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Introduction

What is important about being human?

How should we live? Who decides that?
Is there a goal to life? Does God exist?
What makes Evil? Are people selfish?

How do we find answers to these questions?

This book is a collection of materials that can help students in search
of Wisdom discuss important questions and ideas. It is not a complete
collection of all the writings that could be considered Philosophy or
Wisdom, of course. It is, instead, a tasting of differing approaches to
the big questions of, “how should we live and why?”, and “what is
important about being human?”.

I have tried to include materials from varied cultures, many eras, and
diverse perspectives. This is not altogether simple to do, as there is
so much available that one might almost be buried alive in marvelous
material! But Philosophy is not just the field of study involving a focus
on Western white men who tell us what to think. Philosophy is the
study of wisdom, and wisdom comes in many shapes and perspectives.
The Western white men had tons of wisdom and we have those men
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generously represented here. Many other people of varied genders,
races, ages and eras also have wisdom to share, make us think, and to
make us wonder. So pieces of a few other remarkably well known
writers will be included that are not considered traditional
Philosophers. This is still very much a book of Western Philosophy. It
just includes material that has influenced the West from other parts of
the globe and non-traditional sources.

You will find, in this book, everything from short essays to news
columns, interviews and comedy, dialogues and letters. You will
certainly encounter Aristotle and Socrates, but you will also find Aesop,
Peggy Orenstein, Elie Wiesel, fairy tales, the Dalai Lama, Stephen
Colbert, and Rumi. Among many others!

You might enjoy watching this brief set of comments from Oxford
University Professor Kwame Anthony Appiah on what
philosophers do.

What Do Philosophers Do?

Or in a lighter vein, this CrashCourse video on What is
Philosophy?

My hope for this book of materials was to provide a diversity of ideas
found in centuries of human reflection on the meaning of life, and how
one acquires Wisdom, and thus provide the opportunity for students to
think and talk and explore. There are some big ideas involved in living
and living well. Those ideas provide for exciting discussions.

Jody Ondich
Lake Superior College, Duluth, MN
Copyright 2018


http://bigthink.com/videos/what-does-a-philosopher-do
https://youtu.be/1A_CAkYt3GY
https://youtu.be/1A_CAkYt3GY

PART I

Classics

A study of Western Philosophy usually begins with the Greeks. But
perhaps it is time to compare and contrast modern science, modern
media, and modern news with traditional Greek Philosophy. What
difference does 2,500 years make in determining what our big
questions are today, compared to what they were then?

Over the centuries, people have asked all sorts of big questions—Who
are we? What is the importance of character in living well? Are
humans inherently selfish? How do we acquire Wisdom? How do we
make our decisions in life? Is there a God?

This section will include essays and materials from a handful of
well known early Greek writers of Philosophy. Fables from Aesop
are included, as fables are certainly one of the ways humans have
always chosen to transmit wisdom. These are materials that one might
find in many anthologies, and they offer much material for those key
discussions often found in the world of Philosophy.

The conversations between Socrates and Glaucon in the Allegory of
the Cave, the Metaphysics of Aristotle and Aristotle’s Virtues, Socrates’
dialogue with Euthyphro about piety (virtue) and of course that good,


https://mlpp.pressbooks.pub/app/uploads/sites/194/2018/01/320px-Indo-GreekBanquet.jpg

hard look at our fundamental human character in the Plato’s Republic
“Ring of Gyges” all provide rich material to get people thinking about
what it means to be human.

These ancient writings have remarkably modern and relevant ideas
for us. Included with each are some more modern day takes on these
concepts. Interviews, Ted Talks, videos, news columns—these all offer
modern perspective and everyday application of philosophy. They

might raise some of those same ancient questions, but with new twists!



Aesop's Fables

Aesop, this ancient Greek, is well known by name, but his actual
existence is a bit questionable. Crediting all these short stories to
him may also be a little problematic! Tradition has him being
born about 620 BCE and this collection of fables attributed to
him are now known, for better or for worse, as Aesop’s Fables.
Like all folklore, these little stories try to make a point that would
benefit the reader in living their everyday life. Here is a little extra
background.
About Aesop,
and Who is Aesop?



https://mlpp.pressbooks.pub/app/uploads/sites/194/2018/01/Aesop_R.png
https://mlpp.pressbooks.pub/app/uploads/sites/194/2018/01/Aesop_R.png
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZjkzXpRxBQM
https://www.umass.edu/aesop/history.php
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Samples of Aesop’s Fables

The Ants and the Grasshopper

THE ANTS were spending a
fine winter’s day drying grain
collected in the summertime. A
Grasshopper,  perishing ~ with
famine, passed by and earnestly
begged for a little food. The Ants
inquired of him, “Why did you
not treasure up food during the
summer?” He replied, “I had not
leisure enough. I passed the days
in singing.” They then said in

derision: “If you were foolish enough to sing all the summer, you must

dance supperless to bed in the winter.”

The Farmer and the Stork

A FARMER placed nets on his
newly-sown plowlands and

caught a number of Cranes,
which came to pick up his seed.
With them he trapped a Stork
that had fractured his leg in the
net and was earnestly beseeching
the Farmer to spare his life. “Pray
save me, Master,” he said, “and
let me go free this once. My

broken limb should excite your pity. Besides, I am no Crane, [ am a
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Stork, a bird of excellent character; and see how I'love and slave for my
father and mother. Look too, at my feathers—they are not the least like
those of a Crane.” The Farmer laughed aloud and said, “It may be all
as you say, I only know this: I have taken you with these robbers, the
Cranes, and you must die in their company.”

Birds of a feather flock together.

The Bear and the Two Travelers

TWO MEN were traveling
together, when a Bear suddenly
met them on their path. One of
them climbed up quickly into a
tree and concealed himself in the
branches. The other, seeing that
he must be attacked, fell flac on
the ground, and when the Bear
came up and felt him with his snout, and smelt him all over, he held his
breath, and feigned the appearance of death as much as he could. The
Bear soon left him, for it is said he will not touch a dead body. When
he was quite gone, the other Traveler descended from the tree, and
jocularly inquired of his friend what it was the Bear had whispered in
his ear. “He gave me this advice,” his companion replied. “Never travel

with a friend who deserts you at the approach of danger.”

Misfortune tests the sincerity of friends.
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The Shepherd’s Boy and the
walf

A SHEPHERD-BOY, who
watched a flock of sheep near a
village, brought out the villagers
three or four times by crying
out, “Wolf! Wolfl” and when his
neighbors came to help him,
laughed at them for their pains.
The Wolf, however, did truly
come at last. The Shepherd-boy,
now really alarmed, shouted in
an agony of terror: “Pray, do
come and help me; the Wolf is
killing the sheep;” but no one
paid any heed to his cries, nor
rendered any assistance. The
Wolf, having no cause of fear, at
his leisure lacerated or destroyed

the whole flock.

There is no believing a liar, even when he speaks the truth.
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The Fox and the Woodcutter

A FOX, running before the
hounds, = came  across a
Woodcutter felling an oak and
begged him to show him a safe
hiding-place. The Woodcutter
advised him to take shelter in his
own hut, so the Fox crept in and
hid himself in a corner. The

huntsman soon came up with his
hounds and inquired of the
Woodcutter if he had seen the
Fox. He declared that he had not
seen him, and yet pointed, all the
time he was speaking, to the hut
where the Fox lay hidden. The
huntsman took no notice of the signs, but believing his word, hastened
forward in the chase. As soon as they were well away, the Fox departed

without taking any notice of the Woodcutter: whereon he called to
him and reproached him, saying, “You ungrateful fellow, you owe
your life to me, and yet you leave me without a word of thanks.” The
Fox replied, “Indeed, I should have thanked you fervently if your deeds

had been as good as your words, and if your hands had not been traitors

to your speech.”

The Project Gutenberg EBook of Aesop’s Fables, by Aesop.
This eBook is for the use of anyone anywhere at no cost and
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with almost no restrictions whatsoever. You may copy it, give
it away or re-use it under the terms of the Project Gutenberg.
License included  with  this eBook  or  online
at www.gutenberg.org

Title: Aesop’s Fables

Author: Aesop

Translator: George Fyler Townsend

Release Date: June 25, 2008 [EBook #21]

Last Updated: October 28, 2016

Language: English




Excerpts from Aristotle's "Metaphysics"

Aristotle, 384 — 322 BCE, was a student of Plato and teacher
of Alexander the Great. He wrote on physics, poetry, theater,
music, logic, rhetoric, politics, government, ethics, biology and
zoology. Together with Plato and Socrates, Aristotle is one of the
most important writers and people to be found in Western
philosophy. Aristotle himself described his subject matter in this
collection of his work in a variety of ways: as beginning
philosophy, or the study of being, or sometimes simply as

11
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wisdom. Metaphysics is a title that was attached to this work long
after the time of Aristotle, and it simply refers to a collection of
work intended for use in the study of philosophy.

Robert Waldinger is the Director of the Harvard Study of
Adult Development, one of the most comprehensive longitudinal
studies in history. Hear his ideas in this Ted Talk on:

What is a Good Life? A study...

Part 1

“ALL men by nature desire
to know.

An indication of thisis the
delight we take in our senses; for
even  apart  from  their
usefulness they are loved for
themselves; and above all others
the sense of sight. For not only
with a view to action, but even
when we are not going to
do anything, we prefer seeing
(one might say) to everything
else. The reason is that this, most
of all the senses, makes us know
and brings to light many differences between things.

“By nature animals are born with the faculty of sensation, and
from sensation memory is produced in some of them, though not in
others. And therefore the former are more intelligentand apt at
learning than those which cannot remember; those which are
incapable of hearing sounds are intelligent though they cannot be
taught, e.g. the bee, and any other race of animals that may be like it;
and those which besides memory have this sense of hearing can be


https://www.ted.com/talks/robert_waldinger_what_makes_a_good_life_lessons_from_the_longest_study_on_happiness

Excerpts from Aristotle's "Metaphysics" 13
taught.
“The animals other than man live by appearances and memories,

and have but little of connected experience; but the human race lives
also by art and reasonings.

From Mirriam Webster:

Definition of wisdom
1 a:ability to discern inner qualities and relationships : insight
b : good sense : judgment

c : generally accepted belief

* challenges what has become accepted wisdom among
many historians

d : accumulated philosophical or scientific
learning : knowledge

2: a wise attitude, belief, or course of action
3: the teachings of the ancient wise men

Now from memory experience is produced in men; for the
several memories of the same thing produce finally the capacity
for a single experience. And experience seems pretty much like
science and art, but really science and art come to men through
experience; for ‘experience made art’, as Polus says, ‘but inexperience
luck.” Now art arises when from many notions gained by experience
one universal judgement about a class of objects is produced...

With a view to action experience seems in no respect inferior to


https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/insight
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/judgment
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/knowledge
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art, and men of experience succeed even better than those who have
theory without experience.

Butyet we think that
knowledge and understanding
belong to art rather than to
experience, and we suppose
artists to be wiser than men of
experience (which implies that
Wisdom depends in all cases
rather on knowledge); and this
because the former know the
cause, but the latter do not.

For menof experience
know that the thing is so, but

do not know why, while
the others know the ‘why’ and
the cause. Hence we think also that the masterworkers in each craft
are more honourable and know in a truer sense and are wiser than the
manual workers, because they know the causes of the things that are
done (we think the manual workers are like certain lifeless
things which act indeed, but act without knowing what they do, as fire
burns,-but while the lifeless things perform each of their functions by
a natural tendency, the labourers perform them through habit); thus
we view them as being wiser not in virtue of being able to act, but of
having the theory for themselves and knowing the causes.

And in general it is a sign of the man who knows and of the
man who does not know, that the former can teach, and therefore
we think art more truly knowledge than experience is; for artists
can teach, and men of mere experience cannot.
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Key Point

“Again, we do not regard any of the senses as Wisdom; yet
surely these give the most authoritative knowledge of particulars.
But they do not tell us the ‘why’ of anything-e.g. why fire is hot;
they only say that it is hot.

“At first he who invented any art whatever that went beyond the
common perceptions of man was naturally admired by men, not
only because there was something useful in the inventions, but because
he was thought wise and superior to the rest...

“We have said in the Ethics what the difference is between art and
science and the other kindred faculties; but the point of our present
discussion is this, that all men suppose what is called Wisdom to deal
with the first causes and the principles of things; so that, as has been
said before—

Key Takeaway

“The man of experience is thought to be wiser than the possessors
of any sense-perception whatever, the artist wiser than the men
of experience, the master-worker than the mechanic, and the
theoretical kinds of knowledge to be more of the nature of
Wisdom than the productive.

Clearly then Wisdom is knowledge about certain
principles and causes.”
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Written 350 B.C.E
this web edition published by eBooks@Adelaide.Last updated
Wednesday, July 15, 2015 at 15:08.

eBooks@Adelaide
The University of Adelaide Library
University of Adelaide
South Australia 5005
Translated by W. D. Ross
Aristotle’s Metaphysics G. Bell and Sons, January 1, 1896
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Aristotle's Ethics and Virtues

p—

Aristotle, 384-322 BCE, was a Greek philosopher and scientist
born in the city of Stagira in the northern section of Greece. Along
with Plato, Aristotle is known as a founding “Father of Western
Philosophy”, and philosophy has grown up from his teachings
thousands of years later.

The excerpts that follow include reflection on happiness (in
Aristotle’s terms, this is known as eudaimonia) and on moral
virtues, which Aristotle considered key to the living on an ethical

and good life.

