
Page 6 ST. JOHN'S COLLEGIAN 

Straightforward presentation of the masterpieces 
of the theatre seems an essential starting point. 
One can hardly imagine the tedium of rehearsing 
a play without taut language; nor on the other hand, 
imagine the excitement of trying to break the fixed 
limits of language, as in Lear, to get beyond them, 
beyond the limits of action to real understanding. 
Naturally in a lesser degree the same considerations 
apply to the audience. We look forward with anti~i
pation not only to seeing the Birds at C. U. m 
December, but also the Alcestis at St. John's. 

Hamlet 
When Mr. Spaight was here last year, he was asked 

what he thought of Sir Laurence Olivier's Hamlet, 
then forthcoming. He replied that he feared the 
danger of a surfeit upon the mind; of stirring up the 
imagination with the evocations of Shakespeare's 
words and then crushing 1t with a specific image 
on the screen. His criterion of whether or not the 
film would f all prey to this danger was to be its 
handling of the Queen's "There is a willow grows 
ashnt a brook" describing the de;:ith of Ophelia. 
He wondered whether the speech would be both 
read and portrayed. Those who have seen the film 
will recall that is precisely what happens; the Queen's 
speech, complete with cuts and a soap-opera reading, 
is accompanied by a full-fledged sequence of Jean 
Simmons, in a slightly rumpled cow-maid costume, 
floating down a chocolate-box stream, plucking petals 
while she sings. This overpowering sequence has 
been described by an eminent critic as breathtaking, 
and I agree; it is as breathtaking as a coup de ventre. 

In that scene we have epitomized the dangers of 
filming Hamlet. Olivier's last adaptation, Henry V, 
came off marvelously well, while more misgivings 
must be felt about this latest export. Perhaps there 
is a fundamental difference between these two plays. 
In Henry V the Chorus bments the foilings of the 
stage, and wishes for greater means of verisimilitude 
to portray his epic. Henry V benefits tremendously 
from reality, or rather super-reality; from motion, 
color, eye-staggering settings and the London Sym
phony Orchestra. But Henry Vis a great drama, and 
it has been said that Hamlet is more a gre1t dialogue. 
The plot of Hamlet is not a great one, and of the 
many imaginative levels of the play, only the first 
is dramatic. As Mr. Spaight brought home to us, 
much of the effect of such a play for Shakespeare 
depended upon the crudeness, or r.:1ther the unrealism, 
of its production. Hamlet was played on a rough 
st::ige, without costume or scenery, in 111 probJbility 

by bad actors, but with a good audience. The audi
ence had to be accustomed to a constant exercise 
of the imaginative faculty while watching the play. 
It was able to be carried directly from the evocative 
language to the ideas behind it, without the impedi
ment of association with the mundane. For example, 
in Olivier's opening scenes, one feels quite at home, 
for who has not at some time stood in a cold and 
d:irk old building and been afraid? In Shakespeare's 
opening scenes, with the tension dramatically 
fractured by purposeful slapstick and bawdiness, one 
is forced to manufacture a unique fear, the fear of 
being outside Elsinore. The Olivier ghost is a re
spectable heir to a long line of such; Shakespe1re's 
is so obviously an old man in a bedsheet that a unique 
terror, of an intellectual rather than a thalamic 
character, is aroused by his presence. With the film 
the imagination has nothing to do; with the play 
it roams far and wide. It can get glimpses of great 

things. 

Of course, the responsibility for such realism 
cannot be placed altogether at Olivier's door, for 
it is the product of a long deterioration of the the:iter 
reaching back to the Restoration and even further
to Euripides, in fact. Sir Laurence, who appe::irs to 
be an intelligent man, fobs off the faults in his ver
sion, which he perhaps understands, upon the neces
sity of entertaining "Gertie in the si:>. pennies." I 
should think, by the way, that he has not done too 
well even at that; the explanation of Hamlet's 
staging of the play-within-the-play is difficult enough 
to follow without the substitution for the entire 
"Oh, what a rogue and peasant slave am I" soliloquy 
of a single, startling, cross-stage leap to accomp:my 
"The play's the thing." But what really intrigues me 
is the reason that Olivier feels he must force-feed 
the imagination of the common folk in order to 
bludgeon them into an acceptance of the Bard. The 
idea that the plebei:ins hck imagimtion is strange 
to us who 111ve read Horner and heard Sus:m Reed. 
It is, indeed, only in this last generation that ordimry 
people have lost the faculty of imagimtion. It is 
because they are no longer called upon to be good 
audiences. It h~s happened only since re1lisrn, in 
the form of novels, plays, the radio, and the film, 
has filled the folk-mind with the products of other 
people's imagination. 

