes de- ot (0. .o ;
ceive us concerning things which are hardly perceptiblse, - O ;




‘or very far away, there are yet many others to be met with
as to which we.cannpot reasonably have any doubt, although
we recognize them by their means. . . And how could I
deny that these hands and this body are mine, were it not
perhaps that I compare myself to certain persons, dsvoid
of sense, whose cersbella are so troubled and clouded by
the violent vapours of black bile. . ." - (p. 145)

This passage contains both the immediate origins and the limitations of
doubt. It doss not contain the purpose of doubt, which is bound up 'with
its opposite, certainty. It is a question of appearances, The deepest
origins of. doubt however, do lie primarily in its opposite, for the pur-
pose of the Meditations is clearly stated in the opening paragraph:

"« « + I must once for all seriously undertake to rid

myself of all the opinions which I had formerly accepted.

« ¢ » if I wanted to establish any firm and permanent

structure in the scisnces." = (p. 144).
Again, it is a question of appaarances. Having discovared that many of
his Former oplnlons are false, mhlch he once held as true, and that he
had accapted as most true those he had "laarnad either from the sensas,
or through tha senses" (p. 145) he is 1nc11ned to doubt the sanses. For

his senses have, in the past occas;onallx_dacelved him about appearances,

"and it is wiser not to trust entirely to anythlng by mhlch we have once
been dacelved." (ibld). Thus the immediate origins of doubt are in the
knowiedga that he has, in the past, been dacaived by his senses. Cer-
tainly,'although the particular decaptiona of sense are not specified,
other than things, "which are hardly parcaptlble, or very far away",
they cannot, on the face oF it be vary serious, that is, so serious as
to disrupt significantly tha course of his life. 0On the other hand, it
is reasonable to assert that "it is wiser not to trust antirely“ to
things that have once deceived us. But if we considar the end in view,
that is, the desire for certalnty, then we may justlfy alavatlng doubt
to a more serious p091tlon. This "slevation” is to ralsa doubt to a
rule: ", . . reason already ‘persuades me that if ought no lass carefully
to withhold my assent from matters which ara not antlrely cartaln and
indubitable than from thosa which appear to e manlfestly to be false."
(ibid). But, in elsvating doubt we must not forget its limitation -

he is not mad, he does not " eny that these hands and thls body are mine."



Thus we have the immediate origin of doubt in the fact that his senses
occasionally deceive him. And this doubt is limited for, in the world

as it appearé to me "normélly,“ that is of things which are neither
"hardly perceptible" nor "very far away” there are many other sensations
"as to which we cannot ieasonably have any doubt.” But the deeper origin

of doubt becomes a powerful lever.

In the search for certainty, the fact that the senses deceive us takes

on a new significance:
". . . owing to the fact that the destruction of the founda-
tions of necessity brings with it the downfall of the rest

of the edifice, I shall only in the first place attack those
principles upon which all my former opinions rested." (p. 145)

Methodolpogical Doubt and the Search for Certainty

We have stressed the humble origins of doubt for reasons which will be-
come important as we proceed. . However, the fact that the senses deceive
us, if only occasionally, is at first a tool for the discovery of cer-
tainty, and in the end, deeply revelatory of nature. As a tool, doubt
supplies us with two rules to carry forward the program set out initially.
The first is to "withhold assent” from all opinion, and the second, tu‘
consider as false all opinion, that is in the least doubtful. With this
beginning Descartes proceeds to apply doubt as a method for the sake of
certainty. Two conclusions at which he arrives are (a) that thers "are
no certain indications by which we may clearly distinguish wakefulness
from sleep. . ." (p. 145), and (b) that it is possible that God is a
deceiver. From (a) he draws a further twofold conclusion, namely, that
in sleep his ideas "are but false delusions" (ibid) (when we dreém) but
that even so the ideas "are like painted representations which can only
have besn formed as the counterparts of something real and true.” (ibid)
And, although a painter can paint fantastic imaginary figures, he must
derive the parts from something "real and true" although the form may
nowhere exist. But we are dreaming and thus the appearance of things

in our dream do not come directly from our senses and, on that level at
least, we cannof be certain that the appearances represent anything real

in form.



", . . although these general things, to wit, a body, eyss,
a head, hands . . . may be imaginary, we are bound . , . to
confess that there are at least somes other objects yet more
simple and universal which are real and true. . ." (p. 146)
And this is true of "all those images of things which dwell in our thoughts.”
(ibid).,ﬂfnthesa "objects . . . more simple and universal" than the
. appearances "pertains corporeal nature in general, and its extension,
figura; of extended things, their quality or magnitude and number . . .

. also the place . . . the time which measures their duration,” etc. (ibid)

The twofold conclusion of (a) is, therefore, that there seem to be two
classes of ideas; the composite, of which appearance is formed, and the
""hore simple and more universal" i.e., (to anticipate) the ideas of
nature that correspond to mathamaﬁics. He then alludes to the dubious
étate of the natural sciences "which haﬁé as their end the consideration
of composite things," (p. 147) comparing them with the mathematical
sciences "which only treat of things that are very simple and very
general without taking great trouble to ascertain whether they are
actually existent or not, contain some measure or certainty and an
element of the indubitable" and the truths of which are certain "whether

I am awake or asleasp.” (ibid) -

Implicit in this conclusion, which is admittedly lacking in demonstration,
is the greater part of the arguments  in the rest of the Meditations.

Here on one side we have the appearance of composite nature brought to
the mind through the senses, which appearances are at least doubtful

”:and hence without certainty. 0On the other we have the certain, necessary
ideas of mathematics, to which the composite appearances in their ele-
 ments conform. This latter is the first account oflthe certain and

necessary.

-However the second conclusion (b), that God might be a decsiver is far
more powerful, for His deceptiuh might be so persuasive as to deny the
very certainty of mathematics. As the more powerful ‘argument, it promises
the'most,devastating,attaﬁk ppléhe'Poundations of his opinions. There-
fore, to that end he assumeé;ihat God is

"some evil ‘genius:not less powerful than deceitful (who)
has employed his whole energies in deceiving me; I shall



consider that the heavens, the earth, colors, figures, sound
. « o are nought but illusions and dreams of which this
genius has availed himself in order to lay traps for my
credulity; I shall consider myself as having no eyes, . . ."
(p. 148)
What remains to him, however, is a rule: He may suspend his judgment.
We must stress that this radical doubt of all sxistence is a method
which he assumes ("I shall. . . suppose," etc.) Although he may require
of himself, for the sake of knowlsdge, an absolute suspension of be-
lief, common experisnce, in which the senses occasionally deceive us,
does not make that demand:
", « . nor will I esver lose the habit of deferring to them
(common opinions n. b.) . . . so long as I consider them
as they really are, i.s., opinions in some measure doubt-
ful . . . and at the same time highly probable, so that
there is much more reason to belisve in than to deny
them." (ibid)
The balance. of this passage asserts what we have stated above, that
universal doubt is assumed (". . . for certain time pretend (emphasis

added) that all these opinions are entirely false.")

Certainty and the Cogito

The gquest for certainty soon ends in the cogita. Even if there is an
evil deceiver, "he can never cause me to be notHing so long as I think
that I am something.” (p. 150) But, he asks, what is this existence
now that all body is denied? He considered that he; in the past, con-
ceived of himself as being nourished, moving ("walking"), sensing,
which wers "attributes of soul." But, nourishment and movement are
attributes of body, and sensation alsc cannot occur without body.
Thinking alone cannot be separated from self. Therefore he exists, but
"just when I think." Therefore, he is a thinking thing. As a thinking
thing ". . . it is very certain that the knowledge of my existence
taken in its precise significance does not depend on things whose exis-
tence is not yet known to me." (p. 152) Further, a thinking thing is

“, . . a thing which doubts, understands, conceives (intelligens),

affirms, denies, wills, refuses, which also imagines and feels (sentiens.")

(p. 153) Now, previously sensation, or "faeling"'could not occur



Mwithout body," (p. 151) and yet, in the above description of the

faculties or attributes of a "thinking thing," sensation is present

(and significantly last in the list, in the original as well as the
translation.) Therefore, since the "knowledge of his existence" does
not depend on things whose existence is not'yet known to him, and that
means the knowledge of body, the cass for sensation is ambiguous.

Descartes then considers the case for sensation:

" « » I am the same who fesels (santis). . « Who perceives
certain things, as by the orgens of sense (emphasis added,
n.b.) sinece. in truth I see light, I hear noise, I feel
heat. But it will be said that these phenomena are false
and that I am dreaming .". . still it is at least quite
certain-that it seems to me that I can see light, etc. . .
That cannot be false; properly speaking it is what is in
me called Feellng (sentire); and used in this precise
sense that is no_other thing than thinking.” (p. 153)

There follows the famous example of the wax (p. 154) which we shall not

' concern ourselves with, other than to note the conclusion:

"But what is this piece of wax which cannot be understood
excepting by (the understanding) of mind? It is certainly
the same that I see, touch, imagine, and finally it is:

the same which I have always believed it to be from the
beginning. But what must be particularly observed is that
-its perception is neither an act of vision, nor of touch,
nor of imagination, and has never been such although it may
have appaared formerly to be so, but only an intuition of
the mind, which may be imperfect and confused as it is at
‘present, according as my attention is more or less directed
to the elements which are found in 1t and of which it is
composad v (p. 155)

The example of the wax is for the sake of an examinatlon nf the senses.
The end of that examination is to discover what can be known with cer-
tainty. Descartes doss not conclude that the wax is not known at all,
but that the "perception" falls into two categories: "the clear and
distinct" and the "imperfect and confused." ‘It is a matter of the
aggearance.. What arises from the sensation is an idea, and in that
‘sense it is guite clear that it is mind which perceives. But implicit
here in the‘tw0 categories of perception are two categories of ideas.
If we recall (p. 146) what we have characterized as the first account
of certainty (see above, p. 4), the direction of the mind "to the

elements" of the wax, by which means its perception is "clear and



distinct" is to regard the wax as an object of mathematics. This is,
of course, at ths center of Descartes' arguments in the Meditations,

and we will have much occasion to return to it.

However, the discussion of the wax does not clear up the ambiguous
status of the faculty of sensation, which, on the one hand, is a mode

of thought and thus a part of "thinking essence" (to anticipate a

later definition) and, on the other, is intimately connected with body.
The difficulty is deepened by the idea that knowledge of his existencs
“taken in its precise significancs" cannot depend on the existence of
anything muhose existence is not yet known to one." (p. 152) 1In its
'precise significance, then, his existenée, as he can know it, is de-
pendent wholly on mind. The "lever" of doubt has established that he
can separate in fhought, the idea of body, and in separating it, in

no way jeopardize the certain knowledge of his existence. Thus, it
might be argued, as Descartes sventually does, that mind is indépendent,
and hence distinct from body. But the "realm" of mind, of cogito, since
it includes all thought, necessarily includes all the faculties of
thought that have ideas arising from corporeal objects. Sensation, as
a modes of thought, is obviously most directly related to body: "one
cannot feel without body." (p. 151) " Hence the ambiguous situation of
this faculty.

Examining the problem a littls more closely, we find that the problem
of sensation is intimately related to the above mentioned division of
the categories of perception, or of ideas: ". . . bodies are not
properly speaking known by the senses or by the faculty of imagination,
but by the understanding only. . ." (p. 157) The categories of per-
ception reveal a distinction among the faculties, and this distinction
is not merely that mind may be understood as made up of faculties, but
that there is a real ‘cleavage" betwsen the understanding, which be-
comes a faculty of innate ideas, and which is the source of all certain
knowledge, and the other faculties. Since our theme is the deceptions

of sensation, we will return to this discussion.




The "Place" of the IVt Meditation

Certain developments which Descartes' thinking has undergone before the
IVt meditation must be noted. As we saw in our introduction, the cogito
includes all faculties of thought, Separated from the cogito, by the
method of doubt, is all corporeal nature. Further, we noted there the
implicit beginnings of a distinction among the ideas of mind. 1In the
IiIrd Meditation, among other considerations, Descartes begina an exami-
nation of his ideas, now explicitly dividing them into categories. Con-
sidered from the viewpoint of the first two Meditations this represents
an examination of the cogito as regards its various faculties and the
ideas associated with them. From the point of view of the IVY Meditation,
the distinctions among tha ideas, and 1mp11c1t1y, among the faculties,
become Fundamental underlylng assumptlons. Before considering the-
“placa" of the IV ﬂeditatlon more closely, let us examine certain
passages from the IIIrd '

"Now as to what concerns ideas, if we consider them only

in themselves and do not relate. them to anything else

beyond themselves, they cannot properly speaking be false. . .

We must not fear likewise that falsity can enter into will

and into affections, for although I may desire evil things,

or even things that never existed, it is not less trus that

I desire them. Thus there remains no more than the judg-

‘ments which we make, in which I must take the greatest care

not to deceive myself. But the principal error and the

commonest which we may meet with in them, consists in my

Jjudging that the ideas which are in me are similar or

conformable to the things which are outside me. . ." (p.159-160)
But of all his ideas all are not all of equal status. "Some appear . . .
to be 1nnate, some adventltlous, and others to be formed s s BY

myself £

And considering "those' ideas which appear to me to proceed from certain
ob jects that are outside me" he inquires into "the reasons which cause
me to think them similar to these objects," and finds that he is

"taught this lesson by nature” and, further, that the ideas do not de-
pend on his will (both these considerations will become important in the
VIY Meditation). The "objects" here referred to are the ideas that

arise from sense: *I feel heat, and thus I persuade myself that this
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feeling, or at least this idea of heat, is produced by something which is

different from me."

Although nature seems to teach him that the ideas of objects outside of
him conform or correspond to the objects, he motes that

the "teachings of nature" are different from the "light of nature." By
the former "I merely mean a certain spontaneous inclination which impels
me to believe (emphasis added) in this connection.” But the light of
nature is what enables him to recognize that the idea is true. "But
these two things are very different; for I cannot doubt that which the
natural light causes me to believe to be true as, for example, it has

shown me that I am from the fact that I doubt.” (p. 160)

This distinction, between the teachings of nature, and the light of
nature, represents a distinction among the ideas in mind, which con-
tinues the discussion begun at the close of the preceding Introduction.
The distinction is based upon the idea of necessity:
"and finally, though they (the ideas of objects, n.b.) did
proceed from objscts different from myself, it is not a

necessary consaquence that they should resamble these."
(emphasis added) (p. 161)

Therefofe, we find that the cogito contains two basically different
kinds of ideas. (It contains more, apparently, but the basic distinc-
tion among the ideas is our present concern,) On the one hand there
are ideas which the light of nature causes us to recognize as true. On
the other, there are the ideas of objects which nature teaches us to
believe conform to the objects, The former ideas are characterized by
necessity, or certainty, and the latter by a belief that they indeed
represent things as they really are. But, in this latter case, there is
no necessity in the judgment. This distinction among the ideas of

mind leads to a consideration of the distinction among the faculties.
As noted in the Introduction, the cogito, or soul, or thinking thing
"is a thing which doubts, understands, affirms, denies, wills . . .
which also imagines and feels." (p. 153) The cogito is, initially, all
the (thinkable) faculties of thought, and they are, through doubt,

distinguished primarily from body, from the world.



1
As we ses, there is a progression in the meditations from this first
separation (NMeditations I and II) to a consideration of the differences
among the ideas and faculties, in the IIird Meditation. The crucial

distinction between ideas of rational necessitx,and’ideas of "corporeal

nature" underlies the discussion of error in the succeeding discussions.

Further, the realm of ideas of rational necessity is the understanding

or Faculty bf "pure intellection,” and this realm contains the innate
necessaryvideas - of mathematics and certain " common notions'" initially,
and ultimately of qu. Already, looking back on the doubt of the first
two MGditations, we see a developing twofold treatment of corporeal nature
in Descartes. That is, the methodological doubt originally postulated
will become, because of the distinctions émong ideés.devgloped beginning
in the I1Ird Meditation, in the fifth and sixth'MBditatidné, and idea

put forward as a real doubt. That is, the suspension of belief in the

first Meditation, occasionéd by a need for a method to attain certainty,

will be misrepresented in the last as a serious consideration based upon
the lack of certaihty‘in our judgments. But it is our cﬁntention as
noted previously that, in that sense, Descartes does not doubt the
existence of the material world, rather, as we shall show it is the idea
or appearance of the world that is held in doubt as to whether it repre-
sents nature as it really is. This latter idea is the distinction we

will show in its development, commencing in the IV Meditation.

To return to our discussion of the'"placaf_of the IV Meditation, and
how it follows the IIIrd, the above mentioned distinction among ideas
may also be characterized as the distinction between the true and the
rfalse. For, as Deéqartes states: "The principai error ; . . consists
in my judging that the ideas which are in me are . . . conforhable to
the thingslﬁhich afe outside me."” (p. 160) The error in judgment is
intrinsically related to the distinction as regards necessity in” ideas,
as we shall discuss shortly. However,iDéscartes mentions a further
falsity, material falsity, which is,‘in par@, the sub ject of the sixth
Meditation, but which, in the end, has a common ground with error in
judgment.

"For although . . is only in judgments that falsity,

properly speaking, or formal falsity can be met with; a

certain material falsity may . . . be found in ideas, i.e.,

when those ideas represent what is nothing as though it
were something.”" (p. 164)
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This falsity has its ground in a still further distinction among the
ideas i.e., as between those ideas of corporeal objects which it is
possibls to perceive clearly, i.s., as the objects of pure mathematics
(e.g., extension, length, etc.) and those which "ars thought by me with
so much obscurity and confusion that I do not sven know if they are

true or Félse" that is, whether they are "the ideas of real objects

or not."” The former category is, of course, problematic since it
represents a meeting ground of innate mathematical ideas and perception.
But the latter category, for our purposes in the discussion of the IVt
Meditation, is understood as the realm of the ideas among which judg-
ment erroneously chooses, i.e., of formal error. This is only to

repeat what has already been sstablished at the outset of the Meditations,
but in a slightly different guise, namely the deceptions of sense. In
the present instance the ideas are so confused that it is not possible
to tell what, if anything, the idea represents. But the case of
mistaking the square tower for round is rooted in the same kind of

falsity, as we shall show.

Before proceeding with the analysis, one further argument from the IIIrd
Meditation should be added:

"By the name God I understand a substance that is infinite
(eternal, immutable) independent, all knowing, all powerful,
and by which I myself and everything else, if anything slse
does exist, have been created." (p. 165)

God, the creator is the revealed God of traditional religion. This is
very important from the view-point of the deceptions of sense.  If God
created us, and He wills the best, why do we err, that is, why are uwe

deceived?

This discussion of the third Meditation does not, in aﬁy way, attempt
to elucidate it. Itsimplybis an attempt to define the "place” of the
IVt Meditation. However, a close analysis of the devious IIIrd Medita-
tion might well reveal that the "place'" of the fourth is by no means
clear. For example, the argument for God's existence in the IIIrd
Meditation is followed by a second argument for God's existence in

the U Meditation. Why are two arguments required, and why does the

comparatively "trivial'" discussion of the true and the false intervene?
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Ve will let these questions stand since our purposes here are more

modest.

The_Problem: ~"Of the True and the False"

What is "true" has so far been the subject of the first three Medita-
tions. What is true is what is ratidnally necessary and certain, what
indeed cannot, in thought, be otherwise. The "realm" of this truth is’
the understanding of the "purely intelligible" ideas. The problem of
the fourth Meditation is not "truth", but to give an éccount of the
false. And, according to the distinction mede in the third Meditation,
this account is of "formal falsity," or the errors of judgment. If

our senses are "deceived,” how are we in error, thét.is, in mhat sanse
are gg‘rasponsible'For the mistake? This is not‘an’idie question, and
Descartes' conclusions, that error is, in itself nothing, and that our
faculties are not responsible for error, indicates the direction in
which we must look for the answer. Error is "formal," andrligs in the
act of mind only insofar as we disregard its material basié. This,
howsver, anticipates our discussion. Fifst, let ns analyze and restate

the arguments of the fourth Meditation.

L B BRI S SRR LT R R R

In this section we will avoid any initial discussion about Descartes'
view of God since we think that more problems are raised than solved
by such a discuésion. The IIIrd Meditation concludes that God, the
creator of ali.things including man, cannot be a deceiver. However,
it is something_to be considered "with more care" (p. 171). This

serves as the prelude for the discussion in the IV'" Meditation.

para. 1, p. 171 - The very first distinction set up in the Meditation,™

following Descartes' usual synthetic approach, is central to the 'sub-
sequent discussion. This distinction, significantly, is between the’
categories of ideas already implicit in the very first Meditation.

