


I am enthusiastic, or was, about seminar. Now, as 
I sit down to write about it. I'm back down. Yes, it was 
an intense — even brilliant — seminar. But no, I am 
not still caught up in its fever, in eager pursuit on 
my own.

Am I different? Am I an “angry young man?” Can 
someone find in me — redeeming qualities? No mat
ter, I'm TRYING to be different. Yet, I can tell you 
that's not the point.

In explanation let me refer back to seminar — I 
know that's giving lie to most of the above — to our 
question for the last six books of the Iliad aimed 
particularly at the ransoming of Hector's body: Does 
Achilles learn anything, and if so, what?

Although basically different approaches were sug
gested right at the start, our discussion became a 
eulogy on Achilles' handling of the situation. We did 
decide that “learning” in Achilles' case meant learn
ing to get along better with the people around him, 
something which was to be furthered more through 
sensitivity than passion.

And it was just this sensitive, tender and spontaneous 
behavior which produced the ultimately human quality 
in his meeting with Priam. We used the line from 
the Beatles' ‘H am the Walrus”, “I am You and you 
are me and we are all together,” to characterize this 
“ultimately human quality.”

Somehow we got back to the question of learning; 
Achilles has learned before this. Drawing conclusions 
from his treatment at Agammemnon's hands he quit 
fighting and continued his train of thought to the point 
of asking, “Why pray, must the Argives needs fight 
the Trojans? Are the sons of Atreus the only men in 
the world who love their wives?” He decided, “My 
life is more to me than all the wealth in Ilium.” 
Then, as the plight of the Greeks grew, the realiza
tion dawned on him that his idleness was in fact 
irresponsible, a realization driven painfully home 
by Patroclus' death.

What is it about his treatment of Priam that reflects 
a different kind of learning? Has he not mourned 
Patroclus and dishonored Hector's body long enough, 
does he not receive forewarning from Zeus, and in 
this moderated mood does not Priam's appearance 
set Achilles aback and remind him favorably of his 
father? And surely there is no indication that he will 
lay down his arms in order to live in greater har
mony with everyone. His words to Patroclus' body, 
“Be not angry with me Patroclus, if you hear even 
in the House of Hades that I have given Hector to 
his father for a ransom. It has been no unworthy 
one, and I will share it with you equitably,” show 
that he still needs this sort of rationale to justify 
the ransoming that part of himself which Patroclus 
represents.

What he learns in all of this is contradictory, having 
to do only with very immediate situations. The idea 
that Achilles might learn something that could change 
the whole style of his life is in any case inconsistent 
with the world view otherwise presented in the 
ILIAD. This world view has nothing to do with pro
found change; but has to do with episodes in the 
mighty, and but little changing ocean of life. Achilles' 
quarrel with Agammemnon is an episode, the Trojan 
War is an episode, and even the mighty earthworks 
thrown up around the Creek camp are shown as

insignificant against the powers that be, i.e. Apollo 
and Poseidon. The workings on the shield Hephaestus 
makes for Achilles stand for this world view. It 
depicts the earth, the heavens, the sea, two cities— 
one with weddings and feasts and an orderly assem
bly, the other at war, beset by pain and death — 
fertile fields, vineyards, and herds of cattle. Good 
and bad are very much part of the WHOLE picture; 
they exist side by side. Achilles places his meeting 
with Priam in a corresponding perspective in his 
tale of the two urns on the floor of Zeus' palace, 
“the one filled with evil gifts, and the other with good 
ones.”
Achilles' quarrel is such a handful, out of the urn 

full, of evil gifts, and he is wrong when he believes 
it to place him beyond the values which have brought 
his comrades to Troy. That he remains in the Greek 
camp only proves that he fails to make the break. 
The evil gift of Patroclus' death brings him back 
from his fantasy — but too late.

The point I want to make is this: Achilles behavior 
in the ransoming of Hector's body is not significant 
as evidencing learning but as a model for action given 
a world view of unchangeability. Achilles' actions 
before this have missed the mark, but in one crucial 
moment he does “come through” — for Priam. 
St. John's presents me with a similar unchange

ability. Not because I CANNOT change it, but because 
profound change in The Program is not at issue. St. 
John's is rather like the monastery which is the scene 
for the beginning of Hermann Hesse's NARCISSUS 
AND GOLDMUND, “There were always newcomers; 
and the faces changed every few years, yet most of 
them resembled one another, if only for their blond 
and curly hair.” We have become self-conscious 
about the way each of us fits into patterns, and we 
have surrounded the most obvious with cliches and 
feelings of aversion, wanting desperately to be some
how different — believing ourselves beyond the values 
which have brought out comrades here. But I should 
not like to fail some Priam because of that.

—Tom Jelliffe

IN THE MUSEUM OF HISTORY
Quickly we walk
Through the museum of history
Glancing at broken tablets
Of ancient nations
Their strange forgotten laws
Forever a mystery
Dusty remnants of vanished
Civilizations . . .
As spears and sheilds 
Stare rusty from the wall . . .
Never once suspecting
The empty room at the end of the hall.

—L. T. Rundle

we are all like 
rain drops
that can not shake the skies
but are shaken from them
when they fall upon the earth
they are scattered
of no great significance
they collect in puddles
where drops of rain send circles
across the surface
until the sun has dried them
all away —H. Cornelius
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Lecture Highlights
LAWFUL REVOLUTION

As is so often the fact, the most vital moments in 
this lecture, that is, those which throw the most 
light around in all directions, took place during the 
question period.

I think it would be useful to try to reconstruct a 
little of what took place there.

In the context of trying to answer a question on the 
place of the individual in a political system and 
how is it possible for “unimportant” members of a 
society to engage in a dialogue which might in any 
way contribute to the life of that society, Mr. Stern 
made the statement that every man has his own 
logos, i^ fact, that the individual ego is a logos. 
And through dialogue he expands this innate some
thing by virtue of which he is human.

I believe it is this aspect of Mr. Stern’s thinking 
which eventually leads him to be able, on certain 
grounds, to justify revolution.

1 will try to explain that by way of quoting the 
question which Mr. Sacks asked at this point; “What 
sense does it make to say that each man has his 
own logos?” Mr. Sacks then pointed out that, in this 
lecture, there was a definite shift away from the 
definition of man as a rational animal (Aristotle 
et al) to the view of man as a creative animal, that 
there is inherent in such a shift a difference in the 
understanding of the role of reason, the emphasis 
going away from reason as a faculty for grappling 
towards a logos which is universal and inaccessible 
to anyone as he is with his individual characteris
tics towards a reason whose job is to pilot the en
counter, with a logos that is to be found all around 
one if one could be but sufficently perceptive to pick 
up its presence in another person.
Mr. Stern admitted that he would tend to think of 

man more in terms of being creative and that, far 
from existing in “inacessible light”, the truth is 
being created right “here and now” by us as we 
engage in dialogue. That is to say, it is the view 
which is the essential one of Christianity, that the 
truth is embodied, has “pitched his tent among 
us”. It is by such a view, in other words, that it is 
possible for there to exist “something new under 
the sun”—a “new testament” if you will, a doc
trine of revolution. It is precisely this kind of a 
view by vlrture of which we are a revolutionary 
civilization the direction of which had been in
creasingly in the direction of individuality among 
members who are seen as having theoretically, and 
to some extent, in practice, equal value polotically, 
as opposed to the former world of the universal 
logos and the magnanimous man who stands apart 
and dispenses to the more common sort of bloke.
Other response to Mr. Stern's “new world in a new 

moment” had about it the scent of the cobblestones 
of Athens: “Is anything that is taking place here 
really new? Has not this conversation we are 
engaging in occurred before over exactly the same 
questions and will it not continue to recur as long as 
there are men?” '
Mr. Stern’s response to this was that this event 

between us in this moment is something unique in 
history, has never occurred before, nor will it 
again.

The discussion then developed into the question 
of when is something really new and when is it 
merely an invltlon of something which is a pattern

basic to man?
What Mr. Stern tried to do was to hold on to the 

basic unchanging patterns, the forms from which 
everything is an imitation, and at the same time 
say that there is a constant newness, call it the life 
within the form, which has a gradual corrective 
effect on those institutions by which men see 
themselves, such as their governments. Perhaps 
it is this, and let us call it the urge to evolve, which 
is precisely that which lawfully justifies revolution 
and is—let us draw it all the way—the power which 
moves a man to engage in the dialogic attempt. That 
is an action is lawful when it derives from the es
sential motive force compelling a man to be human. 
This does not seem to me to conflict with, but rather 

to underscore, the possibility that there may be a big 
logos towards which each little logos is seeking to 
evolve.
Note: An astute observer might not a relation be

tween this lecture andthatofMr.Darkey.lt may turn 
out, in fact, for those who listened in all seven ways, 
that Mr. Darkey’s words may apply to everything we 
do here. If this is true, it would only be up to in
dividual zeal to benefit from the connection.

THE COMEDY OF REVOLUTION
The above title may seem to be a playing with the 

the ideas presented by Mr. Bunker in away that was 
not quite meant by him, but 1 don’t think so, for sev
eral reasons.
First, it seems from what Mr. Bunker presented, 

that the central revolution presented is not the one 
which is traditionally ascribed to Milton, the story 
of a rebel authority, Satan, who inflates himself up 
to the act of hybris of thinking himself greater 
than the Establishment (i.e., God).