17
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You might want to watch this CrashCourse Video on
Aristotle’s “virtues and vices”
Aristotle and Virtue Theory

Then, before you start your reading spend some time thinking
about how you communicate digitally-do you use Snapchat?
Email? Texting? Facebook? How do you communicate through
your chosen tools? Did you know that this choice of digital
platforms, and how you use them, is an ethical choice, requiring
thought about a virtue or two?

Check out this Minnesota writer Alexis Elder ! from the
publication The Conversation.

How Aristotle Can Help You Avoid Social Media Faux Pas

Excerpts from Nicomachean Ethics

CHAPTERS 11—13. OF PLEASURE

11. We Must Now Discuss Pleasure. Opinions About It.

The consideration of pleasure and pain also falls within the
scope of the political philosopher, since he has to construct the end
by reference to which we call everything good or bad.

Moreover, this is one of the subjects we are bound to discuss; for we
said that moral virtue and vice have to do with pleasures and pains, and

1.

Professional title Assistant Professor Bio Dr. Elder is an Assistant Professor of Philosophy at
UMBD. She works in Ethics, Social Philosophy, Metaphysics (especially social ontology),
Philosophy of Technology, and Moral Psychology. She tends to draw on ancient philosophy
- primarily Chinese and Greek - in order to think about current problems. Teaching interests
include a variety of courses in applied ethics, where she enjoys working with students to

explore the many ways philosophical issues can crop up in life


https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PrvtOWEXDIQ
https://fee.org/articles/how-aristotle-can-help-you-avoid-social-media-faux-pas/
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most people say that happiness implies pleasure, which is the reason of
the name pakdpiog, blessed, from yaiperv, to rejoice.
Now,

1. some people think that no pleasure is good, either
essentially or accidentally, for they say that good and
pleasure are two distinct things;

2. others think that though some pleasures are good most are
bad;

3. others, again, think that even though all pleasures be
good, yet it is impossible that the supreme good can be
pleasure.

Virtue Overcoming Vice

(1) It is argued that pleasure cannot be good,

(a) because all pleasure is a felt transition to a natural state, but
a transition or process is always generically different from an end,
e.g. the process of building is generically different from a house;

(b) because the temperate man avoids pleasures;

(c) because the prudent man pursues the painless, not the
pleasant;

(d) because pleasures impede thinking, and that in proportion
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to their intensity (for instance, the sexual pleasures: no one
engaged therein could think at all);

(e) because there is no art of pleasure, and yet every good thing
has an art devoted to its production;

() because pleasure is the pursuit of children and brutes.

(2) It is argued that not all pleasures are good, because some are
base and disgraceful, and even hurtful; for some pleasant things
are unhealthy.

(3) It is argued that pleasure is not the supreme good, because
it is not an end, but a process or transition.—These, then, we may

take to be the current opinions on the subject

Is happiness everything? Is it the end goal for human living?
Check out this opinion from the New York Times:
The Universe Doesn’t Care About Your Purpose

12. Answers To Arguments Against Goodness Of Pleasure. Ambiguity Of
Good And Pleasant. Pleasure Not A Transition, But Unimpeded Activity.

But that these arguments do not prove that pleasure is not
good, or even the highest good, may be shown as follows.
In the first place, since “good” is used in two senses (“good in
itself” and “relatively good”), natures and faculties will be called good


https://www.nytimes.com/2017/07/31/opinion/the-universe-doesnt-care-about-your-purpose.html

Aristotle's Ethics and Virtues 21

in two senses, and so also will motions and processes: and when they
are called bad, this sometimes means that they are bad in themselves,
though for particular persons not bad but desirable; sometimes that
they are not desirable even for particular persons, but desirable
occasionally and for a little time, though in themselves not desirable;
while some of them are not even pleasures, though they seem to be—I
mean those that involve pain and are used medicinally, such as those
of sick people.

In the second place, since the term good may be applied both to
activities and to faculties, those activities that restore us to our natural
faculties [or state] are accidentally pleasant...

Sk

Again, it does not necessarily follow, as some maintain, that
there is something else better than pleasure, as the end is better than
the process or transition to the end: for a pleasure is not a transition, nor
does it always even imply a transition; but it is an activity [or exercise
of faculty], and itself an end: further, it is not in becoming something,
but in doing something that we feel pleasure: and, lastly, the end is not
always something different from the process or transition, but it is only
when something is being brought to the completion of its nature that
this is the case.

For these reasons it is not proper to say that pleasure is a felt
transition, but rather that it is an exercise of faculties that are in
their natural state, substituting “unimpeded” for “felt.” Some people,
indeed, think that pleasure is a transition, just because it is in the full
sense good, supposing that the exercise of faculty is a transition; but it
is in fact something different.
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“But to say that pleasures
T are bad because some

pleasant things are
unhealthy, is like saying
that health is bad because
some healthy things are bad
for money-making. Both are
bad in this respect, but that
does not make them bad: even

philosophic study is sometimes injurious to health.”

As to pleasure being an impediment to thinking, the fact is that
neither prudence nor any other faculty is impeded by the pleasure
proper to its exercise, but by other pleasures; the pleasure derived from
study and learning will make us study and learn more.

That there should be no art devoted to the production of any kind
of pleasure, is but natural; for art never produces an activity, but only
makes it possible: the arts of perfumery and cookery, however, are
usually considered to be arts of pleasure.

As to the arguments that the temperate man avoids pleasure,
that the prudent man pursues the painless life, and that children
and brutes pursue pleasure, they may all be met in the same way, viz.
thus:— As we have already explained in what sense all pleasures are to
be called good in themselves, and in what sense not good, we need
only say that pleasures of a certain kind are pursued by brutes and by
children, and that freedom from the corresponding pains in pursued
by the prudent man—the pleasures, namely, that involve appetite and
pain, i.e. the bodily pleasures (for these do so), and excess in them, the
deliberate pursuit of which constitutes the profligate. These pleasures,
then, the temperate man avoids; but he has pleasures of his own.
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13. Pleasure Is Good, And The Pleasure That Consists In The Highest
Activity Is The Good. All Admit That Happiness Is Pleasant. Bodily
Pleasures Not The Only Pleasures.

But all admit that pain is a bad thing and undesirable; partly bad
in itself, partly bad as in some sort an impediment to activity. But that
which is opposed to what is undesirable, in that respect in which it is
undesirable and bad, is good.

It follows, then, that pleasure is a good thing...Moreover, there is no
reason why a certain kind of pleasure should not be the supreme good,
even though some kinds be bad, just as there is no reason why a certain

kind of knowledge should not be, though some kinds be bad.

“...if he is to be happy, a man must have the goods of the body
and external goods and good fortune, in order that the exercise of
his faculties may not be impeded. And those who say that though
a man be put to the rack and overwhelmed by misfortune, he

is happy if only he be good, whether they know it or not, talk

nonsense.”

And on this account all men suppose that the happy life is
a pleasant one, and that happiness involves pleasure: and the
supposition is reasonable; for no exercise of a faculty is complete if it be
impeded; but happiness we reckon among complete things; and so, if
he is to be happy, a man must have the goods of the body and external
goods and good fortune, in order that the exercise of his faculties may
not be impeded. And those who say that though a man be put to the
rack and overwhelmed by misfortune, he is happy if only he be good,
whether they know it or not, talk nonsense.
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Because fortune is a necessary condition, some people consider good
fortune to be identical with happiness; but it is not really so, for good
fortune itself, if excessive, is an impediment, and is then, perhaps, no
longer to be called good fortune; for good fortune can only be defined
by its relation to happiness.

Again, the fact that all animals and men pursue pleasure is some
indication that it is in some way the highest good:
“Not wholly lost can e’er that saying be
Which many peoples share.”

But as the nature of man and the best development of his faculties
neither are nor are thought to be the same for all, so the pleasure which
men pursue is not always the same, though all pursue pleasure.

Yet, perhaps, they do in fact pursue a pleasure different from that
which they fancy they pursue and would say they pursue—a pleasure
which is one and the same for all. For all beings have something divine
implanted in them by nature.

But bodily pleasures have come to be regarded as the sole
claimants to the title of pleasure, because they are oftenest attained
and are shared by all; these then, as the only pleasures they know,
men fancy to be the only pleasures that are. But it is plain that unless
pleasure—that is, unimpeded exercise of the faculties—be good, we can
no longer say that the happy man leads a pleasant life; for why should
he need it if it be not good? Nay, he may just as well lead a painful life:
for pain is neither bad nor good, if pleasure be neither; so why should
he avoid pain? The life of the good man, then, would be no pleasanter
than others unless the exercise of his faculties were pleasanter.

Chapter 4 Excerpt showing an example of the extremes of a virtue:
Liberality[generosity]

Let us speak next of liberality. It seems to be the mean with
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regard to wealth; for the liberal man is praised ... with regard to the
giving and taking of wealth, and especially in respect of giving. Now
by ‘wealth’ we mean all the things whose value is measured by money.

Further, prodigality and
meanness are excesses
and defects with regard to
wealth; and meanness we always
impute to those who care more
than they ought for wealth, but

we sometimes apply the word

‘prodigality’ in a complex sense;
for we call those men prodigals who are incontinent and spend money
on self-indulgence. Hence also they are thought the poorest characters;
for they combine more vices than one. Therefore the application of the
word to them is not its proper use; for a ‘prodigal’ means a man who
has a single evil quality, that of wasting his substance; since a prodigal is
one who is being ruined by his own fault, and the wasting of
substance is thought to be a sort of ruining of oneself, life being held to
depend on possession of substance.

This, then, is the sense in which we take the word

‘prodigality’.

Now the things that have a use may be used either well or badly;
and riches is a useful thing; and everything is used best by the
man who has the virtue concerned with it; riches, therefore, will
be used best by the man who has the virtue concerned with wealth;
and this is the liberal man. Now spending and giving seem to be the
using of wealth; taking and keeping rather the possession of it. Hence
it is more the mark of the liberal man to give to the right people than
to take from the right sources and not to take from the wrong. For it
is more characteristic of virtue to do good than to have good done to
one, and more characteristic to do what is noble than not to do what is
base; and it is not hard to see that giving implies doing good and doing
what is noble, and taking implies having good done to one or not
acting basely. And gratitude is felt towards him who gives, not towards
him who does not take, and praise also is bestowed more on him. It is
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easier, also, not to take than to give; for men are apter to give away
their own too little than to take what is another’s. Givers, too, are called
liberal; but those who do not take are not praised for liberality but
rather for justice; while those who take are hardly praised at all. And the
liberal are almost the most loved of all virtuous characters, since they
are useful; and this depends on their giving.

Those who are called by
such names as ‘miserly’,
‘close’, ‘stingy’, all fall short in
giving, but do not covet the
possessions of others nor wish to
get them. In some this is due to a
sort of honesty and avoidance of
what is disgraceful (for some
seem, or at least profess, to hoard
their money for this reason, that
they may not someday be forced
to do something disgraceful; to
this class belong the cheeseparer

and every one of the sort; he is so
called from  his  excess of
unwillingness to give anything); while others again keep their hands
off the property of others from fear, on the ground that it is not easy, if
one takes the property of others oneself, to avoid having one’s own
taken by them; they are therefore content neither to take nor to give.
Others again exceed in respect of taking by taking anything
and from any source, e.g. those who ply sordid trades, pimps and all
such people, and those who lend small sums and at high rates. For all
of these take more than they ought and from wrong sources. What
is common to them is evidently sordid love of gain; they all put up
with a bad name for the sake of gain, and little gain at that. For those
who make great gains but from wrong sources, and not the right gains,
e.g. despots when they sack cities and spoil temples, we do not call
mean but rather wicked, impious, and unjust. But the gamester and the
footpad (and the highwayman) belong to the class of the mean, since
they have a sordid love of gain. For it is for gain that both of them ply
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their craft and endure the disgrace of it, and the one faces the greatest
dangers for the sake of the booty, while the other makes gain from
his friends, to whom he ought to be giving. Both, then, since they are
willing to make gain from wrong sources, are sordid lovers of gain;
therefore all such forms of taking are mean.

And it is natural that meanness is described as the contrary
of liberality; for not only is it a greater evil than prodigality,
but men err more often in this direction than in the way of

prodigality as we have described it.

Liberty Fund http://olllibertyfund.org/
Nichomachean Ethics
The Nichomachean Ethics of Aristotle, trans. F.H. Peters, M.A.
5th edition (London: Kegan Paul, Trench, Truebner & Co., 1893).
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Translator: F.H. Peters
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Plato's "Allegory of the Cave"

Plato, 428-348 BCE, was a Greek philosopher, mathematician,
writer of philosophy, and the founder of the Academy in Athens.
Plato was originally a student of Socrates, and was strongly
influenced by his thinking. Twenty four hundred years ago, as part
of one of his dialogues, “The Republic“, Plato said that life is like
being chained up in a cave forced to watch shadows flitting across
a stone wall. Beyond sounding a little scary as an image for living,
what exactly did he mean by this?

Alex Gendler 'unravels Plato’s Allegory of the Cave, found

1.

Alex Gendler is a freelance writer, editor, translator, and general dilettante with
specialties ranging from history and political theory to internet culture and animal
videos. He has authored and edited multiple lessons for TED Ed that were covered in
The Washington Post and Time Magazine, while his translation credits include PBS

News Hour's interview with separatist leaders during the 2014 Ukrainian crisis. He
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in Book VII of The Republic. You might find this TedEd mini-
lecture helpful to listen to!
The Cave
Then check the link at the end of this chapter for a modern take
on this ancient and interesting allegory of The Cave!