"Very few thing" are known "with certainty'respecting corporeal ob jects”
and "many more are known to us faspacting the human mind, and yet more - *
still regarding God himself." For tha sake br the subsequent discussion

he will not consider "sensibls or imaginable objects," rather, he will
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concern himself with those that are "purely intelligible" and which are
"incomparably more distinct than the idea of any corporeal thing." Since
his concern is with "formal falsity" in this Meditation, as we have

noted, this distinction is justified.

Reconsidering the fact that he is subject to doubt, which is, in effect,
as euphemism for the fact that his senses occasionally deceive him, he
finds that he is an "independent and complete being,” and that the

‘-E- 172 idea of God, of a being complete and independent "presents itself
to my mind” as so clear and distinct that he is certain that his ouwn
existence is, in every moment of his life, dependent "entirely on Him."
God is, in this place, the "spitome" of certain knowledge, and, for that
reason, the guarantor of all other certainty. This, of course, continues
the discussion of the end of the I1Ird Meditation, where the idea of

God allows him to consider "other truths which may be derived from it"
(p. 171). The idea of God is the road "to the knowledge of the other
objects of the universs."(p.172) The fourth Meditation in this light

is the most obvicus dstour from that road, since if God is perfect he
cannot deceive (para. 2) (deception being an imperfection), and further,
men (para. 3) having been created by God, they have received their
capacity for judgment from Him, and it follows from the fact that God

is not a deceiver that the capacity for judgment will not "lead me to
err if I use it aright." But if all this is true and correct, it

(para. 4) would seem to follow that men are never deceived. In one
respect it does follow, namely, "when I think only of God," for then he
sees "no cause of error, or falsity."” However, he is deceived, as his
experience shows him. He is "subject to an infinitude of errors.” Nouw,
reconsidering the initial distinction between ideas - on the one hand

of certain ideas, ®.g., of self as thinking thing, unextended, incor-
poreal and not "in anything pertaining to body" (para. 1), and on the
other, the ideas of corporeal things," we see that the present dis-
cussion is an adumbration of that distinction. The certain idea of God
does not admit ‘of error or falsity, but the ideas of experience, i.s.,
experience throught the senses, does find him "subject" to errors (UWe

should note well the word used: "sub ject").
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To retufn to the argdment, we find the twn categories of ideas charac-
terized in a rather strange way. On-the one:hand, there is the ides of
"Supreme Being" and on the other "a certain negative idea.of nothing.”
The latter idea‘is,'of course, very difficult to understand in itself
but ié meant to suggest the opposite of the idea of God (an idea which

we shall place in the category of rational necessity for the sake of

future argument) - Descartes is "in a sense something intermediate
ibetmean God and nought, i.e., . . . bhetween the Supreme Being and non-
being." Further, "insofar as I am not myself the Supreme Being" and
"participate ... . in nought or non-being" he is "subject (ps. 123) %o
an infinitude of imperféctions" and thus "ought not to be astonished"

~ that he falls into error. This idea is extremely suggeétive. For one
thing, an 1mp11cat10n of a kind of hlerarchy of ideas is in 6 i
_the highest rational n909331ty on one 31de, a complete absence of such
necessity on the other, and ﬂlmperfectlon" betwean.' This last middle
realm of imperfection is whére error occurs. Further, upon examination
two difficulties are fcrmed in this idea which themselves are fertile.
For one, since the idea of God is "1mp1anted" in him, he cannot be said
to be strictly between "Suprema Being" and "non-being." Rather, there
.-is an element qf the former in hlm as rational necessity. For another,
the idea of "a negative idea of nofhing“ is troublesome. It is; first
of all as we noted, hard to think of in'itéelf.' Second it suggests what
is furthest from rational necessity, or mind in its;"purely intelligible"”
- aspect, namely, what does not pertain to it at all; body. This last
idea is perhaps too extreme, that is to connsct non-bqing_Witn body.
Nevertheless, the suggestion is here of a polarity bétmaen rational-
necessity on the one hand, and, accepting the "axfreme" idea in part,
natural necessity as body, on the other. We shall héVe occasion to

re-examine this idea.

From his "intarmediata"istatusi(df infériority to God) he concludes that
error .is not a real thing "but simnly éldefect" and that he falls into
-error "from the fact that the power given mé by God . . . of distinguishing
- truth from error is not infinite." para. 5 - However, the above charac-
terization has a flaw in that it might suggest that error, as a defect,

< is a "pure negation“ whichiflaw Descartesiwants‘to'norrect. As a
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defect, error is "a lack of some knowledge.which it seems I ought to
pqssess." Descartes then proposes the difficulty that if God is the
author of his faculties, then any faculty of his should be "perfect of-
its kind." Further, had God_so willed, man would not be subject to
error, and if God wills what is best, then '"is it better that I should
be subject to err . . .?" It is our opinion that the reconciliation of
this difficulty is more important than its setting out. However, be-
fore discussing the conclusion, let us examine the origin and intent

of the statement of the problem.

On the one hand our certain knowledge of God reveals His perfeciion,
from which it necessarily follows that he cannot be a deceiver. Further
He is the author of our being. But experience teaches us that we are
deceived, and since God must will the best, it would seem better that

we err. If we examine this problem in the light of the initial dis-
tinction between the ideas, i.e., let "God" mean the "purely intelligible"
ideas, and deception the ideas of corporeal things, or apbearancas, then
the conflict becomes an internal one among the faculties, namely the
faculty of understanding, and whatever faculty or faculties responsible
for our ideas of corporeal things. (WUe admit that we are neglecting the
problem of God.) Understood in this way, the reconciliation of the
paradox (of how God wills the best and we are nevertheless deceived) is

extremely interesting.

para. 6 - The reconciliation, simply stated, is that a man's intelligence
is "not capable of comprehending why God acts as He does.” The terms

of the paradox, as we have reformulated them, are rational necessity on
the one side and the appearances on the other. Now, because of the
inability of man to understand the ends of God's actions, and because

God is the creator of nature as we know it, "this reason suffices to

convince me that the species of cause termed finmal finds no useful

employment in physical (or natural) things" (emphasis added). This con-

clusion is of course extraordinary and far-reachihg; First, the tra-
ditional view (of the scholastics from the ancients), that the form,
that is, the appearance, of natural bodies is understood as an end in
nature and represents what the thing is (in Aristotls, for example,

as thought eternally by active intellect), is uttefly deniéd. It 13,
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of course, not so important that Descartes here denies the traditional
view, as it is that the status of the appearances, the "ideas" we have

of nature through the senses, is now such as to have no necessity in
themselves. This, of course, is not a new revelation in the Meditations,
since it seems the entire argument might be founded upon the denial

of any necessity in the appearances, and the location of all certainty

in the understanding; this idea is clear enough in the example of the
wax in the IInd Meditation. Rather, the implications of this particular
statement as regards error, are most important. We will try to draw

them out as we continue the argument.

The argument then moves on to a direct consideration of the source of
arror, and finds that it rests "on a combination of two causes . . . on
the faculty of knowledge that rests in me, and on the power of choice

or free will - that is to say, of the understanding and at the sams

time of the will" (emphasis added). Before considering the argument in

detail we will state the "mechanics" of error.

First,.error is not in'the faculties themseives) Second, the Qill is
“subject to no limits" mhiie the understanding "is of veryAsméll extent
and extremely limited." Third, this "disjuncfion" of infihife Qill and
finite understanding accounts for error in that the will is not kept
within the bounds of the understanding. WQ mill now feturh to ; clbéer
view of the argument and consider the following: The Wiil and Jﬁdémént;

The Understanding; Judgment and Freedom.

The Will and. Judgment

Jin'the first through third MEdiﬁations, error and judgmané éfe duité
close.: .In the first, judgment is suspended through the method of doubt.
In the second (p. 156) error is found in judgment. -Thus it is somewhat

.puzzling when Descartes asserts that error rests on the will and the

-understanding. The question is, what has judgment to do with the will?

First, as concerns the will, error is not found in it (since error is
the lack of some knowledge we ought to have, and is thus nothing in
itself but representé a defect), Second, it is free and is, (p._175)

apparently, synonomous with free cﬁb;ce. Third, it is;_as we noted}
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"so extended as to be subject to no limits." For this faculty, when
compared with other faculties

"is . . . so great in me that I can conceive no other idea

to be more great; it is indeed the case that . . , for the

most part . . . will . . . causes me to know that in some

manner I bear the image and similitude of God."
The will is a faculty of action; "the faculty of will consists alone in
our having the power of choosing to do a thing or choosing not to do
it (that is, to affirm or deny, to pursue or shun it)." This definition,
which is immediately revised, makes it possible to understand judgment
as, in part at least a characteristic act of will. However, there are
certain difficulties concerned with the freedom of will and judgment
which we will discuss in the proper place. The above definition of will
is immediately revised to include the notion of freedom: ". . . further,
it consists alone in the fact that in order to affirm or deny, pursue

or shun those things placed before us by the understanding (emphasis

added), we act so that we are unconscious that any outside force con-
strains us . . ." This freedom admits of degrees, the lowest dsgree
being indifference. We will discuss the problem of freedom more fully
in its place. We must keep in mind a question about the "infinite"
character of the will: What are the infinitude of objects it may
affirm, deny, pursue or shun? How do its objects differ from thoss of

the understanding?

The Understanding

In light of our previous distinction between the ideas, the references

to the understanding, and its relation to the will become most important.

p. 174 - "For by the understanding alone I (neither assert nor deny
anything, but) apprehend (percipio) the ideas of things as to which

I can form a judgment." Further, as in the will, "no error is properly
speaking found in it." The remaining characteristic of the understanding,
its finiteness, is not explicitly delineated. That is, although we have
asked what the infinitude of objects might be that the will acts upon,

it is nevertheless plausible that the idea of "free choice" completely
justifies the infinite extent of the will. But this same justification

is lacking for the understanding. 1If we ask why the understanding
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cannot be infinite as-well we are forced to seek out Descartes' intent.
It is hct tco obSCUre. The example of the wax indicates that the under-
standing ‘is, as we have characterlzed lt the realm of ratlonal necessity,
the ideas -of which'as nclear and distinct" and have the quality of "dis-
creetness." That: is, it is possible-tc isolate the ideas and thus
enumerate them. This, of course, does not guarantee that there is a
‘finite limit tc‘theipcssible number of its ideas, as Descartes observes:
"thcugh.there is possible ah.infinitude of things ih the
world of which I have no idea in my understanding, we
- cannot for all that say that it is deprived of these _
ideas . . . but simply it does not possess these.” (p. 174)
It is, further, as the VY Meditatiop, the realm of "innate" ideas of
which we are able to discover "an infinitude of particulars” (p. 179).
Thus the Flnlte character cF the understandlng has to do with the
quality of 1ts 1deas, their nec9931ty,'clar1ty and distinctness, and
certainty:’
p. 175, para. 9: ". . . for since 1 understand nothing but the
power which God has given me for understanding,
there is no doubt that all I understand, I

unqerstand as I ought and it is hotkpossible
that I err in this." (emphasis added)

It is cruc1a1 tc understend two thlngs about the understandlng It
dces not err, and 1ts ideas have necessity, what we have called ratlonal

necessity.,

Judgment and Freedom

Judgment, then is to be understood as the act of free will. But the
will must‘also'be:uhderstcodias being free not to act, i.e., not to
judge As we noted, thers are degrees of freedom. The lowest degree

is indifference: '

p. 175, para.8: .. . this indifference which I feel, when. I am
£ ©+ . not swayed to one side rather than the other by
lack of reason, is the lowest grade of liberty,
and rather evinces a lack or negation in kncwlng_
; than a perFectlcn of the will."

S

On the cther hand the greatest freedom is to be found when the under-

standlng places things before the Judgment'
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", . . the more I lean to one" (of two contraries n.b.)
" - whether I recognize clearly that the reasons of the
good and true are to be found in it, or whether God so
disposes my inward thought - the more freely do I choose
and embrace it. And undoubtedly both divine grace and
natural knowledge, far from diminishing my liberty,
rather increase and strengthen it." (emphasis added)

If the reader wonders what has happened to the conflict between freedom
and determination herse, it is not without good cause that he does so.
It is clear that the greatest freédom of the will is in the direction of
rational necessity. 1Indeed, the very possibility of Jjudgment, as the
act of affirming and denying, is guestionable in the‘realm of the
understanding. For example, the following passage in the VU™ Meditation
should bs noted:
p. 180: *. . . I have already demonstrated that all I knouw

clearly is true. And even though I had not demon-

strated this, the nature of my mind is such that I

could not prevent myself from holding them to be true
so long as I conceived them clearly." (emphasis added)

If the greatest freedom is found in (rational) necessity, where is the
least found? The question is much clearer, howsver, if we ask what
the distinction is between the objecfs of the understanding and those
of the will? ‘It is the distinction bétweén ideas, of course, the
ideas which contain rational necessity, on the ane hand} and those

that are of corporeal objects as they appsar to us through the senses.

Error

para. S - Error, then, is found neither in the understanding, the ideas
of which are true, certain and necessary, nor in the will, the ideas
of which have no necessity. Error is nothing, it is a defect, a kind
of negation. It comes about by precipitous judgment, i.e., by our
failure to '"restrain" the will within the bounds of the understanding.
p. 176: "Errors . . . come from the sole fact that since the will is
much wider in its range and compass than the understanding,
I do not restrain it within the sams bounds, but extend it
also to things which I do not understand: and as the will

is of itself indifferent to these, it easily falls into
BEZOT. & o
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Formal falsity, since it is nothlng, prnperly speaking, in- 1tself is a
most strange phenomenon. WUe must ask in what ‘way the deceptions . of tha
senses might'be relevant to formal falsity? Immedlataly the possibility
is raised that sense deception is "material falsit§.“ Impetus is given
to tHis,argument‘by asking again how it is boésible that error, as formal
falsity, is not fournd in the wili'itsélf?‘ Uhat does it mean that we
~affirm or deny sométhing we do not understand? The ansuer suggests
itself fhat we make a judgment about‘something which has no ground of
certainty in it, i.s., no rationallnecessity, in short, an idea of cor-
poreal nature as it appears to us. Ue will return to this in thq next
saction of the paper;,‘However, Descartes gives an exampla_pf the
“operation"'of'éffbp that is of great importance as regéf&é‘the above

speculations.

para. 10 - The example is central to the endeavor of the Meditations
and occurs throughout in various ways. He has two ideas of himself.

_ One is that by which he is what he is: *. . . when I lately examined
‘whether anything existed in the world, and found . . . it followed
that I myself exlsted . s ." .This is his ideé of self as'thinking
thlng or essence. The idea presented itself to hls mind with such
"great clearness".that "thers followed a great 1nc11nat10n of my will;
and I believed this with éd much the greater fraédom S |

possessed the less indifference to it."

The other idea is of self as a "representation of corporeal nature.”

". . . and it comes to pass that I doubt whether this
thinking nature which is in me, or rather by which I

am what I am, differs from this corporeal nature,. or

whether both are not simply the same thing"

Ve must consider the 1mp11catlon of this. question and its immediats

consequences.

In our intrddupﬁioh'we noted Descartes' view that what underlies the
appearance of thihgs is somethihg Ymore sihble and UniﬁerSal,“ and
‘the implications tHereo. considering natural obgects as mathematical.
The same distinction lles hidden in the above. example. ‘The answer to

his questlon must involve the possibility of brlnglng the appearances




22

into the realm of rational necessity. We.will discuss the problem as

it evolves later in the VI NMeditation.

For the present, the immediate consequences of the example also can be

found in the first»Meditation:

p. 145 and 148 bottom - ". . . reason already parsuades me that I
g ought no less carefully to withhold my
assent from matters which are not entirely
certain and indubitable than from those
which appear to me manifestly to be false. . .™

We might compare this with the following in the IV Meditation:

p. 176, para. 11: ". . . for, however probable are the conjectures
which render me disposed to form a judgment re-
specting anything, the simple knowledge that I
have that those are conjectures alone and not
certain and indubitable reasons, suffices me
auashnto wjudge the coentrary."

p. 177, para. 12 - From this he concludes that '"the light of nature

teaches us that the knowledge of the understanding should always
precede the determination of the will." The contrary is the "inverse
of free will," and in that precipitous act is found the "privation"
in which formal falsity, or error, consists. We might ask, by way of
ob jection, why Descartes did not make further distinctions between the
will and judgment, especially in the light of paragraph fourtseen:

", . . the will consists only of one signal element,

and is, so to speak indivisible . . . its nature is

such that nothing can be abstracted from it (without

destroying it).”
The will is a faculty of action and error is not found in it, but in
its act of judgment, which, if by paragraph fourteen we cannot abstract
anything from will, sesms a contradictory proposition. The answer to
this objection is subtle: The act of judgment clearly, by the light of
certainty, is deprived of the necessary vision of the understanding,
except when it acts upon what fhe understanding presents to it, in which
case it must affirm it. This "deprivation of vision" (our metaphor),
like freedom, contains degrees. The judgment may also be blind as in
the example of the desire for food which is poisoned (p. 194). This

blindness represents judgment when it is most subject to nature, just
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as its perfect vision (the "perfection of will", p. 175), its gfeaféét
freedom occurs when it is least subject to nature, when it ié within

thé bounds of the understanding, which has no dependence on body, i;e.;
on nature. Thus, the suspension of judgment in the face of uncertainty,
is the suspension of act,; which, as we shall see is the suspension of
its “participation" in nature (understood as the "composite" faculties »
of sensation). .This becomes at the close of the fourth mgditétion, tHé .
“iprincipal perfection of man," that is, the "regulative“ principle or
"resolutiﬁn never to form a judgment on anything without' having a clear
and distinct understanding of it" (p. 178), a principleywhich, in the

first Meditation is the "mechanism” of methodological doubt.

Daescartes' argument éﬁq statement of the above principle occurs within
a diécussion that returns to“thé pfoblem of God and erfof. e = = 3
must not complain that God concurs with me in forming the acts of the
mili, that is the judgment in which I go astray, babause the acts are
entirely good and trus, inasmuch as they depend on God." 1In what sense
the acts are '"good and true" becomes clear in the VI Meditation. We
will note hers, however, that the basis on which they are good and true
has to do.witﬁ‘the distinction betwsesn the objects of the understanding
and the objeéta of the will. This distincﬁiqn evolves in the VIY Medi-
tation. me.mill note hére, however, that éha basis on which they are
good and true has fp do with the distinction between the objects of the
understanding éﬁd the.objgcts of the will. This distinction evolves

in the VIt Méditation:as the distinction between self as mind, and self
as compbsité hihd and body, and ultimately, the distinction of rational
and natural necessity. The objects of will are "good and trus" because
of their source in the laffer, but, as we shall see, cause a "material

falsity" as well.

The Imperfeptions of Man

p. 177, para. 1% - It is an imparfection of mén hot to use what is in
his power, namely, ‘to suspend judgment. 1t is not an imperfection of
God that we fall into error (as formal Falsity),.éince he could not
have caused it, as it is, in itself, nothing: éﬁt God could have

created man so that he did mot err. For one thing, to haQe given.to

o g
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the existence of material things in a different light. The distinction
there, betwsen the realm of certainty and the realm of possible error,
raised more troubling guestions about the distinction between mind and
body than the initial doubt of the first Meditation. Initially, the
common experience that the senses deceive us occasionally was justifi-
cation for doubt. Then, for the sake of certainty doubt was raised to
radical doubt, the result of this was that there can be nb éertain
knowledge intrinsic in the perceptions of sense, was implicit in the
enunciation of the question of the fourth meditatidn. But, remembering
our remarks in the Introduction, the original methodological doubt did
not deny a.reasonable basis of belief, in short, did not deny the exis-
tence of material things. Thus the stated intent of the VI Meditation,
"to inquire whether material things exist," is misleading. There is

no real question of his bodily existence. He is "made up" of hands,
feet, flesh, etc. He is sitting before the fire. He is 'real”.

Rather, the question of the IUY Meditation must become more complicated.
For on the one hand we have rational necessity, which in itself must be
the criterion for all intelligibility and which, is independent of what
‘the senses bring us. But on the other hand, we have numerous other
ideas, ideas which in the main come from, or are traceable to, sensation.
There is no question of the existence of these ideas as ideas, but there
is no rational necessity in them either. That is, although I judge the
ideas to be of something "outside" of myself (and although I mayynot
have any persuasive doubt that they are not), I cannot see any necessity
in the judgment and hence no certainty in the idea itself, and ultimately,
if the idea is my contact with nature, no necessary knowledge of nature.
Nature is, as far as my ideas of it are concerned, unintelligible (since
the intelligible is the necessary). Therefore our question must now
become: How can the (undoubted) existence of nature be brought into the
realm of rational necessity? More importantly, what end would this
serve? The latter question we shall return to, since Descartes' view of
nature and of man may find ground in it. The former question can, for
ihe sake of a general discussion of the Meditations, be re-stated again
as: What is the necessary mode of our sensible perception of the exis-
tence of nature? And this returns us to the "place" of the VI Medita-
tion. In the VUt meditation (the proof of the Existence of God (p. 182)

Descartes says:
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", . « I cannot concsive anything but God himself to whose
essence existence (nscessarily) pertains;"

and (p. 180)

". . . I recollect that even when I was still strongly
attached to the objects of sense, I countéd as almost
certain those truths which I conceived clearly as regards
« +» o+ arithmetic and geometry, and, in general, . . .

pure and abstract mathematics."

and finally (p. 185)

"And now that I know Him I have the means of acquiring

a perfect knowledge of an infinitude of things . . . of
those which pertain to corporaal nature insofar as it is the
ob ject of pure mathematics, (which have no concern with
whether it exists or not).”