Thus we have Hamlet, not at all badly done on 
one level by Sir Laurence Olivier, a competent inter
preter and actor. But his very production will con
tribute to that spate of realism that is dulling the 
imaginations of those who should be1r the interpre
tive t1sk in the next generation. Who, in the end, 
will be left in the the.iter free to imagine? 

-BOYD KYLE 
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CHORUS FOR A HERO QUOTATIONS 

ALLEGl:lo .. 
Music in the Tradition Bar 1- 8 

9 
9-10 

11-12 

Lohengrin Wagner 

~C "IJJJ Jj,. IJ rJ• la /;JJijn IJ 1J• Coriolanus Beethoven 
Gross Fuge Beethoven 
22 Variation on a 
Waltz of Diabelli 
(Notte Giorno Fati
car) Beethoven 
Damnation of Ber
lioz Faust (Minuet 
of the Will o' the 
Whisps) 

14-23 

11!JVll'U l)f ,., 1•VliT' · 

pf •rF·wrt~ rl rer rl J •rr1c"c.t·4"1 "fi .;Ir •r I 24-25 Symphony in B Min
or (2nd movement) 
T schaikowsky 

Text by Fleischmann & Washburn 

Francis Jammes 
II Va Neiger . .. 

Il va neiger dans quelques jours. Je me souviens 
de l'an dernier. Je me souveins de mes tristesses 
au coin du feu. Si l'en m'avait demande: qu'est-ce? 
j'aurais dit: laissez-moi tranquille. Ce n'est rien. 

J'ai bien reflechi, l'annee avant, dan~ ma chambre, 
pendant que la neige lourde tombait dehors. r ai reflechi pour rieri. · A present comme al ors 
Je fume une pipe eri bois avec un bout d'ambre. 

Ma. vieille commode en chene sent toujours bon. 
Ma~s moi j' eta is bete parce que ces choses 
ne Jouvaient pas changer et que c'est une pose 
de vouloir chasser les choses. que nous savons. . 

Pourquoi done pensons-n~us et pad~ns-nous? Cest drole; 
::~ la rm es et nos ·baisers;· ~ux; ne parlerit- pas, -· · ·; : · 

cependant nous les comprenons ·et -les ·pas 
d'un . 1 d ' am1 sont p us oux que de douces paroles. " ; 

FRANCIS J AMrvi~§" I . 

26-27 

28-29 

31-34 
35-36 

37-43 

43-44 

Stout Hearted Men 
Romberg 
Til Eulenspiegel 
Strauss 
Don Juan 
Commendatore Aria 
(2nd act Don Gio-

vanni) Mozart 
From Academic Festi
val Overture Brahms 
A Mighty Fortress 
Luther 

It's Going to Snow 
It's going to snow in a few days. Well I recall 
the year just past, . remembering my sorrow 
at the hearth's side. If they had asked me: what? 
I would have said: leave me alone, nothing at all. 

I had thought much that past year in my room 
while yet. the snow fell heavily outside. 
And thought in vain. For now as yesteryear 
I smoke a wooden pipe with amber stem. 

My old oak chest-of-drawers still smells good. 
But I was foolish because all these things 
never could change. It is a pose. 
to want to hunt down things already known. 

Why do we speak or think? It's really funny; 
Our kisses and our tears-those never speak, 
and still we understand them. Step of friend 

. is softer than the sound of sciftest word. 