Allegory of the Cave

Socrates: And now, I said, let
me show in a figure how far our
nature is  enlightened or
unenlightened:

Behold! human beings living
in a underground den, which has
a mouth open towards the light
and reaching all along the den;
here they have been from their
childhood, and have their legs
and necks chained so that they
cannot move, and can only see

before them, being prevented by the chains from turning round their
heads. Above and behind them a fire is blazing at a distance, and
between the fire and the prisoners there is a raised way; and you will
see, if you look, a low wall built along the way, like the screen which
marionette players have in front of them, over which they show the
puppets.

Glaucon: I see.

Socrates: The low wall, and the moving figures of which the
shadows are seen on the opposite wall of the den. And do you see, I
said, men passing along the wall carrying all sorts of vessels, and statues

holds a BA in English and Philosophy from Lafayette College and attended the

interdisciplinary humanities Masters program at New York University.
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and figures of animals made of wood and stone and various materials,
which appear over the wall? Some of them are talking, others silent.

Glaucon: You have shown me a strange image, and they are
strange prisoners.

Socrates: Like ourselves, I replied; and they see only their own
shadows, or the shadows of one another, which the fire throws on the
opposite wall of the cave?

Glaucon: True, how could they see anything but the shadows if
they were never allowed to move their heads?

Socrates: And of the objects which are being carried in like manner
they would only see the shadows?

Glaucon: Yes.

Socrates: And if they were able to converse with one another, would
they not suppose that they were naming what was actually before them

Glaucon: Very true.

Socrates: The prisoners would mistake the shadows for realities.And
suppose further that the prison had an echo which came from the other
side, would they not be sure to fancy when one of the passers-by spoke
that the voice which they heard came from the passing shadow?

Glaucus: No question.

Socrates: To them, I said, the truth would be literally nothing but
the shadows of the images.

Glaucon: That is certain.

Socrates: And now look again, and see what will naturally follow if
the prisoners are released and disabused of their error. At first, when
any of them is liberated and
compelled suddenly to stand up
and turn his neck round and
walk and look towards the light,
he will suffer sharp pains; the
glare will distress him, and he
will be unable to see the realities
of which in his former state he
had seen the shadows; and then
conceive some one saying to him, that what he saw before was an

illusion, but that now, when he is approaching nearer to being and his
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eye is turned towards more real existence, he has a clearer vision,—what
will be his reply? And when released, they would still persist in
maintaining the superior truth of the shadows.And you may further
imagine that his instructor is pointing to the objects as they pass and
requiring him to name them,—will he not be perplexed? Will he not
fancy that the shadows which he formerly saw are truer than the
objects which are now shown to him?

Glaucon: Far truer.

Socrates: And if he is compelled to look straight at the light, will
he not have a pain in his eyes which will make him turn away to take
refuge in the objects of vision which he can see, and which he will
conceive to be in reality clearer than the things which are now being
shown to him?

Glaucon: True.

Socrates: When dragged upwards, they would be dazzled by excess
of light.And suppose once more, that he is reluctantly dragged up
a steep and rugged ascent, and held fast until he is forced into the
presence of the sun himself, is he not likely to be pained and irritated?
When he approaches the light his eyes will be dazzled, and he will not
be able to see anything at all of what are now called realities.

Glaucon: Not all in a moment.

Socrates: He will require to grow accustomed to the sight of the
upper world. And first he will see the shadows best, next the reflections
of men and other objects in the water, and then the objects themselves;
then he will gaze upon the light of the moon and the stars and the
spangled heaven; and he will see the sky and the stars by night better
than the sun or the light of the sun by day?

Glaucon: Certainly.
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Socrates: Last of all he will be
able to see the sun, and not mere
reflections of him in the water,
but he will see him in his own
proper place, and not in another;
and he will contemplate him as
he is.

Glaucon: Certainly.

Socrates: He will then
proceed to argue that this is he

who gives the season and the
years, and is the guardian of all
that is in the visible world, and in a certain way the cause of all things
which he and his fellows have been accustomed to behold?

Glaucon: Clearly, he would first see the sun and then reason about
him.

Socrates: They would then pity their old companions of the den.
And when he remembered his old habitation, and the wisdom of
the den and his fellow-prisoners, do you not suppose that he would
felicitate himself on the change, and pity them?

Glaucon: Certainly.

Socrates: And if they were in the habit of conferring honors among
themselves on those who were quickest to observe the passing shadows
and to remark which of them went before, and which followed after,
and which were together; and who were therefore best able to draw
conclusions as to the future, do you think that he would care for such
honors and glories, or envy the possessors of them? Would he not say
with Homer,

‘Better to be the poor servant of a poor master,’

and to endure anything, rather than think as they do and live after
their manner?

Glaucon: Yes. I think that he would rather suffer anything than
entertain these false notions and live in this miserable manner.

Socrates: Imagine once more, I said, such an one coming suddenly
out of the sun to be replaced in his old situation; would he not be
certain to have his eyes full of darkness?
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Glaucon: To be sure.

Socrates: And if there were a contest, and he had to compete in
measuring the shadows with the prisoners who had never moved out of
the den, while his sight was still weak, and before his eyes had become
steady (and the time which would be needed to acquire this new habit
of sight might be very considerable), would he not be ridiculous? Men
would say of him that up he went and down he came without his eyes;
and that it was better not even to think of ascending; and if any one
tried to loose another and lead him up to the light, let them only catch
the offender, and they would put him to death.

Glaucon: No question.

Socrates: The prison is the
world of sight, the light of the
fire is the sun.This entire
allegory, I said, you may now
append, dear Glaucon, to the
previous argument; the prison-
house is the world of sight, the
light of the fire is the sun, and

you will not misapprehend me if
you interpret the journey upwards to be the ascent of the soul into the
intellectual world according to my poor belief, which, at your desire, I
have expressed—whether rightly or wrongly God knows. But, whether
true or false, my opinion is that in the world of knowledge the idea of
good appears last of all, and is seen only with an effort; and, when seen,
is also inferred to be the universal author of all things beautiful and
right, parent of light and of the lord of light in this visible world, and
the immediate source of reason and truth in the intellectual; and that
this is the power upon which he who would act rationally either in
public or private life must have his eye fixed.

Glaucon: I agree, as far as I am able to understand you.
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You might find it interesting to read someone’s modern example

of the Cave and how one leaves it—check out this column on
Philosophy and Addiction:
Out of the Cave-Philosophy and Addiction
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"The Ring of Gyges" from Plato's Republic

The concept of invisibility has become popular in all kinds of
literature. One would have to consider Harry Potter’s cloak of
invisibility, the way Dr. Faustus gained the ability to be invisible
through his deal with the devil, and, of course, one really cannot
discuss a ring of invisibility without discussing the One Ring,
found in Tolkein’s famous Lord of the Ring trilogy.

What does this ring mean for this story? The One Ring

Below you will find the simple description of the story from

Plato’s work The Republic, Book 2
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Gyges was a shepherd in the
service of the king of Lydia;
there was a great storm, and an
earthquake made an opening in
the earth at the place where he
was feeding his flock. Amazed at
the sight, he descended into the
opening, where, among other
marvels, he beheld a hollow
brazen horse, having doors, at

which he stooping and looking

in saw a dead body of stature, as
appeared to him, more than
human, and having nothing on but a gold ring; this he took from the
finger of the dead and reascended.

Now the shepherds met together, according to custom, that
they might send their monthly report about the flocks to the
king; into their assembly he came having the ring on his finger,
and as he was sitting among them he chanced to turn the collet of
the ring inside his hand, when instantly he became invisible to the
rest of the company and they began to speak of him as if he were
no longer present. He was astonished at this, and again touching the
ring he turned the collet outwards and reappeared; he made several
trials of the ring, and always with the same result-when he turned
the collet inwards he became invisible, when outwards he reappeared.
Whereupon he contrived to be chosen one of the messengers who
were sent to the court; where as soon as he arrived he seduced the
queen, and with her help conspired against the king and slew him, and
took the kingdom.

Suppose now that there were two such magic rings, and the
just put on one of them and the unjust the other; no man can
be imagined to be of such an iron nature that he would stand fast in
justice. No man would keep his hands off what was not his own when
he could safely take what he liked out of the market, or go into houses
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and lie with any one at his pleasure, or kill or release from prison whom
he would, and in all respects be like a God among men. Then the
actions of the just would be as the actions of the unjust; they would
both come at last to the same point. And this we may truly affirm to be
a great proof that a man is just, not willingly or because he thinks that
justice is any good to him individually, but of necessity, for wherever
any one thinks that he can safely be unjust, there he is unjust. For all
men believe in their hearts that injustice is far more profitable to the
individual than justice, and he who argues as I have been supposing,
will say that they are right.

If you could imagine any one obtaining this power of
becoming invisible, and never doing any wrong or touching what
was another’s, he would be thought by the lookers-on to be a most
wretched idiot, although they would praise him to one another’s faces,
and keep up appearances with one another from a fear that they too
might suffer injustice.
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Socrates' Dialogue with Euthyphro

In this dialogue by Plato, we have Socrates in
dialogue with Euthyphro as they attempt to establish a definitive
meaning for the word piefy (virtue). It is a prime example of how
a “Socratic” style teaching works, as Socrates keeps asking questions
and forces Euthyphro to try and clarify his thinking.

In this case, Euthyphro has come to present charges
of murder against his own father, who had allowed one of his
workers to die of exposure to the elements without proper care.
The dead worker had killed a slave from their family estate. As
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Euthyphro’s father waited to hear about how to deal with this
situation from the law, the bound-and-gagged worker died in a
ditch. Socrates says that he is astonished by Euthyphro’s confidence
in being able to prosecute his own father for the serious charge
of manslaughter. Euthyphro insists that his prosecution is done
by way of piety-virtue. When pressed by Socrates, Euthyphro
dismisses the professed astonishment of Socrates, which confirms to
the reader his overconfidence in his own critical judgement of all
matters religious and ethical.

Scene

The Porch of the King Archon.

Euthyphro. Why have you left the Lyceum, Socrates? And what are
you doing in the Porch of the King Archon? Surely you cannot be
concerned in a suit before the King, like myself?

Socrates. Not in a suit, Euthyphro; impeachment is the word which
the Athenians use.

Euthyphro. What! I suppose that some one has been prosecuting
you, for I cannot believe that you are the prosecutor of another.

Socrates. Certainly not.

Euthyphro. Then some one else has been prosecuting you?
Socrates. Yes.

Euthyphro. And who is he?

Socrates. A young man who is little known, Euthyphro; and I
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hardly know him: his name is Meletus, and he is of the deme of Pitthis.
Perhaps you may remember his appearance; he has a beak, and long
straight hair, and a beard which is ill grown.

Euthyphro. No, I do not remember him, Socrates. But what is the
charge which he brings against you?

Socrates. What is the charge? Well, a very serious charge, which
shows a good deal of character in the young man, and for which he
is certainly not to be despised. He says he knows how the youth are
corrupted and who are their corruptors. I fancy that he must be a wise
man, and seeing that [ am the reverse of a wise man, he has found me
out, and is going to accuse me of corrupting his young friends. And of
this our mother the state is to be the judge. Of all our political men he
is the only one who seems to me to begin in the right way, with the
cultivation of virtue in youth; like a good husbandman, he makes the
young shoots his first care, and clears away us who are the destroyers of
them. This is only the first step; he will afterwards attend to the elder
branches; and if he goes on as he has begun, he will be a very great
public benefactor.

Euthyphro. I hope that he may; but I rather fear, Socrates, that the
opposite will turn out to be the truth. My opinion is that in attacking
you he is simply aiming a blow at the foundation of the state. But in
what way does he say that you corrupt the young?
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Socrates. He brings a
wonderful accusation against
me, which at first hearing excites
surprise: he says that I am a poet
or maker of gods, and that I
invent new gods and deny the
existence of old ones; this is the
ground of his indictment.

Euthyphro. I understand,
Socrates; he means to attack you

about the familiar sign which occasionally, as you say, comes to you.
He thinks that you are a neologian, and he is going to have you up
before the court for this. He knows that such a charge is readily
received by the world, as I myself know too well; for when I speak in
the assembly about divine things, and foretell the future to them, they
laugh at me and think me a madman. Yet every word that I say is true.
But they are jealous of us all; and we must be brave and go at them.

Socrates. Their laughter, friend Euthyphro, is not a matter of much
consequence. For a man may be thought wise; but the Athenians, I
suspect, do not much trouble themselves about him until he begins
to impart his wisdom to others, and then for some reason or other,
perhaps, as you say, from jealousy, they are angry.

Euthyphro. I am never likely to try their temper in this way.

Socrates. I dare say not, for you are reserved in your behaviour, and
seldom impart your wisdom. But I have a benevolent habit of pouring
out myself to everybody, and would even pay for a listener, and I am
afraid that the Athenians may think me too talkative. Now if, as I was
saying, they would only laugh at me, as you say that they laugh at you,
the time might pass gaily enough in the court; but perhaps they may
be in earnest, and then what the end will be you soothsayers only can
predict.
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Euthyphro. I dare say that the affair will end in nothing, Socrates,
and that you will win your cause; and I think that I shall win my own.

Socrates. And what is your suit, Euthyphro? are you the pursuer or
the defendant?

Euthyphro. I am the pursuer.

Socrates. Of whom?

Euthyphro. You will think ﬁ

me mad when I tell you.

Socrates. Why, has the
fugitive wings?