The real “argument” of the poem takes on the op
posite reading the closer we get to the Son and his 
earthly double. Eve. The picture which comes 
from the presence of these two is a COMEDIA of 
love rather than some some kind of pre-modern 
ANGST of tragic rebelliousness.
The first big switch in thinking is that, in Mr. 

Bunker’s re-presentation, Satan is not a rebel at 
all; he falls from his high state because of his love 
— or at least loyalty — to God the way he was used 
to him. And then, God changes.

This is the key to the action of the poem; the 
changes that take place when the infinite seems to 
require the finite in order to arrive, apparently, 
at a completion which was lacking to the All-Per
fect with his ordered ranks of slaves who always 
knew when to bring in the flawless mirror. For the 
infinite to require some dirt is a very funny thing 
to say, which I think was Mr. Bunker’s point.
Further, the change is not, as might be expected, 

the finite coming gradually to submit itself to and 
pattern Itself on the infinite — that seems not to 
have to be learned, but is already there. The crea
tion, the real genesis, or kinesis, comes when the
infinite learns to communicate with the finite__God
with Adam, and Adam with you-know-who.
This communication which is learned seems to 

be a kind of openess. Comedy is found; that is, the 
story comes out all right in the end, when the lover 
learns to stay open to a beloved who changes.

And in this, of course, Satan’s tragedy stands reveal
ed. He was closed to his idol, when he who was such 
a great king, with all his control over himself and 
his serene independence and his majestic solitude 
inexplicably becomes passionate and begins to seek 
out companionship of a very crude sort, even seem-



ing to go so far as to “need” these odd little people 
so much “inferior” to himself. Satan could not follow 
this turn. It was not so much a pride of intellect, 
though this was, no doubt, a component.^ But the 
stronger component seems to have been a “pride of 
the heart”, a smallness and inflexibility. This is, 
perhaps, the real Miltonic sense of tragedy — quite 
different from the intellectual emphasis of the 
Greeks. It is an inability to act out of passion, that 
is, a remaining fixed on the throne of preconceiv
ed ideas of relationships, an incapacity to move 
into the new and unfamiliar, especially if this seems 
to reveal some weakness or need, therefore, an in
ability to move out of loneliness, this is hell.

It comes down to a kind of dishonesty which will 
not even admit that there is a need at all, even 
though that need drives Satan out of his own hell. 
His trip to earth is as though he would go downtown 
and see what’s happening, but not really get involv
ed with Eve; just do a little trick on her, try to make 
her suffer as much as himself; try to infect her with 
the same superior knowledge so that she will be 
cured of her inferiority and become capable of lone
liness.
There is that terrible moment when Satan almost 

learns something, when he sees that Eve is beau
tiful, that what he thought would be an inferior 
creature is noble in bearing and exalted in beauty, 
and he almost “weakens”, almost learns to stand 
without an explanation, in wonder. Fortunately,, 
he remembers words just in time and talks him
self out of it. I say “fortunately” because, if he 
hadn’t. Paradise would not have been lost.

There are two quite different ways of looking at 
Paradise. It could be the opposite of all we have 
been calling hell. That would make paradise an 
affinity for aliveness, an affirmation of the real
ity of what one finds rather than a holding on desper
ately to what one is securely familiar with. Para
dise is an aptitude for revolution.

Then, what sense does it make to say Paradise is 
lost? There is another picture of Paradise given. 
It is the one set up for Adam alone by God who is 
as yet childish and wants Adam all to himself in 
a completely secure situation, secure because Adam 
by himself could care less about “forbidden fruit”.

What Milton’s God seems to have overlooked is 
that Adam was hewn in his own image, that is, he 
too required ' companionship. And when Adam re
quested a mate, God had to respond, because he knew 
what it is like to be alone. And God must have 
known that as soon as Eve was in existence. 
Paradise would already be lost, because it would 
no longer be safe and predictable. I say “he must 
have known” because he already had witnessed all 
his kingdom thrown into a great conflict and state 
and rebellion when his own companion revealed him
self, and he must have known something of the ef
fect Eve would have on the God-like naivete of Adam.

How does this square with what we have been 
calling Paradise above? They can’t both be the Para
dise that is lost, because when safety is lost, the 
passion of aliveness is gained.

I don’t think Milton’s title is ironic; I think he 
really meant that Paradise is lost, and that revolu
tion, or evolution, or whatever one calls this 
“change”, is not Paradise: it is comedy. And comedy 
is fortunate: it is that maturity which makes it'pos- 
sible to keep out of a lonely hell and a static heav
en. Comedy is the ability to learn and, therefore, to 
go on loving in spite of everything.

If God learned Comedy, then he too lost Paradise.

An interesting God, Mr. Bunker’s. One could rather 
adore being made in the image of a comedian who 
grows out of his loneliness by loving.

— Jim Scott

PHYSICIST’S VIEW OF SUB-ATOMIC WORLD
Ever since Anaxagoras said “NOUS rules the world” 

men in general and scientists in particular have be
lieved that the world is ultimately reasonable and 
understandable. Whether true or not, that assumption 
has been extremely useful. It has taken science from 
Archimedes past Newton up to quantum mechanics. 
Its reliability, however, has recently come into 
question. Dr. Ford’s remarks indicated that quantum 
mechanics believes that two situations exactly alike 
in every detail can produce two different results. 
Submicroscopic particles obey laws of chance and are 
not absolutely determinable for particular cases.
Quantum theory does not, of course, maintain that 

it is any more than a theory; it does not claim to 
have attained ultimate truth. As Dr. Ford pointed out, 
new observations could have a drastic effect on the 
quantum theory’s view of nature.

Only when physics sees the world as an organic 
whole united by some first principle can it be sure 
that it has overlooked nothing. When science has 
attained this ultimate state it will know whether events 
are ultimately determinable or indeterminable. If 
events are determinable, science will be able to ex
plain why Identical conditions should always produce 
identical results. If, on the other hand, the world is 
not determinable, science will have to explain why 
events should be ruled by chance. It will have to show 
how there can be a law of probability controlling 
many events, none of which are directly controlled 
by reason.

In spite of the difficulty of the task, quantum theory 
does seem to have reasons for believing that 
the universe is ruled directly by chance and only 
Indirectly by reason. The reasons for this belief may 
be much too theoretical and mathematical for a St. 
John’s audience, but if they aren’t, I hope Dr. Ford 
can return to tell us about them more thoroughly 
than was possible in the lecture and the question 
period. —Dennis Plummer
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FOOD FOR THOUGHT
“You are what you eat. If you eat meat, you tend to 

be carnivorous in nature,”--So he eats no meat or 
cheese and studies Gandhi’s peacefulforce.” All that 
artificial fertilizer and insecticide you’re eating isn’t 
good.”--So they eat only organic foods, praise the 
taste, and very quickly feel much better for it. “If 
you eat fresh fruit and take Vitamin C, you won’t, 
catch cold.”—So she takes her tablets and fruit 
daily and suffers only one cold in the winter.

Some are spoon-fed, others are grabbed greedily 
and quickly consumed. Some are well digested, others 
leave the system barely altered. Some are easily 
taken in, others are disagreeable and are soon dis
gorged.

What is the Food of Man?
—Superstition.

Are they ever true?
—No, but the believing is.

—Pat Hanson
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INCARNATE FRUITS
Here some playful fiend tweaks me by the ear and 

says: “Go ahead; be as metaphorical as you please.” 
Very well. Early in my career at the small Platonic 
academy of St. John’s College, I was simultaneously 
teaching Greek mathematics and modern chemistry. 
Our students read Plato’s Dialogues the first year, 
readily giving their souls to the doctrine of Forms. 
They go relucfently to the practical work of the 
chemistry lab^.and not only because of the bad air. 
They are shocked as Socrates was by Anaxagoras 
when ne round that philosopher forsaking Mind and the 
argument of the best and having recourse to air 
and ether and other eccentricities. With them as 
with the Greeks, high talk assumed more dignity 
than the handicraft drudgery of things and body. 
Even the sculptor, so near the source of Greek 
beauty and worship, came out poorly (as in Lucian’s 
little dialogue) beside the liberal artist who does not 
have to muck with paint or pound at stone. How much 
better to work with Ideas alone. Thus Plotinus (V, 
vli, 1): “The Ideal...does not come over integrally 
into the work...what comes over is a derivative and 
minor; and even that shows itself...only in so far as 
it has subdued the resistance of the material.” 
Whereas the Western and modern art-work arises 
out of the very struggle with the material; that, not 
pure form, is its grandeur. So for us the unfinished 
works of Michelangelo loom up like divine things, 
heightened by their testimony to the catastrophic 
encounter.

In the late Classical world, everything that par
takes of body is degraded. The revulsion of Marcus 
Aurelius is typical: “What bathing is when you think 
about it — oil, sweat, filth, greasy water, everything 
disgusting — such is every part of life and every 
object our senses meet.” Walt Whitman, however, 
says: “Divine am I inside and out, and I make holy 
whatever I touch or am touched from,/ The scent 
of these armpits aroma finer than prayer,/ This 
head more than churches, bibles, and all the 
creeds.i.” What has happened in the course of the 
centuries to make such a,change possible? Whitman 
broke with orthodox Christianity, yet the Song of My
self rings in the resonance of the God-man. 