Translated by Fleischmann 
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Bach Aria Group and Bach's Cantatas 
The student who the other day said that music and 

the absurd were close relatives could find support for 
his view in pointing at the fate of J. S. Bach's Cantatas. 
At the time these pieces were composed people-and 
that includes the composer himself-cared so little 
about them that they wrapped their groceries in the 
paper on which the music was written. Yet taken as a 
body, these cantatas rank with Beethoven's symphonies, 
Haydn's string quartets, Schubert's songs. Would we 
know Beethoven without knowing his symphonies, 
Haydn without his string quartets, Schubert without his 
songs? We think of Bach as one of the great masters 
of musie, and we believe we know him. Still the 200 or 
so cantatas of his, which have been preserved, remain 
buried in the libraries to this day. The discovery of a 
whole new continent of music, almost too vast, too rich 
to be explored in a lifetime, awaits those who by accident 
or purpose find their way to the twenty volumes that 
contain these compositions. 

The concert of the Bach Aria Group on Sunday, Nov. 
21, gave us a glimpse into these riches. It was not more 
than a glimpse; since what the group offered were 
selections from a selection, the arias and duets we heard 
are single movements taken out of individual cantatas. 
To get an idea of what a cantata is like, we must 
imagine these arias introduced by symphonic preludes, 
framed by colossal choruses, connected by dramatic 
recitativ.es, topped by moving chorals. Yet even thus re
stricted to one musical form, the aria, Bach proved an 
immensely enjoyable, moving, and entertaining com
poser .. The-variety of expression achieved, of states of 
mind perfectly represented and strikingly brought to life 
with the scantiest of musical means-often not more 
than one voice, one frail instrument, a few lightly 

touched chords of the piano--is really astounding. We 
think of Bach as the great polyphonic composer, the 
tnan of the many voices. Here we recognize him as the 
unsurpassed master of pure tnelody. The single melodic 
line, almost without accompaniment, does it all. 

The group which presented this music is an ensemble 
in the best sense of the word, trained to perfection for 
its special task whose staggering difficulties were com
pletely mastered. Singing and playing was of equal ex
cellence throughout, not only technically flawless, but 
outstanding for purity of style. There was no trace of 
the universal disease of "nuances"-those puny attempts 
to improve upon a composer by adding little touches of 
external effect here and there. Nothing but the music 
itself, the pure melodic line was allowed to speak. How
ever, the result showed that nothing else was needed to 
make the concert a complete success. 

There is one danger, though, inherent in the techni
cal perfection of presentation this group is capable of. 
Where all technical difficulties are mastered, there will 
always be a tendency to increase speed. There is of 
course in the general tendency to speed up Bash's tempo 
a healthy protest against the older tradition which, be
cause Bach was considered a holy man, poured a sticky 
sauce of solemnity over his music which made it almost 
indigestible. But, on the other hand, if the clip is too 
fast, much essential detail is submerged in the rush of 
tones. In our time, when speed has almost become 
synonymous with value, it takes daring to be slow. We 
are afraid of being slow as earlier times were afraid of 
speed. Bach asks for both-let us dare to be slow 
wherever the music asks for it. 

V. ZucKERKANDL 

Paradox of Government 
During the question period Mr. Strauss suggested 

that he who thinks deeply about politics thinks paradoxi
cally. During this lecture he was thinking about politics. 
Before the evening was over we were presented with a 
paradox-the paradox of the lawful and the fitting. 

Before considering the paradox, Mr. Strauss con
cerned himself with teaching us how to read Xenephon 
generally and the dialogue on tyranny in particular. If 
we thought we knew how before the lecture, I am sure 
that most of us realized during the lecture that we had 
but glanced at it. What Mr. Strauss saw was the con
flict between the wise man and the tyrant, between wis
dom and power. (Who among us did not think Hiero 
welcomed the company and discourse of Simonides?) 

Hiero, the tyrant, is confronted with an object of. 
dread, a wise man; Simonides, with an unreceptive stu
dent who must be taught. Because of the life he led 
before becoming a tyrant, Hiero understood all eyp~s 

of men except one: the man of wisdom. Ignorance 
creates fear and fear asks "what subtle mischief" are 
they capable of? It is Hiero's task in the dialogue to 
dissuade Simonides from aspiring, should he be aspiring, 
to tyrannical rule. But it is Simonides who leads him on, 
who starts the discourse, knowing that for the tyrant 
to be taught, the tyrant must himself present his condi
tion as one so hopeless and bankrupt that it must have 
help. 