Euthyphro. Nay, he is not very volatile at his time of life.
Socrates. Who is he?

Euthyphro. My father.

Socrates. Your father! my good man?

Euthyphro. Yes.

Socrates. And of what is he
accused?

Euthyphro. Of murder,
Socrates.

Socrates. By the powers,
Euthyphro! how little does the common herd know of the nature of
right and truth. A man must be an extraordinary man, and have made
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great strides in wisdom, before he could have seen his way to bring
such an action.

Euthyphro. Indeed, Socrates, he must.

Socrates. I suppose that the man whom your father murdered was
one of your relatives-clearly he was; for if he had been a stranger you
would never have thought of prosecuting him.

Euthyphro. I am amused, Socrates, at your making a distinction
between one who is a relation and one who is not a relation; for surely
the pollution is the same in either case, if you knowingly associate with
the murderer when you ought to clear yourself and him by proceeding
against him. The real question is whether the murdered man has been
justly slain. If justly, then your duty is to let the matter alone; but if
unjustly, then even if the murderer lives under the same roof with you
and eats at the same table, proceed against him. Now the man who
is dead was a poor dependent of mine who worked for us as a field
labourer on our farm in Naxos, and one day in a fit of drunken passion
he got into a quarrel with one of our domestic servants and slew him.
My father bound him hand and foot and threw him into a ditch, and
then sent to Athens to ask of a diviner what he should do with him.
Meanwhile he never attended to him and took no care about him, for
he regarded him as a murderer; and thought that no great harm would
be done even if he did die. Now this was just what happened. For such
was the effect of cold and hunger and chains upon him, that before
the messenger returned from the diviner, he was dead. And my father
and family are angry with me for taking the part of the murderer and
prosecuting my father. They say that he did not kill him, and that if
he did, dead man was but a murderer, and I ought not to take any
notice, for that a son is impious who prosecutes a father. Which shows,
Socrates, how little they know what the gods think about piety and

impiety.
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Socrates. Good  heavens,
Euthyphro! and is  your
knowledge of religion and of
things pious and impious so very
exact, that, supposing the
circumstances to be as you state
them, you are not afraid lest you

too may be doing an impious
thing in bringing an action

against your father?

Euthyphro. The best of Euthyphro, and that which distinguishes
him, Socrates, from other men, is his exact knowledge of all such
matters. What should I be good for without it?

Socrates. Rare friend! I think that I cannot do better than be your
disciple. Then before the trial with Meletus comes on I shall challenge
him, and say that I have always had a great interest in religious
questions, and now, as he charges me with rash imaginations and
innovations in religion, I have become your disciple. You, Meletus, as
I shall say to him, acknowledge Euthyphro to be a great theologian,
and sound in his opinions; and if you approve of him you ought to
approve of me, and not have me into court; but if you disapprove, you
should begin by indicting him who is my teacher, and who will be the
ruin, not of the young, but of the old; that is to say, of myself whom
he instructs, and of his old father whom he admonishes and chastises.
And if Meletus refuses to listen to me, but will go on, and will not
shift the indictment from me to you, I cannot do better than repeat this
challenge in the court.

Euthyphro. Yes, indeed, Socrates; and if he attempts to indict me I
am mistaken if I do not find a flaw in him; the court shall have a great
deal more to say to him than to me.

Socrates. And I, my dear friend, knowing this, am desirous of
becoming your disciple. For I observe that no one appears to notice
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you- not even this Meletus; but his sharp eyes have found me out
at once, and he has indicted me for impiety. And therefore, I adjure
you to tell me the nature of piety and impiety, which you said that
you knew so well, and of murder, and of other offences against the
gods. What are they? Is not piety in every action always the same? and
impiety, again- is it not always the opposite of piety, and also the same
with itself, having, as impiety, one notion which includes whatever is
impious?

Euthyphro. To be sure, Socrates.
Socrates. And what is piety, and what is impiety?

Euthyphro. Piety is doing as I
am doing; that is to say,
prosecuting any one who is
guilty of murder, sacrilege, or of
any similar crime-whether he be
your father or mother, or
whoever he may be-that makes
no difference; and not to
prosecute them is impiety. And
please to consider, Socrates, what
a notable proof I will give you of
the truth of my words, a proof
which I have already given to
others:-of the principle, I mean,
that the impious, whoever he
may be, ought not to go
unpunished. For do not men
regard Zeus as the best and most

righteous of the gods?-and yet
they admit that he bound his
father (Cronos) because he wickedly devoured his sons, and that he too
had punished his own father (Uranus) for a similar reason, in a nameless
manner. And yet when I proceed against my father, they are angry
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with me. So inconsistent are they in their way of talking when the gods
are concerned, and when I am concerned.

Socrates. May not this be the reason, Euthyphro, why I am charged
with impiety-that I cannot away with these stories about the gods? And
therefore I suppose that people think me wrong. But, as you who are
well informed about them approve of them, I cannot do better than
assent to your superior wisdom. What else can I say, confessing as I
do, that I know nothing about them? Tell me, for the love of Zeus,
whether you really believe that they are true.

Euthyphro. Yes, Socrates; and things more wonderful still, of which
the world is in ignorance.

Socrates. And do you really believe that the gods, fought with one
another, and had dire quarrels, battles, and the like, as the poets say, and
as you may see represented in the works of great artists? The temples
are full of them; and notably the robe of Athene, which is carried up to
the Acropolis at the great Panathenaea, is embroidered with them. Are
all these tales of the gods true, Euthyphro?

Euthyphro. Yes, Socrates; and, as I was saying, I can tell you, if
you would like to hear them, many other things about the gods which
would quite amaze you.

Socrates. I dare say; and you shall tell me them at some other time
when I have leisure. But just at present I would rather hear from you
a more precise answer, which you have not as yet given, my friend, to
the question, What is “piety”? When asked, you only replied, Doing as
you do, charging your father with murder.

Euthyphro. And what I said was true, Socrates.

Socrates. No doubt, Euthyphro; but you would admit that there are
many other pious acts?
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Euthyphro. There are.
Socrates. Remember that I did not ask you to give me two or three
examples of piety, but to explain the general idea which makes all pious

things to be pious. Do you not recollect that there was one idea which
made the impious impious, and the pious pious?

Euthyphro. I remember.

Socrates. Tell me what is the nature of this idea, and then I shall have
a standard to which I may look, and by which I may measure actions,
whether yours or those of any one else, and then I shall be able to say
that such and such an action is pious, such another impious.

Euthyphro. I will tell you, if you like.

Socrates. I should very much like.

Euthyphro. Piety, then, is that which is dear to the gods, and
impiety is that which is not dear to them.
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Socrates. Very good,
Euthyphro; you have now given
me the sort of answer which I
wanted. But whether what you
say is true or not I cannot as yet
tell, although I make no doubt
that you will prove the truth of
your words.

Euthyphro. Of course.

Socrates. Come, then, and let
us examine what we are saying.
That thing or person which is
dear to the gods is pious, and that
thing or person which is hateful
to the gods is impious, these two

being the extreme opposites of
one another. Was not that said?

Euthyphro. It was.
Socrates. And well said?
Euthyphro. Yes, Socrates, I thought so; it was certainly said.

Socrates. And further, Euthyphro, the gods were admitted to have
enmities and hatreds and differences?

Euthyphro. Yes, that was also said.
Socrates. And what sort of difference creates enmity and anger?

Suppose for example that you and I, my good friend, differ about
a number; do differences of this sort make us enemies and set us at
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variance with one another? Do we not go at once to arithmetic, and
put an end to them by a sum?

Euthyphro. True.

Socrates. Or suppose that we differ about magnitudes, do we not
quickly end the differences by measuring?

Euthyphro. Very true.

Socrates. And we end a controversy about heavy and light by
resorting to a weighing machine?

Euthyphro. To be sure.

Socrates. But what differences
are there which cannot be thus
decided, and which therefore
make us angry and set us at
enmity with one another? I dare
say the answer does not occur to
you at the moment, and
therefore I will suggest that these
enmities arise when the matters
of difference are the just and
unjust, good and  evil,
honourable and dishonourable.
Are not these the points about
which men differ, and about
which when we are unable

satisfactorily to  decide our
differences, you and I and all of us quarrel, when we do quarrel?

Euthyphro. Yes, Socrates, the nature of the differences about which
we quarrel is such as you describe.
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Socrates. And the quarrels of the gods, noble Euthyphro, when they
occur, are of a like nature?

Euthyphro. Certainly they are.

Socrates. They have differences of opinion, as you say, about good
and evil, just and unjust, honourable and dishonourable: there would
have been no quarrels among them, if there had been no such
differences-would there now?

Euthyphro. You are quite right.

Socrates. Does not every man love that which he deems noble and
just and good, and hate the opposite of them?

Euthyphro. Very true.

Socrates. But, as you say, people regard the same things, some as just
and others as unjust,-about these they dispute; and so there arise wars
and fightings among them.

Euthyphro. Very true.

Socrates. Then the same things are hated by the gods and loved by
the gods, and are both hateful and dear to them?

Euthyphro. True.

Socrates. And upon this view the same things, Euthyphro, will be
pious and also impious?

Euthyphro. So I should suppose.
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Socrates. Then, my friend, I
remark with surprise that you
have not answered the question
which I asked. For I certainly did
not ask you to tell me what
action is both pious and impious:
but now it would seem that what
is loved by the gods is also hated
by them. And therefore,
Euthyphro, in thus chastising

your father you may very likely be doing what is agreeable to Zeus but
disagreeable to Cronos or Uranus, and what is acceptable to
Hephaestus but unacceptable to Here, and there may be other gods
who have similar differences of opinion.

Euthyphro. But I believe, Socrates, that all the gods would be
agreed as to the propriety of punishing a murderer: there would be no
difference of opinion about that.

Socrates. Well, but speaking of men, Euthyphro, did you ever hear
any one arguing that a murderer or any sort of evil-doer ought to be

let off?

Euthyphro. I should rather say that these are the questions which
they are always arguing, especially in courts of law: they commit all
sorts of crimes, and there is nothing which they will not do or say in
their own defence.

Socrates. But do they admit their guilt, Euthyphro, and yet say that
they ought not to be punished?

Euthyphro. No; they do not.
Socrates. Then there are some things which they do not venture to

say and do: for they do not venture to argue that the guilty are to be
unpunished, but they deny their guilt, do they not?
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Euthyphro. Yes.

Socrates. Then they do not argue that the evil-doer should not be

punished, but they argue about the fact of who the evil-doer is, and
what he did and when?

Euthyphro. True.

Socrates. And the gods are in the same case, if as you assert they
quarrel about just and unjust, and some of them say while others deny
that injustice is done among them. For surely neither God nor man will
ever venture to say that the doer of injustice is not to be punished?

Euthyphro. That is true, Socrates, in the main.

Socrates. But they join issue about the particulars-gods and men
alike; and, if they dispute at all, they dispute about some act which is
called in question, and which by some is athrmed to be just, by others
to be unjust. Is not that true?

Euthyphro. Quite true.

Socrates. Well then, my dear friend Euthyphro, do tell me, for my
better instruction and information, what proof have you that in the
opinion of all the gods a servant who is guilty of murder, and is put
in chains by the master of the dead man, and dies because he is put in
chains before he who bound him can learn from the interpreters of the
gods what he ought to do with him, dies unjustly; and that on behalf of
such an one a son ought to proceed against his father and accuse him
of murder. How would you show that all the gods absolutely agree in
approving of his act? Prove to me that they do, and I will applaud your
wisdom as long as I live.

Euthyphro. It will be a difhicult task; but I could make the matter
very dear indeed to you.
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Socrates. I understand; you mean to say that I am not so quick of
apprehension as the judges: for to them you will be sure to prove that
the act is unjust, and hateful to the gods.

Euthyphro. Yes indeed, Socrates; at least if they will listen to me.

Socrates. But they will be sure to listen if they find that you are a
good speaker. There was a notion that came into my mind while you
were speaking; I said to myself:
“Well, and what if Euthyphro
does prove to me that all the gods
regarded the death of the serf as
unjust, how do I know anything
more of the nature of piety and
impiety? For granting that this
action may be hateful to the
gods, still piety and impiety are
not adequately defined by these
distinctions, for that which is
hateful to the gods has been
shown to be also pleasing and
dear to them.” And therefore,
Euthyphro, I do not ask you to

prove this; I will suppose, if you
like, that all the gods condemn
and abominate such an action. But I will amend the definition so far as
to say that what all the gods hate is impious, and what they love pious
or holy; and what some of them love and others hate is both or neither.
Shall this be our definition of piety and impiety?

Euthyphro. Why not, Socrates?

Socrates. Why not! certainly, as far as [ am concerned, Euthyphro,
there is no reason why not. But whether this admission will greatly
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assist you in the task of instructing me as you promised, is a matter for
you to consider.

Euthyphro. Yes, I should say that what all the gods love is pious and
holy, and the opposite which they all hate, impious.

Socrates. Ought we to enquire into the truth of this, Euthyphro, or
simply to accept the mere statement on our own authority and that of
others? What do you say?

Euthyphro. We should enquire; and I believe that the statement will
stand the test of enquiry.

Socrates. We shall know better, my good friend, in a little while.

The point which I should first wish to understand is whether the pious

or holy is beloved by the gods because it is holy, or holy because it is
beloved of the gods.

Euthyphro. I do not understand your meaning, Socrates.

Socrates. | will endeavour to explain: we, speak of carrying and we
speak of being carried, of leading and being led, seeing and being seen.
You know that in all such cases there is a difference, and you know also
in what the difference lies?