However, it is in the Platonic atmosphere of St. 
John's that this question must insistently voice it
self, so I return there to pursue it: — As we were 
working one winter day in the laboratory exploring 
combinations of sulphur, while I had fled to the 
window to get a breath of air, one of my brightest 
students came coughing through the fog to set me a 
question, which Plato also might have proposed: 
“Why, at St. John’s College, where we are supposed 
to give our souls to the highest intellectual pur
suits, must we waste our time with these stinking 
experiments?

I had come from my Euclid class, where we had 
traced the logic of pure form; here I stood like 
Faust in the witches’ kitchen, or a medieval al
chemist in his den, the very smoke announcing its 
Satanic relation. We were working with materials 
which, even if the air were pure, would never exhibit 
the clarity of the mathematical ideal — and I was 
supposed to give an answer to such an imperative 
why.

We had been reading Yeats in a poetry group, and 
a passage came into my head:

A woman can be proud and stiff 
When on love intent;
But Love has pitched his mansion in 
The place of excrement;
For nothing can be sole or whole 
That has not been rent.

That was my answer to his question. He did not 
understand. By way of clarification I continued: 
“Why? Because the one and changeless God elected 
to put on flesh among beasts in a stall and became 
by that act a pattern for the Western world.” The 
student, muttering his protest, went back to the 
crucible and flame.

I had not thought much then about the Christ-image 
as an archetype, but what I answered made it clear 
that my unconscious had busied itself with the prob
lem and had perceived not only that our science 
is such an incarnation; but that Western love is form
ed in the same image — that concept of love which 
began with the troubadours and minnesingers and 
which also experienced an embodiment, from Donne 
and the Baroque to the Romantic and modern apotheo
sis of the libido, of sex, what Blake celebrated as 
“the moment of desire, the moment of desire—” 
in its sacred-prophane limit. Lady Chattwley. Molly 
Blum.
So far we have been treating the subject as if it were 

defended position which we had to feel out by lunges 
and sallies. Perhaps a deeper engagement of the 
forces may result if we widen the breach of the 
Christ-image. For it is essential to remember that 
Christ is the second person of a Trinity; his role was 
not to be enacted without the foreseeing Fatherfrom 
whom he took the unwished cup on the Mount of 
Olives. And this fact too has been mirrored in 
Western Culture, where the individual, following 
his inner divine, must stand in the prevision of 
some Whole. Wherever the incarnate subjectivity 
launches out, the entire pattern must be left to an 
over-divine, in which the individual Passion can be 
contained. Thus from the beginning of Western his
tory to the present. Providence, under a variety 
of names, has played a central role.
Gothic architecture already trusts to an organ-izing 

embrace of a mystical kind. Ruskin has treated this 
rather well in his little essay on free and servile 
labor, showing that the Greek workman had to follow 
the pattern of the master, because otherwise the 
rational and humanly foreseen form would not have 
been realized; while the Gothic workman could be 
left free to carve as he pleased, just because he had 
another Master, there was a transratlonal one gath
ering the efforts of separate craftsmen, designers, 
even ages and styles.
Such too, as contrasted with that of the Greek ideal 

of the state, is the principle of feudalism -• the 
assumption that the historical web of crossing fiefs 
and loyalties will constitute a kingdom. And as the 
Classical state-forms penetrate feudalism to gen
erate the modern nations, they still flow in the 
ambience of mystical fervor. Thus Louis XIV:

L etat c est moi;*' Milton: “For who knows not 
that Truth is strong, next to the Almighty? Give 
her but room, and do not bind her while she sleeps'” 
Rousseau: “The general will is always right and 
tends always to the public advantage;” and Marx;' 

We shall have an association in which the free



development of each is the condition for the free 
development of all.”
The polyphonic tendency of music has a similar 

origin: each singer launches out on his own song, 
which the providential whole embraces, turning dis
sonance into art. This is perhaps clearest in the 
Gothic motet where radically individual melodies, 
sacred and prophane, in different rhythms and with 
texts in various languages are crushed (like the 
contradictory authorities of Scholasticism) into a 
kind of formal unity. And the development of Renais
sance harmony can be most easily described as the 
embodiment of this spiritual One in a texture of 
sensuous, modulated sound.

In the drama a like effect springs from a like 
cause. The Greek masks are gone, the measure and 
proprieties are broken. These characters seem indi
viduals, more loosely related to the structure, which 
indeed they almost take into their own hands, in
carnate power lashing out within the province of divine 
destiny. There is a kind of restlessness about 
Shakespeare’s characters, as about their prototypes 
and originals, the villians and heroes in Dante, or in 
the church of Borgia and Luther; they are uncon
trolled forces, sometimes almost walking off with 
the play (Mercutio, Shylock, lago, the clowns) yet 
making it richer by that rape. In the dialogues a 
sort of polyphony emerges, where each person speaks 
his own point of view, the voice of his fierce inward
ness, as in LEAR, which at its peaks breaks into 
conflicting monologues, where no one answers anoth
er, but erupts from within, yet where all blend into 
a magnificence beyond the reason. And as ambi
valence has been made the conscious method of mod
ern thought, so the device of inner monologue has be
come the conscious cultivation of Chekov, Shaw and 
other contemporaries.

Of the same miraculous focussing and containment 
are the mingling of tragic and comic and trans
cendence of both, the melting and over-spilling of all 
modes, from the SECOND SHEPHARD’S PLAY and 
Bosch and Breughel, through Shakespeare and 
Rubens, the Rabelaisian union of explosive vitalities, 
the self-evolving form and limitless humanity of 
Cervantes, the luric and demonic ironies of DON 
GIOVANNI, the nautilus shell of Goethe’s FAUST, 
which makes an order of the unplanned organic 
motions, of the recorded tensions and impulses of 
a lifetime — None of these writers, any more 
than Dostoevsky, or the Christ, indeed, who asked: 
"Why hast thou forsaken me?”, knew where he 
was going, or if not going, where being swept by the 
godlike inner urge — these crucial expressions of 
Christendom explore new continents of construction, 
where Providence enfolds, the Embodied acts, and the 
Comforter blesses the sacrifice of the incarnate 
world.

By this same evolution the artist has moved into 
a new position, lowlier yet more elevated than ever 
before. Like the incarnate divine which has mediated 
for him, and whose likeness he now assumes, the 
artist gives over conscious pseudo-control; he sub
mits also to a passion, surrenders to the process 
in which he and his art are simultaneously changed. 
In this he re-enacts the paradox of the god-man him
self. The God of Genesis stood like the classical 
conception of the artist, uninvolved, by a known plan 

shaping an outward creation. He resembles 
the Neoplatonic One, whose overflow was neither 
to his loss or gain. How hard early Christianity 
struggled to hold this classical and Platonic line- 
thus Augustine: “He would not be the perfect Work

er He is, unless His knowledge were so perfect as 
to receive no addition from His finished works” — 
so thinking to silence the Manicheans, though at 
the cost of making God hoodwink himself like a 
booby: “There was no other cause of the world’s 
creation than that good creatures should be made 
by a good God” — a shocking miscalculation for one 
who could also foresee what was to come; but to 
keep the Maker so Plantonically isolated from his 
world was impossible, for Christ was there, the di
vine sufferer establishing a church in time —in how 
different a way creating than the Classical artist, 
or even the Old Testament Johovah. To shape his 
new world, he had to give himself up to the medium, 
trustingly drain the cup of Passion. As Erasmus 
says, Christ...was willing...to become a fool when he 
took upon himself the nature of man.” And it is in this 
image that the Western artist has increasingly 
appeared, that Artist with a capital A. Never had the 
creative person so experienced his own divinity as 
in the Western world, yet never so accepted the 
alienation and abandonment in which he becomes 
not actor but sufferer, possessed by uncontrollable 
forces, whether he calls them God, “the conscious 
stone”, his own or the group unconscious.

— Charles G. Bell

Something is gone.
Do you remember what it was 
Or can you find a name for it?
Remember when we used to float on sunlight 
And disolve our bodies 
So we could trip lightly 
With the early summer breeze?
And as we lay in dappled light 
Our minds were together 
Holding hands many miles away.
The fragrances and births 
C)f springtime were our soul.
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Editor’s note: This is the beginning of a series of 
reprints of annual essays and poems which won 
awards last year. Following is the essay by Steve 
Moser which was selected the outstanding junior 
essay by the awards committee of the faculty. Mr. 
Moser’s paper was divided into two major parts, 
so we shall print it in two parts, the second part to 
appear next month.