Simonides, feigning ignorance, asks the tyrant to be
come a teacher and explain how the life of a tyrant 

- compares with that of an ordinary person with respect 
to the joys of the body. This is assurance for Hiero, 
both because the wise man has to be taught and because 
he · considers bodily pleasures only. The latter is assur· 
ance because the c~nside'ration of bodily pleasures is, for 
Hiero, the consideration of a fool. Hiero speaks and 
indicts tyranny with gross overstatement. The pre· 
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l.irninaries over; Hiero on the road of denunciation, 
Simonides thrum the, consideration of power and wealth 

a field in whith the tyrant is happier than other men. 
Hiero here agafo denounces while Simonides remains 
silent through6iJt the harangue. In this part Hiero _in
troduces subject& not even suggested by Simonides. The 
latter silent, the former with a growing fear due to 
Simonides' lea~lli.g the fool's sphere, must force his 
paint. Loftier subjects, such as friendship, are intro
duced by Hier6 becttuse the wise mafi must be made to 
understand that the tyrant's lot is an unhappy one. 

It is Sim6fiides' silence throughout this last passage 
that gives him the leadership for the remainder of the 
dialogue. Sim6nides now asks that Hier6 consider the 
question whether the tyrant is not the most honored of 
man. It is the surprise and shock of this question on 
honor that, the fear now great, compells Hiero to so 
denounce tyr:umy that, "Ah, no! Simonides, if to hang 
oneself outright be ever gainful to poor mortal sb·til, 
then, take my word for it, that is the tyrant's remedy." 
Here then is the bankrupt tyrant. The wise man so con
trols the tyrant that should he wish to, he could kill him 
by suggesting easy ways of suicide. But an interlocuter 
needs a living subject and so the poet does not kill. 

The student is prepared. Simonides makes a case f~r 
the greater honor that can be enjoyed by the tyrant; 
an honor that is worth doing evil for, for it is a "lustre 
effacing what is harsh and featureless and rude." And 
here is even another shock for the tyrant. To what 
lengths will the wise man not go for the honor of power 
-the evil necessary for attainment shall not stop him. 

From this point on, Simonides tells Hiero how this 
honor can be his. Here is the painting of the beneficent 
tyrant. In this speech lies the paradox: here is the 
theoretically perfect, the only valid though illegitimate 
rule, and here also is the impossible, the necessity for the 
instigation of invalid though legitimate rule. 

At this point, Mr. Strauss began to look for the 
meaning of the dialogue-what is it that Xenophon is 
saying in "Hiero, a Dialogue on Tyranny." Mr. Strauss' 
interpretation was clarified in the question period and I 
am taking the liberty of considering his answer in the 
light of both the lecture and the question period, the 
latter being an important aid to the understanding of the 
former. 

First of all, Xenophon chose the form of presentation 
that he did because in this form, the dialogue, tyranny 
can be defended by a wise man. Through Simonides, 
ty~anny is given stature. The opponent of tyranny, 
H1ero, is not quite the man to be respected. He is the 
loser! Xenophon made him lose. The indication is that 
Xenophon sees some good in tyranny a rule without law. 
What is this good and why paradoxical? 
R~le by law is legal but not necessarily fitting. If we 

consider the following example we might better under
stand this last statement. A big boy ~a~ ~ sn1all coat and 
a small boy a big coat. The big ooy takes the small 
b~y's coat and gives him his own, If this act is com
n11tted in ;i state ruled by law, the state Viill prosecu~e 

the_ big boy. If not, then actually there is no rule in 
the state for people would be allowed to take and do 
what they will. But it is not fitting that the big boy go 
around cold while the small boy trips on the hem of the 
large coat. Were these boys living in a state ruled by 
a beneficent tyrant, the fitting decree would be issued. 