Euthyphro. I think that I understand.

Socrates. And is not that which is beloved distinct from that which
loves?

Euthyphro. Certainly.

Socrates. Well; and now tell me, is that which is carried in this state
of carrying because it is carried, or for some other reason?

Euthyphro. No; that is the reason.



58 Words of Wisdom: Intro to Philosophy

Socrates. And the same is true of what is led and of what is seen?

Euthyphro. True.

Socrates. And a thing is not
seen because it is visible, but
conversely, visible because it is
seen; nor is a thing led because it
is in the state of being led, or
carried because it is in the state of
being carried, but the converse
of this. And now 1 think,
Euthyphro, that my meaning
will be intelligible; and my
meaning is, that any state of
action or passion implies
previous action or passion. It
does not become because it is

becoming, but it is in a state of
becoming because it becomes;
neither does it suffer because it is in a state of suffering, but it is in a
state of suffering because it suffers. Do you not agree?

Euthyphro. Yes.

Socrates. Is not that which is loved in some state either of becoming
or suffering?

Euthyphro. Yes.

Socrates. And the same holds as in the previous instances; the state
of being loved follows the act of being loved, and not the act the state.

Euthyphro. Certainly.


https://mlpp.pressbooks.pub/app/uploads/sites/194/2018/04/Death-of-Socrates.jpg
https://mlpp.pressbooks.pub/app/uploads/sites/194/2018/04/Death-of-Socrates.jpg

Socrates' Dialogue with Euthyphro 59

Socrates. And what do you say of piety, Euthyphro: is not piety,
according to your definition, loved by all the gods?

Euthyphro. Yes.

Socrates. Because it is pious or holy, or for some other reason?
Euthyphro. No, that is the reason.

Socrates. It is loved because it is holy, not holy because it is loved?
Euthyphro. Yes.

Socrates. And that which is dear to the gods is loved by them, and is
in a state to be loved of them because it is loved of them?

Euthyphro. Certainly.

Socrates. Then that which is dear to the gods, Euthyphro, is not
holy, nor is that which is holy loved of God, as you afhrm; but they are
two different things.

Euthyphro. How do you mean, Socrates?

Socrates. I mean to say that the holy has been acknowledge by us to
be loved of God because it is holy, not to be holy because it is loved.

Euthyphro. Yes.

Socrates. But that which is dear to the gods is dear to them because
it is loved by them, not loved by them because it is dear to them.

Euthyphro. True.

Socrates. But, friend Euthyphro, if that which is holy is the same
with that which is dear to God, and is loved because it is holy, then that
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which is dear to God would have been loved as being dear to God; but
if that which dear to God is dear to him because loved by him, then
that which is holy would have been holy because loved by him. But
now you see that the reverse is the case, and that they are quite different
from one another. For one (theophiles) is of a kind to be loved cause
it is loved, and the other (osion) is loved because itis of a kind to be
loved. Thus you appear to me, Euthyphro, when I ask you what is the
essence of holiness, to offer an attribute only, and not the essence-the
attribute of being loved by all the gods. But you still refuse to explain
to me the nature of holiness. And therefore, if you please, I will ask
you not to hide your treasure, but to tell me once more what holiness
or piety really is, whether dear to the gods or not (for that is a matter
about which we will not quarrel) and what is impiety?

Euthyphro. I really do not know, Socrates, how to express what I
mean. For somehow or other our arguments, on whatever ground we
rest them,seem to turn round and walk away from us.

Socrates. Your words, Euthyphro, are like the handiwork of my
ancesto Daedalus; and if T were the sayer or propounder of them, you
might say that my arguments walk away and will not remain fixed
where theyare placed because I am a descendant of his. But now, since
these notions are your own, you must find some other gibe, for they
certainly, as you yourself allow, show an inclination to be on the move.

Euthyphro. Nay, Socrates, I shall still say that you are the Daedalus
who sets arguments in motion; not I, certainly, but you make them
move or go round, for they would never have stirred, as far as I am
concerned.
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Socrates. Then I must be a
greater than Daedalus: for
whereas he only made his own
inventions to move, I move
those of other people as well.
And the beauty of it is, that I
would rather not. For I would
give the wisdom of Daedalus,
and the wealth of Tantalus, to be
able to detain them and keep
them fixed. But enough of this.
As I perceive that you are lazy, I
will myself endeavor to show
you how you might instruct me
in the nature of piety; and I hope
that you will not grudge your
labour. Tell me, then-Is not that
which is pious necessarily just?

Euthyphro. Yes.

Socrates. And is, then, all which is just pious? or, is that which is
pious all just, but that which is just, only in part and not all, pious?

Euthyphro. I do not understand you, Socrates.

Socrates. And yet I know that you are as much wiser than I am, as
you are younger. But, as I was saying, revered friend, the abundance of
your wisdom makes you lazy. Please to exert yourself, for there is no
real difhculty in understanding me. What I mean I may explain by an
illustration of what I do not mean. The poet (Stasinus) sings-

Of Zeus, the author and creator of all these things,

You will not tell: for where there is fear there is also reverence.

Now I disagree with this poet. Shall I tell you in what respect?
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Euthyphro. By all means.

Socrates. I should not say that where there is fear there is also
reverence; for [ am sure that many persons fear poverty and disease, and
the like evils, but I do not perceive that they reverence the objects of
their fear.

Euthyphro. Very true.

Socrates. But where reverence is, there is fear; for he who has a
feeling of reverence and shame about the commission of any action,
fears and is afraid of an ill reputation.

Euthyphro. No doubt.

Socrates. Then we are wrong in saying that where there is fear there
is also reverence; and we should say, where there is reverence there is
also fear. But there is not always reverence where there is fear; for fear
is a more extended notion, and reverence is a part of fear, just as the
odd is a part of number, and number is a more extended notion than
the odd. I suppose that you follow me now?

Euthyphro. Quite well.

Socrates. That was the sort of question which I meant to raise when
I asked whether the just is always the pious, or the pious always the
just; and whether there may not be justice where there is not piety; for
justice is the more extended notion of which piety is only a part. Do
you dissent?

Euthyphro. No, I think that you are quite right.

Socrates. Then, if piety is a part of justice, I suppose that we should
enquire what part? If you had pursued the enquiry in the previous
cases; for instance, if you had asked me what is an even number, and
what part of number the even is, I should have had no dithculty in



Socrates' Dialogue with Euthyphro 63

replying, a number which represents a figure having two equal sides.
Do you not agree?

Euthyphro. Yes, I quite agree.

Socrates. In like manner, I want you to tell me what part of justice
is piety or holiness, that I may be able to tell Meletus not to do me
injustice, or indict me for impiety, as I am now adequately instructed
by you in the nature of piety or holiness, and their opposites.

Euthyphro. Piety or holiness, Socrates, appears to me to be that part
of justice which attends to the gods, as there is the other part of justice
which attends to men.

Socrates. That is good, Euthyphro; yet still there is a little point
about which I should like to have further information, What is the
meaning of “attention” For attention can hardly be used in the same
sense when applied to the gods as when applied to other things. For
instance, horses are said to require attention, and not every person is
able to attend to them, but only a person skilled in horsemanship. Is it
not so?

Euthyphro. Certainly.
Socrates. I should suppose
that the art of horsemanship is

the art of attending to horses?

Euthyphro. Yes.

Socrates. Nor is every one
qualified to attend to dogs, but

only the huntsman?

Euthyphro. True.
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Socrates. And I should also conceive that the art of the huntsman is
the art of attending to dogs?

Euthyphro. Yes.
Socrates. As the art of the ox herd is the art of attending to oxen?
Euthyphro. Very true.

Socrates. In like manner holiness or piety is the art of attending to
the gods?-that would be your meaning, Euthyphro?

Euthyphro. Yes.

Socrates. And is not attention always designed for the good or
benefit of that to which the attention is given? As in the case of horses,
you may observe that when attended to by the horseman’s art they are
benefited and improved, are they not?

Euthyphro. True.

Socrates. As the dogs are benefited by the huntsman’s art, and the
oxen by the art of the ox herd, and all other things are tended or
attended for their good and not for their hurt?

Euthyphro. Certainly, not for their hurt.

Socrates. But for their good?

Euthyphro. Of course.

Socrates. And does piety or holiness, which has been defined to be
the art of attending to the gods, benefit or improve them? Would you
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say that when you do a holy act
you make any of the gods better?

Euthyphro. No, no; that was
certainly not what I meant.

Socrates. And I, Euthyphro,
never supposed that you did. I
asked you the question about the
nature of the attention, because 1

thought that you did not.

Euthyphro. You do me
justice, Socrates; that is not the
sort of attention which I mean.

Socrates. Good: but I must still ask what is this attention to the gods
which is called piety?

Euthyphro. It is such, Socrates, as servants show to their masters.
Socrates. | understand-a sort of ministration to the gods.
Euthyphro. Exactly.

Socrates. Medicine is also a sort of ministration or service, having in
view the attainment of some object-would you not say of health?

Euthyphro. I should.

Socrates. Again, there is an art which ministers to the ship-builder
with a view to the attainment of some result?

Euthyphro. Yes, Socrates, with a view to the building of a ship.
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Socrates. As there is an art which ministers to the housebuilder with
a view to the building of a house?

Euthyphro. Yes.

Socrates. And now tell me, my good friend, about the art which
ministers to the gods: what work does that help to accomplish? For you
must surely know if, as you say, you are of all men living the one who
is best instructed in religion.

Euthyphro. And I speak the truth, Socrates.

Socrates. Tell me then, oh tell me-what is that fair work which the
gods do by the help of our ministrations?

Euthyphro. Many and fair, Socrates, are the works which they do.
Socrates. Why, my friend, and so are those of a general. But the chief
of them is easily told. Would you not say that victory in war is the chief
of them?

Socrates. Certainly. Many and fair, too, are the works of the
husbandman, if T am not mistaken; but his chief work is the production
of food from the earth?

Euthyphro. Exactly.

Socrates. And of the many and fair things done by the gods, which
is the chief or principal one?

Euthyphro. I have told you already, Socrates, that to learn all these
things accurately will be very tiresome. Let me simply say that piety
or holiness is learning, how to please the gods in word and deed, by
prayers and sacrifices. Such piety, is the salvation of families and states,
just as the impious, which is unpleasing to the gods, is their ruin and
destruction.
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Socrates. I think that you
could have answered in much
fewer words the chief question
which I asked, Euthyphro, if you
had chosen. But I see plainly that
you are not disposed to instruct
me-dearly not: else why, when
we reached the point, did you
turn, aside? Had you only
answered me I should have truly
learned of you by this time the-
nature of piety. Now, as the
asker of a question is necessarily
dependent on the answerer,
whither he leads-1 must follow;
and can only ask again, what is
the pious, and what is piety? Do
you mean that they are a, sort of

science  of  praying  and
sacrificing?

Euthyphro. Yes, I do.

Socrates. And sacrificing is giving to the gods, and prayer is asking

of the gods?
Euthyphro. Yes, Socrates.

Socrates. Upon this view, then piety is a science of asking and
giving?

Euthyphro. You understand me capitally, Socrates.
Socrates. Yes, my friend; the. reason is that I am a votary of your

science, and give my mind to it, and therefore nothing which you say
will be thrown away upon me. Please then to tell me, what is the nature
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of this service to the gods? Do you mean that we prefer requests and
give gifts to them?

Euthyphro. Yes, I do.

Socrates. Is not the right way of asking to ask of them what we
want?

Euthyphro. Certainly.

Socrates. And the right way of giving is to give to them in return
what they want of us. There would be no, in an art which gives to any
one that which he does not want.

Euthyphro. Very true, Socrates.

Socrates. Then piety, Euthyphro, is an art which gods and men have
of doing business with one another?

Euthyphro. That is an expression which you may use, if you like.

Socrates. But I have no particular liking for anything but the truth.
I wish, however, that you would tell me what benefit accrues to the
gods from our gifts. There is no doubt about what they give to us; for
there is no good thing which they do not give; but how we can give
any good thing to them in return is far from being equally clear. If they
give everything and we give nothing, that must be an affair of business
in which we have very greatly the advantage of them.
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Euthyphro. And do you
imagine, Socrates, that any
benefit accrues to the gods from
our gifts?

Socrates. But if not,
Euthyphro, what is the meaning
of gifts which are conferred by
us upon the gods?

Euthyphro. What else, but
tributes of honour; and, as I was

just now saying, what pleases
them?

Socrates. Piety, then, is pleasing to the gods, but not beneficial or
dear to them?

Euthyphro. I should say that nothing could be dearer.

Socrates. Then once more the assertion is repeated that piety is dear

to the gods?
Euthyphro. Certainly.

Socrates. And when you say this, can you wonder at your words
not standing firm, but walking away? Will you accuse me of being
the Daedalus who makes them walk away, not perceiving that there is
another and far greater artist than Daedalus who makes them go round
in a circle, and he is yourself; for the argument, as you will perceive,
comes round to the same point. Were we not saying that the holy or
pious was not the same with that which is loved of the gods? Have you
forgotten?

Euthyphro. I quite remember.
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Socrates. And are you not saying that what is loved of the gods is
holy; and is not this the same as what is dear to them-do you see?

Euthyphro. True.

Socrates. Then either we were wrong in former assertion; or, if we
were right then, we are wrong now.

Euthyphro. One of the two must be true.