The Subjective Real
The problem of subjective reality found its most 

explicit enunciation in the speculative philosophers 
of Europe in the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Cen
turies. This “problem”, of course, has presented 
itself to every man who has ever thought about his 
position in the universe. Socrates’ dictum, “1 know 
only that 1 don’t know”, Aristotle’s inability to get 
at “the thing in itself”, Seneca’s praise of the man 
who accepts his fate without despair, Montaigne’s 
evocation of solitude, Pascal’s “Disproportion de 
l’homme”~they all express in their own way the 
basic condition of separation that man finds him
self in, both in his ability to know and power to 
control anything outside of himself. However, in 
times previous to Descartes, there had been no 
real question as to whether there was or was not 
an actual reality. All philosophy, under the aegis of 
“natural science”, assumed it and worked with it. 
It was believed that some sort of continuous sub
stance or discrete atom underlay everything in the 
world. This is not to say that the ancients believed 
that the material world was the proper thing towards 
which one should direct his energies, for many 
advocated some sort of transcendency as a way to 
overcome the despair they had of gaining any ab
solute knowledge of the physical world. Hence, many 
turned inward to different sorts of absolutes, such as 
the pure sciences, religion, and personal morality. 
Those who did choose to deal with the world always 
freely admitted their basic stance of separation and 
therefore their inability to obtain truth from the 
world. With these things admitted, why did Des
cartes and many in his wake make it a starting 
point to say that a man could not even know whether 
there was anything at all outside of himself? Why 
make it a point of metaphysical enquiry to question 
the existence of the world itself? The answer, it 
seems, is that they did it for no other reason than 
to try to see where their pure and undetermined 
could take them; whether perhaps they could come to 
any absolute truth without the help of a real world. 
By in effect renouncing the real world, they were 
admitting (at least initially in most cases) that the 
source of truth was purely within themselves. Per
haps by examining the basic philosophies of four 
men, Descartes, Berkeley, Hume, and Kant, who 
based their systems on the premise of total sub
jectivity, we can begin to see how far a man can 
get when he makes that premise his starting place. 
Also, assuming that philosophies are constantly in 
a state of evolution, and that all philosophers in 
building their own systems analyze and snytheslze 
what has gone before, perhaps we will be able to 
see how, from Descartes, speculative, subjectivity-

based philosophy culminated in Kant. Therefore we 
will begin with Descartes and proceed, with each 
of the four mentioned, to explicate briefly their basic 
philosophies along with any appropriate problems, 
solutions, or contrasts that may occur along the way.
Descartes’ initial position is that man can be certain 

of nothing but his own existence; all else is doubt and 
uncertainty. He is able to posit his existence merely 
on the knowledge that he thinks and doubts. Doubting 
is, of course, some sort of thinking, but the distinc
tion is important because it is, for Descartes, the 
way in which one reasons to God. Because one 
doubts, he says in effect, one can clearly imagine 
the possibility of an entity that doesn’t doubt, but is 
perfect in all the ways in which he himself is im
perfect, as well as perfect in infinitely many other 
ways. From this possibility of a perfect being, Des
cartes makes the claim that part of the perfection 
of such a being would be existence, and therefore 
he reasons that God exists. His other primary rea
son for the existence of God is that in one’s own 
imperfect state, only a being who manifest perfec
tion could ever instill the idea of perfection in him, 
and therefore, again, God must be that perfect 
being. He says that if a man had created himself, 
then two conclusions would follow, the first being 
that he would not doubt, and would be perfect in the 
respects he knows God to be perfect in, and the second 
being that there would not exist involuntary sensa
tions, because he would truly be the author of not 
only himself, but of all his perceptions.
Many of Descartes’ assertions were questioned by 

his contemporaries and successors, the most im
portant being his ontological argument for the ex
istence of God. Liebniz takes issue in the following 
manner (he begins by describing Descartes’ argu
ment):

Whatever follows from the idea or the defini
tion of a thing—so the argument runs—is pre
dicable of the thing itself. Now existence follows 
from the idea of God as the most perfect or 
greatest possible being. For the most perfect 
being includes all perfections within himself, 
and existence is one of them. Therefore, w’e 
can predicate the existence of God. In truth, 
however, this argument permits us only to con
clude that God’s existence follows if his POS
SIBILITY is already proven. For we cannot use 
a definition in an argument without first making 
sure that it is a REAL definition (as opposed to 
nominal definition)...!

Kant offers a similar argument in the section in the 
CRITIQUE following the antinomies, “On the im
possibility of an ontological proof for the existence 
of God”. However, in order to proceed we mu$t 
grant that Descartes has proved the existence of 
God by whatever means he is able. For from this it 
is an easy step for him to prove the existence and 
reality of things outside of him. For he says that 
since God in His infinite perfection would not de
ceive him (a thought often repeated in the MEDI
TATIONS), then his intuition concerning the reality 
and cohesion of a world beyond the mere appearance 
must be correct. Thus from a truly skeptical posi
tion, Descartes, from his argument for the existence 
of God, established the existence of objective reality.



as well as the possibility of obtaining perfect truth. 
However, we are struck at the end of the MEDITA
TIONS by his moral conclusion which seems to de
stroy whatever certainty about the world that he 
may have succeeded in establishing. He begins by 
saying that man has the capability of achieving 
knowledge of the world because he is able to re
serve his judgment until such a time when he has 
enough data to judge correctly. (In this ability of 
a man to reserve his judgment lies the free will 
of man—he is potentially free in every case to 
judge or not to judge.) if he judges on sound empiri
cal bases, he will not fall into error, and hence 
arises his possible perfectability. However, the 
last paragraph of his work denies man the possibility 
of exercising his discretion as to whether he will 
judge or not:

But because the necessities of action often 
oblige us to make a decision before we have had 
the leisure to examine things so carefully, it 
must be admitted that the life of a man is very 
often subject to error in particular cases; and 
we must, in conclusion, recognize the infirmity 
and weakness of our nature.2 

Thus it is evident that Descartes ends up in the 
dilemma of the ancients. He can know of the existence 
of the world, but he is kept by his natural limitations 
from getting at the essence. The situation of man, 
despite his infinite potential lets him reap very little 
certain knowledge from the world. However, we will 
come back to this conclusion later.
Berkeley, on the surface, does not begin with the 

assertion of his own existence, as Descartes did with 
the COGITO. He begins with a simple question that he 
will ask again and again: how can one posit the ex
istence of anything that is not in his own or in some
one else’s consciousness?

When we do our utmost to concieve the ex
istence of external bodies, we are all the while 
only contemplating our own ideas. But the mind 
taking no notice of itself is deluded to think it 
can and does concieve bodies existing unthought 
of or without the mind, though at the same time 
they are apprehended by or exist in itself. 3 

He also has a teleological argument in which he says 
that^ if we suppose the existence of things outside of 
us, “...it is to suppose without any reason at all, that 
God has created Innumerable beings that are entirely 
useless, and serve to no manner or purpose.” 4 

Although the COGITO is not explicit in these ques
tions it comes out quite clearly in his theory of spirit 
in which he asserts that the only substance that 
exists is that which thinks. The initial questions 
above assumes that consciousness is centered in a 
definite thinking entity. Spirits, then, are the sub
stantial substrata of thought, existence (the two, 
thought and existence, are the same thing), and ac
tion. In his theory of the existence of spirits, Berke
ley seems to be recalling Liebniz’s spiritual monads, 
or souls, which have all their possibility within, 
them, and which act in so far as they have perfec
tion, but are acted on in so far as they are imper
fect. 5

Berkeley moves to God by one of the same argu
ments that Descartes used: man has no control over' 
his sensuous perceptions, therefore they must come 
from some other spirit or will. And since the 
perceptions are so regular and orderly, they must 
come from a governing being, who governs perfectly. 
God for him, like for Spinoza, makes nature orderly 
by decreeing eternal, unchanging laws which govern 
it.

The ideas of Sense are more strong, lively, 
and distinct than those of the imagination; they 
have likewise a steadiness, order, and coher
ence, and are not excited at random as those 
which are the effects of human wills often are, 
but in a regular train or series, the admirable 
connection whereof sufficiently testifies the wis
dom and benevolence of its Author. Now the set 
rules or established methods wherein the Mind 
we depend on excites in us the ideas of sense, are 
called the LAWS OF NATURE, and these we 
learn by experience...6 

But there are definite difficulties here about what he 
means by God and nature, for immediately after this 
passage, he goes on:

And yet this consistent uniform working, which 
so evidently displays the goodness and wisdom 
of that governing Spirit whose will constitutes 
the laws of nature, is so far from leading our 
thoughts to Him, that it rather sends them wand
ering after second causes. 7 

God has become the only cause of the effects we see, 
and when we look for causation in the perceptions 
themselves, we are “wandering” from the truth. 
This again recalls Liebniz who speaks of the in
fluence that monads have on each other as being 
IDEAL, in that Influences can only result through 
the intervention of God who fashions the universe 
in the most perfect possible whole by ordering the 
parts in the best way. (Liebniz has a complicated 
theory in which monads make up a plenum of com
plete intercommunication, but with each monadact
ing and being acted on purely through God, with the 
illusion that other things affect and are affected by 
it.) Berkeley’s discussions of what he calls “reality” 
sound somewhat like Liebniz, pointing out that his 
way of looking at things doesn’t differ at all in 
effect from what other philosophies present. “1 
answer that by the principles we premised, we are 
not deprived of any one thing in nature. Whatever 
we see feel, hear, or anywise conceive or under
stand remains as secure as ever, and is as real 
as ever.” 8 So we are met here with a seeming 
contradiction in that our idea of causality in nature 
must not be gotten from things that we percieve, 
and yet we may regard nature in the same way as 
if we thought that there really were things outside 
of us backing up the appearances. The problem 
seems irreconcilable because of the following con
sideration. Berkeley fights against the existence of 
matter, a substratum somewhat like an Aristotelean 
substance, because he says that there is no way for 
us to conceive of it. Our senses cannot detect any
thing that is not quality of some sort. Without this 
substratum of matter it is impossible to allow for 
causation between objects of perception that may 
appear to act upon one another, simply because they 
are not substantial and therefore have no permanent 
existence of their own and no possibility for action. 
Thus if we can admit to ourselves that God is not 
whimsical and really does present us with a constant 
and uniform appearance of “nature” (which is by the 
way, how he proved the existence and necessity of 
God in the first place), then we can work in the ap
pearances under some semblence of the princiole 
of cause and effect. He says.