The question of rational necessity and nature would seem to have been
answered by the fifth Meditation. 1If God is the paradigm and guarantor
of all existence, then, insofar as I can consider nature as the ob ject
of pure mathematics, the certainty of which has always besn known to

me and which is guaranteed by God, I can have kno&ledge - ‘rational,
necessary knowledge - of corporeal nature. The catch, however, is the

last clause;
"which have no soncesn with whether it exists or not."

Knowledge of corporeal nature that is in the realm of necessity by the
nature of rational necessity, (which has, in itself no dependsnce on

body) has no concern with whether nature exists or not.

For the fact is, that sven if corporeal nature can, through mathematlcs,
be brought into the ‘realm of rational nec9331ty (laaV1ng a31de the_iv
great problem of the basis of thls correspondence) this apparently ddés
not account for all the ideas of con301ousness, but only for claar and

distinct ideas. Consequently, the other ideas of consciousnsss, those 3

without rational necessity, are not satlsfactorlly accountad For‘in tha:

Ut Meditation. Moreover, the IV* Meditation raises the question of the

disparate ideas of consciousness by shoming‘that thers is no_necgésapx
correspondence between them and concluding that, in the absence of
certainty, judgment on such matters must ba‘éuspended. Now, this

question is raised as an example (p.v176) for the sake of the ma jor
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conclusion of the,IVmIMeditation. But both the example and the conclusion

. . are of equal impertance,_indeed, they complement cne another, since the

. example is the paradigmatic exempleiof all such conclusions. The idea
of corporeal naf&:eﬂexists in the&meeting ground ef body and mind. Mind,
- .insofar as consciousness is of ideas, body, insofar as the ideas seem

to be of bodiss (he,has_a "centain representetion of corpereal naturs"

p. 176). But the content of thevideas hae no necessity that can be
called rational, i.e., that mests the criterion of certainty in the
understanding. But.they'ggg; and the mode of their existence is, to say

the least, mysterious.

..-Let us re-examine briefly a statement in the beginning of the Ty
Meditation:
“I am . . . something betwesen God and nought, i.e., placed
in such a manner. between the supreme bsing and non-being,
that there is in truth nothing in me that can lead to error
insofar as a.souerign Being has formed me; but that, as I
in some degree participate likewise in noght, or in non-

being . . . I-ought not to be astonished if I should fall
into.error." (p. 172)

The idea ot a supreme Being, like the ideas of mathematice, is innatse:
_Is nelther derlved From the senses nor invented. We are thus "endowed"
| with a faculty of certaln knowledge. And insofar as God is the guarantor
-.of this certalnty (as 1n the uth medltatlon) there can be no error
within it. But he is "between supreme Belng and non-being." And to the

extent that he "participates" in non-being he is imperfect and falls

, +; into error. Now, as we have noted, although he is "between God and

. hought" as a conscious being he is not etrictly bet&g%p, but shares or
~ participates in being as well. Consciousnese is divided into two
realms as we pointed out in previous.diseussion. The realm that is
properly "between" is the realm in wnich error and sense.deception is
peesible, Therefore we must ask agein what non-being is,.end in what

_way we "participate” in it. The answer nouw would seem to be that we

_v"partlclpate" through ideas, ideas in the realm of the sen31ble, ideas

that are not clear and distinct, that is, ideas of nature as it is
known through the senses. As we shall see, in the VIY Meditation this

is the realm of man considered as "composite" of mind and body.
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The purpose of this rather long introduction is to discuss the "place"
of the VI% Meditation. We have tried to show that the intent: 'to
inquire whether material things exist," must be understood as an inquiry
into the faculties of sansation, i.e., those faculties, or that realm

of consciousness which is not the “"pure intellect,” rather the realm

where man is subject to falsity, both formal and material.

The Form of the Sixth Meditation

We have divided the sixth Meditation into three parts. The first,
through paragraph five, (p. 187), the second, through paragraph 11,
(p. 191), the third, which is itself divided into three parts, includes

the remainder of the Meditation.
Part I

p. 185, para. 1 - The distinction developed in our Introduction to

this Meditation is noted initially, i.e., "that God possesses the power
to produce everything that I am capable of perceiving with distinct-
ness." God is guarantor of certainty, and existence insofar as nature
is the object of pure mathematics. The imaginmation is then considered
in relation to existence as initially defined. Since imagination is

"a certain application of the faculty of knowledge to the body which is

immediately present to it" that "body" must therefore sxist.

p. 185, para. 2 - The distinction between imagination and "pure intel-

lection" is then discussed. Two ideas emerge from the discussion.
Although the imagination can "image" the objects of geometry, its
capacity to do so is limited. UWhat the understanding '"sees,” without
effort, the imagination, if the idea is not too complicated (in which
case it becomes confused) can "image" part by part (e.g., a pentagon).
This leads him to conclude that the imagination requires "a particular
effort of mind in order to effect the act of imagination, such as I do
not require in order to understand.” Imagination and will are alike in

respect of action.

p. 185, para.3 - Further, the faculty of imagination is not a “nscessary
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alemahtlin ﬁy nétﬁ;e," becausse it ié diFFerent from the understanding,
which is néééé#ary and it "depends on something which differs from me."
Now, what-Folldws tHis is most importént Descartes' remarks become
subjunctlve in mood when a- further dlstlnctlon betwesen "pure intellection®
and 1maglnat10n is considered.- IF the imagination depends on something

- different From me "it may be that by thls means. it can imagine corporeal
ob jects." Imaglnatlon and- 1ntellect10n then differ .in that the former
"turns towards the body" while the "mind in its imtellectual activity.. .
turns on &ﬁéeif’and c0nsiders some'of the ideas which it possesses in
_itself." 'wa, the imagination when i£ tufnsitowards body "there beholds
“in it somethinglconfqrmabla to the idea which it has either cohceived

of itself or perceived by the senses." But it is (E. 187) ' clear

that‘imagihation is this way only if body exists.. He can only say

"with probability" that body exists.

para. 4 - But in turning toward body, the imagination also has "less
distinct ideas" i.e., of various sensations (e.g. ‘colors, sbuﬁQs,
scents, pain"), Thqse_ideas'héve to come to the imagimation "thfough
the sensés, and by memory." Therefore it is necessary to "inuvestigate
. the nature of sense perception” which is a (para. 5) "mode of thought,
which I bali fealing." To this end he will follow a program of inves-
tigation which is as follous: : ' o b
a. Uf "those matters’ whlch I hitherto held to be true hav1ng
'percelved them through the senses (i.e., his former
oplnlons) and the foundatlons on which my belief has rested.”
b. Of h;s reasons for doubting (a.)

c. And "which of them I must now balievs,"
Part II

para. 6 - The above'program.is‘closaly followed in the succeeding three
paragraphs;_ First he cbnsidérs "the matters which I hitherto held to.
be trqe.” These ‘wsre the‘fbllowing: That he is a body and made up 06
parts (head, hands, feet, etc.), that he is among other bodies which
affected him in various ways and that, thérefore, he felt pain and )
pleasure as weilvas appetites (hunger, thirst, etc.) and passions (joy,

sadness, anger, etc.). Outside of himself he -experienced figure, extension,
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and motion of bodies as well as other "qualities"” (hardness, heat,
light,color, scents, sounds, etc.). These "outside" experiences in
effect constituted a principle of (p. 188) "otherness," by which he

was mble to distinguish among bodies. O0On this basis he belisved himself
"to perceive abjects quite different from my thought." Further, the

ob jects were sxperienced without his consent. Because these ideas were
"more lively . . . clear . . . more distinct than any of those which I
could frame in meditation" they did not originate in his mind but from
"some other things." He was persuaded that all his ideas proceeded from
sensation, and that his body was uniquely his, from which he could not
be separated. But he could not account for the consequences of the
actions of body on him (why sadness follows pain, "dryness of throat a
desire to drink," etc.). He reasoned that "nature had taught me so."
Further he considered that "all the other judgments . . . regarding the
objects of my senses" (p. 189) had also been "learned from nature." This
distinction between "teachings of nature" and "light of nature" should

be recalled: (see IIIrd Meditation, p. 160).

p. 189, para. 7 - But these beliefs came to be doubted by other experisnces,

notably that his senses deceived him and that his judgments based on
external sense were in error. Also thoss based on internal sense, as

in the pain an amputes might feel in his missing limb. In addition to
this the distinction between waking and sleeping casts doubt an whether
his ideas of sensations proceeded from external objscts. Further, it
was entirely plausibls, since he was in ignorance of God, that he was
deceived in everything. From this he concluded that he "did not believe
that I should trust much to the teachings of nature.” And even if the
sensations were involuntary that was yet no reason “to conclude that

they proceedsd from things different from myself.”

para. 8 - However, having discovered "more clearly the author of my
being" it seems that he should suspend his judgment and neither ‘rashly

admit" what the senses teach us, nor "doubt them all universally."

p. 190, para. 9 - Now the argument that follows in the succeeding two

paragraphs is crucial but rather elaborate. Hence we shall attempt to

make it clear by dividing it into its elements. This is especially
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important ih”pérag;aph'10, where the argument_rasts,-in part on arguments
i from the iIird m§Qitgtion, which“éréuments, in turn, are couched in
-scholastic terms; Now Descartes' use of such terms has been treated as

a subject in itself (e.g., Gilson, Etudes Suf Le Role De La Pensde
Médidvale Dans La Formations Du Systéme Cartééien"‘Librarie Philosophique
J; Vrin, Paris 1251)‘and therqfdre‘we must try to separate the intent of
these terms within the*dbntéxt of the present argument from the formal
déage as Desqartes»hndérsfood it. First, howsver, the ground of the

argument is established in paragraph 9.

Paragraph 9 begihs the consideration of part (c) of the above mentioned
-program. ’ ?irsf, he may be certain that the fact that he perceives things
as different suffices to assure him that they are different, since "they
.may be made terkist in-separation at least by the omnipotence of God"

and further, that God is the guarantor of his clear and distinct ideas.
But the fact that.the separation may now be said to "compel" his judg-
ment does not reveal "by what power this separation is made." That is,
certainty only pertains tn:his'judghént in £his-matter, and therefors,

"I rightly conclude that my essence consists solely in the fact that 1

am thinking thing." Further, reconsidering the beginning of the argument
wherein he has both a necessary idea of himself as a thinking thing and

"a distinct idea of body, inasmuch as it is only an extended and unthinking
. thing," he is forced to the conclusion that his thlnklng essence, or

soul "is entirely and absolutely distinct from my body, and he can exist
without 1t."’ That is, sslf as thinking thing is a necessary idea; but

‘to think body is not to ‘think it necessarily, since self as thinking thing
" may always.bg thought apart From'the idea of body. Both ideas exist, but

bnly one has essence to which existence necessarily pertains. ' It is to

be remembered that this definition, which we have drawn out, is-Descartes'

définition of God (p. 182), that is of supreme Being.

para. 10 - Before considering the arguments in the next parégraph, there
is a small but important matter of t;anslation-to be cleafed up. . (E- 190-
'191) In the Dover edition the first éentance reads ". . . faculties of
‘Vlmaglnation and feeling'" whereas the Latin edition reads "facultates
-meaglnandl_and sentlendl." Slmllarly, in the Dover edition, top of page

- 191, Uhere it reads "passive faculty of perception” the Latin reads
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"passive , . . facultas sentiendi." The Ffrench translation (by the Duc
de Luynes) correctly uses sentir in both places. UWe will use sensation
for clarity and consistency. Where useful, the Latin and French text

will be referred to.

We may organize the argument in the 10% paragraph around the "faculties"
which Descartes enumerates. They are as follows:

a. Of imagination and sensation. ‘From the preceding paragraph
we may understand these faculties, that is the ideas they
produce, as unnecessary on the one hand ("without which I
can . . . conceive myself . . . as a complete being") but
which, on the other, "cannot be . . . conceived apart from
me.,"

b. Of "change of position"("changer de lieu," "locum mutandi")
and "assumption of different figures" ("se mettre en plusiers
postures," "varias figuras indqendi”). What is meant here
is the faculty of locomotion, of bodily motion.

c. 0Of "a certain passive faculty" of sensation, which receives
and recognizes "the ideas of sensible things,"” but which
"would be useless to me” if there werse not.

d. An "actiwe faculty capable of forming and producing these
ideas." This faculty *“cannot exist in me (inasmuch as I
am a thing that thinks) seeing that it does not presuppose
thought."

Before considering the relation of these faculties, let us consider
Descartes' scholastic terms (which clarify the relation of the faculties.)

Substance: (a') "Intelligent substance" (substantia intelligents).

In reference to (a.) the faculties of imagination and sensation, since
they "cannot be conceived apart from me" they must "reside" in an in-
telligent substance. That is, since he is a "substance whose whole
essence . . . is to think," all faculties of ideas must be in him con-
sidered as in intelligent substance. This is to disregard the problem
of shether Descartes has a precise notion of substance. "Thing" (res)
and "substance" are squivalent terms, regardless of what a "thing" is.

(b') "Corporeal or extended substance" (substantiae corporeae)
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This refers-to (b.) the faculty of locomotion, of the movement of self
~as body. As a "thing" body..is phapgctefized by "extension" chiefly.

The "faculty" which is. involved cannot:be fhat oF thought, - To think
(clsarly and distinctly) bedy is to think "some ‘sort of extension . . .
but no intellection-at all." Substnace is here too equ1valent to.lEhing,"
but now understood as extended thing. Intelligent substance means
thinking (or unextended) thing (which, ofbcourse, is clearly presented
“earlier in the Meditations, e.0., P-. 165) and cbrpﬁreal substance means
extended thing (also found earlier). Corporeal or extended substance

is also relevant to (d.) the "active faculty". ‘This faculty, which, if
it is to produce the '"ideas of sénsible thihgs".pérceived by the "Passive
faculty of sensation," must be external.("differant from me") and, since
it "does not presuppose thought," must Ee‘corporeal substance, or ex-

.tended thing, or body. (0r "God himself" for that matter.)

Formal and 0Objective Realitx:

We will not concern ourselves with a discussion of these terms other than
“to note that they-arise in the III:q Meditation (p. 162) in the context
of an argument similar to the present (ihdeed,'Dascartes quotes himself
here), and, further, that “formal" aﬁd "actual," and "objective" and
 ‘“repr9sentat1on" seem to be equivalent. "Formal" refers to a thing as
it is (1n its “form," it seems) and “ob jective" to the thlng as idea.
Con81der1ng the terms in their context, as relevant to (d.) the active
faculty, we may understand the author's intent as to establish that the
cause of the idéés (which have "objective reality")>ié in the bodies
'(corporeél subétance in which the faculty resides), which are "real" in:
| themselves and which "reality" is represented iﬁ_the ideas. That is,

this is a periphrastic statement of an assumed correspondence between

~ material naturé, or extended things, and mind as i@eas (ﬁhinking thing.)
Ue say "assuhed" because of the equivocal use of th»term "reality."

On the side of rational necessity, the "real" is thé‘certain, necessary
clear and distinct idea, and is necessarily "absoiutély distinct from
body" (preceding paragraph). That is, if the idea of‘body is not
rationally'necessary (although it éangbe:plaa: and distinct, too,) but
éxists (and exists necessarily,inpthe.sensg_;hat heicahhdt prevent the

idea: they occur without his will) then it does not seem "real" in the
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cause or result in ideas (although it is not primarily responsible for

them). Both faculties (a) and (c) are in the category of "intelligent
‘substance", and for that reason cannot be thought apart from self.

On the other hand, faculties (b) and (d) are in the category of ex-
tended ‘substance. In addifion,rboth are "active" and represent‘actioh:
in nature. They are faculties of body, faculty (b) regarding self as
body, and (d) regarding bodies other than self. ; '

We will now consider the conclusion Descartes dféwé qumithis paragraph.
Simply stated: ". . . We must allow that CDrﬁoreal thingé exist.” How-
ever, it is . the qualification of this’conclusion that deserves our

close attention: *"However, they are perhaps not exactly what we per-

ceive by the senses . . . as external objects."”

The origins of the conclusion, "that corporeal'things exist" can. bes de-
rived from the conclusion of paragraph 9'(that body is distinct from
soul) and the beginning of paragraph 10: "I . ,‘. find in myself
faculties employing modes of thinkingvaCUliar to theﬁselves." To this.
muét be added the idea (stated in IIIrd mgditatipn, p. 159) that the -
ideas of corporeal objects, although they do not necéssarily in them- .-
selves permit us to judge that the things of wﬁich they are ideas exist,
nevertheless have an unquestioned exisfehce aévideas. Thus the faculties
which producethem as faculties of idéas, cannot be thought apart from

self as thinking thing. If we consider the (10%) paragraph dialectically,

the author next considers self as body alone by considering what he
already knows from experience, that is, he has powsr ("faculty") of
bodily movement. . From self as acting body he moves to a consideration

of self as body-acted upon, implicitly connecting the nofion with the
notion, that he knows he is "acted upon" by means of_sénsation. Finally,
in considering the "active faculty" he "discovers"‘fﬁéf to be "acted

upon" something must act.

But it is also clear that these senses deceive us, and since God is not
a débéiver, He'fdoes not communicate these ideas: to me immediétely“ but
by corporeal pbjects, which we perceive in an "obscure ‘and confused,"” '

way.
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But thess things!whichi.areifconceived" in-the senses '"ciéarly andidis=:
tinctly" i.e., "are comprehended in the object of pure mathematics® must

t‘se recognized as external objects.”

Are we here any closer to answering the question posed in the IV Medita-
tion? The answer must be eguivocal, It is affirmative if ws consider
the faculties involved. That is, since the faculties by which one has
an idea of self as body cannot be thought apart from self as thinking
thing. But, on the other hand, the answer is negative if we consider

the idea of self as body in itself. There is no rational necessity in

the idea unless we consider it as the object of pure mathematics.

Ue must weigh carefully the conclusion of the paragraph against its
qualifications UWhether or not the 10% paragraph "proves" the existence
of corporeal objects, we can only repeat, to doubt their existencs
completely is not a persuasive argument that they do not in fact exist.
Initially, universal doubt is a demand intellect imposed upon things for
the sake of certainty. The method did not seek to deny the fact of all
experience as such, and a "proof" such as the 10" paragraph presents
clearly is not meant to '"restore”" to us the legitimacy of common expsri-
ence. To imagine that we are without senses, without body, ete., it not
to say that they do not exist. It is not that material things that
require a proof of mere existence, rather it is a guestion of how ws
perceive them. If on the one hand, our perception is "obscure and
confused," but, on the other hand the possibility of certain knowledge
exists, we are forced to reconsider our faculties of sense and to see
whether it is possible for them to bring us certain knowledge of nature.
The conclusion, that soul is distinct from body, and that the ideas of
body have no rational necessity, denies that the senses as such can
bring us certain, indisputable knowledge. This, in turn, forces a ,
reconsideration of the way nature iﬁsalf must necessarily exist, if it
is not necessarily in the way our senses tell us it exists. It is
necessary, then, to seek for a common ground for rational necessity, and
of the knowledge of the senses to the end that a secure knowledge of
nature may be found (since the senses, to reiterate, by the criterion

of certainty within us, cannot give us certain knowledge). The last

sentence of the paragraph asserts but does not demonstrate that whatever
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in the senses may be "comprehended" as a pure mathematlcal Form, can be
brought into the realm of rational nec9331ty, that is, a necessary fex-
ternal obgeot" in the way that such ObJBCtS necesearily (insofar as 1t

is possible for ue to know) must-exist.