The tyrant rules without law. Nothing is static and 
determined in the state as such. The tyrant's rule is 
fluid and fitting-as fluid as time, as fitting as the tyrant~ 
Theoretically, the beneficent tyrant is the only valid 
ruler, for only his rule can be completely just{ To be 
ruled by a beneficent tyrant is to be ruled a ways by 
wisdom. - -

Rule by law, whether monarchic or democratic: cannot 
be just or fitting rule because laws cannot think, and 
conditions require thought. Laws cannot at alt times 
make all the parts of the state fit together. They are 
bound and limited to their word and even should a wise 
man rule under them, he is bound and limited by theit 
word too. (To suggest at this point, the Spirit of the 
Law, would be begging the question. One might say 
that the beneficent tyrant is nothing more than law in 
spirit.) It is the beneficent tyrant only who can mak~· 
things fit together for he alone is wisdom free to act. 

But though that is all theoretically true, it is practi
cally impossible. For a beneficent tyrant one of two 
things must happen; either the tyrant accepts the advice 
of the wise man or is himself a wise man. (He is no 
longer a tyrant when he becomes a wise man.) The first 
is impossible since the tyrant, as is clear from Mr. 
Strauss' reading of the dialogue, fears the wise man and 
cannot learn from him. The second is impossible be
cause wise men cannot be politicians in any state that 
they do not rule. Socrates' death and Xenophon's exile. 
are two examples which bear this out. 

According to Mr. Strauss the last line of the dialogue 
expresses ~he impossibility of the realization of a rule by 
a beneficent tyrant. The dialogue closes with Simonides 
saying that Hiero will be "honored but not envied" if 
he will do all that Simonides suggests. But Hiero fears 
that he would be envied by the wise man if he were to 
rule as Simonides suggests. Not being wise, Hiero does 
not realize that wisdom knows no envy. Hiero would 
be wise were he not to fear the envy of the wise, atid 
his being wise would preclude Simonides' advice. Hence 
Hiero fears and does not become beneficent and not 
being wise, he is n9t beneficent. 

During the question period the issue of application 
was pressed. Mr. Strauss, both at the end of the lec
ture and in the question period, insisted (with Socrates
and Xenophon) that this is a theoretical thesis and its 
use is to present the problem of law and validity'. In the 
realm of practicality, a second best is chosen even thoug~ 
this second best is far removed from the ideal. But to 
get the best in our practical choice requires that we 
understand everything we can about government---even 
its paradoxes. 

A. BISBERG 
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Sonnet 
Here by t~ riverbank the frogs complain 
With Communal damp cailings in the gloom 
Some lost things CQ weakly through the broom 
Endlessly sending as if not in vain; 
Or . the first magnitudes and aU the train 
Of heaven stand: the stars abide, by whom 
The sailor bound for Asgard and for doom 
~an navigate the sensible domain; 
Their mu~ic lattices the lightlessness 
Always ~d· lights always the bitter sea 
For ea:~h' 'h11<iil 'who wiU hear: not marble nor 
The gilded monuments of princes-or 
Drowning, blind Homer and that coterie 
Enchoir release from bearingless distress. 

) : 

More on Strauss 
BALLARD 

·; · Bertefi~e.hf tyranny is the tyranny of man counselled 
by the Wise. It is tyranny because it is outside of law. 
Itis ·arbitrary rule above laws. Rationally speaking this 
typ·othetieal1y is juster than rule under law, i.e., Mon
archy. · This was adroitly demonstrated in the question 
period, where Mr. Strauss also made it clear that this 
government of the wise apart from law, can only be an 
inspiration, a theoretical image. Practically speaking it 
is a different matter entirely. 

· It seems strange for Mr. Strauss to point out that 
Simonides wants to control a previously oppressive and 
unjust tyrant. He is hot concerned with how he became 
it ·tyrant. To Mr. Strauss then, beneficent tyrannical rule 
is,· in : theory at least, as legitimate as constitutional rule, 
if the tyrant listens and acts on the advice of the wise. 
Admitting that beneficent tyranny is merely a theoretical 
«inspiration" for the purpose of clarifying the danger of 
laws, their · staticness, does not, establish a reason for 
favoring · such a situation. Tyranny cannot exist for 
citizen as citizen. Socrates was a citizen philosopher so 
~e could not advise the unwise and selfish tyrant. Only 
~ wise stranger could show the tyrant how to gain this 
-love of the · people. The tyrant is still satiating his 
desires. It is interesting to note, according to Mr. 
Strauss, that there is no reference to a previously exist
ing· beneficent tyrant in any of Xenophone's works. 