Socrates. Then we must
begin again and ask, What is
piety? That is an enquiry which I
shall never be weary of pursuing
as far as in me lies; and I entreat
you not to scorn me, but to apply
your mind to the utmost, and tell

me the truth. For, if any man
knows, you are he; and therefore
I must detain you, like Proteus, until you tell. If you had not certainly
known the nature of piety and impiety, I am confident that you would
never, on behalf of a serf, have charged your aged father with murder.
You would not have run such a risk of doing wrong in the sight of the
gods, and you would have had too much respect for the opinions of
men. I am sure, therefore, that you know the nature of piety and
impiety. Speak out then, my dear Euthyphro, and do not hide your
knowledge.

Euthyphro. Another time, Socrates; for I am in a hurry, and must
20 now.

Socrates. Alas! my companion, and will you leave me in despair?
I was hoping that you would instruct me in the nature of piety and
impiety; and then I might have cleared myself of Meletus and his
indictment. I would have told him that I had been enlightened by
Euthyphro, and had given up rash innovations and speculations, in
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which I indulged only through ignorance, and that now I am about to
lead a better life.

THE END
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PART II

Medieval Materials

Medieval Europe, as Western
Philosophy developed past the
earliest Greek and Roman
scholars, was not quite as
homogeneous as we might
think. Early in this period, the
outlying areas of Europe were
still being converted from their
pagan traditions to Christianity,
and the ideas and rituals and
practices of the Irish and the

Scandinavians, for example, were
impacting how Christianity in

those places evolved.

Many of the writings that we have written down in western
philosophy from this time period do come from Christian church
writers. These writers were attempting to integrate secular issues of
concern with religious doctrine and theology. They have a broad
approach to their work but still, all in all, are coming from a more
religious approach to philosophy. Thus the inclusion here of two
Muslim writers from that period—a different medieval perspective was
needed.

Both Rumi and Khayyam are poets and they also come from a
religious perspective, that of Islam. It is helpful to realize that Islam and
its scholarship was, during the latter part of the medieval period, in a
time of incredible growth and strength. Massive amounts of work in
science, medicine, philosophy and math came out of the Islamic world



during the medieval period. These two poets, however, became well
known in the west a bit later in time through the work of western
translators. They offer, through their poetry, some other ideas about
wisdom and love, on what is needed in order to live the good life, than
perhaps come from the Christian scholars of that period.

The writings and philosophy of the medieval age, which can vary in
time-frame, depending on whose perspective we are using, generally
fall into a period from 500 CE to about 1500 CE. Anslem, Aquinas
and Augustine were patriarchs of the time, and their work is here.
We also have to include the later and more secular Machiavelli, whose
name has become part of our language in a way that can seem scary
and manipulative. The letters here from Abelard and Heloise combine
the very ordinary issues of forbidden love with religious belief.

More modern materials come with each of these, of course. None
of the big ideas here have been solved in our day! Does God exist?
Can we prove it one way or another? How do we talk about good and
evil? What is love? Humans are still trying to get a handle on all of
this, and you will find science, media, humor and academics still hard
at it in modern links to help you deal with our medieval scholars.



Augustine of Hippo: On the Nature of
Good

Augustine of Hippo, 354—430 CE, is an important early
Christian church theologian and philosopher whose writings
influenced the development of Western Christianity and Western
philosophy. He was the bishop of Hippo Regius in north Africa.
Among his most important works are The City of God, On
Christian Doctrine and Confessions. Augustine was one of the
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more important fathers of Western Christianity. After his
conversion and baptism (387 CE), he developed his own approach
to theology, and both the concepts of Just War and Original Sin
come from his writings.

Are We Born Good? This is an important question, for ethics
and philosophy, but also for science.

This short video can be a discussion starter!
A clip from the BBC show “Are You Good or Evil?”

Selections from Chapters 1-22

“The highest good, than
which there is no higher, is
God, and consequently He is
unchangeable good, hence truly
eternal and truly immortal. All
other good things are only from
Him, not of Him. For what is of
Him, is Himself.

And consequently if He
alone is unchangeable, all
things that He has made,
because He has made them
out of  nothing, are

changeable. For He is so
omnipotent, that even out of
nothing, that is out of what is
absolutely non-existent, He is able to make good things both great and
small, both celestial and terrestrial, both spiritual and corporeal. But
because He is also just, He has not put those things that He has made
out of nothing on an equality with that which He begat out of Himself.
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Because, therefore, no good things whether great or small, through
whatever gradations of things, can exist except from God; but since
every nature, so far as it is nature, is good, it follows that no nature can
exist save from the most high and true God: because all things even
not in the highest degree good, but related to the highest good, and
again, because all good things, even those of most recent origin, which
are far from the highest good, can have their existence only from the
highest good. Therefore every spirit, though subject to change, and
every corporeal entity, is from God, and all this, having been made, is
nature. For every nature is either spirit or body. Unchangeable spirit
is God, changeable spirit, having been made, is nature, but is better
than body; but body is not spirit, unless when the wind, because it is
invisible to us and yet its power is felt as something not inconsiderable,
is in a certain sense called spirit.

But for the sake of those who, not being able to understand
that all nature, that is, every spirit and every body, is naturally good,
are moved by the iniquity of spirit and the mortality of body, and
on this account endeavor to bring in another nature of wicked spirit
and mortal body, which God did not make, we determine thus to
bring to their understanding what we say can be brought. For they
acknowledge that no good thing can exist save from the highest and
true God, which also is true and sufhices for correcting them, if they are
willing to give heed.

Exercises

You might listen to this talk by James Fallon ', who will discuss
findings from this program in a more personal speech at the Moth
World Science Festival:

Confessions of a Pro-Social Psychopath

1.
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For we Catholic Christians worship God, from whom are all good
things whether great or small; from whom is all measure great or small;
from whom is all form great or small; from whom is all order great or
small. For all things in proportion as they are better measured, formed,
and ordered, are assuredly good in a higher degree; but in proportion
as they are measured, formed, and ordered in an inferior degree, are
they the less good.

These three things, therefore, measure, form, and order,—not to
speak of innumerable other things that are shown to pertain to these
three,—these three things, therefore, measure, form, order, are as it
were generic goods in things made by God, whether in spirit or in
body. God is, therefore, above every measure of the creature, above
every form, above every order, nor is He above by local spaces, but
by ineffable and singular potency, from whom is every measure, every
form, every order. These three things, where they are great, are great
goods, where they are small, are small goods; where they are absent,
there is no good. And again where these things are great, there are
great natures, where they are small, there are small natures, where they
are absent, there is no nature. Therefore all nature is good.

When accordingly it is inquired, whence is evil, it must first be
inquired, what is evil, which is nothing else than corruption, either of
the measure, or the form, or the order, that belong to nature. Nature
therefore which has been corrupted, is called evil, for assuredly when
incorrupt it is good; but even when corrupt, so far as it is nature it is
good, so far as it is corrupted it is evil.

But it may happen, that a certain nature which has been ranked
as more excellent by reason of natural measure and form, though
corrupt, is even yet better than another incorrupt which has been
ranked lower by reason of an inferior natural measure and form: as in
the estimation of men, according to the quality which presents itself
to view, corrupt gold is assuredly better than incorrupt silver, and
corrupt silver than incorrupt lead; so also in more powerful spiritual
natures a rational spirit even corrupted through an evil will is better
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than an irrational though incorrupt, and better is any spirit whatever
even corrupt than any body whatever though incorrupt. For better is a
nature which, when it is present in a body, furnishes it with life, than
that to which life is furnished. But however corrupt may be the spirit of
life that has been made, it can furnish life to a body, and hence, though
corrupt, it is better than the body though incorrupt.

But if corruption take away all measure, all form, all order from
corruptible things, no nature will remain. And consequently every
nature which cannot be corrupted is the highest good, as is God.
But every nature that can be corrupted is also itself some good; for
corruption cannot injure it, except by taking away from or

diminishing that which is good.

But to the most excellent
creatures, that is, to rational
spirits, God has offered this,
that if they will not they cannot
be corrupted; that is, if they
should maintain  obedience
under the Lord their God, so
should they adhere to his
incorruptible beauty; but if they

do not will to maintain

obedience, since willingly they are corrupted in sins, unwillingly they
shall be corrupted in punishment, since God is such a good that it is
well for no one who deserts Him, and among the things made by God
the rational nature is so great a good, that there is no good by which it
may be blessed except God. Sinners, therefore, are ordained to
punishment; which ordination is punishment for the reason that it is
not conformable to their nature, but it is justice because it is
conformable to their fault.

But the rest of things that are made of nothing, which are
assuredly inferior to the rational soul, can be neither blessed nor
miserable. But because in proportion to their fashion and appearance
are things themselves good, nor could there be good things in a less
or the least degree except from God, they are so ordered that the
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more infirm yield to the firmer, the weaker to the stronger, the more
impotent to the more powerful; and so earthly things harmonize with
celestial, as being subject to the things that are pre-eminent. But to
things falling away, and succeeding, a certain temporal beauty in its
kind belongs, so that neither those things that die, or cease to be what
they were, degrade or disturb the fashion and appearance and order of
the universal creation; as a speech well composed is assuredly beautiful,
although in it syllables and all sounds rush past as it were in being born
and in dying.

What sort of punishment, and how great, is due to each fault,
belongs to Divine judgment, not to human; which punishment
assuredly when it is remitted in the case of the converted, there is great
goodness on the part of God, and when it is deservedly inflicted, there
is no injustice on the part of God; because nature is better ordered by
justly smarting under punishment than by rejoicing with impunity in
sin; which nature nevertheless, even thus having some measure, form,
and order, in whatever extremity there is as yet some good, which
things, if they were absolutely taken away, and utterly consumed, there
will be accordingly no good, because no nature will remain.

All  corruptible  natures
therefore are natures at all
only so far as they
are from God, nor would they be
corruptible if they were of Him;
because they would be what He
Himself is. Therefore of
whatever measure, of whatever
form, of whatever order, they
are, they are so because it is God
by whom they were made; but
they are not immutable, because
it is nothing of which they were
made. For it is sacrilegious
audacity to make nothing and
God equal, as when we wish to
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make what has been born of God such as what has been made by Him
out of nothing.

Wherefore neither can God’s nature suffer harm, nor can any
nature under God suffer harm unjustly: for when by sinning
unjustly some do harm, an unjust will is imputed to them; but the
power by which they are permitted to do harm is from God alone, who
knows, while they themselves are ignorant, what they ought to suffer,
whom He permits them to harm.

All these things are so perspicuous, so assured, that if they who
introduce another nature which God did not make, were willing
to give attention, they would not be filled with so great blasphemies,
as that they should place so great good things in supreme evil, and
so great evil things in God. For what the truth compels them to
acknowledge, namely, that all good things are from God alone, sufhces
for their correction, if they were willing to give heed, as I said above.
Not, therefore, are great good things from one, and small good things
from another; but good things great and small are from the supremely
good alone, which is God.

Let us, therefore, bring before our minds good things however
great, which it is fitting that we attribute to God as their author,
and these having been eliminated let us see whether any nature will
remain. All life both great and small, all power great and small, all
safety great and small, all memory great and small, all virtue great and
small, all intellect great and small, all tranquillity great and small, all
plenty great and small, all sensation great and small, all light great and
small, all suavity great and small, all measure great and small, all beauty
great and small, all peace great and small, and whatever other like
things may occur, especially such as are found throughout all things,
whether spiritual or corporeal, every measure, every form, every order
both great and small, are from the Lord God. All which good things
whoever should wish to abuse, pays the penalty by divine judgment;
but where none of these things shall have been present at all, no nature
will remain.

But in all these things, whatever are small are called by contrary
names in comparison with greater things; as in the form of a man
because the beauty is greater, the beauty of the ape in comparison with
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it is called deformity. And the imprudent are deceived, as if the former
is good, and the latter evil, nor do they regard in the body of the ape
its own fashion, the equality of members on both sides, the agreement
of parts, the protection of safety, and other things which it would be
tedious to enumerate.

But that what we have said may be understood, and may satisfy
those too slow of comprehension, or that even the pertinacious and
those repugnant to the most
manifest truth may be compelled
to confess what is true, let them
be asked, whether corruption
can harm the body of an ape. But
if it can, so that it may become
more hideous, what diminishes
but the good of beauty? Whence
as long as the nature of the body

subsists, so long something will
remain. If, accordingly, good
having been consumed, nature is consumed, the nature is therefore
good. So also we say that slow is contrary to swift, but yet he who does
not move at all cannot even be called slow. So we say that a heavy voice
is contrary to a sharp voice, or a harsh to a musical; but if you
completely remove any kind of voice, there is silence where there is no
voice, which silence, nevertheless, for the simple reason that there is no
voice, is usually opposed to voice as something contrary thereto. So also
lucid and obscure are called as it were two contrary things, yet even
obscure things have something of light, which being absolutely
wanting, darkness is the absence of light in the same way in which
silence is the absence of voice.’

Yet even these privations of things are so ordered in the universe
of nature, that to those wisely considering they not unfittingly have
their vicissitudes. For by not illuminating certain places and times,
God has also made the darkness as fittingly as the day. For if we
by restraining the voice fittingly interpose silence in speaking, how
much more does He, as the perfect framer of all things, fittingly make
privations of things? Whence also in the hymn of the three children,
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light and darkness alike praise God, that is, bring forth praise in the
hearts of those who well consider.

No nature, therefore, as far as it is nature, is evil; but to each
nature there is no evil except to be diminished in respect of good. But
if by being diminished it should be consumed so that there is no good,
no nature would be left; not only such as the Manich¢ans introduce,
where so great good things are found that their exceeding blindness is
wonderful, but such as any one can introduce.