To recepitulate oriefly: the etatement, in the IInd Meditation, of the
definition of a thinking thing,. li_sted'a'e faculties those of imagination
,end_"Feeling," but, we noted in odr Introduction, left their situation”
as regards body somewhat ambiguous. In the fourth Meditation, a dis- '

. tinction between our ideas as perceptions from sense, and,those of the
understending, was seen:as underlying the problem of error. This dis-
tinction wae’given its most emphatic enUnciation in the qoestion of
whether the idea of self as. thlnklng thlng, and the idea of eelF as
"corporeal representation” could necessarlly be understood as one thing,
'or, whether both are not simply the same thiAg." Further, this dls-
tinction we may now understand as a development of the original am-
blguous status of the faculties oF eeneatlon though the implicit question
ralsed there as to the differences between the understandlng and the
‘will, the latter understood as a Faculty of ‘action, which actlon must,

in eFFect, be euepended to.avoid error. .In the beglnnlng_oF the VIt
Meditation, the distinction as.regerds the faculties becomee>explicit

in the discussion of the differences betwsen understanding, or "purse
intellection,” and imagination. The latter is seen as "turning toward
body" and thus depending "on something which differs from me," while the
" former "turns on itself, and considers some of the ideas which it

' possesses. in itself" (emphasis added). This discussion, in turn, leads

to an examinetionYOF “"sense perception," mhich reoapitulatee the argu-
ments about (a) his former opinions whioh_rested on nature as it appeared
to him, (b) the‘origin of doubt in'errors of judgment concerning the
external sensee, and finally, (c) what he cen know with certainty. This
leet argument is most important to us. ih appearance it is merely a
freetetement'of the cogito: "I am a thinking thlng (or a substance whose
wholé essence on.nature is to think)." He concludes that his idea of
eeif:eeithinking thing, is "entirely and ebsolutely distinct from my
'oody " ps a conclusion it is merely an echo of the IInd Meditation.

But, unlike the IInd Medltatlon, a deflnltlon oF whet a thinking thing
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modes of thinking peculiar to themselves . . . imagination and feeling."
The ambiguous status of these modes of thinking is now fully stated. On
the one hand they are not necessary to his idea of self as a "complste
being," but on the other "they cannot be conceived apart from me." This
leads to the discussion we have outlined prior to this recapitulation,
which consists in setting up corresponding faculties of body and mind.
The conclusion, and its qualification, namely, that corporeal things
exist, but that they are "not exactly what we perceive by the senses,"
in effect sets apart the ideas of sensation from those cof the understanding.
The conclusion, we have tried to show, is no conclusion at all, since
the belief in the existence of corporeal things was not, by the original
terms of doubt in the first Meditation, suspended. Rather, we maintain,
the qualification of the conclusion (which merely restates what is im-
plicit in the example of the wax, that nature is to be understood as

the object of pure mathematics) is the beginning of an attempt to ac-
count for the ideas of sensation, i.e., the appearances, in terms of

the rational necessity of the understanding. As a consequencse, the
distinction between mind and body, becomes in part, a distinction
within mind itself, and the beginning of the subsequents analysis of
self as a composite being of mind and body. The implication of this

will be discussed later.

Part 111

This last section of the VI Meditation we have divided into three
sections. Paragraphs 11 through 15, part A of section III, concerns
the teachings of nature. Part B, from paragraph 16 through 18, deals
with the deceptions of nature. Paragraph 15 we consider a transition
betueen the first two sections. Part C is from Paragraph 19 to ths

end, and deals with the physical basis of error.

a. Tha‘Teachinqs of Nature - p. 191, para. 11: 1In Paragraph 11

is, is not forthcoming. Rather, he finds in himself "faculties employing
Descartes turns to an axamination of sensation as idsas such as they
are, that is, (p. 192) as obscure and confused. There must be some |
truth in the teachings of nature, since God is not a decsiver on the

one hand, and man has the ability in himself (from the IV NMeditation)
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of cbrrécting his errors. He now definss nature as either "God Himself
or the order and disposition which God has established in created things."

His'own natura is "the complexus of all tKings which God has given:me."

para. 12 - The most important teaching of . nature 1s that he has a body
which undoubtedly experlencas pain, hunger, thirst, etc., "nor can I

doubt there being some truth. in this.".

Qara. 13 - From these teachlngs of nature he concludas that he (as
thlnklng thlng) is “1nterm1ngled" with body: "I seem to composa with

it one whole.“ The sensatlon of paln, etc. have a twofold nature; they
are hoth signs and "realﬁ experlences, they are “none other than certain
confused mhdeé of thought which are brhducad by the union and apparent
interminglihg oF mind and bodyl" For a wound is not percalved by the

undarstandlng only, but the paln is "felt" as well.

(Tha"idea.of self as composed of mind and body is extremely difficult:
" to reconcile in the Cartesian scheme, since it requires the intermingling
of two abpaféntly-differsnt "things" - extended, corporeal, things, and
unaxtended'“intelligent substance," i.e., thinking thing. Howsever, the

idea of doﬁbdsite self may be thought of as a physical model, i.e., a

model of body as a metwork of nerves or faculties of sensation. This
does not reconcile the ultimate difficulty of the necessary distinction
between ideas and bodies that act, but merely provides a scheme for. the

succeeding discussion.)

para. 14 - Nature teaches him as well that "many other bodies exist .

around mine" and that he pursues or shuns them. The particular ssnsa-

tions of these bodies themselves have "certain variations which answer"
' to his sensations. (But, to labour a point, there is not rational -

necessity to establish this.) Nevertheless, = - it

"It is quite certain that my body (or rather myself. . .
inasmuch as I am formed of body and soul) may recéive
different impressions agreeable and dlsagreeable From
other bodies which surround 1t o

T

p..193, para. 15 - But, reflectlng on. what nature hag taught hlm,‘he

finds that somg "teachings" have not really come from naturs.. Rather,
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they"have been brought about by . . . forming inconsiderate judgments.,"
Examples of "inconsiderate judgments” are as follows: That where
nothing aeffects the senses there is a void; "That in a body which is
warm there is something entirely similar to the idea of heat which is
in me," etc. This leads him to re-define (or refine the definition of)
nature. No longer is naturs "the sum of all things given me by God,"
because it is necessary to exclude mind, (that is, we assert “pure in-
tellection") since it has given him ideas which are known by a rational
recessity, i.e., known by "the light of nature (without the help of
body”). An example of "the light of nature” is the idea "that what has
once been done cannot ever be undone.” Further, the mind can know
"matters which only pertains to body® but which ars "no longer here
contained under the name of nature,” e.g., weight (and, obviously,
those other aspects of body which can be known as the object of pure
mathematics), Nature, then, is now "those things given by God to me as
being composed of mind and beody," and the teachings of nature so re-
garded are true in regard to things of self considered as mind and body,
i.e., those "confused modes of thought," e.g., to seek the pleasurable
and shun the painful, etc. However, conclusions about "things outside
us" cannot, in this view of nature, be necessarily reachsd "without
having . . . mentally examined those beforehand.” The key word here is
"beforehand."” Sensation must be informed by mind if it is to know any-

thing with certainty regarding "things outside us."

This distinction here between internal and external can now bes understood
as the distinction betwesn self as composite mind-body and nature as
body. As regards knowledgs there seems to be a hisrarchy. Body itself
is unknowable, until it acts upon us, and then within us, giving rise to
"confused and obscure ideas." This constitutes our experisnce of naturs,
i.e., the "teachings of nature.” Above this is mind itself, i.e., the
purely intelligible in itself without regard to body. It is through

mind itself that body is made intelligible as the object of pure maths-
matics, and this can happen only through the medium of sensation. But
not the medium of sensation as experience, which must be confused and
obscure, but the medium of sensation considered only as the object of

mathematics, i.e., the distinct idea of body as having figure, extension,

B
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etc. How this happens-is quite mysterious and seems to have to do with
the imagination in its ‘dual capacity of "imaging" the mathematical forms,
however imperfectly, and turning toward body. This is not our immediate
concern. Also, it should be noted that although ‘this 'scheme seems to
repressnt a hierarchy, it cannot represent an ascent: experience itsself
" is imperfect and must be informed by mind. There.can be no continuity
between mere experience and the realm of innate ideas - imagination and
sensation are not necessary to the conception of self as thinking sub-

stancs.

B. The Deceptions of Nature - p. 194, para. 16 - The author now con-

Siders“the‘teaching of nature more closely. Although our senses de-
ceive about external objects, and therefore "falsity enters into the
judgmenfs I make," it seems that his internal senses, i.s., the-
teachings of nature which he regarded as true, also deceive. For ex-
ample, we desire food that is in fact poisoned. But there is a better
‘(Eara. 17)- example in "those who when they are sick deéire to drink

or eat things harmful to them." Therbody is like a machine, that obeys
"the‘laws of naturse" even when "bédiy méde."‘ This analogy brings him
to conclude that the inner deceptions are "natural" to it. That is,
thirst is a natural, and in fhe analogy, naturallybnacessary sensation,
even mhen, because of other Factors} (e.g., 111 health'; it is harmful
_ to drink. But if health is good and an end to Which the body has been
; made, fhen this "natural" desire does not "follow the order of nature."
But, the author claims,‘fha distinction equivocates about the word
."natupe.f The formér exampie, the analogy of man and machine, is
"puraly verbal chafactafization" and hence "extrinsic." The latter,
however, is "samathiné which is truiy found in things." Therefore

what is "naturally necessary"” without regard for the good of the whola,
is not, therefors, natural in "the order of ngture." As a "composite

whole" the (p. 195, para. 18) order of nature would sesm to mean the

continued existence of the thing, and thersfore "it is avreal arrot of

nature” for it to desire something harmful to it.

Now running throughout this section there has béan an argument we'have

largely ignored, that is, of the goodness of Qgg. 1 if God_;s good,vthen
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we must ask how it is possible to be deceived. The apparent answer is
that God has left it within our power to correct ourselves. But the
question returns more intensely, when we consider that our natural

faculties, in themselves, when functioning as they should (we havs

thirst, etc.) do not act for our good. This, says Descartes, is a
"real error of nature," and, compared to the error in judgment that we
fall into, seems beyond our ability to correct. The former category
(of error) can be corrected insofar as self is considered as mind. But
the latter category, of self as composite of mind and body, of "con-

fused modes of thought" seems to be enslaved to a blind but necessary

nature. For, although Descartes claims that the comparison of body
and machine is a "verbal characterization," nevertheless it is clear
(and becomes clearer in the succeeding section) that this, too, is

nature. We will return to these arguments (the Goodness of God and

natural necessity) in the concluding section of the papur..

At the end of the 18" paragraph, Descartes says ". . . it still remains
to inquire how the goodness of God does not presvent the naturs of man

so regarded (as a composite whole n. b.) from being fallacious.

C. The Natural Imperfection of Man - This last section, with its

"strange emphasis on the mechanics of sensation, ssems quite puzzling.
For one thing, it is simply én anticlimax. The reader, burrowing
through these often devious meditations, with good will and serious in-
tent, finds that, in effect, these metaphysical roots have grown up into
the trunk of physics, and now finding himself suddenly above ground, he
is not blinded by the light, but rather sees clearly a scene he can
never have before experienced, and in fact, which he perhaps cannot

"experience."

MS shall ask why the concluding pages are this way, but shall hold the

question until we have examined them.

p. 196, para. 19 - Man as composite of mind and body, the goodness of

God notwithstanding, is "fallacious." Descartes begins his inquiry into
the sources of these failings by considering, again, the distinctions

between mind and body. Mind is "entirely indivisible" and body "is by
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‘nature always divisible." As a thinking thing he is one. As a composite
‘of mind and body, however, if he were to lose a part of body his mind
would not be diminished thereby. As corporeal object he is divisible,
", . . for there is not one of these . . .. which my mind cannot easily
‘divide into parts." ' In addition "the mind does not (para. 20) receive
the impressions from all parts of the body immediatsly, but only from
-the brain, or perhaps even from one of its smallest parts . ., ." and

this part, "whenever it is disposed in the séme particular way (emphasis

added) conveys the same thing to the mind." To this "innumerable ex-

-periments" testify.

This paragraph is important in that it begins to establish a mechanical
basis for the "passive faculty" of sensation. To demonstrate the idea,

~the succeeding paragraph uses a mechanical model. The fact that mind

:_and body are "intermingled" makes it necessary to consider carefully the
basisAof this model.' First it should be remembered that mind is dis-
tinct Froh body, i.e., body is not thought necassarily”mhereas,mind'is.
“Second, the Vintermingliné" of mind and body,,pp the composite," refers,
ws argue, to the faculties of sensation whi&h both act and are acted

.upon. Therefore. the limits of the mechanical model, seem necessarily

to be determined. That is, when considering the brain in its "smallest
~parts™ (later to be called "inmost") we are necessarily dealing with

body which "conveys the same thing to mind.” The realm of idea appears
to remain distinct from the motions which produce it. (That this is so

follows from the major distinctions previously made.)

para. 21 - Turning to body, then, the author discusses movement. The
-analogy of the cord, which serves as a model for the nerves, is also an
-analogy and model for efficient causality. In the IIIrd Meditation he
argued that . . . it is manifest by the natural. light that there must
at least be as much reality in the efficient and total cause as in its
effect. For . . . whence can the effect derive its reality, if not-
from cause?" (p. 162) Returning to the above mechanical modeél, in-
light of this understanding of causality, we can begin to speak in a

particular way about natural necessity. - In terms of the model before

us, of the motion of the action of body:ion nerve, and also in the suc-

-ceseding paragraph, of the models of the action at its terminus, what
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happens, happens necessarily. As in the previous analogy of man and
machine (p. 195), the badly made machine "no less exactly observes the

laws of nature.” (And it should be noted, the laws of nature implicit

as that idea is in the work, is nevertheless mentioned explicitly only
here, at the end of the treatise, in a discussion of body and motion.)
The realm of body is the realm of natural necessity. Returning, however,
to the model of the nerve, the important conclusion is as follows: "If
we pull the last part that the first part . . . will not be moved in any
way very differently from what would be the case if one of the inter-
vening parts . . . (p. 197) were pulled, and the last part . . . were to
remain unmoved." And since the nerves must reach from the extremity

to the "inmost portions of the brain which is . . . their place of origin,"
any action upon the nerve in the intervening region will cause the same
motion in the brain as if the action had been at the extreme end of the
nerve, That motion in the brain is one "which nature has established

in order to cause the mind to be affected by a sensation of pain” which
is "represented as existing" in the extremity to which the nerve reeaches.

And this model, "holds good of all the other perceptions of our senses.”

We see here the bodily, hence mechanical source of sense deceptiocn, and
that the deception is not intentional on the part of nature which acts
blindly and necessarily to some immediate efd. The discussion (para. 22)

of this "end,"” that is the end of the motion is discussed next.

Considering the brain, he finds that the motion set up in it produced
(he claims) "one particular sensation only." Further, since there are
numerous sensations which arise in the brain, the motion in question
"causes mind to be affected by that one which is best fitted and most

gensrally useful for the conservation of the human body when it is in

health." (emphasis added) From this, that is from ﬁhe idea of natural
necessity considered in regard to the whole of man, he éoncludes that
God is good. For pleasure and pain, that is the pursuit or avoidance
of things, contribute to the conservation of the body, but only "when

he is in health." Here, again, the conclusion and the qualifications
must carefully be weighed. We suggest here that the goodness of 0 nd,

if applicable only when we are in health, is suspect. By this ar;ument,

to reconcils the goodness of God with illness and death becomes extremely
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difficult since it would require going beyond natural necessity as evi-
dence .aof God's good.-creations in order. to speculate about his ends, which
- are, we have been told, inscrutable. God has so qonstitqted our bodies
that they. necessarily seek to conserve themselves, but this same necessity

. is subject to imperfection, and thus becomes destructive of the body.

p. 198, para. 23 - “"From this it is quite clear that, notuithstanding the
:éupreme goodﬁess of God, the ggﬁggg of man inasmuch as it is composed of
.'hind and'bﬁdy, cannot bé othepwise thén somefimes é source of deception.”
~ WUhen werare in il11 healthlfhe‘dégeption of sense must be a rsal error of
;__ﬁ;ture, that is of our (composite) nature. Thus the decap£ion of sense,
: when 6onsidered as false opinions in mind are harmless nextlto their real

donsequences in the body.

para. 24 - Descartes then draws the NMeditation and the treatise to its
conclusion. It is significant that the conclusions in this last para-
graph do not, in the main, refer to the immediately preceding discussion,
but return to the prior considerations, namely the doubt of the existence
of material things, which was originally established as a methodological
consideration in the first Meditation (p. 148) and which, as we have

tried to show, is not the primary concern of the last Meditation, although
it was written under that guise. Before considering the significance

of this paragraph, let us revdsw its conclusions.

First he discusses the preceding discussion. It has been "of great ser-
vice" to him in recognizing "all the errors to which my nature is sub-
ject." But, more importantly, it allows him to "avoid them or correct

" them more easily.”™ ‘Now "all the errors" to which he is subject fall
into two categories. One, which is the subject of the fourth Meditation,
- is the errors of judgment. We have already seen that the correction of
 thése srrp:é rests,'initially, on the rulebby which he suspends all
Jjudgment. (HaVing applied this rulé, he can corfect the 5weakness of
hot‘being able to concentrate on one particular thing. Apparently,

‘:the more he is able fo do tﬁis, the greater the possibility of applying
' the understanding to_the idga.in question and hence bring iﬁ within the
sphere of ratiohalvneceésify;>that is, science.) The bthér category of

-nature is, of course, the "real errors" of nature. . It is clear that
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Y“avoiding” them would seem impossible, and to "correct® them would
reguire a knowledge that, at this point in the treatise remains specu-
lative. Howsver, the very means by which the "real errors” have been
sub jected to analysis, that is, the application of principles of the
understanding (such as the idea of efficient causality), seems to im-
ply the direction and shape such knowledge will take. Simply stated,
the operations of body becoms, ultimately, the "object of pure maths-
matics.” Such a certain, secure knowledge, resting apparently, on ths
autonomy of mind, has within it the promise of "correcting"” the real
errors. Thus we find that the closing paiagraph begins to bring to a
common focus the error of judgment and the "real errors" of nature.

This focus is twofold. It is, first, the "rule™ which sscond, allous

us to bring the certain knowledge of the understanding to bear on the
(confused) knowledge of natural necessity by means of rational neces-
sity (and we must keep in mind that this in turn rests on a correspondence
which must exist between the way nature "really® exists and certain
knowledge - it is not our intent here to attempt to bring to light the
possibility of the basis of that correspondence). The consequence of
this knowledge is a sscurs "practical® science, a sciences of real effect

in ths world.

In the first Meditation, in comparing the state of the natural sciences
with that of the mathematical sciences, Descartes states that they dif-
fer in respect of certainty in that the former had "as their end thse
consideration of composite things® and hence "were very dubious and un-
certain,” whereas the latter "which only treat of things that are very
simpls and very general . . . contains some measurs of certainty and an

element of the indubitable." (p. 147)

Again, in the second NMeditation, after the example of wax, Descartes
concludes "that its perception is neither an act of vision, nor of
touch, nor of imagination . . . but only an intuition of the mind, which
may be imperfect and confused . . . or clear and distinct . . . ac-
cording as my attention is more or less directed to the slements which

are found in it, and of which it is composed." (p. 155)

At the end of the fourth Meditation, he says: "I notdce a certain weakness

:
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in my nature in that I cannot continvally concentrate my mind on one Single

thought." (p. 178)

The "model"” of sensation at the end of ths sixth Meditation is an in-
voluted effort in the direction suggested above, That is, he dirscts his
attention to the source of his imperfection and confusion to see it in

its elements. The "model"” attempts to isolate the act of nature, to
understand it in its necessary obedisnce to the "laws of nature." The

act is the bodily aspect of sense perception, and the result is to isolate
the material basis of the deception of the senses, to point out the real
imperfection in our nature. Let us review the possible relation of

error, and sense deception.’

The ordinary deceptions of sense merely affect our judgment, but for that
reason have a consequence of éome moment for Descartes, which is to kesp
us from certain, necessary knowledge of nature. This, in turn,'can now

be seen, in the light of our real imberfections, i.e., of the real errors
of nature, as holding us in bondage, kesping us subject to that nature,
The greatest Ffaedom of the will is within the confinss of necessary know-
ledge, the least when subject to error which, we now argue, is understood

as having a material basis. The greatest freedom is fresdom from nature.

The conclusion of the first part of this paragraph, that he "ought no
longer io fear that falsity may be found in matters every day presented

to me by my senses,” we claim is misleading. Our argument for this wili
rnot be reiterated here, other than toc note that he appears to misrepre;
sent radical doubt for reasons that are not readily discernible. However,
we might interpret the conclusien in light of the argument immediately
preceding, by asking what falsity he ought tc fear? Certainly not "every-
day" matters, since it was pointed out in the beginning that there is a
reasonable basis of belisf: "there is much more reason to belisve in
them than to deny them." (p. 148) YEveryday" matters might be inter-
preted as the "usual" course of his life, when he is in health. But

there is much to fear from the dsceptions of sense when he is in ill-
health his "natural" impulse to conserve his body might then be to the

detriment of his body.