·According· to Mr. Strauss, tyranny and laws are "mu
tually •exclusive." Wise men do not wish to rule. This 
has necessitated the rule by an unwise, advised by the 
wise. The wise does not wish to rule because such rule 
~ntails · . beip.g a slave. The philosopher accordingly is 
obligated tp rule only in a perfect society. Since there is 
never such .a state of things, he is never obligated. 

The question prime in my mind is the legitimacy of 
advocating a goal for just and good government (a 
theoretical inspiration which is admittedly unobt~in
able). This justification is based on the static character 
and rigidity of law and the clumsiness and delayi~g 
action of a governing body of imperfect men.. I do not 
see how .the conclusion follows, that if the body of 
person; are wise enough to recognize the beneficen~e of 

the tyrant, i.e. his governing for their good; ·they art 
nevertheless unfit to govern themselves; It is, according 
to the lecturer, because the people recognize this bene. 
ficence only by right opinion. They are le.SS fit to govern 
than the tyrant who is outside this realm of opinion 
since he is illegimate, even if not wise ·himself. Is no; 
right opinion both possible and desirable? The rule of 
the single wise man is admittedly unattainable· and ) 
wonder how desirable? 

In other words-since this government by a wisely 
advised tyrant is "Utopia," I cannot see how one is justi. 
fied in advocating or even presenting this as an "inspira. 
tional" goal. I certainly agree with Mr. Strauss when ·he 
emphasizes the need of morality and . "formation of 
character" in addition to the raising of the standard of 
living, but as Mr. Buchanan once said, ·it is the dialecti· 
cal method which attains this. · I cannot: help finding ~ 
certain cynicism prevalent in the advocacy of the Phi. 
losopher King or the wisely advised · tyrant. I do not 
confuse the two forms' of "Wise Rule"; the first in the 
Republic, · ruling by law, the later, illegitimate and out· 
side of law. But this distinction is unimportant in· ob 
serving the cynicism of both these schoo-Is. 

Perhaps I am governed by the contemporary notion ol 
democracy but I recognize the limitations of formal law, 
the need for an action on the part of the people against 
bad laws, against a law which may help to plunge the 
world into war, however it is the "right opinion," if y~11 
like, of the people themselves that is necessary to just 
and peaceful government. The cynicism of setting the 
wise to advise the illegitimate, or the advent of the phi· 
losopher king, leads to dangerous paths of action on the 
part of those who acceptthis, even as an unattainable 
absolute. Such a discussion may point out the short· 
comings of a constitutional government. . Such a dis· 
cussion may separate practical from theoretical politics, 
but does it establish a good, which we must recogniu 
though can never attain? I would like to hear Mr. 
Strauss dealing with the problem of government by the 
dialectical give and take of the people themselves, as 
well as those necessitating the unwilling return of the 
"Wise" into the cave. 

Mr. Strauss' lecture was an invaluable example of 
uhow to read a book," but I wonder; are the implica· 
tions inherent in the conclusions not to be questioned? 

Pity the man, the hater 
The rotten hater, 

PETER DAVIES 

Calling Superiority to himself: 
Looking at the masses, 
Seeing affirmation, 
Knows he is right, 
They no wiser than he: 
Each little man, 
Lost in the mass, 
Faith in his hate, 

· · No Christian. 
ToM FROMME 
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Pagan and Christian Ethics 

Mr. Jaffa characterized his lecture as being the at
tempt of a political scientist to rid his science of its most 
outstanding dilemma, the problem of morals and politics. 
This problem stands in the same relation to political 
science and its allied studies as the method of inductive 
reasoning stands to the natural sciences. The relation 
is one of despair. The social sciences are not wholly 
impotent with respect to problems of value, for they 
can act as a critique of the truth or error of judgements 
following out of theories of value, but they cannot 
legitimately criticize the moral right or wrong involved 
in entertaining such judgements. Anthropology was 
able to provide a refutation of the Nazi racial theories, 
but it could furnish no grounds for the moral condem
nation of the belief in German superiority. The social 
sciences must content themselves with being a laboratory 
in which theories about ethical values can be put to the 
test. 