We may, from theexperience wehavehad of the 
train and successlon of ideas inour minds, often 
make, I will not say uncertain conjectures, but 

well-grounded predictions concerning 
the ideas we shall be affected with pursuant to 
a great train of actions, and be enabled to pass



r

a right judgment of what would have appeared 
to us, in case we were placed in circumstances 
very different from those we are in at present. 
Herein consists the knowledge of nature, 
which...9

To cyrstallize the paradox, we say that appearances 
because they are uniform and involuntary come from 
a superior spirit, God, and yet we base our whole 
foundation of science on the assumption that the 
appearances are trustworthey, and that they follow 
the necessity imposed by cause and effect. If we 
can accept this paradox that Berkeley doesn’t seem 
to answer, then we can believe him when he says 
that it makes no difference to us in our pursuit of 
empirical inductive knowledge of the laws of nature. 
As it turns out, Berkeley binds God to the necessity 
of his own creation—he must act in accordance with 
the “rules of mechanism’’ 10 by which we know 
him, and if he goes against them by creating 
miracles, he loses some of his “wisdom and 
beneficence’’ that Berkeley ascribes to Him.
Berkeley elaborates on what we have said but 

does not really go much farther in his argument than 
to say that it makes no difference what kind of reality 
one accepts as far as scientific enquiry goes, but 
that we have no right to say that nature exists out
side of our minds any more than we can say that 
substantial objects exist. He departs from Descartes 
only in that he does not prove through God that an 
external reality exists: this tendency points toward 
David Hume. In leaving Berkeley for a discussion 
of Hume, we must keep in mind that Berkeley really 
gives the most succinct and simple explication of 
subjective reality, despite the apparent confusions we 
have found in his attempt to acquire certain knowledge 
of the world.
Hume starts with the fundamentally Berkelean posi

tion of idealism but develops it to its logical con
clusion—an inescapable skepticism. What we per
ceive is all that we can conceive of: there is no 
ascertainable existence outside of our mere percep
tions. Hume, unlike Berkeley or Descartes, refuses 
to postulate where the perceptions come from.

As to those IMPRESSIONS, which arisefromthe 
SENSES, their ultimate cause is, in my opinion, 
perfectly inexplicable by human reason, and it 
will always be impossible to decide with cer
tainty, whether they arise Immediately from the 
object, or are produced by the creative power of 
the mind, or are derived from the Author of our 
being.’’

In a sense, this is accounted for by his lack of a self. 
In the chapter of Personal Identity near the end of 
the First Book of the treatise, almost as if it were 
an epilogue, Hume denies the possibility of knowledge 
of self, and therefore the existence of self. The 
argument runs roughly that as in all other objects 
of experience, there must be some one impression 
which gives rise to a real idea, the self, as a pos
sible object of experience must also evoke such an 
idea. If a self exists, he says, it should be one in
variable impression through the whole course of 
one’s life, just like any other impression and its 
corresponding idea. But since it is gotten through 
many different impressions succeeding one another, 
and it cannot be all or one of them, then it must not 
and cannot exist. He has many other subsidiary 
arguments all to the purpose of denying the existence 
of the self. In its position at the end, the argument 
against self seems unimportant and unconnected, but 
on the contrary, it taints and permeates everything 
that precedes it. Without the self, he cannot prove the

existence of God in either the Cartesian or the Ber
kelean manner. Descartes projected perfection from 
imperfection, God and His omniscience from his 
self and his doubt. Hume cannot make any such claim 
without a self. Berkeley described God as the origina
tor of all the perceptions which appeared to him 
without his willing; the orderliness and clarity of this 
train of perceptions convinced him that he could not 
have produced them by himself, by virtue of the fact 
that the perceptions produced by his imagination, his 
own creative power, were always random, for the 
most part disordered, and often monstrous. Hume 
sees no reason to postulate an innate order in the 
perceptions which are involuntarily received, or on 
the other hand, disorder in his own imagination; 
perceptions merely impose themselves and we con
struct the order through association. Perhaps, how
ever, this result of a lack of self, his inability to ar
rive reasonably at a source of objects of experience, 
is only secondary to the real result: it causes Hume 
to fall into a mire of mechanistic determinism.

In Chapter XIV Pt. Ill in Book 1, Hume develops 
a line of argument in which he begins by saying that 
the judgment is determined by the impressions it 
recieves. He speaks here of two objects which affect 
each other each time they appear:

For after frequent repitition, I find that upon 
the appearance of one of the objects the mind is 
DETERMINED by custom to consider its usual 
attendant, and to consider it in a stronger light 
upon account of its relation to the first object.
In is this impression, then, or DETERMINA
TION, which affords me the idea of necessity.12 

When we are presented with two phenomena of 
perception that have always been juxtaposed and when 
in all of our experience we have never seen them 
separate, then, in the Instance when one appears, 
we necessarily expect the other to come. We know the 
flame is hot, because it has never not been hot, and 
in this case, as in others, we act automatically, 
or rather react, at the appearance of the flame, 
without having to find out again whether it is hot. 
Berkeley moves on to reiterate his refutation of 
the theory of Innate ideas. He is especially interested 
in the problem of efficacy and action, and goes to 
lengths to refute the Cartesian “innate” idea of God. 
He first states their position: \

Matter, say they, is in itself entirely unactive 
and deprived of any power by which it may pro
duce, or continue, or communicate motion: but 
since these effects are evident to our senses, 
and since the power that produces them must 
be placed somewhere, it must lie in the Deity. 13 

He gives his rebuttal to this by saying, “All ideas 
are derived from the represent impressions. We 
never have any impression that contains any power 
of efficacy. W e never, therefore, have any idea of 
power,” 14 Finally he comes to the theory of will, 
and subjects it to the same treatment that he gives 
to the ideas of God, power, and self. To say that the 
will effects either thought or action is to deny the 
basic premise that all ideas are derived from, and 
represent,, impressions.

So far from perceiving the connection betwixt 
an act of volition and a motion of the body, it 
is allowed that no effect is more Inexplicable 
from the powers and essence of thought and 

; matter. Nor Is the empire of the will over our 
mind more Intelligible. 15 

And as a tour-de-force, we see in almost the next 
sentence:

In short, the actions of the mind are, in this
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respect, the same with those of matter. We per
ceive only their constant conjunction (any cause 
and effect); nor can we ever reason beyond it. 
No internal impression has an apparent energy, 
more than external objects have. 16 

We are determined by our sole “innate” faculty of 
association, and there is no way that we can over
come its influence. There exists for Hume no pos
sible self-assertion. There are no “active sub
stances” as there were with Berkeley; there is no 
self which can guide its own will and order its own 
action. A man cannot control his thought by willing 
to do so. Reason becomes a type of “human in
stinct”:

...reason is nothing but a wonderful and unin
telligible instinct in our soul, which carries us 
along a certain train of ideas, and endows them 
with particular qualities according to their par
ticular situations and relations. 17 

Here we have explicitly the image of a “train of 
ideas”, in which each car is inexorably drawn by 
the car before it and draws the one after it. Every 
thought leads to the next, and anything we may try 
within ourselves to stop the train, or even retard 
it, is but another car itself that comes into us and 
goes out of us in the instant of thought, just like to 
sensible impressions that flit by, unceasing, uncon
trollable.

Reason seems to become a process of extending 
judgments, which is no more than to say that reason 
is a judgment upon a judgment; the first judgment 
becomes an idea upon which the mind imposes a new 
judgment of which the newly-made idea become a 
term. Reason, for Hume, is simply the mind’s 
ability to move away from the act of judging only 
direct sensory impression by making successive 
abstractions, but always using the same act of judg
ment, which, as Hume says so explicitly, is deter
mined by nature. However, even the act of judgment 
as being the union of two terms is brought into ques
tion by a footnote in Part III, in which he argues with 
the logicians and “schoolmen” about the definitions 
of conception, judgment, and reason.

For, FIRST, it is far from being true, that, in 
every judgment which we form, we unite two dif
ferent ideas; since in that proposition, GOD IS, 
or indeed, any other, which regards existence, 
the idea of existence is no distinct idea, which 
we unite with that of the object, and which is 
capable of forming a compound idea by the union. 
SECONDLY, as we may thus form a proposition, 
which contains only one idea, so may we exert 
our reason without employing more than two 
ideas and without having recourse to a third to 
serve as a medium betwixt them...What we may 
in general affirm concerning these three acts of 
the understanding is, that taking them in a proper 
light, they all resolve themselves into the first, 
and are nothing but particular ways of conceiving 
our objects. Whether we consider a single object, ' 
or several; whether we dwell on these objects, 
or run from them to others; and in whatever form 
or order we survey them, the act of the mind 
does not exceed a simple conception. 18 

Reason can never go beyond simple conception, 
can never create true knowledge; belief, the closest 
we come, is more a part of our sensitive part than 
our thinking part. Perhaps it is rather strong to 
say that the denial of a self is the only considera
tion which led Hume to his human mechanism, but 
it seems to have played a major role.