He then discusses his most "ridiculous" doubt, that of whether he could

. ﬂa
s

e

s
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“i'be certain whether he is awake or agleep.. He answers this by conclqding
that "when I perceive things as to which I know distinctly both the place
« « o and the tlme at whlch they appeared to me, and when, without any
1nterrupt10n" He can be ‘certain that he is awake. Why is this' particular

.doubt "hyperbolical and ridiculous?” It must be noted that "place,"”
‘"time" and continuity are for Descartes three mathematicizable aspects
of natufe{‘ Nature is not intermittent, for one thing, and for another,

when he tﬁinkshhe'knbws he exists, and this thinking (on-its lowest

' level) is a continual perception of & continuously acting nature. When
A Ee'is draahihg thére is no continuity of perception, and hence this tos
is not a’problemﬂaé regards the distinction. ™. . . I ought in no wise
to doubt the truth of such matters . . . after having called up all my
. senses, my memory and my understanding to examlne them . . ." and there
- nothlng in one of them "repugnant to what is sat forth by the others"
he "ought not doubt the truth of such mattars." "
"But. because of the exigencies of action(fla nec9931te des
affaires! Joften oblige us to examine matters carafully, we
must confess that the life of man is very frequently sub-

ject to error in respect to individual objects, and we
must in the end acknowladge the 1nF1rm1ty of our nature W

The continuity of nature, - which we may understand as "la necessite des
affaires", its continuous necessary acting -'a;though it may serve to
convince us of the diétinguishability of waking and sleéping (bUt of
which common experience seems to be squally conv1nc1ng) is the source of

our ‘real 1mparfactlons which "we must in the end acknomledga 2

Notes waard Some Conclusions

First let us clarify some distinctions that have arisen in this paper.
Thke ‘appearances, and their concomitant faculties, the imagination (and
memory) and the faculties of sensation, were noted in the crucial tenth
paragraph of the sixth Meditation (p. 190) as those "without which I can
easily conceive myself: clearly and distinctly as a complete being; while,
on the other hand, théy cannot be so conceived apart from me." This be-
gan the development of the distinction betwesn self as thinking thing and

self as composed of mind and body "intermingled." As we have noted, this
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represents an "inroad" on the "cogito" as originally set forth in the
" 'second Meditation (p. 153) but; as we alsp noted, this "1nroad" is the
development of an ambiguity already present (p. 151, bottom) Although
composite self is-an "intermingling" of mind and body, it should be
‘noted again that the distinction between extended and unextended sub-
stance (corporeal and intelligent) is not thereby obliterated. The.
mechanical model of sensation which represents motion to the "inmost!
- parts of the brain does not account for the idea itself, but is»merely,its
" (bodily) origin.: We cannot say the the "last motion" of .the "inmost"
part of the brain is an idea, since it must remain the motion of extended

substance. The autonomy of mind must be preserved.

A further distinction within self as composite should also'Be made clear.
That is what the imagination is. First, as we have noted, it is a kind
of secondary faculty-of the ideas as appearances. This brings us to the
necessary understanding that the appearances brought to us through_sensa-

“tion admit of degrees of clarity. They may be "confused and obscure"

' * 1like mere- sensations, or they may be to some: extent distinct. The im-

portance of this lies in the claim that one may have a distinct idea of
corporeal nature (although there is the crucial qualification that one
cannot "derive.any argument from which there will necessarily. be deduced
" “the existence of body" (p. 187) there is no necessity of existence even
in“the most "distinct" appearances). This claim seems to be the founda-
“tion on which the possibility of understanding nature as the object of
pure mathematics rests. A distinct -idea of nature is qf:figura,ngtension,
"etc., i.e., mathematical.. One might well question the necessity of the
basis of this correspondence; is it merely fortuitous? Ue will not pursue

this question.

Error, Sense Perception and Doubt Reconsidered

...~ Ue have argued that radical doﬁbt is not a denial,'ih itéglf,'bf'éxistence,
... and for this reasﬁn havg_ﬁadvto interpret the sixth Meditation as having
an intent other than what is stated Thﬁé we haQe Uhderstood thé sixth
“Meditation as ths end of an argument that has lelded consc1ousness into

. two realms. The one, Whlch ve, have termed the 1deas oF ratlonal nec9531ty
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(of self as thinking thing, by which he is what he is, that is, to which

existence necessarily pertains) is determined by the use of radical doubt

as a "lever," that is as a methodological consideration for ths sake of
the "firm foundation in the sciences.” The other realm is of the appear-
ances, of the ideas of nature brought to us by the senses, in which ideas
there is no certainty orbnscessity, that is, to which existence does not
necessarily pertain. This is the realm of formal and material falsity,
of error and sense deception, and from which the idea of doubt in the
beginning is derived by means of reflection on common experience. This
doubt, in itself, does not require of us an absolute suspension of be-
lief, rather, there is more reason to believe than to deny the "teachings

of nature.®

However, our argument about error and sense deception requires us to
reconsider radical doubt. Although error is nothing in itself, it lies
in the judgments we make about ideas. We have tried to show that the
ideas about &hich judgment errs are in the category of the appearances,
since it is not possible for it to err in the other realm. The dsvelop-
ment of this argument seems to hinge on the esxample in the form of a
guestion in the fourth Meditation, where it is seen that there is no
certain way to determine whether the idea of self as corporeal repressen-
tation is the same as self as thinking thing. The difficulty, of courss,
lies in the fact that existence necessarily pertains to the latter, but
not to the former. It is at this point that radical doubt may bs mis-
represented, since the gquestion about the appearances is, if existence
does not necessarily pertain to them as idesas, does corporeal nature,
what the ideas apparently represent, exist? This is the question that it
is the stated intent of the sixth Neditation to answer, Descartes'
answer in the form of a "proof" ws argue, is irrelevant, and merely re-
states the initial position, namely, that he has "a very great inclinaticn
to believe . . . that they (the ideas) are conveyed to me by corporeal

ob jects,” We argued that the existence of corporeal nature was nsver
really the basis of doubt. Rather, the real question lay in thes qualifi-
cations; ". . . they are perhaps not exactly what we perceive by the
senses" (p. 191). From this the argument about self as composed of mind

and body developed and the consequent mechanical model of sensation. The
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result, we argued, was an understanding of the appearances as having
necessity through an examination of their bodily origin, under;yihg
which axamination:was an implicit "physics" based on principles derived
from the underétaﬁding. The oridiﬁ of the appearances then was seen.as

arising From natural nac9331§x {Tha:argumént that followed from this

was the undarstandlng of the materlal basis of sense deception, that is,

of the "real errors" of nature and the imperfections of man.

Now, 1t is thls mater1a1 ba31s of the deceptlons of the senses that re-
quires us to con31der the orlglns of radlcal doubt. Although it is a
“tool” in the beglnnlng oF the treatlsa, in the end it seems justifiable

to say that 1ts ba31s 1s a radlcal dlstrust of nature. Thus radical .

doubt seems to be a demand of thought for Descartes, notwithstanding its
apparently merely methodological use at the beginning of the fMeditations.
It is inextricably bound up with both the beginnings and the end of his
idea of science. The desire for a "firm foundation in the sciences"

has as a decisive part of its end a "practical philosophy" and is a de-
sire for freedom from nature by making ourselves the "masters and pos-
sessors of nature." In this respect it is not the least puzzling that
Descartes found the greatest freedom where he found the greatest necessity,

in an autonomous intellect.

WUhat is this "nature'" for Descartes that it demands such a science?

Nature and the Imperfection of MNan

Nature for Descartes seems to be twofold. On the one hand in its funda-
mental actions, the action of bodies, it is necessary. This necessity

is primarily on the levsl of the elements of which it is composed (viz.
the wax - p. 155, end of paragraph) which elements correspond (somehow)
with the mathematical nature of our understanding. On the other hand, the
necessity of nature seems to us to be blind, without ends that we can
comprehend other than the immediate effects of its continuing efficient

causality.

The imperfections of man mirror nature. The example of the dropsical man

who desires to drink is an example of both necessity, insofar as the
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desire to drink is the result of the necessary action of nature, and

blindness, since the end of that act is destructive.

In this view what accounts for man as a whole? further, in this view,
why should the action of the parts be destructive of the whole? The
blindness of nature, from our extrinsic point of view, can only appear

to us as accident.

For Descartes, the science of nature, which reveals its necessity through
the light of our understanding, does not for that reason change its |
appearance to us. Rather it Freés us from our former illusions, and
contains the promise of securing a lasting foundation for enjoying the
blessings of this life, by freeing us from the accidents and imperfections

to which we are subject.
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A GENERALIZATION OF APOLLONIUS I. 11-13

John Steadman, Tutor

p generalization of the characteristic property of the hyperbola, given

¥
in 1.12, can be stated:
Given any pllg on the ordinate, as its other side is to the
ordinate, so make a "notright” to the upright. Then the
pllg on the ordinate equals the similar pllg on the abscissa
and the notright, but excesds by a figure similar, and
similarly situated to the similar pllg on the transverse
and the notright.
PROOF :
iet there be a hyperbola with diameter AB, center C, and upright side AU.
On any ordinate DE make a pllg with side DF. Draw AN at the same angle,
and so that DF:DE :: AN:AU. Then AN is the notright. Join BN and ex-
tend to P, where EP is parallel to AN. Complete pllgs AEPO and AEQN.
4 I say that pllg EF = pllg AP.

® ' For let BU be joined and extended to W, whers EY is parallel to AU,




54

Complete rectangles AEWV and AEXU. Then sg. DE = rect. AU.

Now EP:AN :: EB:AU, so EP:EW :: AN:AU :: DF:DE, so also
rect. AE,EP:rect. AE,EW :: rect. DF,DE:sq. DE.

But sq DE = rect. AE,EW, thersfore rect. DF,DE = rect. AEL,EP.

However as rectangles are to one another so are similar pllgs on ths

same sides (since they are in duplicate ratic of their sides).

Thersfore pllg EF = pllg AP. Q.E.D.

It is clear that when DE=DF, and the angle is right, then the pllg be-
comes a square, the notright becomes an upright, and this property be-

comes that in I.12,

The analogous property of the ellipse follows from this same proof, by

drawing the appropriate figure.

The analogous property of the parabola follows immediately from I.11
since if DE:DF :: AU:AN, then sg. DE:rsct. DE,DF :: rect. AU,AE:rsct.AN,AE.
But in the parabola sq. DE = rect. AU,AE, so that rect. DF,DE = rect.AU,AE

and the similar pllgs on the same sides will bs esqual also.

Apollonius doss prove one proposition involving arbitrary pllgs on the
ordinate, namsly 1,41, which is given for the sake of csrtain lemmas
nesded for finding diameters and their uprights. It is equivalent to

the property given hers, since sach can be dedubad from the other.

With pllg EF and notright AN
given as before, 1.41 can be
proved by bisecting the not-
right at G, joining LG and
ektending to H, completing
" pllgs CAGJ and CEHK and then

showing that:
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first, DE:DF comp. CA:AG, upright:transverse,
second, pllg AP =.gnomon AHJ.

The fifstrfdlloms from the proportion DE:DF :: AU:AN,
since AU:AN comp. AU:AB, AB:AN, and since AB:AN :: AC:AG, therefore
DE :DF comp. CA:AG, upright:AU:transverse'AB.

The second is shown in 4 steps:
1. Since pllg NP = pllg GH (by congruent trlangles) therefore
pllg WP = pllg GQ.
2. But pllg GQ = pllg AL (since GN=AG),
3. and pllg AL = pllg M (pllgs about dia.),

4. therefore pllg M = pllg MP, and gnomon AHJ = pllg AP. Q.E,D.

Since all these steps are convertlble, the generallzatlon of 1.12 is

proved from I.41 by writing this proof backwards.
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ANALOGY AND UNDERSTANDING

Robin Smith '68
Freshman Prize Essay
(santa Fe)

[The quotations from the Republic in this paper
are mostly from Paul Shorey's translation. How-
ever, I have occasionally made slight alterations
to suit myself.]

Part I

Probably the most commonly used - and, indeed, the most effective -
means of explaining is the analogy. Analogy, generally speaking, ex-
plains the unfamiliar and unknown by means of similar things which are
familiar and known and which have the same relationships among them-
selves as the unfamiliar things. Unfortunately, this definition tells
us that analogy explains the unfamiliar and unknown in terms of familiar
and known things which are analogously related, for "in the same re-
lationship" may be considered synonymous with "analogously.” How, then,
does analogy create any understanding of some matter? The answer to
this question seems to be contained in the Republic, in the three impor-
tant comparisons of the sixth and seventh books: the simile of the sun
and the good, the analogy of the divided line, and the allegory of the

cave.

The simile of the sun is introduced at 506E as an account of "what seems
to be the offspring of the good and most like it." Socrates describes
the good in this indirect manner because he fears the insufficisncy of
his powers for a direct description: ". . . I fear that my powers may
fail and that in my eagerness I may cut a sorry figure and become a
laughing stock." However, Socrates has just finished describing the
corruption of philosophic natures and how the philosopher is useless -
in fact, ridiculous - in existing society. Glaucon will later exclaim
at tme extreme to which Socrates! comParison goes, ‘"Heaven help us,
such a hyperbole!* ( ”Aﬂo)\)\.ov; da LH%%‘ZQ‘&}‘}W ). What is to be made
of the laughability of Socrates and of the philosopher?

The answer to this question is not immediately forthcoming. However,

let us examine this simile which Socrates is offering. 1In setting it
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out, he first separates those things which are into tuwo classes: (5078)

"We predicate 'to be' of many. beautiful things and of many good things. . ."
and later, ". . . we speak of a good in itself and a beautiful in

itself . . .". There is here the replacement of many (good) things by

" ‘one idea (of the good) Moreover, the idea we call "that which each
ipgally is". "Ahd the one ¢lass of thlnge," Socrates contlnues, “can be

- ‘sgar but not tHought, while the 1deas can be thought but not seen."

" Thus,’ we have the division of what is 1nto the class of v151ble ob jects

“" and ‘the class of 1deas, and ue have the tacit aesumptlon that the ideas

‘are the more real.

- The setting out, now becomes more .specific.” It is to'refer to the visible
werld, to the world of sense perceptions. Socrates observes that sight
is unique among the senses in that it requires, in addition to the organ
-of visieon and the object seen, a third element - light - before it can
operate. Now, Sotrates lays down the immediate spécifications for his
simile.  First, the 'sun is the source of light and therefore the cause
of .wision. Second, neither vision itself nor the eye is the sun. Third,
the.eye is the most 'sunlike of the organs of:sense. And fourth, the
sun, while it is not itself vision, is, as the. cause of vision, beheld
by- vision itself. Here Socrates tells us that this was what he meant
by:the offspring of the good, which, as he says at 508C, "the good
.generated.in a proportion with itself: as the good is to reason and the
.ob jects of reaspgn. in the intelligible world, so is the sun to vision
-and-ths. objects of vision in the visible world." Hs explains the pro-

- portionality further: when the eyes are "turned" on the objects of

the night, rather than those of the day, they appear as if vision were
not. in:them. However, when the eyes are "turned" on the objects of the
day; vision appears. to be.in the .same esyes. Thus, the same eyes will
appear to possess or not to possess vision as the light of the sun is
present or absent. Likewise, when thse eoul is directed at that place
"whete truth and’ belng shlne“, slae knowe the obJecte there and appeare

to poseess reason; but ‘when 1t is turned from there to the place of

:"becomlng and pa531ng away“, it appears to be mlthout reason. Now,

'L;Socratee draws the COHClUSth he has baen almlng for: "Then thls,

which gives their truth to the objects of knowledge and the pomer of
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knowing to the knower, you must call the idea of good, and you must
think of it as being the cause of knowledge and of truth insofar as it

is knouwn."

Here it seems to me that the analogy has come to its natural conclusion:
the sun is like the good in that the one makes objects in the visible
world visible, while the ofher makes objects in the intelligible world
knowable. But Socrates has got his proportion, whether it is a true

one or not, and he is, at least for the moment, going to treat it like
one. Accordingly, he goes on to say that, while it is not just to con-
ceive of either the truth or knowledge as being the good, but only like
the good, neverthsless they are the most like the good of any ideas -
Jjust as the eye and light, though they are neither of them the sun, are
nevertheless most like the sun of things in the visible world. Glaucon's
reaction to this seems very significant to me: "An inconceivable beauty
you speak of, if it creates knowledge and truth but is itself more
beautiful than they. For you surely cannot mean that it is pleasure."”
Laucon indicates here that the conversation is leaving him somswhat in
the dark now; Socrates has left the simply understandable bounds of

the "proportion”. 1In fact, rather than try toc slucidate Glaucon's con-
fusion, Socrates continues to extend the comparison: "The sun not only
gives the power of being seen to visible objects, but it also provides
for their generation. Likewise, you are to say that the objects of
knowledge not only receive their being known from the good, but also
that their being and essence are provided toc them by it, though the good
is not itself essence." Glaucon is now utterly at a loss to ses how

the discussion has arrived at such a statement as this, though it
started as a simple likening of the sun to the good. Therefore, Glaucon
laughs; part of his laughter is surprise, but the explanation of the

rest will have to be reserved for later.

In the simile of the sun, it should be noted that, first, Socrates is
not really justified in carrying the proportion as far as he does;
second, that the éntire analogy is constructed with reference to sen-
sory phenomena. The significance of this will become clear in a later

context.
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Part I1I

The discussion now turns back to the question o% the néturé”of the‘gobd
and ité relation to the intelligible world. The simile of the sun,
whatever it may have of immediacy and vividness, is limited in its ex-
tension: it cannot be carried beyond a certain point without strain.
Therefore, Socrates fesorts to a mathematical object for his comparison,

and this time he constructs a genuine proportion.

The primary consideration is identical to that of:the_previous conside-
ration, the worlds of the visible and the intelligible,'ruled‘uver by
the sun and the good.. However, this time Socrates chooses to represent
thsm by a line divided into unequal parts accbrding to "the ratio of
their comparative clarity and obscurity." (509D) He then divides aach.
section again in the same ratio as the sections themselves. Now, he
considersvwhat the;divisibns of the sections are to represent.. Forv
the two parts of the visible section, he suggests the interpretation

of shadows and reflections generally (images) for one section, and_thosé
things of which they are the images, as the other, Socrates asks-
Gléucon if he agreaé that "the division in respect of truth and false-
ness is'that, as the opinable is to the knowable, so is the likeness to
that of wHibh it is the likeness?" Glaucon agrees, and thereby agrees
that the visible world is an image of the intelligible. In effect,
thié>is'a hypdﬁhesis to which Glaucon is assenting, However, Socrates
haé prepared for this hypothesis with his assertion that the sun is the
6ffspring of the good. There is a similarity of . relationship between
parent and o??spring, model and copy, a thing and its likeness; and :
Socrates asserts that the same relation holds betwesn ideas and visible
objacté, between being and becoming. It is ths perception of this

sameness which is the understanding of the truth in the analogy.

Next, it is necessary to turn to the section of_fha line representing
the intelligible world. On one part of this lins, we are to considef"'
as images the things imitated in the former part. The hypothetical
method is characteristic of this section: the soul proceeds "from
hypotheses, not up to a first principle, but down ﬁo‘aacénﬁldsioﬁ.““

However, in the other part of this section, the soul‘"gbeé‘From the
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hypotheses up to an unhypothetical beginning," and moves through the

realm of pure ideas, making no use of images.

This last statement - that the soul makes no use of images in tha last
part of the intelligible section - is particularly significant in terms
of the discussion leading up to this point, for the entire discussion
is a use of images. In them, an imperfect understanding of the ideas
is helped by the perception of relationships like those among the ideas
also occurring among things in the visible world. The essential nature
of analogy is evident here: that it explains the familiar in terms

of the unfamiliar. However, whether the perception of a same relation-

ship can be reduced to any simpler terms is as yet unanswered.

On the last section of the line, images are no longer employed, or, in
other words, the soul perceives that which is not an image of anything;
the unhypothetical idea of good. Glaucon is understandably mystified

by this, and therefore Socrates turns again to the first part of the
intelligibls section, to clarify the nature of it with an example.
Considering the study of geometry, Socrates points out that gesometers
postulate those things which they intend to use in their investigation
and then proceed from them consistently to conclusions, all the while
taking. the existence of those things postulated as being beyond question.
Further, he notes that geometers employ visible objects as illustrations
of the ideas they are talking about. In other words, geomstry exactly
fits the conditions of the objects on the first part of the intelligible
section: it treats the visibls objects as images of its own and proceeds
by the hypothetical method. In this section, for some reascn, the soul
is unable to riss above its hypotheses and move in the realm of pure
ideas, unaccompanied by images, up to the unhypothesized first principle.
The upper part, by contrast, is those things which "the reason itself
lays hold of by means of the power of dialectic, treating its assumptions
not as absolute beginnings but literally as hypotheses ( ©®d SvTt
BTUﬂaéGTLQ ), underpinnings, footings, and springboards so to spéak, to
enable it to rise to that which requires no assumption and is the
starting point of all, and after attaining to that again taking hold of
the first dependencies from it, so to proceed downward to the conclusion,

making no use whatever of any object of sense but only of pure ideas
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moving on through ideas to ideas and,snding‘with ideas.”