Example

Is nature Good? Created good? Naturally good? Trying reading
this column from Julian Baggini “called:
Nature is not evil, simply immoral

For neither is that material, which the ancients called Hyle, to
be called an evil. I do not say that which Manich¢us with most
senseless vanity, not knowing what he says, denominates Hyle, namely,
the former of corporeal beings; whence it is rightly said to him, that
he introduces another god. For nobody can form and create corporeal
beings but God alone; for neither are they created unless there subsist
with them measure, form, and order, which I think that now even
they themselves confess to be good things, and things that cannot be
except from God. But by Hyle I mean a certain material absolutely
formless and without quality, whence those qualities that we perceive
are formed, as the ancients said. For hence also wood is called in
Greek uln, because it is adapted to workmen, not that itself may

2.
Born 1968 (age 49-50) Nationality British Education PhD in philosophy (1996) Alma
mater University College London Occupation Philosopher, writer Website
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make anything, but that it is the material of which something may be
made. Nor is that Hyle, therefore, to be called an evil which cannot
be perceived through any appearance, but can scarcely be thought of
through any sort of privation of appearance. For this has also a capacity
of forms; for if it cannot receive the form imposed by the workman,
neither assuredly may it be called material. Hence if form is some good,
whence those who excel in it are called beautiful, as from appearance
they are called handsome, even the capacity of form is undoubtedly
something good. As because wisdom is a good, no one doubts that to
be capable of wisdom is a good. And because every good is from God,
no one ought to doubt that even matter, if there is any, has its existence
from God alone.

Magnificently and divinely, therefore, our God said to his
servant: “I am that I am,” and “Thou shalt say to the children of
Israel, He who is sent me to you.” For He truly is because He is
unchangeable. For every change makes what was not, to be: therefore
He truly is, who is unchangeable; but all other things that were made
by Him have received being form Him each in its own measure.
To Him who is highest, therefore, nothing can be contrary, save
what is not; and consequently as from Him everything that is good
has its being, so from Him is everything that by nature exists; since
everything that exists by nature is good. Thus every nature is good,
and everything good is from God; therefore every nature is from God.

But pain which some suppose to be in an especial manner an
evil, whether it be in mind or in body, cannot exist except in good
natures. For the very fact of resistance in any being leading to pain,
involves a refusal not to be what it was, because it was something good;
but when a being is compelled to something better, the pain is useful,
when to something worse, it is useless. Therefore in the case of the
mind, the will resisting a greater power causes pain; in the case of
the body, sensation resisting a more powerful body causes pain. But
evils without pain are worse: for it is worse to rejoice in iniquity than
to bewail corruption; yet even such rejoicing cannot exist save from
the attainment of inferior good things. But iniquity is the desertion of
better things. Likewise in a body, a wound with pain is better than
painless putrescence, which is especially called the corruption which
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the dead flesh of the Lord did not see, that is, did not suffer, as was
predicted in prophecy: “Thou shall not suffer Thy Holy one to see
corruption.” For who denies that He was wounded by the piercing of
the nails, and that He was stabbed with the lance? But even what is
properly called by men corporeal corruption, that is, putrescence itself,
if as yet there is anything left to consume, increases by the diminution
of the good. But if corruption shall have absolutely consumed it, so that
there is no good, no nature will remain, for there will be nothing that
corruption may corrupt; and so there will not even be putrescence, for
there will be nowhere at all for it to be.

Therefore now by common usage things small and mean are
said to have measure, because some measure remains in them,
without which they would no
longer be moderate-sized, but
would not exist at all. But those
things that by reason of too
much  progress are called
immoderate, are blamed for very
excessiveness; but yet it is
necessary that those things
themselves be restrained in some
manner under God who has
disposed all things in extension,
number, and weight.

But God cannot be said to
have measure, lest He should
seem to be spoken of as

limited. Yet He is not
immoderate by whom measure is
bestowed upon all things, so that they may in any measure exist. Nor
again ought God to be called measured, as if He received measure from
any one. But if we say that He is the highest measure, by chance we
say something; if indeed in speaking of the highest measure we mean
the highest good. For every measure in so far as it is a measure is good;
whence nothing can be called measured, modest, modified, without
praise, although in another sense we use measure for limit, and speak
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of no measure where there is no limit, which is sometimes said with
praise as when it is said: “And of His kingdom there shall be no limit.”
For it might also be said, “There shall be no measure,” so that measure
might be used in the sense of limit; for He who reigns in no measure,
assuredly does not reign at all.

Of the Nature of Good, Augustine, translated by Albert Henry
Newman, 1852-1933, professor of church history at McMaster
University in Toronto, Canada. Newman then taught successively
at Baylor University (1901-1907), Southwestern Baptist Seminary
(1907-1913), Baylor again (1913-1921), Mercer (1921-1927) and
again McMaster (1927-1929).

Of the Nature of Good
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Anselm of Canterbury: Monologion
Chapter 1

¥ non
locweer fed

Anselm of Canterbury, 1033-1109 CE, was a French-born
Catholic priest who eventually became the Archbishop of
Canterbury in England. Anselm composed dialogues and treatises
with a rational and philosophical approach. Despite getting little
recognition in this field while he was alive, Anselm is now seen
as the originator of the “ontological argument” for the existence of
God—“that than which nothing greater can be thought”. What is
the biggest Good you can imagine? That, says Anselm, is God.
You might enjoy watching the Crash Course video on

Anselm and the Argument for God
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The Monologian is the beginning of his argument in favor of
the existence of God. Excerpts are found below. Start here with
our modern definition. This will help you get a handle on what
we as 21st century readers are thinking, before going back to the
11th century!

Mirriam Webster’s:

Definition of god

1: capitalized : the supreme or ultimate reality: such as

* a: the Being perfect in power, wisdom, and goodness
who is worshipped as creator and ruler of the universe

* b Christian Science : the incorporeal divine Principle
ruling over all as eternal Spirit : infinite Mind

2: abeing or object believed to have more than natural attributes
and powers and to require human worship; specifically : one
controlling a particular aspect or part of reality

* Greek gods of love and war

3: a person or thing of supreme value

* had photos of baseball’s gods pinned to his bedroom wall

4: a powerful ruler

* Hollywood gods that control our movies’ fates
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Chapter 1

“If any man, either from

- ignorance or unbelief, has no
g BN Lol weens - knowledge of the existence of
3 " one Nature which is highest

of all existing beings, which is
also sufficient to itself in its
_ eternal blessedness, and which
o uheror; i f_;-'i‘.?-j‘,];’;,i;:ff.-t' confers upon and effects in ?111
ctmplo deferberem - car firltoce Rriberidg other  beings, through its
omnipotent goodness, the very

fact of their existence, and the fact that in any way their existence is
good; and if he has no knowledge of many other things, which we
necessarily believe regarding God and his creatures, he still believes that
he can at least convince himself of these truths in great part, even if his

mental powers are very ordinary, by the force of reason alone.

And, although he could do this in many ways, I shall adopt one
which I consider easiest for such a man. For, since all desire to
enjoy only those things which they suppose to be good, it is
natural that this man should, at some time, turn his mind’s eye
to the examination of that cause by which these things are good,
which he does not desire, except as he judges them to be good. So
that, as reason leads the way and follows up these considerations, he
advances rationally to those truths of which, without reason, he has no
knowledge. And if; in this discussion, I use any argument which no
greater authority adduces, I wish it to be received in this way: although,
on the grounds that I shall see fit to adopt, the conclusion is reached as if
necessarily, yet it is not, for this reason, said to be absolutely necessary,
but merely that it can appear so for the time being.
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Key Takeaway

“It is easy, then, for one to say to himself: Since there are goods so
innumerable, whose great diversity we experience by the bodily
senses, and discern by our mental faculties, must we not believe
that there is some one thing, through which all goods
whatever are good?”

It is easy, then, for one to say to himself: Since there are goods so
innumerable, whose great diversity we experience by the bodily senses,
and discern by our mental faculties, must we not believe that there is
some one thing, through which all goods whatever are good? Or
are they good one through one thing and another through another?
To be sure, it is most certain and clear, for all who are willing to see,
that whatsoever things are said to possess any attribute in such a way
that in mutual comparison they may be said to possess it in greater,
or less, or equal degree, are said to possess it by virtue of some fact,
which is not understood to be one thing in one case and another in
another, but to be the same in different cases, whether it is regarded
as existing in these cases in equal or unequal degree. For, whatsoever
things are said to be just, when compared one with another, whether
equally, or more, or less, cannot be understood as just, except through
the quality of justness, which is not one thing in one instance, and
another in another.

Since it is certain, then, that all goods, if mutually compared, would
prove either equally or unequally good, necessarily they are all good by
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virtue of something which is
conceived of as the same in
different goods, although
sometimes they seem to be called
good, the one by virtue of one
thing, the other by virtue of
another. For, apparently it is by
virtue of one quality, that a horse
is called good, because he s
strong, and by virtue of another,
that he is called good, because he
is swift. For, though he seems to
be called good by virtue of his
strength, and good by virtue of
his swiftness, yet swiftness and
strength do not appear to be the
same thing.

But if a horse, because he is

strong and swift, is therefore

good, how is it that a strong,
swift robber is bad? Rather, then,
just as a strong, swift robber is

w

bad, because he is harmful, so a strong, swift horse is good, because he
is useful. And, indeed, nothing is ordinarily regarded as good,
except either for some utility—as, for instance, safety is called good,
and those things which promote safety—or for some honorable
character—as, for instance, beauty is reckoned to be good, and what
promotes beauty.

But, since the reasoning which we have observed is in no wise
refutable, necessarily, again, all things, whether useful or honorable, if
they are truly good, are good through that same being through which
all goods exist, whatever that being is. But who can doubt this very
being, through which all goods exist, to be a great good? This must be,
then, a good through itself, since every other good is through it.
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It follows, therefore, that all other goods are good through
another being than that which they themselves are, and this
being alone is good through itself.

Hence, this alone is supremely good, which is alone good through
itself. For it is supreme, in that it so surpasses other beings, that it is
neither equaled nor excelled. But that which is supremely good is also
supremely great.

There is, therefore, some one being which is supremely good,
and supremely great, that is, the highest of all existing beings.”

=B

Monologion Translated by Sidney Norton Deane, Associate
Professor of Greek, Smith College, Northampton, Massachusetts,
who gained his full professorship in 1914. Worked as a curator at
the Museum of Classical Antiquities and as Librarian for the
college. Monologion
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Anselm: Proslogian 2 and 3

from The Devotions of St. Anselm (1903)

translated by Clement Webb

Anselm spent much time in his writings attempting to prove
the existence of God through logical, rational thought. Below
are writings that indicate, again, that concept of God being that
“which we cannot conceive anything greater”. It might be
interesting to compare these thoughts, found below, with modern
thoughts about the universe and the divine.

On the occasion of Stephen Hawking’s death many news media

93



https://mlpp.pressbooks.pub/app/uploads/sites/194/2018/03/Anselm_of_Canterbury.jpg

94 Words of Wisdom: Intro to Philosophy

issued comments about Hawking’s ideas concerning heaven and
the concept of God.
Time Magazine’s report on Stephen Hawking’s ideas
concerning God, heaven, religion and his own death.

Chapter II

Therefore, O Lord, who
grantest to faith
understanding, grant unto me
that, so far as Thou knowest it
to be expedient for me, I may
understand that Thou art, as
we believe; and also that Thou
art what we believe Thee to be.
And of a truth we believe that
Thou art somewhat than which

Eﬂ' i
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sl |

no greater can be conceived. Is
there then nothing real that can
be thus described? for the fool
hath said in his heart, There is no
God.

Yet surely even that fool
himself when he hears me speak
of somewhat than which

nothing greater can be conceived understands what he hears, and what
he understands is in his understanding, even if he do not under stand
that it really exists. It is one thing for a thing to be in the
understanding, and another to understand that the thing really exists.
For when a painter considers the work which he is to make, he
has it indeed in his understanding; but he doth not yet understand
that really to exist which as yet he has not made. But when he has
painted his picture, then he both has the picture in his understanding,
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and also understands it really to exist. Thus even the fool is certain
that something exists, at least in his understanding, than which nothing
greater can be conceived; because, when he hears this mentioned,
he understands it, and whatsoever is understood, exists in the
understanding. And surely that than which no greater can be
conceived cannot exist only in the understanding. For if it exist indeed
in the understanding only, it can be thought to exist also in reality;
and real existence is more than existence in the under standing only.
If then that than which no greater can be conceived exists in the
understanding only, then that than which no greater can be conceived
is something a greater than which can be conceived: but this is
impossible. There fore it is certain that something than which no
greater can be conceived exists both in the under standing and also in

reality.