Thus, in Hume’s philosophy, his exposition of 
subjective reality makes a great deal of difference 
in the realm of free will versus necessity, for to 
accept his premises is to accept an unshakeable, 
insurmountable determinism, as well as the knowl
edge that we can be sure of nothing concerning the 
predictability of incoming perceptions, but can 
predict only on the basis of probability. It is evi
dent, however, that because Hume didn’t find a need 
for certainty or the possibility of obtaining truth, 
he was on this count left free to pursue much more 
fully than Descartes or Berkeley the processes of 
thought—judgment, reason, imagination, memory, 
conception and their interrelations, however limited 
and determined he may have considered these func
tions to be. He seemed to be leading philosophy 
iinto the search for an almost mechanistic descrip
tion of the working of the mind, without worrying 
,about teleology, certainty, or even content. In a 
sense, then, he was setting the stage of Kant, who 
tried to describe the function of the mind by break
ing it apart, and then slowly reconstructing it piece 
by piece, in an attempt finally to put the science of 
the mind on a purely a priori foundation. Therefore 
we will move on to Kant, and leave Hume to defend 
himself against those who would accuse him of being 
the total skeptic that he seems so clearly to be:

Should it be asked me, whether I sincerely as
sent to this argument, which I seem to take such 
pains to inculcate, and whether I be really one of 
those skeptics who hold that all is uncertain, 
and that our judgment is not in ANY thing pos
sessed of ANY measures of truth and falsehood;
I should reply, that this question is entirely 
superfluous, and that neither I, nor any other 
person, was ever sincerely or constantly of 
that opinion. 19

But judging by the conclusion to the First Book of 
the Treatise, Hume sincerely believes in, and 
despairs of, his impotence; his infallible logic 
turned in on him and took control.

On the question of subjective reality, Kant presents 
a much more elaborate and difficult argument than 
any of his predecessors. This Increased complication 
is augmented by the fact that between the first and 
second editions of the CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON, 
Kant seems to have shifted his stand in some way; 
in explicating this shift, we may find some enlighten
ment concerning the question.

In the First Edition, Kant stands very close to 
Humean skepticism. Without it being necessary at 
this point to go into Kant’s theory of knowledge it 
suffices to say that throughout he supports and af
firms by his own arguments the viewpoint that any 
knowledge of a reality outside of ouf perceptions is 
uncertain and impossible to attain. The NOUMENON 
is the closest that he comes to stating the existence 
of an object outside of us, underlying our percep
tions. In the section on phenomena and noumena, 
Kant sums up all his previous arguments which he 
has scattered in the Transcendental Aesthetic and 
Logic.

Appearances, in so far as they are thought as 
objects according to the unity of the categories, 
are called PHENOMENA. But if I postulate things 
which are mere objects of understanding, and 
which, nevertheless, can be given to such an 
intuition (any intuition, including non-human), 
although not to one that is sensible, such things 
would be entitled NOUMENA. 20 

Kant is here setting up a definition of “problematic” 
objects of perception and thought. They are proble-
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matic because although we lack the intuitive and 
conceptual machinery to detect or think about them, 
they might very well be perceptible to other beings 
who possessed the proper machinery. If noumena, 
the things in themselves, exist, they can never exist 
for us except problematically, that is, by the applica
tion of a pure category (in this case the modality of 
possibility) without an intuition of the senses; in 
other words, without a representation, the result is 
the impossibility of attaining knowledge. The phen
omena are, of course, the experience we attain 
through the proper human channels, a process which 
Kant has explained in detail in the foregoing work. 
His concept of phenomena and noumena affirm skep
tical idealism (Humean subjective reality) to the 
extent that he ends by relegating to noumena the 
function of keeping the mind from over-projecting 
the phenomena (sensibility) and assuming to have 
attained more knowledge than it can.

What our understanding acquires through this 
concept of a noumenon, is a negative extension; 
that is to say, understanding is not limited 
through sensibility by applying the term noumena 
to things in themselves (things not regarded as 
appearances). But in so doing it at the same time 
sets limits to itself, recognizing that it cannot 
know these noumena through any of the cate- 
groies, and that it must therefore think them 
only under the title of something unknown. 21 

In the Fourth Paralogism of the First Edition, Kant 
argues that one may assert the reality of external 
things as long as we mean by reality what he calls 
“empirical reality’’. Empirical reality is opposed 
here to transcendent reality, in that the former 
asserts the reality only of the perceptions, and not 
of any other object that may exist outside of us, 
which is the assertion of the latter. He declares 
himself in favor of “dualism”, the dualist being one 
who “...may admit the existence of matter without 
going outside his mere self-consciousness or assum
ing anything more than the certainty of his repre
sentations,” 22 for he thinks of everything as only 
appearance, and not as things in themselves. This is 
the same argument that we have already heard, but 
in another form—we may believe in reality, but only 
when it is defined as empirical (what is in our per
ceptions), but not when it is defined as transcendental 
reality, which lays beyond our perceptions. Kant goes 
on in the last pan of this paralogism to praise the 
followers of skeptical idealism in the following 
manner:

The skeptical idealist, however, who merely 
challenges the ground of our assertion and de
nounces as insufficiently justified our convic
tion of the existence of matter, which we thought 
to base on immediate perception, is a benefac
tor of human reason in so far as he compels 
us, even in the smallest advances of ordinary 
experience, to keep on the watch, lest we con
sider as well-earned possession what we per
haps obtain only illegitimately. 23 

In the First Edition, then, Kant holds very close 
to Hume’s view of subjective reality. But in the 
Second Edition, he seems to shift his position, at 
least in certain places.
The evidence for the shift consists in the addition 

of a proof entitled “Refutation of Idealism” and the 
subtraction of the above-mentioned paralogism. Also, 
there is a long footnote in the preface to the Second 
Edition concerning the matter in which we are in
volved. A passage from this footnote may serve to 
show the nature of Kant’s new-found concern:

Page 11
However harmless idealism may be consider

ed in respect of the essential aims of metaphy
sics (though, in fact, it is not thus harmless), 
it still remains a scandal to philosophy and to 
human reason in general that the existence of 
things outside us (from which we derive the 
whole material of knowledge, even for our inner 
sense) must be accepted merely on FAITH, 
and that if anyone thinks good to doubt their 
existence, we are unable to counter his doubts 
by any satisfactory proof. 24 

The proof which he proposes is given on the follow
ing page. The primary assumption that he makes in 
the proof, which he doesn’t elsewhere, is found in 
the line which reads “...representations themselves 
require a permanent distinct from them, in relation 
to which their change, and so my existence in time 
wherein they change, may be determined.” This 
statement grows directly out of the second sentence 
which states, “All determination of time presup
poses something permanent in perception.” He ex
plains that permanence cannot come from himself 
because our very knowledge of self is tautologically 
bound up with representations which themselves 

’supply our internal sense of time determination.
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Chapter X

TIERRA DEL FUEGO
This selection is from Darwin’s “Journal of Re

searches into the Natural History and Geology of the 
Countries Visited During the Voyage of H.M.S. Beagle 
Around the World.’’ I found the description of the 
Fuegians quite interesting, while remembering read
ings in Hobbes, Rousseau and Locke concerning the 
nature of man.

—Gerry Zollars
December 17th, 1832.—Having now finished with Pata

gonia and the Falkland Islands, I will describe our first ar
rival in Tierra del Fuego. A little after noon we doubled 
Cape St. Diego, and entered the famous strait of Le Maire. 
We kept close to the Fuegian shore, but the outline of the- 
rugged, inhospitable Statenland was visible amidst the clouds. 
In the afternoon we anchored in the Bay of Good Success. 
While entering we were saluted in a manner becoming the 
inhabitants of this savage land. A group of Fuegians partly 
concealed by the entangled forest, were perched on a wild 
point overhanging the sea; and as we passed by, they sprang 
up and waving their tattered cloaks sent forth a loud and; 
sonorous shout. The savages followed the ship, and just 
before dark we saw their fire, and again heard their wild cry. 
•The harbour consists of a fine piece of water half surrounded 
by low rounded mountains of clay-slate, which are covered 
to the water’s edge by one'dense gloomy forest. A single 
glance at the landscape was sufficient to show me how widely 
difFerent it was from anything I had ever beheld. At night 
it blew a gale of wind, and heavy squalls from the mountains 
swept past us. It would have been a bad time out at sea, 
and we, as well as others, may call this Good Success Bay.

In the morning the Captain sent a party to communicate 
with the Fuegians. When we came within hail, one of the 
four natives who were present advanced to receive us, and 
began to shout most vehemently, wishing to direct us where 
to land. When wo were on shore the party looked rather 
alarmed, but continued talking and making gestures with 
groat rapidity. It was without exception the most curious 
and interesting spectacle I ever beheld: I could not have be
lieved how wide was the difference between savage and (dvil- 
ized man: it is greater than between a wild and done , - d 
animal, inasmuch as in man there is a greater gr im
provement. The chief spokesman was old, and api !o
be the head of the family; the three others were poavrlul 
young men, about six feet high. The women and children 
had been sent away. These Fuegians arc a very different 
race from the stunted, miserable wretches farther westward; 
and they seem closely allied to the famous Patagonians of 
the Strait of Magellan. Their only garment consists of a 
mantle made of guanaco skin, with the wool outside: this 
they wear just thrown over their shoulders, leaving their per
sons as often exposed as covered. Their skin is of a dirty 
coppery red colour. .

The old man had a fillet of white feathers tied round his 
head, which partly confined his black, coarse, and entangled 
hair. His face was crossed by two broad transverse bars; 
one, painted bright red, reached from ear to ear and included 
the upper lip; the other, white like chalk, extended above 
and parallel to the first, so that even his eyelids were thus 
coloured. The other two men were ornamented by streaks 
of black* powder, made of charcoal. The party altogether' 
closely resembled the devils which come on the stage in plays 
like Der Freischutz.