Glaucon's rsactlon to thlS is much dlffsrsnt From his raactlon to the
conc1u31on of ths sxmlle of the sun. Rathsr than laugh he trlss to
grasp what_ 13 being sald and 1ndesd hs returns a good account of it

to Socrates.. « Thus,,. the analogy of ths divided 11ns and the relative
positions oF ths act1V1tlss of reason, thlnklng, bsllsf, and 1magln1ng"
on .it. compose. an analogy thst is much clsarsr than ths simlls of the
sun ﬁon.two,paasons first, becauss the ObJBCt now used to sxplaln ‘the
good is an.ideal ohJsct, 1nstsad of a physical ons, ‘and sscond, ‘because’
the proportion is ussd.only in its trus Sanss, Still, ifvnust be borne =
in mlnd that the simile of the sun is rsspon51bls For gettlng us where
we ars. Though reason is supsrlor to v191on, VlSan is prlor. Yet !
Plato has here a clsar statsmsnt of the rslatlon bstwssn ssnse ex-
perience and th0ught. Sense sxperlsncss can only cause knowlsdgs of
ideas in the way that a things' shadow can cause’ vision of the thlng
itself. Sense experisnce is thus the imitation of knowledge, andﬁltsv
objscts'ars'ths imitations of knowable objects; but only knowledgs and

its objects are real,
part 11T

The sgmils of:ths’sun gaVs us, at least in a way, the relationship be-
tmssn ths good and ths obJscts in the world of- being; the analogy of the
d1v1dad llns sxplaxnsd the rslatlonshlp between the world of being and

the warld oF bscomlng. Now Socrates prsparss to make the ascent from - -
the v191bls world to ths ideal world - an ascent which he will describs
as sducatlon." Hs begins in 514A to construct ‘his allegory:- "Compare

our nature in respect of education and the lack of it to such’an experience
as this., Hs prsssnts us Wlth men chalnsd as prlsonsrs 1n a cave where
sunlight. mever anters. . They are unabls to move or turn thslr hsads, and ”
all that thsy can see is ths shadows thrown on ths wall of ths cave by
ObJBCtS held- bafors a fire. Men 1n such a 81tuatlon, 1F thsy had been
there all ‘their llves, would 1maglns ths cavs to be the rsal world, and
the shadows and. tha fire to be true obJects and trus llght Wisdom, for -
thsse, would be the ability to dlscern ths shadowy shapss and to remsmbsr

thelr customary sequences.
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Socrates now begins to describe the ascent. What would be the prisoner's
reaction "when one was freed from his fetters and compelled to stand

- up suddenly and turn his head around and walk and 1ift up his eyes to

the light, and in doing all this felt pain and because of the dazzle

-and glitter of the light was unable to discern the ob jects whose shadows
he formerly saw, what would be his answer if someone told him that what
he had seen before was all a cheat and an illusion, but that now, being
nearer to reality and turned toward more real things, he saw more truly?"
The first step of the ascension is the turningbof the priscner's vision
away: from the shadows to those things of which they are the shadous,

and this step will be painful to him. The description of this as a
"turning around” is important; the same language has been used many

times already by Socrates, for instance, to describe the turning of the
soul from contemplation of the world of becoming to the world of being.

Apparently, this turning arcund comes only through constraint.

The man in the cave would be pained by looking at the unfamiliar ob jects,
and he would be still more pained by looking at the light of the fire
directly. Rather than stay and look at these things, he will turn again
and flee to the shadows he is familiar with, regarding them as more real
than these other things he has seen with such pain. In short, he will
flee the unfamiliar objects and turn again to the familiar ones. There
is a resemblance between this behavior and the "doglike" behavior which
is to be ingrained in the guardians in the ideal state: the guardians
are to love and protect what is familiar, and to hate and destroy what
is unfamiliar. Perhaps there is here a suggestion that this doglikse
temperament will have to be utterly destroyed before the guardians can

become philosophers.

Whatever the case may be in this matter, Socrates next has his prisoner
dragged up into the light of the sun - an experience that would be most
painful of all for this prisoner, and which he would resist as much as

~ he could. UWhen he reached the outside, where the sunlight, the cause

of true vision, is abundant, his vision would be overwhelmed and he
would be blinded by the light, unable to see any of what we call the
real things, Then, gradually, his vision would become accustomed to the

light; at first, he would be able toc look at shadows and reflections,
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then the actual physical 6bjects, and finally the sun itself. Ultimately,
he would understand that the sun is the cause of generation and growth

and nurture in the visible world.

But now, Socrates would have this man descend again into the cave. 0b-
viously, he would not want to; he would have no desire at all for the
honors and merits he might gain among them disputing about shadows. Never-
theless,  should he make the descent, he would find himself blinded by
the darkness and unable to discern the shadows he once considered real.
If he should be required to speak about the shadows while still in this
coﬁdition, he would appear ridiculous to the men in the cave, and they
would think that his vision had been corrupted (the verb used:is
drapOe (pw, which is also used in the charge against Socrates in the
Euthyphro and the Apology "corrupting the youth"). Furthermore, they
would kill anyone who attempted to lead them out of the cave, if they

were able.

Now, Socrates proposes to apply this allegory to "all that has been said.”
He constructe the comparison as we might expect: as the cave is to the
visible world, so is the visible world to the intelligible world. How-
ever, this time Socrates is careful to put his allegory in its proper
perspective: "But God knows whether it is true."” He proceeds within
this more or less hypothetical framework and attempts to reach up to the
good once more, this time with a firmer understanding of his method.

At once, he tells us that, "in the region of the known, the last thing

to be seen, and seen with difficulty, is the idea of good" and that "this
(the idea of good) is indeed the cause of all things, ef all that is
right and beautiful."” Exactly what is meant by this is clarified by

the last statement Socrates makes about the good: . . . anyone who

is to act wisely in public or in private must have caught sight of this."
Here is the real significance of the entire discussion about the idea

of the good: without a viéion of thé ultimate human good - for clearly
that is what Socrates means by the good - there is no wisdom or even
significance of any intelligible sort in the world, as far as men are

concerned.

Just as the man in the cave would not want to descend again, once having
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lived invthe l;ght,'so'tha philosopher who has contemplated the good
and undsrstodd it as the true cause of everything of value will not want
to argue about the shadows of justice and virtue:whicﬁ areisseh by “iwe
ordinary men. . The philgsopher will appear ridiculous because of his
inability to opine as sgdinary msh do about these shadows. It is im-
portant to remember that Qisiohsisiobscured in two ways: by coming_From
light into darkness_snd By coming from darkness into light. ~Thsrefose
thinking that the samsvthing happens to the soul, a sensible man will
not laught at a confussd soul:until he determines which sort of blind-
ness is affecting it. "And so he would deem the one happyrin its skf
perisnce and.way of 1life, and pity the other; and if it pleased him to
laugh at it, his laughfsr would be less laughable than that at;ths ex-

pense of the soul that had come down from the light above."

Perhaps, thsn we now have an explanation of Glau;on's lsughtsr. Soc-
rates has taken Glaucon and, after examing with him those things of the
visible world in which he has confidence, rudely turned his soulfrom
that world to the world-of idess, directly confronting him with the
idea of the good. Glaucon is blinded by this - however dim hisApercep-
tion of it may be - and his perplexity only grows as Socrates persists
in expanding the."proportion". Thersfdre; he laughs both at the ideas
Socrates is prssenting him and at his own inability to comprehend thsmf
He is shocked into laughterbby the unfamiliarity of Socrates' statements
(for unfamiliarity is closely akin to ridiculousness), but at the ssme
time he strives to sss mors clearly the thing that is blinding him. 1In

this way, he is also inclined to laugh at himself.

The allééor&LQF the cave has thus combined the simile of‘tha sun and the
analogy of tHs divided line, creating an image of these two ihages in
order to sxpfaih to movement of the soul between the worlds of becoming
and bsing; It seems that the allegory takes the two previous comparisons
as hypothssss of a sort, and then develops them, drawing conclusions
about fhs world of becoming from ideal hypotheses. The cave is, in a
sense, an ihaga.of the line, but it is a dynamic image, portraying motion
along the line. The allegory is not yet finished; it has yet to yield

its most important comparison.
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Part IV

In 518C, Socrates applies the allegory of the cave to the prccesskof
education: '"Qur present argument indicates that the true analogy for
this indwelling power of the soul and the instrument whereby each of

us épprehends is that of an éya that could not be converted from the
darkness to the light except:by turning the whole body. Even so this
organ of knowledge must be tufnad afound from the world of becoming to-
gether with the entire soul . . ." But if this is education, it is

also the business of the ideal state in the Republic, for the body of
that work is taken up with a discussion of the education of the guardians,
If this is the case, then there is a great deal of difference between
the education of the guardians and the true education, for the true edu-
cation seems to be a violent and painful process, one in which a maniis
required to look at objects which deny the truth of his former belisfs

and whose truth and goodness are painful to his unaccustomed soul.

Llet us consider for a moment what education is. Certainly, it is in its
truest sense the production of virtue. The education outlined in the
allegory of the cave, however, is intendsd to direct the wisdom in a

soul aright. Might, then, the true nature of virtue be that it is wisdom,
and consequently cannot be taught but only directed aright? Indeed, Soc-
rates describes thé other virtues as "akin to those of the body. For it
is true that where they do not pre-exist, they are afterwards created

by habit and practice." Wisdom, on the other hand, is different: ". . .
of a more divine guality, a thing that never loses its potency but, ac-
cording to the direction of its conversion, becomes useful and bene-
ficient, or, again, useless and harmful.”" The only virtue that truly
belongs to the soul of a man is thus wisdom - a virtus which, strictly,
gannot be taught. However, the process of education is the turning of
this wisdom, together with the entire soul, from the images and shadous

of the world of becoming to the ideas themselves in the world of being.

Now, it is possible to answer the initial question of this paper: houw
an analogy can create understanding. First, it appears that all men
are doglike in a certain sense, in that they trust the things they are

familiar with more than unfamiliar things. From this, we immediately
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understand the painfulness of education:: the progress from the familiar
to the unfamlllar is nF nec9331ty palnfui. If, however, we can intro-
duce the unfamlllar abjects from the vantaga poxnt of the familiar -
foreshadnwlﬁg them, in effect - me will ease the paln of the process

and encourage pragress along the path of educatlon, for, while trauelihg
in a reglon of unfamlllar thlngs, the man belng educated will ses all
around hlm those relatlonshlps that he has beccme famlllar with. The
sudden turnlng around in the cave 1s palnful becauss it emphasizes the
dlfferance of the wurlds' the analogles given by Socrates are 1nspiring,

because they shcw us the sameness.




THE WHITENESS OF TRUST

Veronica Soul

Now all is at a winter's end. 1I'll come.

You call me briar rose because I bloom

Behind the unwashed glass ‘of greenhouse panes
And fear to tread the icy surfaced lake

“When winter s regs has made its solid stand.
Don't think I never dance or run or walk

Ny way to this chilled county s edge of wave,
Nor stop at svery’ dandellon ‘gone

To seed. Don't think I never look on youths
Without the will to shower them with white
That isn't cold like snow or lovers gone.

I stripped the spring of flowering weeds to stop
The fall of seeds of trustfupoh my hair,

Until I watched a stone among the stones,
Milk gray and worn, half hidden by its peers.
Because that heavy gray can't come to me,

I'1l ssek it out along my walking ways.

Each barren day I'll rush to see it still
Until it's bruised away by rain and wind.

WUhen you outdraw that stone in¢strength, don't think
I'11 never dance until our ways are one --
Unless you will to dance a separate piece,
Deny esach dandelion-gone to ssed.

Then white on white confuses memory

When snow and seed mix seasons and love's blown.

67
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INVOCATION

James NMensch

The viol provencial
breaks foreward with its swest song
into ths gquiet night air parting it
with the breath‘of its spirit,
as that first spirit moved on the stillness of the waters.
Uho will answer it?
Will the powers so impregnated givs birth
to a nsu création in joyful spontaneity,
recalling that first command;
or is it that song of the maiden wesping
for the false marriage of her sister;
so sweet her song,
the night takes it for a love's complaint.

Who will answer it?

67
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THE 'IGHT THEN

James Mensch '67

If I could reenter the womb of things,
if I could breathe the air expanded

(the breath of angels)’
and like a spirit disembodied
soar over the earth covered with snow
If I the secret places of things could enter
the lighted windows, mggic lanterns, of the houses below;
If I could apen my mouth
so as to swallow the moon
and sing (not breaking the curious stillness of the night but

becoming it) ;
and if my song could enter all the places.
of the snow like the moonlight and linger o'sr the drifts
and if I could become my song....
Or in late summer, be the wind after the rain
making of the leaves voices to sing
the whisperings of secrets
and be the cricket's comment
and be the fallen leaves painted
and the wind :
blowing over the house tops and the chimnseys
and the brick gardens with the closed
yet exhalent sweetness of night flowers;
and laying the egg as in the parting of the

breasts of chaos,

nose about the damp, dark, and empty places,
and be the exhausted sleep of lovers,
the empty fountains pricking the pregnant quiet of night
which cascades onto the plains.of joy all unbroken
while she weaves her embroidered cloth
of wheeling stars upon the womb of darkness...
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AT THE MID HJUR OF NIGHT
(Anacreontea) © 1

James Lil jenwall '68
Greek translation prize
(Santa Fe)

Once, in the middle of night,
when the Bear

was turned: 'round

near the hand of Arcturus
and the races’ of men

lay broken by toil,

Eros halted at my door -
rattling the bar. '

"Uho is hammering-on my door;
who tears me from my dreams?"

‘"0pen up! -Don't be dfraid.

I am a child, wandering

alone through the moonless nlght
and -1 am soaked."

Quickly I lighted a lamp,
taking pity '

at his words.

Then I opened wide the door,
and a child it was!

with wings, a quiver,
and a bouw.

I sat him down near the fire,
warming his

artful hands,

drying his long-flowing hair,
until at last,

when the chill had let go,
Eros spoke:

"Here, let's give the bow a try
to see if it prevents my shot
with a strlng that is wet.”

But he ea511y strung the bow

and shot me

in the 'breast:

I was certain he was mad!

But laughihg he leaped up, saying:

"0 Frlend brlghten up! ;
The arrows are harmless for us,
though you will suffer in your heart."
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THE SON OF GOD AS WORD

John Wetlaufer '67
Honorable Mention
Sophomore Essay '65

Indeed, men cannot speak properly of such
matters. For who can unfold in cogent enough
fashion this statement, that, "“the Word be-
came flesh and dwelt among us," so that we
should then believe in "the only Son of God
the Father Almighty, bdrn of the Holy Spirit
and Mary the Virgin.

-- St. Augustine

Before trying to draw out the implications that lie within the opening

verses of The Gospel According to St. John, the endeavor of explication

of these passages must be defined. So many integral problems are in-
volved with such discussion that the meanings implied in the passagses

to be considered overlap with the pfemises upcn which discussion ié
based. For instance, on some immediately apprshendable level the mystery
of the trinity, or rather the notion of unity and plurality of persons in
the Godhead, is present in those passages. This in turn casts dubious
light on such things as the law of the excluded middle, for we find our-
selves saying, "God is one and God is three," and, "God is the Father

of the Son, and the Son of the Father, the Son and the Father being ane. "
To what can the reason fasten when that law, which has been a veritable
rock in previous contexts, is shown to be a heretical idol with fest of
crumbling ciay? The entangling vine of nonsense spreads its creepers

and grasps the human mind, bsfuddling and reducing it to perplexity.
However reason should not be forsaken but, instead, submitted. It cannot

1)

originate from indulgence. But it must be passive, awaiting the perfection

be indulged in, for pride and curiosity, the motions of a dead soul,

of God's gratuitous light. For the words in the first chapter of John
contain that from which articles of faith are derived, and articles of

faith, or principles, are not proved but are used to prove something

2)

else. Moreover one does not sesk to understand those passages to the

1) St. Augustine, The Confessions of St. Augustine, Bk. XIII, Ch. 21
2) St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica, Q. 1. a.B8
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3)

end of belief, but believes them in order to understand. Therefore we

must remember that Holy Urit
is called highar'bacausa it leads to higher things by

manifesting what are above reason, and moreover because
it came down.from the Father of-Lights by inspiration. 4

and that when we use words in describing God

The supreme Being is so above and beyond every other
nature that whenever any statement is made concering . ,
it in words which are also applicable to other natures,
the sense of these words in this case is by no means
that in which they are applied to other natures.5)

How then are we. to infer the truths in the Word oF‘God'ahd'in the w?;ds
of Holy Script? First we must explain why the sense of the words we”
use cannot be taken as they are applied to other natures. As Qndér-
stood by St. Thqmass) the words of:sacred doctrine are each fo'be tékeh
literally and spiritually. In.the spiritual sense the significatiﬁn :
made is not only that thing that the word names, but also that which the
thing nemed signifies. (Spiritual signification gives rise to ‘three
interpretive senses; the allegorical, in which we are 1nstructed in
belisf, tﬁa.moral in which we are instructed in charity, and the analogipai,:
whereby we are taught what to hope for.) Thus it is seen that tHe'Qﬁfdﬁ" |
used are signg and that which they point to is not Singlé."But thafefraé'f.

mains a question as to the nature of the sign.

Again as St;JThamas”writag, there is "nothing necessary.to faith con-+

tained under the spiritua; sense which is not elsewheré put forward ¥

clearly by thé*Scfiptura in its literal sense."7> For it is written' ™
He. that believeth on the Son hath everlasting life and

he that believeth not on the Son shall not see life but
the wrath of God abideth in him.8

" a new commandment I give unto you, -That ye love one
another; as I have loved you, that ye also love one .
another.9 - e ke '“

3) St. Anselm, Proslogium, Ch. 1,7 %1 &us Jifes o

4) St. Bonaventurse, On the Reduction of the Arts to Theology, pg. 5
5) St. Anselm, Monologium, Ch. LXV '~ -

6) St. Thomas Aquinas, Q. 1. a.10

7) ibid

8) John 3:36

9) John 13:34
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(The first is taken as showing in what we are to believe and for what

we are to hope, while the second is the commandment unto charity.) So
the signs that are spiritual seem not so much to tell us in what to
belisve and hope, and how to behave. Rather they are to clear the dark-
ness of the human intellect so that man might be a seer of the Light,
even though it be "through a glass darkly." Therefore the signs, or,
symbols, are meant to point to, or manifest, what He is. Now the reason
for being unable to apply the senses these words have in other natures
beside the Supreme nature is becﬁming more clear. For the words whersby
man signifies things are images, in that they separate the form from the
thing signified. Though the form is separable, the thing signified does
not exist apart from its form, but with its form in whatever it is
informed. However the sxisting fhing itself is a likeness, and this
likeness is made through or after the Divine exemplar, made materially
from nothing and existing entifely in the Creator. In sffsct the being
of the thing signified is entirely in an Image, this Image being the
only properly called image. It is derived, but same in essence, and
through it are all things derived. Thus our repressntations, made with
analogies to created things, are at least three steps away from what is.
Or, stated another way, our metaphors are like an alternated proportion
that originally was bestween magnitudes not of the same kind. However,
as Aquinas quoting Dionysius says; "it is more fitting that divine
truths should be expounded under the figure of less noble than nobler
bodies"jU)This, in part; is the case because man is less apt to error,
being freed from notions of actual representations of Divine truths.
(Here Aguinas is speaking of the method, that is, the method of the
metaphor, and it is of this he is speaking when he says "less noble".
For instance, manifesting truths by metaphor, a poetic device, is less
noble than by a philosophic method. In no way do we say that God should
be expressed by what is base or even in a method that is base. Rather

we must proceed in humility, resisting the temptations of pride.

Therse remains another way of predicating something of God which has nat -

been dealt with, namely a statement made substantially. That is, if we

1)

take the example of St. Thomas, "God is good."1 By this we do not

10) St. Thomas Aquinas Q. 1. a. 9
11) St. Thomas Aquinas, Q. 13. a. 2
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mean that he is the cause of all goedness, nor do we mean 1t 1n a nega-
tive sense, that is, "God is not non-good." 1Instead it is an 1mperfect O
attempt oF the created thing to represent the perfection of that from :

which all perfectlon is derived. So, though 1t is not properly i e

the form of a metaphor, it retains that same limited characterlstlc that“'”

all words applied to the Supreme nature possess. In fact it could even’ -

be given the Form of an analogy. As the created world is to goodness,
so is God to the Good. All our symbols and figures of spesch are repre;
sentations of 1ncomprehen31ble relatlonshlps. By this I mean theyAare.:
relatlonshlps that man is comprehended in but comprehends not. These . .
llmltatlons made clear we have shown to what any endeavor of expllcatlon
of Holy ert is restrlctad. We are in a p031t10n of dlscu951ng, dis-
cursively passing from principles to conC¢us1ons,'about that which is
not discursive but manifest. To what end, then, can such an endeavgg

be?