Pragmatism accomplishes a tentative solution of the 
problem by relegating different theoti.<~s of value to the 
limbo of opinion, and advocating equal toleration of all 
these theories. This solution, however, becomes para
doxical since the principle of toleration is incomoatible 
with several of these opinions. Catholicism and Marxism 
to name two, are built upon doctrines which assert their 
absolute supremacies over their n·~i,,.hbors. They both 
claim to be more than opinions. Pragmatism is then 
comoelled to deny these claims to suoremacy, and bv 
so doin~, it destroys the tentative solution which it 
originally proposed. 

This paradox is not imminent in the nature of ethical 
theory. It only becomes immanent when all ethical 
theories are treated as opinions. To vitiate this para
doxical result, Mr. Jaffa investigated the claims of one 
of these ethical doctrines to be something more than an 
?oinion. For his examnle, Mr. Jaffa turned to Catholic
ism rather than to Marxism, since Catholicism has, 
~specially in the writings of St. Thomas, a more highly 
systematized ethics. 

A condensed expression of one of the assumotions 
underlying the structure of Aristotelian and Tl,omistic 
Ethics is the quotation from the Metaphysics with 
which Thomas introduces his commentary on the 
Nichomachean Ethics.-"Wisr.lom depends uoon a per
ception of order." Order is here taken in its most ~en
eral sense, as being synonomous with 'relation.' The 
application of rdation to phvsics is callP.d 'cause and 
effect,' its application to mathematics, 'function,' and 
its application to human affairs is called tlaw.' Law is 

so~etimes used in a generic sense, but it is properly ap
plied to ethics and politics. The perception of order in 
human relations can be subdivided into these two 
branches, ethics and politics, without prejudice to their 
multiple interconnections. 

The science of ethics, like all others, has its proper 
subject matter, the passions of the soul as determinative 
of action. The passions are the genus of the science, 
the manners of acting are the species. 

The truly scien!ific character of the Nichomachean 
Ethics is indicated by Aristotle's method of approaching 
the definition of a virtue. The definition first takes the 
form of a question, twhat are the passions of which 
courage, for example, is a mean?'. This question has 
implications which go far beyond the science of ethics 
itself, and these implications constitute the right of ethics 
to be called a science. One of these implications is that 
the science of ethics is a science of contraries, just as 
Aristotle's physics is a physics of contraries. This re
lation of the ethics to the physics also implies that either 
of the ethical extremes, the falling short of the exceed
ing, involves the destruction of that which the mean 
tends to preserve. The definition of a virtue is completed 
when the passions of which it is a mean, and the end 
to which this mean tends, both become known. 

Another implication contained in Aristotle's mode of 
procedure and in his definitions is the architectonic 
structure of the science of ethics. The hierarchical class
ification is demanded since particular virtues are defined 
with reference to their end. In all cases, according to 
Thomas' interpretation, the end is the preservation of 
the subject who has the virtue. Courage has reference to 
those situations in which the immediately continued ex
istence of the subject is threatened. As such it is rel
evant to animals as well as to us, and its end in us is 
the prevention of destruction to our animal nature. 
Temperance has reference to the preservation of our 
animal nature. Equity, magnanimity, and justice specific
allv are human virtues, and their end is the perfection 
and oreservation of our rational nature. The virtues are 
valued as their ends are valued. Thus the · ethical 
hierarchy is an image of the hierarchy of being. 

It is by this parallel relation that St. Thomas trans
mutes the pagen ethics into a form compatible with 
Christianity, and by which he is enabled to ignore the 
heroic courage and the other heoric virtues mentioned 
in books seven and nine of the ethics. According to the 
princiole of defining by 'maximum potentiality,' these 
heroic virtues become an anomaly for St. Thomas, and 