Their very attitudes were abject, and the expression of 
their countenances distrustful, surprised, and startled. After

we had presented them with some scarlet cloth, which they 
immediately tied round their necks, they became good 
friends. This was shown by the old man patting our breasts, 
and making a chuckling kind of noise, as people do when 
feeding chickens. I walked with the old man, and this dem
onstration of friendship was repeated several times; it was 
concluded by three hard slaps, which were given me on the 
breast and back at the same time. He then bared his bosom 
for me to return the compliment, which being done, he 
seemed highly pleased. The language of these people, ac
cording to our^otions, scarcely deserves to be called articu
late. Captain Cook has compared it to a man clearing his 
throat, but certainly no European ever cleared his throat 
with so many hoarse, guttural, and clicking sounds.

They are excellent mimics: as often as we coughed or 
yawned, or made any odd motion, they immediately imi
tated us. Some of our party began to squint and look awry; 
but one of the young Fuegians (whose whole face was painted 
black, excepting a white band across his eyes) succeeded in 
making far more hideous grimaces. They could repeat with 
perfect correctness each word in any sentence we addressed 
them, and they remembered such words for some time. Yet 
we Europeans all know how difficult it is to distinguish apart 
the sounds in a foreign language. Which of us, for instance, 
could follow an American Indian through a sentence of more 
than three words ? All savages appear to possess, to an un
common degree, this power of mimicry. I was told, almost 
in the same words, of the same ludicrous habit among the 
Caffres: the Australians, likewise, have long been notorious' 
for being able to imitate and describe the gait of any man, 
so that he may be recognized. How can this faculty be ex
plained? is it a consequence of the more practised habits 
of perception and keener senses, common to all men in a 
savage state, as compared with those long civilized?

Illiis part of lierra del Fuego may be considered 
as the extremity of the submerged chain of mountains al
ready alluded to. The cove takes its name of “ Wig^vam ”' 
from some of the Fuegian habitations; but every bay in the 
neighbourhood might be so called with equal propriety. The 
inhabitants, living chiefly upon shell-fish, are obliged con-' 
stantly to change their place of residence; but they return ' 
at intervals to the same spots, as is evident from the piles 
of old shells, which must often amount to many tons in. 
weight. These heaps can be distinguished at a long distance 
by the bright green colour of certain plants, which invariably ’ 
grow on them. Among these may be enumerated the wild ' 
celery and scurvy grass, two very serviceable plants, the use 
of which has not been discovered by the natives.

The Fuegian wigwam resembles, in size and dimensions, 
a haycock. It merely consists of a few broken branches 
stuck in the ground, and very imperfectly thatched on one 
side with a few tufts of grass and rushes. The whole cannot 
be the work of an hour, and it is only used for a few days. 
At Goeree Roads I saw a place where one of these naked 
men had slept, which absolutely offered no more cover than 
the form of a hare. The man was evidently living by him
self, and York Minster said he was “very bad man,” and 
that probably he had stolen something., On the west’ coast, 
however, the wigwams are rather better, for they are covered 
with seal-skins. We were detained here several days by the 
bad weather. The climate is certainly wretched: the sum
mer solstice was now passed, yet every day snow fell on the 
hills, and in the valleys there was rain, accompanied by Heet 
The thermometer generally stood about 45°, but in the night 
fell to 38° or 40°. From the damp and boisterous state of



the atmosphere, not cheered by a gleam of sunshine, one 
fancied the climate even worse than it really was.

While going one day on shore near Wollas'fon Island, we 
pulled alongside a canoe with six Fuegians. These were the 
most abject and miserable creatures I anywhere beheld. On 
the east coast the natives, as we have seen, have guanaco 
cloaks, and on the west they possess seal-skins. Amongst 
these central tribes the men generally have an otter-skin, 
or some small scrap about as large as a pocket-handkerchief, 
which is barely sufficient to cov(!r their backs as low down 
as their loins. It is laced across the breast by strings, and 
according as the wind blows, it is shift<;d from side to side. 
But these I uegians in the canoe were cpiitc naked, and even 
one full-grown woman was absolutely so. It was raining 
heavily, and the fresh water, together with the spray, trickled 
down her body. In another harbour not far distant, a woman, 
who was suckling a recently-born child, came one day along
side the vessel, and remained there out of mere curiosity, 
whilst the sleet fell and thawed on her naked bosom, and on 
the skin of her naked baby! These poor wretches were 
stunted in their growth, their hideous faces bedaubed with 
white paint, their skins filthy and greasy, their hair entan
gled, their voices discordant, and their gestures violent. 
Viewing such men, one can hardly make one’s self believe that 
they are fellow-creatures, and inhabitants of the same world. 
It is a common subject of conjecture what pleasure in life 
some of the lower animals can enjoy: how much more rea
sonably the same question may be asked with respect to these 
barbarians! At night, five or six human beings, naked and 
scarcely protected from the wind and rain of this tempestu
ous climate, sleep on the wet ground coiled up like animals. 
Whenever it is low water, winter or summer, night or day, 
they must rise to pick shell-fish from the rocks; and the 
women either dive to collect sea-eggs, or' sit patiently in 
their canoes, and with a baited hair-line without any hook, 
jerk out little fish. If a seal is killed, or the floating car
cass of a putrid whale is discovered, it is a feast; and such 
miserable food is, assisted by a few tasteless berries and 
fungi.
dropping a basket of sea-eggs! How little can the higher 
powers of the mind be brought into play: what is there for 
imagination to picture, for reason to compare, for judgment 
to decide upon? to knock a limpet from the rock docs not 
require even cunning, that lowest power of the mind. Their 
skill in some respects may be compared to the instinct of ani
mals ; for it is not improved by experience: the canoe, their 
most ingenious work, poor as it is, has remained the same, 
as we know from Drake, for the last two hundred and fifty 
years.

Whilst beholding these savages, one asks, whence have 
they come? W^hat could have tempted, or what change com
pelled a tribe of men, to leave the fine regions of the north, 
to travel down the Cordillera or backbone of America, to 
invent and build canoes, which are not used by the tribes 
of Chile, Peru, and Brazil, and then to enter on one of the 
most inhospitable countries within the limits of the globe"? 
Although such reflections must at first seize on the mind, yet • 
we may feel sure that they are partly erroneous. There is 
no reason to believe that the Fuegians decrease in number; 
therefore we must suppose that they enjoy a sufficient share 
of happiness, of whatever kind it may be, to render life worth 
having. Nature by making habit omnipotent, and its effects 
hereditary, has fitted the Fuegian to the climate and the 
productions of his miserable country.

The different tribes have no government or chief; yet 
each IS surrounded by other hostile tribes, speaking different 
dialects, and separated from each other only by a deserted 
border or neutral territory: the cause of their warfare ap
pears to be the means of' subsistence. Their country is a 
broken mass of wild rocks, lofty hills, and useless forests: 
and these are viewed through mists and endless storms. The

habitable land is reduced to the stones on the beach; in 
'search of food they are compelled unceasingly to wander from 
spot to spot, and so steep is the coast, that they can only 
move about in their wretched canoes. They cannot know 
the feeling of having a home, and still less that of domestic 
affection; for the husband is to the wife a brutal master to 
a laborious slave. Was a iii'cc horrid deed ever perpetrated, 
than that witnessed on the W('st coast by Byron, who saw 
a wretched mother pick up her bleeding dying infant-boy, 
whom her husband had merciless^ dashed on the stones for

The next day (20th) we smooth
ly glided onwards in our little fleet, and came to a more in
habited district. Few if any of these natives could ever 
have seen a white man; certainly nothing could exceed their 
astonishment at the apparition of the four boats. Fires were 
lighted on every point (hence the name of Tierra del Fuego, 
or the land of fire), both to attract our attention and to spread 
far and wide the news. Some of the men ran for miles along 
the shore. I shall never forget how wild and savage one 
group appeared: suddenly four or five men came to the edge 
of an overhanging cliff; they were absolutely naked, and 
their long hair streamed about their faces; they held rugged 
staffs in their hands, and, springing from the ground, they 
waved their arms round their heads, and sent forth the most 
hideous yells.

At dinner-time wft;,landed among a party of Fuegians. 
At first they were not inclined to be friendly; for until the 
Captain pulled in ahead of the other boats, they kept their 
slings in their hands. We soon, however, delighted them by 
trifling presents, such as tying red tape round their heads. 
They liked our biscuit: but one of the savages touched with 
his finger some of the meat preserved in tin cases which I 
was eating, and feeling it soft and cold, showed as much dis
gust at it, as I should have done at putrid blubber. Jemmy 
was thoroughly ashamed of his countrymen, and declared his 
own tribe were quite different, in which he was wofully mis
taken. It was as easy to please as it was diflficult to satisfy 
these savages. Young and old, men and children, never 
ceased repeating the word “ yammerschooner,” which means 

give me. After pointing to almost every object, one after 
the other, even to the buttons on our coats, and saying their 
favourite word in as many intonations as possible, they would 
then use it in a neuter sense, and vacantly repeat “ yammer- 
schooner.” After yammerschoonering for any article very 
eagerly, they would by a simple artifice point to their young 
women or little children, as much as to say, “If you will 
not give It me, surely you will to such as these.”