For what need has Holy Writ of feeble comment that is necessarily less
representatiﬁe of the Truth than it is? It can have none. Further, is
it not the case that this endeavor is simply that which we have eaid 1€
should not be,.a work of curiosity and pride? Should we not be ‘like St'
Anselm, who wrltes, “I do not endeavor, O Lord, to penetrate thy sgb— ot
e But

1F we also add what follows this statement the purpose besomes less ob-

limity, for in no wise do I compare my understanding with that"?

scure. "But I long to understand in some degres thy truth, which my
heart belleves and loves." This in turn is similar to St. Augustine
mhen he wr;tes, "Lt me know Thee, 0 Lord, who knowest me; let me know

3)

ppide, for Augustine ‘is known as he .is, and thus he would appear to be

Thee‘as Iham knomh."1 (When first considered this may seem full of
askiné»to know God as He is. But this, as will be shoun later, is
possible only to the pereons of the Godhead,; and:can we say that St.
Aygustine”hopes'For the understanding that the Godhead possesses?-
Thohgh it is written‘that we are all Gods14) it is only in so- much ae '
we are limbs in Christ. Thus Augustine is asking to know God as He 1

is known to the mihq of man made into Christ. This is to say, “not'ih

12) St. Anselm, Proslocgium, Ch. 1
13) The Confessions of St. Augustine, BK. X Ch. 1
14) John 10:34 and Psalms 32:6
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a mirror," that is the mind of man, "darkly," but in the mind of Christ,
his exemplar, and clearly. St. Augustine asks not to comprehend God,
but to see His light in itself and thus become light.) Thus the en-
deavor is not one of curiosity but one which is based on what is to be

hoped for.

Further it is appropriate that Augustine's words should be in the CON-
FESSIONS, following his conversion but preceding his exposition of
Genesis I. For when he speaks after conversion it is a confession of that
which he believes in and hopes for, and it is done in order to

rouse up twoards You my own affections, and those of

other men who read this, so that all of us might say,
"the Lord is gresat, and exceedingly to be praised."” 15)

and again

For, first of all, it was your will that I confess to

you, my Lord God, because you are good, and your mercy

endures forever.16
In such descriptions and discussions man engages in an aspect of his
most important function, praising and giving glory to God. By con-
fessing aloud the words of faith and hope that are in the heart, one's
hope is increased even more and one cherishes more that which one has
faith in. If allowed to remain in the depths of the heart, the words
often become obscured and fallsn away from, but by bringing them up
one is strengthened and refreshed, for in His words are "the spirit and
the life.”" Secondly, by discussing the words one makes reason a par-
ticipant in the mysteries of belief, thereby making belief more secure
and immune to rational attacks from non-believers. What has been ten-
tative and confused in the mind, though the mind has been certain in
commitment, is dispelled and peace cf mind replaces it. Lastly we are
led away from what is base and turned toward the Image of which our
mind is the Image. That which was meant to be subjected to man is
again restored to its proper position and man is freed from the tyranny

of created things..

Now we are ready to consider the first chapter of John. This we do in

15) The Confessions, Bk. XI, Ch. 1
16) ibid




n.thlngs true and diverse."

AT

the same spirit as St. Augustlne, not stating an eplnlon as true and

. excluding all others, but wrltlng with the fear of Fa131ty in us, hoping
to grasp a portion of the truths present. . _For "God has 'adapted the
sacred writings to- many men's 1nterpretat10ns, wherein will be seen

17)

other subject is error more dangerous, or . 1nqu1ry more labdrlous, or
18) ]

Flnally we proceed knowing: that "in no

‘ Tthe dlscovery of truth more profltable o

II

. In discussing the implications of the Son as Word there are three neces-
sary consideratipns. (1) in respect to the Godhead or 'and the Word

was w1th God and .the wprd was God, " (2) in respect to the made thlngs
r "all things were made by him and without him was not anythlng made
that wae ‘made," (3) in respect to hlS taking on manhood or "and the

9)

dlscussed .there is a prellmlnary d13cussron' and that is whether we are

WOrd was ‘mads flesh and dwelt among us. n But before these can be
to consider the Word as a proper name of a person in the Godhead, or
as a metaphor. (Person will be explalned in the sectlon deallng wlth

relatlonshrp in the Godhead. )

For St.:Thomas,zo) Uord is.a personal»andlproper name for the Son.
This itself is curious for why should the Son ‘have any other name"proper
to Him beside Son. As is pornted out by Aqu1nas himself it "31gnlflesl

21) |

transferred from son,’ in which it is essentlal, to the notion of word,

an emanation of the intellect" and thus the notion oF begotten is

Wlth all its necessary connotations. This process in one sense is

metaphorlcal._ Secondly 1t is said "word" may be used metaphorlcally if

22)

done im. the first chapter of John.. That which is being made manifest

it "makes somethlng manlfest as rword." Now this is exactly what is ..

is God, .and that whlch is manlfested is essential to God For in the
first case the trlnlty in un1ty and unity. in trinity is 1mplred in the
second God as. creator 1s 1mplled,Aand in the third God as the end and

17) The.Confessions, Bk ) % N Y [

18) St. Augustine, 0On :€he Trinity, Bk. I, Ch. 3
19) Jokn, Ch. I; 1,3,14 '

20) St. Thomas Aqurnas, Q. 34, a. 1 and 2

21) St. Thomas Aquinas, Q. 34. a. 2 2

22) St. Thomas Aquines, Q. 34. a. 1
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life of man. In each case a sense or meaning of the word "word" is used
as will be shown. Furthermore it is written

Nc man hath seen God at any time: the only begotten Son

which is in the bosom of the Father, he hath declared him.Z23)
Again the metaphor of "speech" is used, and through it all three relation-
ships are implicit. For "in the bosom” tells us the Son is not alone,
but in Ged, and thus the first consideration is present. Secondly, by
being the exemplar, He hath declared the glory of God in creation. The
last sense is clear, for since no man hath"géen God, the son must take

on manhood that man may again be brought to love God.

However the "person" being talked about in each case is the Son and
thus, if Word is taken as personal and belonging to the Son alone, we
are justified in calling it a name. That is, there are not three dis-
tinct persons being referred to, only the Son. That which the Word
represents is the Son and coculd be called a name, with theaddition
that the name is not arbitrary but in some way representative of the
nature of the Son. By calling the Word a metaphor we do not exclude
its being a personal and proper name, and we leave open the possibility
of truths being revealed by it. We move on to the first conmideration,

that of the Word's oneness and otherness as God.

This aspect is so difficult and so incomprehensible that ultimately the
only affirmative statement that can be made about:'it is that it is a
mystery. Yet in trying to discover what is true we may discover what

is not true, thereby freeing ourselves from the worship of a false God.

Before discussing what relationship the WOrq/has to the Godhead we must
consider what the notion of relationship means in a simple and Supreme
Nature. For notions of relationship among created things are derived
from quantity or quality and thus the things related are either not

one or they are different in essence. If we look to Aquinas we find
that"relation in the Godhead is predicated assentially, and each per-

24)

son is distinct and incommunicable substance." So that personally

23) John 1:18
24) St. Thomas Aquinas, Q. 29. a. 4.
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the Father is the Father of the Son but noé the Son. How are they one

then? Although the person is incommunicable, "the mode itself of in-

25)

God what he is and that whereby he is are the same,"”

communicable existence” is common to the three. Thus, since "in

26)

predicated essentially. However this is little more than saying, "He

relation is

is, through Himself, three and one, essentially three and subsisting

as one, eternal and unchanging.” The mystery remains inexplicable and
enigmatic. No matter whét words we use in trying to express this truth
we arrive at the same end. Thus we must ask through what they are

other but not alone.

27)

the notion of origin, though this of course cannot be taken temporally.

Again we must rely on St. Thomas. Person is primarily derived from
First the Father is "from no one" and this includes nothing. For if

we were to say he was from nothing, or non-being, then at one time he
would have not been, whereas he always is. But the Son is from the
Father, begotten not made. If He was made then He would have been made
from nothing, and again would have not been at some time, whereas He
always is, co-eternal with the Father. Thirdly the procession from the
Father of the Son is the Holy Ghost, being from both the Father and the
Son. However we must again be careful, for these notions are noticeably
similar to those of Plotinus and other Platonists who, we are told, have
no knowledge of the Trinity. For in the One overflowing and producing
an exact image of itself, different essences are postulated, though they

are postulated perhaps with equal degrees of being.

If we consider the person of the Son, it is extremely fitting that the
Uord should be identified with Him. It is fitting because the origin
described is one of conception, and the notion of conception lends it-
self well to speech. When the mind looks out to what is, the formula-
tion in the mind of what is, is a2 word. Though this conception is in
time for us, that is, there is a time when the conception is not formed,
for God it always is. Again, for us the truths signiFied'by words of
the mind are many and diverse, while for God they are one and simple,

Himself, hence the Word.

25) St. Thomas Aquinas, Q. 30. a. 4
26) St. Thomas Aquinas, Q. 29. a. 4
27) St. Thomas Aquinas, Q. 29. a. 3
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The secqnd_caéa tﬁo,:thé ;elatidh pf the Word‘to the creation is easily
seen: in a meaning or senes of_thé word, word. But since creator is
pnadipated of God eégehtially, and not personally, it perhaps is impro-
per to spsak of the relaﬁionship a‘peréon in God has to something
comman to all persons. However if oné.takes the pronoun in the third
+.verse.as reFerring to the Uord, which éeemsljustifiable with the verses
- that Follow and understands the prep051t10n "dia" as through, inesead
of by, this dlfflculty can be ea31ly explained. For God, that is the
entire Godhead, through the Son, the Wisdom and the Truth, made all
things from nothing. Similarly when man employs the mechanical érts he
makes after. the image that is implanted in his mind, what is properly
called the word. For instance, when a man sets out to draw a circle,
he represents with a mark in or on some thing, that idea he has of a
circle, the idea being also signified by the word circle. That is,
the word is exemplar, and all perfection of the representation lies in
the word. In so much as the made things ‘contain any perfection at all
they contain it in Him. Thus the created world cries out to St. Augus-
tine, "I am not he, but he has made me."28)
In passing, cne further comment should be made concerning the relation
of the created world to the Word. For the Wisdom through which God
created, comprehends, but is not comprehended by creation. For it
"shineth in the Darkness and the darkness comprehended it not." 4By
this we are to understand that world only partakes of the wisdom to
a small degrese. This is a radical change from the meaning "logos" has
had in pagan contexts, where logos not only implied word, but that which
made thought and speech possible. It signified an order, or sense, to
the temporal world, which man was capable of apprehending. Now however,
we are all, in effect, asked the question that was put to Job.

Uhere wast thou when I laid the foundations of the earth?

declare if thou hast understanding.2”
So that which is paradoxical and unharmonious is not only present, but
inescapable to man as he lives in the temporal world. But just as

the paradox is necessary, so is the belief that things which cannot be

28) The Confessions of St. Augustlne, Bk. X, Ch. 6
29) Job 38:4
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reconciled with the natural reason are perfectly harmonious in the highest
order. It 1s rlght then that Abraham should be the: father of faith, for
“in his case the 1ntellect was not only made to assent to what was not
apparent, but to that which was apparently not possible. That 1s, he
bellaved that he was to be the father of genaratlons, and also belleved
that he would have. to sacrifice his only hope for that p091t10n, Isaac.
Thus it is belief in Him as Word that frees one from materlal conceptlons
of God, and prepares one for the supernatural end. The Word con31dar5d

with respect to created things'we move' on to consider the final cése;“

So much has bean'séidkconcerning the Word made flesh that anything said
here cannot be a new understanding of what this means. Also, since there
is so much to say concerning it, it is almost impossible to know where -
to begin discussing it. For in these words

God so loved the worldxthat He gavé Hié-only begotten

Son, that whosoever believeth on Him should not perish

but have sverlasting 1ife.30
liss the whole basis of Christianity. But we have chnétrained ourselves
to explicating the metaphor "word" and what is thereby manlfssted, and
- thus can only deal w1th a very small portion of what 1s contained in those
words just quoted. However, because the p031t10n_of man in those words
is so important and falated to our discuésion of_wqrd, we must clarify

what it is that distinguishes man.

That whibh difFerantiates-man.from other creatures is, on one level im-
mediétely clear. He is created in the image of God. But there remains
a question as to whether he is created in the image of the Godhead, that
is the Trinity, or in the likeness of one of the ‘persons, the Son. Fdf
the Son is personally and properly called the Image of God.31) Either
seems acceptable but since it is said, "let us make man in our image,

32)

everlasting, the latter sesms preferable. For that in which we are, is

after our likeness" and since it is through the Son that we have life

the image of what we are. If we truly are, then that whereby we are and

what we are is the same, one mind with Christ. Finally, by belief in

30) John 3:16
31) St. Thomas Aquinas, Q. XXXV
32) Genesis 1:26
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His name we will become sons of God and this seems to confirm our being

made - in the image of the Son.

If this is. the case_then the Word made flesh corresponds even more closely
to the aﬁalogy with a spoken word., For the word spoksn is, as sound,

less than tﬁe internal word, but it proceeds from that internal word and
”éxists in subsistence with it. If we compare the sound to the Word mads
flesh, it in turn becomes a procession from the Word. Since Christ is
born_not only of the Virgin Mary, but also of the Holy Ghost, this seems

abmeaningful analogy.

Finally, when the sound rouses up the same internal word in the hearer
that it proceeded from, the hearer is unifed with the internal word,
Thus man is taken up by Christ, the mortal wound of original sin is healed,

and man is born again.

In conclusion it is seen that throughout the whole of the New Testament

faith is nearly always talked about in terms of speaking or hearing, as
opposed to seeing. This is only natural for faith is of the things non-
apparent., It is then most appropriate thatvthe hasis for faith and the
basis for speech be the same, the Uord. Since Faith in time, precedss
hope and charity; the Word is probably the most instructive of all words.
For what we believe concerning the Godhead, the created world and man's
relationship with God, is all contained within that simple metaphor that
I have attempted to explicate. . Its understanding dispels the darkness
that Light might enter, and seeing the Light we might be made light. The

Word is not only in the beginning,it is the beginning.
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".DE BELLIS.CAZLESTIBUS
. (vel ars Sacram Scripturam legendi)

Pheme Perkins '66

Suadendo nobls ne contra superlores nostros bellum geramus, reverendissimus
doctor M. Luther non modum auctorltate Sacrae Scrlpturae in Eplstola ad,
Romanos, et in lero Provarblorum, et in Evangello secundam Matthaeum et

in multis. :aliis, locis utltur, sed-stiam nobis qu1nque argumenta dat.. At
mentionem argument1 grav1331m1 non facit, 1d est argumentum de caelestlbus
bellis, Prlmum bellum ex ‘omnibus “erat in, caalo cum Satanas a Deo derec1t.
Hoc bellum erat certamen lnferlorls contra superlorem suum, -reapse - certamen'
craaturae contra creatorem suum.. SlC contra superlores ‘nostros non,
certare: docemur. Sl enim contra - superloram pugnes, Satanam 1m1tatur. o
Itaque cum Chrlstlanus Christum: 1m1tar1 studeat Satanam non imitatur et

ergo numquam bellum contra superlores suos gerlt.‘

Ecdem modo de. -bello inter aequales et de bello superiorum contra infcriorés
disseramus. De 1lla Sanctus Ioannes in Apocalyp51 nobis dicit archangelum
M1ohaelum in nomlne Dei contra archangelum Luc1ferum suum ‘aequalem 1uste
cartav1sse. De hac ‘idem apostolus in evangelio suo nobis dicit Christum

suum 1nferlorem, Satanam v1c1sse.

Ergo sacondon Sacras Scripturas Christiano bellum in nomine Dei contta
inferiores aeoualesque~iusta,garera licat sed bellum. contra superiores‘

non licst.

Nihilominus reverendissimum doctorem M. Lutherem rogandi sumus cur Deus

permiserit ut ‘bella caelestia essent. . .

sed sat superque
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"THE WOLF AND THE SHEPHERD"
(Lecture delivered by Robert Bart, January 7, 1966)

Reviswed by
Jonathan Aurthur '68

The bsginning of any serious discussion is a glimpse. Now the person who
catches this glimpse may recognise it for what it is, a shadow of an ob-
ject or a truth, or he may take it to be the truth itself. But either
way, he wishes, because he has pride and desire to express his idea, to
talk. If he understands the glimpse to be a shadow, he will be humble,
and will talk for the saks of learning through examination. If he be-

" lieves he possesses the truth itself he will bluster, for he wishes others
" to admit his superiority in intelligence and wisdom. UWhen one sees only
‘blackness, however, when ones catches not sven a glimpse, he will have no
reason to talk, for he is certain of his blackness. Everything slse and
everyone else is a silly fantasy, and he has no reason to try to impress

a dream.

Characters in Platonic dialogues, thsn, all have glimpses which they wish
to express in one way or another. Socrates is humble, Thrasymachus in

The Republic prideful. But because he has pride, because he wishes people

to applaud him and admire him, he, with his self-truth of the superiority
of injustice, is accessible. He talks brutally and argues unfairly, but
beneath his brutality and unfairness lies respect for something, for art
and truth, or, as he would say, for precision. So despite his enmity

and repugnant notions he is, after all, a friend of Socrates, "for both
he and Thrasymachus love knowledge." This, I think, is the thesis of

the lecture. This is no total privation of truth in the *villains" of
Plato's dialogues, but a perversion. For some resason each wants to talk,
because each has a conflict within him whether he knows it or not.
Thrasymachus' conflict is one betwsen desire for precision and knowledge,

and gresd.

Thrasymachus begins with a very equivocal definition of justice, “the
good of the stronger." He quickly explains to Socrates that he is
talking of the ruler, ths one who has the powsr. When Socrates shous

him that mere obeisance on the part of the ruled, which Thrasymachus
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calls JUSthB becausa {13 corresponds to the ruler's will, can.be unjust

if the rular makes a mlstake and wills what is harmful to himself, '
Thrasymachus beglns to say what ‘he thinks. - He claims to bave. baan |
speaking of the ruler "in the precise 'sense," that is, .the complate and
intellectually auperior ruler, who doss not almply mlald 1ndlscr1m1nata
power. And this ruiet "in the ﬁracisa‘sanse" makea no'niatakaa, One
begins to see what Thrasymachua admires, art and’ 1ntallact Socrates,
howsver, brings h1m to a contradictlon by arguing that. tha artist, in-
sofar as he is an artist, works to 1mprove not himself but his material.
The doctor cures, and the ruler works for the good of the state.
Thrasymachus is Flatly contradlcted. "Justice is the good of the waakar,"-
if the ruler is an artlst ‘It is at this point that Thrasymachus finally
becomes completely honest. Tha ruler, he says, is 1ike a shepherd, not
taking care of his flock for thelr sake but For his own advantaga, fattening
them up to be slaughtered Tha ruler takes advantage oF the ruled de-
frauding them, taklng thelr money and subverting thalr W1ll to hlS, while
all the time malntalnlng a ‘reputation for justice. and Fairnass. The

ruler: is-greedy; he is npt satisfied with control over his city alone.

Why should he be, if he is completely dnjdaté' The whole world is his;,

if he hHas the ability to take advantage of it. ]

‘Nothing less than the whole world in fact is the goal

of injustice and even that limit is merely accidental.
Greed recognigzes- no bound because it is grounded in no
need and recognizes no standard of what is fitting. It
is unlimited by nature: it always seeks to get more and
yet more. Since there are natural limits to most goods
« « . greed fastens on money as its goal. . . Injustice
is good then because ‘it pays in a literal sense .and pays
more the more completely.and parFectly it is practlsed *

And because 1n3ust1ce is a desirable thing it is good and laads to hap-
plnass. Justice-is merely the fear of this good, a dev1ca by Wthh men

too weak to succeed at acquisition secure protectlon From stronger men.

Men may thlnk in tha secret places of their hearts that
injustice pays, and pays well, but they continue to
reserve their praise for Justlce, for unselfishness and
altruism as we put it, the concern for anothar s good.

. "« . This praise.is only a maak of fear. . . Justice
is no virtue: but the craven ranun01at10n of the hope of
happlnass.r: - =

* This and all subsequent quotations are takanutron Mr. Bart's lecture.
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This is Thrasymachus' position. He sees in the world only possibilitiss
for violence and exploitation. He sees these also in Conversation, He
uses violsnce "because he pays no heed to what has been said, and fraud
because he does not say what he thinks.”

Thrasymachus sees (himself and Socrates) as struggling

to gain unfair advantage over (each other) and come out

"on top: the figure of the contest dominates his view of

the discussion, What is taking place for him is not so

much a conversation but a competition in which by violence

and fraud he can display his powers in the struggle for
victory.