At night we endeavoured in vain to find an uninhabited 
cove; and at last were obliged to bivouac not far from a party 

] of natives. They were very inoffensive as long as they were 
ifew in numbers, but in the morning (21st) being joined by 
others they showed symptoms of hostility, and we thought 
that we should have come to a skirmish. An European 
laboure under great disadvantages when treating with sav
ages like these, who have not the least idea of the power of 
fire-arms. In the very act of levelling his musket he appears 
to the savage far inferior to a man armed with a bow and 
arrow, a spear, or even a sling. Nor is it easy to teach them 
our superiority except by striking' a fatal blow. Like wild 
beasts, they do not appear to compare numbers; for each in
dividual, if attacked, instead of retiring, will endeavour to 
dash your brains out with a stone, as certainly as a tiger 
under similar circumstances would tear you. Captain Fitz 
Eoy on one occasion being very anxious, from good reasons, 
to frighten away a small party, first flourished a cutlass near 
them, at which they only laughed; he then twice fired his 
pistol close to a native. The man both times looked 
astounded, and care^lly but quickly rubbed his head; he 
then stared awhile, and gabbled to his companions, but he 
never seemed to think of running away. We can hardly 
put ourselves in the positira these savages, and understand
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'Up Against the Wall' Deoartment
III

A prison is a small closed society analogous to the 
state. It has a people, an army, and a Prince. All of 
the principles laid out in Machiavelli’s THE PRINCE 
are in function or can come to be in a prison. Under
standing THE PRINCE is a valuable means to under
standing the subculture in the prison.

In any society, regardless of the severity of repres
sion, some sort of economy will flourish. In prison 
there is the government or the letterhead, that of the 
warden and his staff, and the government of the 
prisoners themselves, that of the toughest, the most 
intelligent, or the most fluent. The intellectual ac
tivity in the prison is not mainly epistemological 
but economic: how to get things. The outsider would 
be surprised to learn that there is food, drink, and 
dope to be had inside the prison walls. The food is the 
aforementioned sandwiches or unauthorized glean
ings from the kitchens. Drink is “popskull”, a wicked 
brew homemade on the tier. Dope is brought in from 
outside.

How does it get in? In a repressive society where 
contraband is acknowledged and declared by law or 
fist, it is brought in by bribery of the customs or 

^ sniuggling operations. Likewise is its entry into the 
prisons and some of the guards are Implicated, for 
there is no other way that the inmates can lay their 
hands on Ae stuff. We regard the prison rackets 
problem of joint concern to the prisoners and the 
warden because it brings bad press on the prison 
endangering the warden’s job; hence it brings severe 
repressions upon the inmates involved and upon the 
inmate population taken as a whole ^

IV
Maryland Prison System have been laid out for you. Others, such as the

rights to redress of 
wrongs and of communication to lawyers and judges-

conduct of parole board hearings 'l 
have not pne into because I do not have sources 
immediately at hand. Now it is time to report S 
Maryland is doing about its so-called Department 
of C orrectional S ervices. ^
has^hU^dT before that Maryland
nas held a Workshop devoted to the airrlng of griev-
Hndm; f® ®fPloration of problem areas, and to the
Ind^ The workshops,
and arena of dialogue with the monolith of state
CoUegTom ^eld at St. John’s
Lolleg®. Out of this has come the St. Johns Council

the purpose of* Eh of correctional activi
ties. the planning and location of funds for voca-

P""® ^eiease programs,
and halfway houses; and the raising of public atten- 
tlon and outcry to the circumstances of the men in

Of first astonishment to the workshop washowsuch 
a penal system as it exists could make working men 

>h^®®'i*^® losers it reSi“es"
institution is totally unrelated to life in the street. A “square john’’ 

makes his own decisions within the framework of 
law. He copes with his own problems. Hehas oppor
tunity infront of him. He may cme and go as L
S rhl®; i^® ^1"®®®- The inmate has none

® ^fP®®?®, ®frcet life. How can he walk into 
the role of a citizen, which he failed before, without

some training in the habits of a citizen’
Members of th® council kicked around various sug- 

pstions; halfway houses, advanced and meaningful 
vocational training, formal education, and enlightened 
prison management. But there was always thefly-in- 

T ®^®1^ solution; the prison walls and 
S f-'"'''® ^1'®!'' pleasure from being able
to control the lives of other human beings. Prisons 

^^/®^ wrong, the whole system is wrong^ 
1^®® c®^ community-based programs came info 

being in the St. John’s Council.
The community-based program is not really con-

fs bSiny?hl A ®®“- 1^ ®®®1^® 1®^^" '^hat
is behind the crime. A criminal act. outside of

®''®" murders and who never get caught. IS an act of frustration. The communify- 
based program treats the crime as a symptom aL 
IT tL^^So^I^ the frustration behind tL criminal 
Hon nnofi • f ^^^® Program are simple: educa
tion, professional training, jobs, and love-Esoeciallv
inEffl'r *^1^® l^°y about to steal a car and the
oTfoS ^ the trashheap of society, reaches

„ , , „ —Steve Whitehill
End of Series

TIERRA DEL FUEGO
their actions. In the case of this Fuegian, the possibility 
ot such a sound as the report of a gun close to his ear could 
never have entered his mind. He perhaps literally did not 
for a second know whether it was a sound or a blow and 
therefore very naturally rubbed his head. In a similar man
ner, when a savage sees a mark struck by a bullet, it may 
be some time before he is able at all to understand how it 
IS effected; for the fact of a body being invisible from its 
velocity would perhaps be to him an idea totally inconceiv
able. Moreover, the extreme force of a bullet, that penetrates 
a hard substance without tearing it, may convince the savage 
that It has no force at all. Certainly I believe that manv 
savages of the lowest grade, such as these of Tierra del Fuego, 
have seen objects struck, and even small animals killed by 
the musket, without being in the least aware how deadly 
an instrument it is.

let the wind 
rise off the plains 
carrying the dust 
that falls like sunlight
carrying the specks 
of dust that fall 
like dying suns, 
carry me
on speckled shafts of light.

let the birds 
rise off the plains 
at sunset
carrying their songs 
that fall like sunlight
carrying their songs 
that fall into the wind 
like specks of dust.

carry me 
on climbing wings. -H. Cornelius
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Events in November

Page

SAO NEWS By Dale 
Gorczynski

November 6 - All College Seminar (topic to be an
nounced)
November 7 - Freshman Algebra Test 

Movie: Marat/Sade
November 13 - Faculty seminar on Plato’s Gorgias
November 14 - Movie: Moby Dick
November 16 to 27 - Junior orals
November 17 - French Reading Test
November 21 - Movie: Bedazzled
November 25 - Begin Thanksgiving recess
November 28 - Movie: Intolerance
November 30 - Thanksgiving recess ends

OCTOBER
1 thought about my mother 
On the day she came to visit 
In October last year.
Overflowingly alive with beauty.
She loved and accepted so joyfully
That which was stained for me
With tears and tensions of responsible existence.

But then, I saw through—
Through her eyes and loved my world, my home 
And I loved my mother dearly.

She cherished my invitation
And the bay of sailboats and cool breezes.
She loved the youth, the searching 
That soared around her.
And most of all, she loved me.

—Patricia Rumore

St. John’s soccer team is in the midst of an unde
feated season, unprecedented in the history of the 
Santa Fe campus. After an initial win over Santa Fe 
Prep (4-3), the Johnnies squeaked by a determined 
Albuquerque Academy 2-1 in double overtime. The 
two goals came from Doug Coder in the first period 
and Bobby Schlegel who kicked the winning goal in 
the second overtime. The Academy’s offense was 
constantly threatening St. John’s goal and only the 
outstanding defensive play of goalee John Zorn saved 
the game for S JC. In their next encounter, the Great 
Bookers mauled Santa Fe Prep 6-0. Scoring were 
Doug Cotier (2 goals), Bobby Schlegel (2 goals), 
David Maclaine, and Dale Gorczynski, one apiece. 
The latest win was a 3-1 victory over Albuquerque 
Academy. Cotier, Schlegel and Gorczynski each scor
ed. The team is now preparing for more serious 
competition against University of Albuquerque, Col
lege of Santa Fe, and University of New Mexico. Go 
team, fight fiercely St. John’s!

In fencing competlon at Farmington Invitational 
Fencing Tournament, Kit Callender won first place 
in women’s foil division.
Other student activities are doing well with most 

students participating in one type or another. There 
are approximately 10 students taking tennis lessons,
10 in karate, 8 in gymnastics, 12 in modern dance, 
22 in the very popular mime class.

The pottery class under the direction of Mrs. 
Swentzell is also well attended each Tuesday evening.

A Camping and hiking trip to Sandia mountain near 
Albuquerque provided a really good time for the 12 
students and sponsor who went the weekend of October
11 and 12. Another such trip was taken to Red River 
last weekend.

NATURAL FOODS STORE
Organically Grown Fresh Vegetables 

Dried Fruit - Nuts - Oils 
Flour Stone Milled On Order

1203 Cerrillos Road, Santa Fe

216 W. 
SAN

FRANCISCO
983-9825

CUSTOM SANDALS 
HANDBAGS • GARMETS

Work on the new SAO track is virtually completed. 
Our appreciation goes to Mr. Dan Kirby whose genor- 
sity enabled the track to be completed.
Standard and advanced first aid courses are being 

offered on Tuesday and Wednesday evenings in Evans 
science building.
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