Further:
He revels in his own superiority. . . Speech has its

foundations for him not in opinion but in knowledge.

A conversation is mersly a contest between two rivals.

« « « In such a debate it is not the truth that is at
stake, but the success or defeat of the challenger.
Knowledge is hidden riddling, enigmatic declarations
like Thrasymachus'® opening statement. These emphasize
the secret or private character of knowledgs.

And this guestion, whether conversation and'behavior in general are at-
tempts to find harmony and agreement, or relative superiority and wealth,
causes ths discord within Thrasymachus himself. Internal discord, Thra-
symachus admits can only causs meaknéss. "True strength requires a har-
mony of convictions that produce integrity, oneness.” And his discord
is caused by the conflict between his greed and his love of or commitment
to art. His very presence in the conversation shows that he belisves
that perfect injustice as he understands it can be presented in precise
terms, that it can be expressed as a positive attitude bassed on art and
intellect, and that it can be justified. ‘He is committed to the idea
of an art of injustice. And the reason that he eventually falls, that he
blushes, is that he and Socratss do after all have a common ground for
discussion, the admission of the desirability and universality of art,
precision.

It is through the notion of art that Socrates reaches

for the central conflict in Thrasymachus. They may

differ radically about justice and what is good, but

they have a common understanding of art. Perhaps the

only thing in that idea that divides them is whether
it can be an ally of injustice. Thrasymachus' claims
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for his own definition show that he considers it

excellent because it bears the marks of art. Art

is distinguished from habit and experience by

universality and precision. He stresses that his-

account is univereal.. iy ‘ :
But this precision which he so admires is ‘at odds with the end:oF injus-
tice, victory. Tyranny cannot produce agreement or precision but only
victory. "UnJust speech can produce only victory and defeat." ‘And
Thrasymaohus' tactios, intimidation and lying, are unjust. They give
no account. To:.give an account he must speak reasonably. And'he does
wish, out of both pride of 1ntellect and d931re For knowledge, to give
an account. "He is perhaps always in conflict with himseIF for it is
inconsistent to ask agreement with a theory that. in itself subverts all

the basis of agreement. It seems that it cannot be con31stent to try

to justify a theory of injustice."

This contradiction p01nts to the greater contradicﬁion that Socrates

leads toy, and which finally destroys Thrasymachus: his "art" of injus-
tice is not art at all, but stupidity. Firstly, it is not an art in that
it does not improve its subject matter. And'it is knowledge of'the

sub ject matter, and the eubJect's definite’ limitations and possibilities,
that gives art universality and purpose. The musician tunes the strings
that they might be harmonioue._ “the harmony is the limit - a cansonance

is limited in conception; it cannot be improved upon, - .and the desired
end, because it is plea31ng and in tune. But for Thrasymachus “(injustice)
is a good for the artist, conceived in the strict sense as pure and un-
limited greed." And so secondly, injustice ‘can by its nature achieve no
perfection or universality, but only relative advantage. ""The ‘man who
ruled the whole world would stlll be as greedy as the’ ‘hovice in injustice:
both are insatiable and know no 1imit." In terms of greed the "artist" -
is never fulfilled, never completed” He keeps getting ‘more’ but never -
enough . In true art there is agreement for art "resides in the definite
limits it imposes on the randomness of 1gnorance." The ‘artist will not
compete with another artist- " the musician will not competé with the
musician in tuning strings, and the just man will not compete with the
just man, for both recognize the same limits. They will oompete ‘with

the unjust man, just as the musician will compete with the non-musician,
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who does not recognize the limits or goal of the material.

If the unjust man is intelligent he will act like an
intelligent man. Now intelligent men are artists,
that is they acknowledge common limits or bounds and
only contend with the ignorant. But the unjust man who
has claimed to be intelligent and an artist contends
as much with other unjust men as with just men, for he
recognizes no limit to his greed whatsoever. On the
other hand, the just man acknowledges the welfare of
other just men as a limit he respects and does not
quarrel with them but agrees with them in the law and
makes common cause with them against the unjust man.
The consequence is manifest: the unjust man does not
act like an intelligent man. Therefore he cannot be
intelligent.

Art, or law, cannot exist with respect to lawlessness.

This last argument causes Thrasymachus' blush. "The lack of limit in-
trinsic to injustice shows that it is not an art." The shepherd is not
an artist insofar as his eventual aim is the slaughter of his sheep,
but insofar as he cares for them and kesps them healthy. Harm to the
material cannot exist in art.
The refutation of Thrasymachus is complete. He is
undone by his desire to unite knowledge and injustice.
Knowledge is no less crucial to Thrasymachus than to
Socrates, and he is tamed by the discovery that he

cannot maintain successfully the position that injustice
is the suprems art of intelligence.

Thrasymachus blushes not because he has been led to a contradiction -
that has happened before, and he has responded to it with a fresh
attack - but because he realizes that he is being stupid. For him
stupidity, the contrary of the intelligence which he esteems, is in-
tolerable. But one must remember that in order to blush one must have
blood in one's body, and it is this blood, this pride and desire for
truth or "precision," that makes it possible for him to be a friend to
and a conversant with a man like Socrates. Always lurking in the back-
ground is the man with no blood, the man who has not even caught a
glimpse of light, who recognizes no precision and no knowledge. who has
no greed and no desire, The opposite of white or light is black or
darkness, not some other color, ugly as it might be. Perhaps that man

is perfectly unjust, or perhaps one cannot even apply the term justice
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to him. But Thrasymachus, one finds, is on the wrong track. For where
there is greed mixed with pride there is also embarrassment, and the un-
just man cannot be embarrassed.
My chief starting point for this lecture was a desire
“to.understand a little better the reason underlying
Socrates' injunction to Adeimantus: 'Don't stir up a
quarrel between Thrasymachus and me, now that we have
- become friends; not that we were enemies before.'
Any man, perverse as he may be, who desires the truth, who, howsver he
may boast and bully, desires sincere agreement with”hiS‘truth; is not an

enemy, and may’very.well‘be a friend.



90

A MIDSUMMER NIGHT'S DREAM

Margaret Rottner '66

A Midsummer Night's Dream is one of Shakespears's most terrifying visions

of the world. The apparent irrationality of nature causes humans to
suffer a bewilderment largely unredeemsd by self-knowledge. The play is
about passionate love, slemental nature, dreams and poetry; darkness is
common’ to those themes because at the critical moments all our explana-
tions are bound to fail. The only way to understand them in this play

is to surrender ourselves to experiencing them,

If we were to do the play again, this is one of the most important changes
in production I would like to see: in thse first scene, when Lysander and
Hermia are left alone on stage, they talk about the fate of love. Lysander
says that it is

". o . momentany as a sound,

Swift as shadow, short as any dream,

Brief as the lightning in the collied night,

That, in a spleen, unfolds both heaven and earth,

And ere a man hath power to say 'behold',

The jaws of darkness do devour it up:
So quick bright things come to confusion.”

Then he asks Hermia to mest him at midnight in the woods to run away
with him, and she swears that she will:

". . « My good Lysander!

I swear to thee by Cupid's strongest bow,

By his best arrow with the golden head,

By the simplicity of Venus' doves,
By that which knitteth souls and prospers loves ="

At this moment, in the middle of her vow, the diction suddenly changes
from blank verse to rhymed couplets'and remains so to the snd of the
scene. We have sntered the dream world. At this moment the glittering
light of the court ought to have begun to fade to an amber glow, with
only the two lovers left in a pool of brightness. If there is no sur-
render to the dream, there is no entering this world which only "the

lover, the madman and the poet'" apprehend.

pr—
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Although Theseus and Hippolyta have few of the traits oFitHeirlmytho-
logical namesakes,:those‘very.names give a hint about the nature of the
world they live in.” It is pervaded‘with the melancholy uncertainty of
the world of Greak myths, and . reigned by supernetural beings W1th no more
than human. Judgment but’ far more than human powers. Oberon and Titania-
are close counterparts of Zeus and Hera Titanis, like Hera:'may have
oonsiderable charms but there's not much else good to be Sald for her;

Oberon, like Zeus, is a wise king but not ahove quarreling with his con-
?'sort‘GVer a little human boy. Like the Greek gods, Oberon and Titania
are extremely interesied in meddling with human affairs. That interest
is sometimes purely selfish, but when Oberon sets about to solve the

lover's problems it seems to be genuine beneVolence.'

Puok_is:inferested_only in sport and uses mortals-for the butt of his:

- jokes; when we think of him it_seems particularly:ironic to inooke'those
‘gods .for the purpose of making_sense out of a seemingly senseless world.
" At its worst we seem to be dqing'no more than giving names to blind

" forces, as in the science.of ﬁsychology'mhen~the guestion "wHy does that
fellow act llkB a madman?" gets the answer "because he lS’pSYChOth "It
might not seem to be different to ask "why did Lysander suddenly fall

in ‘love with Hermla?" and be answered, "becatise Puck put the love-juice
Ain his eyes." BUt sometimes oor lives seem to.be full of that kind of
“gquestion and.ansmer, Either the apparent disorder is a true one, or

else we are only pushing the problem to a higher level.

This is in fact what ﬁhe play suggests we do: for although we may imagine
-ourselves as being ruled by ‘the spite, the caprice, ‘the passions of these

supernatural beings, we conclude that not even they are all- powerful

* ., they are under the sway of even greater forces of nature. In the Iliad

) Zeus takes out the fatal scales to read which .way the war is to go; and

.80 in A Midsummer Night's Dream there are forces which dictate to Oberon.

+ In_the midst of the qdarrel.dver the changeling boy , Titania accuses
Oberon of monstfoUsnirresponsibiiity since the»elements are punishing
the whole world for this discord; the seasons:tpemselves reflect the
quarrel:

", . . the spring, the summer
The chiding autumn, angry winter, change
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By their increase, now knows not which is which.
And this same progeny of evil comes

From our debate, from our dissension:

We are their parents and original.”

This suggestion of powers above the gods makes the working of nature
more mysterious than ever. If they are to be understood in any way it
will be in experiencing -them: perhaps in dreams. If they are to be
explained in any way, it will be in setting down the experience - in
poéfry. Nick Bottom is a wise critic of the play: “Man is but an ass
who goes about to expound this dream', he says, and we can take that as

both 2 warning and an insight.

Ue should not confine the dream to the central portion of the play, since
the play begins with peopls-acting strangely. Naybe they are already
under the general bewitchment brought about by Oberon and Titania's
guarrel., Egeus never gives any reason for prefering Demetrius to Ly-
sander as a son-in-law, ‘except that it is his will. As a matter of fact,

there 'is no reason to prefer Demetrius; Lysander is as rich, as well

Wborn, and he is beloved of Hermia.  Also, he is constant, while Demetrius
‘is charged with having wooed Helena, making her "dote to Idolatry" on
him, and then spurning her for love of Hermia. VYet Egeus would rather
have his daughter die by the law than go against his will to marry her
beloved. This is strange behavior. It is nevertheless believable, since
it happens every day. A domineering parent who insista that his love-
gick child will marry to suit her fancy "only over my dead body!"; a
young man overnight falling out of love with one girl and in love with
another; a girl in love, seeing as her only alternatives to a hateful
marriage death or eternal chastity: these strange things actually

happen to us, and how are we to explain this everyday madness?

Theseus is the ruler of a civilized society. He has no choice but to
enact the law of Athens, since five unhappy people are evidently going
to find no solution to their problem outside of that law. He has at
least to maintain political order by enforcing the law. Oberon is more

extravagant. He tries to bring about inward order and blessedness. But

even his aid miscarries, for by a strange sequence of blunders Lysander
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as well as Demetrius is made to fall in love with-Helena. Oberon cannot
bring about any order untii Titania andnhimself are'fécohciiéd énd?chaotic
nature is restored to Harmony._ ﬁotfdm'tﬁrns:ouf to be ‘the solution. to

all problems, and plays an even biggar:part“than heiever draamsd.of} for
Titania is charmeé into~sd'much love for him that she willingly yields

up the changeling boy to Oberon, and once the Fiﬁél re&onciliation of
their quarrel is acdomplished,-thesfairy;magic finally pairs the lovers ,
as it was meant to. WNow, since they are at peace, atnlea§§ aman‘the¢f”'
selves, Theseus overbears Egeus! will, . :and uses his, k;nglyfaqkhority

to bind the couples in law, as Oberon used his to bind them in love.

Theseus ié the most sensible of all the human beings in the”play} he
doesn't helieve a word of the strange things that the lovers tell him,
since he was safe and saﬁe in tha brightly—lif couft while the lovers
were forced by their passions- into the heart of the dark forest. "The
lovers, madmen and the poets," he says, 'are of imaginatioh all Qompéctﬁj

and to Theseus imaginmation is the disease of seeing what is not there.

Imagination, he says;~"apprehends/Monevthan cool reason ever pompréhends", .

and he means that .if cool reason isn't able to comprehend it, it prqbably
doesn't exist. But those words could mean just the opposite: that
imagination has powers beyond reason's; or, that imag;nation allows us

to experience and embrace more than reason ever helps us to understand.

The mechanicals are sensible hen too; théy are neither lovers, madmen
nor poets and live very close to the world of things, for they are
weavers, carpenters, tinkers,.tailors and bellows-menders. They are
used to feeling that they subdue nature:and the elements to men's use.
They are also communicative men; they manage to talk to one another,
ask questions and get answers, better than the lovers do because they
are extremely literal-minded. Bottom may be a prize ass, but he has
been thrust so completely into the dream of enchantment that when he
awakes he is almost a prophet:

"I have had a most rare vision. I have had a dream,

past the wit of man to say what dream it was: man is

but an ass, if he go about to expound his dream. Me-

thought I was - there is no man can tell what., Me-

thought I was - and me - thought I had, - but man is

but a patched fool, if he will offer to say what me-
thought I had. The eye of man hath not heard, the
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gear of man hath not seen, man's hand is not able to
taste, his tongue to conceive, nor his heart to re-
port, what my dream was. I will get Peter Quince to
write a ballad of this dream: it shall be called
Bottom's Dream, because it hath no bottom; and I will
sing it in the latter end of a play, before the Duke:
peradventure, to make it the more gracious, I shall
sing it at her death."

He cannot explain his dream, he begins and he stops. He knows that it
is beyond explanation - "The eye of man hath not heard" is a distant
echo of Revelations. "I will get Peter Quince to write a ballad of
this dream," is a stroke of genius, because a ballad will not explain
but portray in images and figures the experience itself. And though
the images of a dream come from a deeply personal world, poetry can

move men to see another's personal images as their own.

The mechanicals bring a play to the court, the myth of Pyramus and
Thisbe; but they are not the men to let poetry speak for itself. They
explain as they play, and they so much fear that the audience will

be upset by the terror of it all that they honestly unmask their art

and assure the ladies that none of it is the least bit real. The poetry
may suffer, but there is still plenty to be learned. The lovers seem

to miss all of it, evidently not suffering a blush for the striking
resemblances between themselves in their own carrying-on in the woods

and the words of the mechanicals' star-crossed lovers.

Theseus tends to humor people less sensible than himself, wanting to
judge them only by their good intentions. He probably smiles teasingly
at the lovers when he says, "To bed, 'tis almost fairy time." But this
is the play's final gentle insistence that, deny it as you will, the
inner world of unknown causes does exist. 0Once the court leaves the
stage, the lights are dimmed and the fairies appear by the dark and

drowsy fire: dangerous and unknowable, but capable of blessing.
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APOLLINAIRE'S LE PONT MIRABEAU

"David E. Long '66

Inltlally, upon raadlng Apollinaire's" ‘Le_Pont M1rabaau, I felt a lack of

unity in the poem: ~ what was the poat_saylng? Was Apolllnalre wrltlng
about a b:idge; or'tha‘Saine, ,or.-his own past lova, or about somathlng
altogathaf différent” AFter a first. readlng it seemed as though love
were the thema of our poet, as.though he Were standlng upon his former:
tryst;ng placs,.sadly ramambarlng,hls lost lover, and watchlng the

Seine Flow“by.:_Inltha,first,stanza.thé'authbf askatrather rhetorically
if his past loves could ever return to'him.  In the secood he recollects : -
some of the actual mobents apent on le pont Mirabeau io the'armé of his
beloved. But sométhiog has‘happened to this 1ove:;lhis lovaf died; or
deserted him for some reason. But, For mhataver reason, he is alone

now, for in the third stanza he comes to aome general conclusions about
his life and love: love flous awvay llkB the running waters of the Seine.
‘He seems to imply that when there is no love, but only hopes of ‘love, '
life itself becomes tedious, empty. Flnally, in the last verse, Apol-‘
linaire answersvhis opehing quastion no, past loves, like les tamgs v

erdus, never return.:

.Superficially,'this seems to be the "story" of the poam. However, the
reading is complicated by the two liné-rafrain: v v
"Vienna la nuit, sonne l'heufa;'
Les jours s{an»yont - je demaure.
This appears after every stanza, four tiﬁea in all. It is a3'though;the
author is indicating to us here what thatreal point of his poasm may'be;
as though he felt he should remind us after each verse of what he means o

us to understand by what he has just said.

Uhat does the fefrain tell us? The firat'thraa images are of some sort o
of motion: night comes, the hour soundé;'days go. - Yet the: author o
remains; he does not move; he alone amoog.the shifting- phantoms of time
remains static. But what can this mean - je demeure? Where and in whab
sense does he remain anywhere? The three,precaeding images are about

some sort of motlon, and aspecially about the- motions of those phenomena



by which we regulate time. The author sééms to imply that his remaining
is with reference to time. Time flows on, but he remains, somehow

unchanging among the continuous variations of nights, days, hours, weeks.

The question I find most difficult to answer is this: is the essential
concern of the poem with love or with time? That is, is the theme

essentially emotional, i.e., about love; or metaphysical, i.e., about

time and its relation to man? I believe the poem is highly metaphysical.
The poet is expressing somsthing about the nature of time. The refrain

is the poem in microcosm. Throughout we are confronted with various
descriptions of mgtion and with metaphors implying motion: water flowing,
days passing, the tired wave, slow life, violent hope. _ Apollinaire
depicts love merely as another form of motion. It comes, persists awhile,

then goes away never to return.

Time is the measure of all these motion.s Time measures the days, the
weeks, and with them the ebbing of love and the consequent monotony of

life. The "€ternels regards" of the second verse is an ironic or even a

bitter reference to the feelings of the lovers on the bridge. Looks of
love are perhaps the most fleeting of all transient occurrences, but

while they exist time stands still for those exchanging them. Our poet
has at one time known these glances; he too has existed, for a time, in
that timeless, motionless world of the lover. In time, yet timeless - a
paradox? Perhaps, but so is love. How is it possible for that which is
perfect to pass away? But the lover has not lived who would .have admitted
of the slightest flaw in his perfect love. Swann felt this way towards
Odette; similarly Marcel, towards Gilberte. But somehow, at the last,
when the motion (or emotion) has run its course, there remains only -

ennui. Comme la vie est lente.

The passing of time may be likened to the flow of a great river; in this
case, the Seine. Just as all the creeks and rivulets arising from the
surrounding countryside merge and become one with the great river, so do
all the motions of hours and days, life and love, give themselves to

swell the Ultimate River, Time.

But what is it that measures time? Apollinaire has drawn the analoge

between the flowings of time and of the Seine: both eternally stream
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towards us, past us, away from us; eternally fluctuating, always different,
yet in some sense alwéys the same. With reference to the Seine (for the
purposes of the poem) le pont Mirabeau is the one fixed point, that to
which and from which the river is always flowing, although no part of
the river ever stays or fixas itself at the moment it passes the bridge.
The river is never "at" the bridge. During every instant the water is
flowing to the bridge, or from it, but there is never a time at which
the river may be said to be "at the bridge". The NMirabeau Bridge is
the focal point of the poem, not the Seins. That the author intended
it so is even borne out by the title: the poem is named after the bridgse,
not after the river. And the measure of time itself? Time is measured
only by the human mind. It is purely a subjective phenomenon. As Saint
Augustine so beautifully demonstrates:

"It is in my own mind, then, that I measure time. I

must not allow my mind to insist that time is something

objsctive. . . I say that I measure time in my mind.

For everything which happens leaves an impression on

it, and this impression remains after the thing itself
has ceased to be."1)

We ses, then, that amidst the flux of time the only fixed point, as it
were, must be the author himself, his mind and memories. Apollinaire
himself is the measure of time and thus in turn of the esver-changing
movement of the universe. As ths Mirabeau Bridge measures the Seine,
so does Apollinaire measure time. It is now more clear, I hope, what
the post means by "je demsure". He has identified himself with the
bridge, as an unchanging point of reference. He is, like the bridge,

"an ever-fixed mark" watching all things go by, never to return.

1) Confessions XI, 27