Chapter III

Not only does this something than which no greater can be

conceived exist, but it exists in so true a sense that it cannot even



96 Words of Wisdom: Intro to Philosophy

be conceived not to exist. For it
is possible to form the
conception of an object whose
non-existence shall be
inconceivable; and such an
object is of necessity greater than
any object whose existence is
conceivable: wherefore if that
than which no greater can be
conceived can be conceived not
to exist; it follows that that than
which no greater can be
conceived is not that than which
no greater can be conceived [for
there can be thought a greater
than it, namely, an object whose
non-existence shall be

inconceivable]; and this brings
us to a contradiction. And thus it
is proved that that thing than
which no greater can be conceived exists in so true a sense, that it
cannot even be conceived not to exist: and this thing art Thou, O Lord
our God! And so Thou, O Lord my God, existest in so true a sense that
Thou canst not even be conceived not to exist. And this is as is fitting.
For if any mind could conceive aught better than Thee, then the
creature would be ascending above the Creator, and judging the
Creator; which is a supposition very absurd. Thou therefore dost exist
in a truer sense than all else beside Thee, and art more real than all else
beside Thee; because whatsoever else existeth, existeth in a less true
sense than Thou, and therefore is less real than Thou. Why then said
the fool in his heart, There is no God, when it is so plain to a rational
mind that Thou art more real than any thing else? Why, except that he
is a fool indeed?
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Aquinas: Summa Theologicae

The problem with Good and Evil

Thomas Aquinas, 1225 -1274 CE, is known as Dr. Angelicus, or
as the Doctor of the Church. This 13th century Italian Catholic
priest was a highly influential writer, theologian, philosopher and
legal scholar in his time. He wrote about the nature of God,
about sin, about ethics, about politics, and about the goal of human
living. Here we are going to look at some of his ideas about the
concepts of Good and Evil.
You might want to start with the Crash Course
presentation:
The Problem of Evil

99
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The you will find below excerpts from the writing of Aquinas
on the cause of evil, the character of God, and whether there is a
source that is not God for the existence of evil.

THE CAUSE OF EVIL
(In Three Articles)

We next inquire into the cause of evil. Concerning this there are three
points of inquiry:
(1) Whether good can be the cause of evil?
(2) Whether the supreme good, God, is the cause of evil?
(3) Whether there be any supreme evil, which is the first cause of all
evils?

FIRST ARTICLE [1, Q. 49, Art. 1]

Whether Good Can Be the Cause
of Evil?

Objection 1: It would seem
that good cannot be the cause of
evil. For it is said (Matt. 7:18): “A
good tree cannot bring forth evil
fruit.”

Obj.2:  Further, one contrary cannot be the cause of another. But
evil is the contrary to good. Therefore good cannot be the cause of evil.

Obj. 3: Further, a deficient effect can proceed only from a
deficient cause. But evil is a deficient effect. Therefore its cause, if it
has one, is deficient. But everything deficient is an evil. Therefore the
cause of evil can only be evil.

Obj. 4:  Further, Dionysius says that evil has no cause. Therefore
good is not the cause of evil.
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On the contrary, Augustine says : “There is no possible source of evil
except good.”

I answer that, It must be said that every evil in some way has a cause.
For evil is the absence of the good, which is natural and due to a
thing. But that anything fail from its natural and due disposition can
come only from some cause drawing it out of its proper disposition.
For a heavy thing is not moved upwards except by some impelling
force; nor does an agent fail in its action except from some impediment.
But only good can be a cause; because nothing can be a cause except
inasmuch as it is a being, and every being, as such, is good.

And if we consider the special kinds of causes, we see that the
agent, the form, and the end, import some kind of perfection
which belongs to the notion of good. Even matter, as a potentiality
to good, has the nature of good. Now that good is the cause of evil by
way of the material cause was shown above (Q. 48, A. 3). For it was
shown that good is the subject of evil. But evil has no formal cause,
rather is it a privation of form; likewise, neither has it a final cause, but
rather is it a privation of order to the proper end; since not only the
end has the nature of good, but also the useful, which is ordered to the
end. Evil, however, has a cause by way of an agent, not directly, but
accidentally.

In proof of this, we must know that evil is caused in the action
otherwise than in the effect. In the action evil is caused by reason of
the defect of some principle of
action, either of the principal or
the instrumental agent; thus the
defect in the movement of an
animal may happen by reason of
the weakness of the motive
power, as in the case of children,

or by reason only of the . |
ineptitude of the instrument, as ey i i ) o
in the lame.

On the other hand, evil is caused in a thing, but not in the proper
effect of the agent, sometimes by the power of the agent, sometimes by
reason of a defect, either of the agent or of the matter. It is caused by
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reason of the power or perfection of the agent when there necessarily
follows on the form intended by the agent the privation of another
form; as, for instance, when on the form of fire there follows the
privation of the form of air or of water.

Therefore, as the more perfect the fire is in strength, so much
the more perfectly does it impress its own form, so also the more
perfectly does it corrupt the contrary. Hence that evil and corruption
befall air and water comes from the perfection of the fire: but this is
accidental; because fire does not aim at the privation of the form of
water, but at the bringing in of its own form, though by doing this it
also accidentally causes the other. But if there is a defect in the proper
effect of the fire—as, for instance, that it fails to heat—this comes either
by defect of the action, which implies the defect of some principle, as
was said above, or by the indisposition of the matter, which does not
receive the action of the fire, the agent. But this very fact that it is a
deficient being is accidental to good to which of itself it belongs to act.
Hence it is true that evil in no way has any but an accidental cause; and
thus is good the cause of evil.

Reply Obj. 1: As Augustine says : “The Lord calls an evil will the
evil tree, and a good will a good tree.” Now, a good will does not
produce a morally bad act, since it is from the good will itself that a
moral act is judged to be good. Nevertheless the movement itself of
an evil will is caused by the rational creature, which is good; and thus
good is the cause of evil.

Reply Obj. 2: Good does not cause that evil which is contrary to
itself, but some other evil: thus the goodness of the fire causes evil to
the water, and man, good as to his nature, causes an act morally evil.
And, as explained above (Q. 19, A. 9), this is by accident. Moreover, it
does happen sometimes that one contrary causes another by accident:
for instance, the exterior surrounding cold heats (the body) through the
concentration of the inward heat.

Reply Obj. 3: Evil has a deficient cause in voluntary things
otherwise than in natural things. For the natural agent produces the
same kind of effect as it is itself, unless it is impeded by some exterior
thing; and this amounts to some defect belonging to it. Hence evil
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never follows in the effect, unless some other evil pre-exists in the agent
or in the matter, as was said above. But in voluntary things the defect
of the action comes from the will actually deficient, inasmuch as it does
not actually subject itself to its proper rule. This defect, however, is not
a fault, but fault follows upon it from the fact that the will acts with this
defect.

Reply Obj. 4: Evil has no direct cause, but only an accidental cause,
as was said above.

: Take some time to listen to Elie
Wisel: Moyers Moment: Is Humanity Good or Evil?

SECOND ARTICLE [T, Q. 49, Art. 2]


https://mlpp.pressbooks.pub/app/uploads/sites/194/2018/02/Elie_Wiesel-1.jpg
https://mlpp.pressbooks.pub/app/uploads/sites/194/2018/02/Elie_Wiesel-1.jpg
https://vimeo.com/40667269

104 Words of Wisdom: Intro to Philosophy

Whether the Supreme Good, God,
Is the Cause of Evil?

Objection 1: It would seem
that the supreme good, God, is
the cause of evil. For it is said
(Isa. 45:5,7): “I am the Lord, and
there is no other God, forming
the light, and creating darkness,
making peace, and creating evil.”
And Amos 3:6, “Shall there be
evil in a city, which the Lord
hath not done?”

Obj. 2:  Further, the effect of the secondary cause is reduced to
the first cause. But good is the cause of evil, as was said above (A. 1).
Therefore, since God is the cause of every good, as was shown above
(Q.2,A.3; Q. 6,AA. 1, 4), it follows that also every evil is from God.

Obj. 3:  Further, as is said by the Philosopher (Phys. ii, text 30),
the cause of both safety and danger of the ship is the same. But God
is the cause of the safety of all things. Therefore He is the cause of all
perdition and of all evil.

On the contrary, Augustine says that, “God is not the author of evil
because He is not the cause of tending to not-being.”

I answer that, As appears from what was said (A. 1), the evil which
consists in the defect of action is always caused by the defect of the
agent. But in God there is no defect, but the highest perfection, as was
shown above (Q. 4, A. 1). Hence, the evil which consists in defect of
action, or which is caused by defect of the agent, is not reduced to God
as to its cause.

But the evil which consists in the corruption of some things is
reduced to God as the cause. And this appears as regards both natural
things and voluntary things. For it was said (A. 1) that some agent
inasmuch as it produces by its power a form to which follows
corruption and defect, causes by its power that corruption and defect.
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But it is manifest that the form which God chiefly intends in things
created is the good of the order of the universe. Now, the order of the
universe requires, as was said above (Q. 22, A. 2, ad 2; Q. 48, A. 2),
that there should be some things that can, and do sometimes, fail. And
thus God, by causing in things the good of the order of the universe,
consequently and as it were by accident, causes the corruptions of
things, according to 1 Kings 2:6: “The Lord killeth and maketh alive.”

But when we read that “God hath not made death” (Wis. 1:13), the
sense is that God does not will death for its own sake. Nevertheless the
order of justice belongs to the
order of the universe; and this
requires that penalty should be
dealt out to sinners. And so God
is the author of the evil which is
penalty, but not of the evil which
is fault, by reason of what is said
above.

Reply Obj. 1: These passages
refer to the evil of penalty, and
not to the evil of fault.

Reply Obj. 2: The effect of
the deficient secondary cause is
reduced to the first non-deficient

cause as regards what it has of being and perfection, but not as regards
what it has of defect; just as whatever there is of motion in the act of
limping is caused by the motive power, whereas what there is of
obliqueness in it does not come from the motive power, but from the
curvature of the leg. And, likewise, whatever there is of being and
action in a bad action, is reduced to God as the cause; whereas whatever
defect is in it is not caused by God, but by the deficient secondary
cause.

Reply Ob;j. 3: The sinking of a ship is attributed to the sailor as the
cause, from the fact that he does not fulfill what the safety of the ship
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requires; but God does not fail in doing what is necessary for the safety
of all. Hence there is no parity.

THIRD ARTICLE [I, Q. 49,
Art. 3]

Whether There Be One Supreme
Evil Which Is the Cause of Every
Evil?

Objection 1: It would seem
that there is one supreme evil
which is the cause of every evil.
For contrary effects have
contrary causes. But contrariety
is found in things, according to
Ecclus. 33:15: “Good is set
against evil, and life against

death; so also is the sinner against
ajust man.” Therefore there are many contrary principles, one of good,
the other of evil.

Obj. 2:  Further, if one contrary is in nature, so is the other. But
the supreme good is in nature, and is the cause of every good, as was
shown above (Q. 2, A. 3; Q. 6, AA. 2, 4). Therefore, also, there is a
supreme evil opposed to it as the cause of every evil.
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Obj. 3:  Further, as we find
good and better things, so we
find evil and worse. But good
and better are so considered in
relation to what is best.
Therefore evil and worse are so
considered in relation to some
supreme evil.

Obj. 4:  Further, everything
participated is reduced to what is
essential. But things which are
evil among us are evil not
essentially, but by participation.
Therefore we must seek for some
supreme essential evil, which is

the cause of every evil.

Obj.5:  Further, whatever is
accidental is reduced to that which is per se. But good is the accidental
cause of evil. Therefore, we must suppose some supreme evil which is
the per se cause of evils. Nor can it be said that evil has no per se cause,
but only an accidental cause; for it would then follow that evil would
not exist in the many, but only in the few.

Obj. 6:  Further, the evil of the effect is reduced to the evil of the
cause; because the deficient effect comes from the deficient cause, as
was said above (AA. 1, 2). But we cannot proceed to infinity in this
matter. Therefore, we must suppose one first evil as the cause of every
evil.

On the contrary, The supreme good is the cause of every being, as
was shown above (Q. 2, A. 3; Q. 6, A. 4). Therefore there cannot be
any principle opposed to it as the cause of evils.

I answer that, It appears from what precedes that there is no one first
principle of evil, as there is one first principle of good.
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First, indeed, because the first principle of good is essentially good,
as was shown above (Q. 6, AA. 3, 4). But nothing can be essentially
bad. For it was shown above that every being, as such, is good Q. 5,
A. 3); and that evil can exist only in good as in its subject (Q. 48, A. 3).

Secondly, because the first principle of good is the highest and
perfect good which pre-contains in itself all goodness, as shown above
(Q. 6, A. 2). But there cannot be a supreme evil; because, as was shown
above (Q. 48, A. 4), although evil always lessens good, yet it never
wholly consumes it; and thus, while good ever remains, nothing can
be wholly and perfectly bad. Therefore, the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv,
5) that “if the wholly evil could be, it would destroy itself”; because all
good being destroyed (which it need be for something to be wholly
evil), evil itself would be taken away, since its subject is good.

Thirdly, because the very nature of evil is against the idea of a first
principle; both because every evil is caused by good, as was shown
above (A. 1), and because evil can be only an accidental cause, and thus
it cannot be the first cause, for the accidental cause is subsequent to the

direct cause.

Those, however, who upheld
two first principles, one good
and the other evil, fell into this
error from the same cause,
whence also arose other strange
notions of the ancients; namely,
because they failed to consider
the universal cause of all being,
and  considered only  the
particular causes of particular

effects. For on that account, if
they found a thing hurtful to
something by the power of its
own nature, they thought that

the very nature of that thing was
evil; as, for instance, if one should say that the nature of fire was evil
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because it burnt the house of a poor man. The judgment, however,
of the goodness of anything does not depend upon its order to any
particular thing, but rather upon what it is in itself, and on its order to
the whole universe, wherein every part has its own perfectly ordered
place, as was said above (Q. 47, A. 2, ad 1).

Likewise, because they found two contrary particular causes of two
contrary particular effects, they did not know how to reduce these
contrary particular causes to the universal common cause; and therefore
they extended the contrariety of causes even to the first principles.
But since all contraries agree in something common, it is necessary
to search for one common cause for them above their own contrary
proper causes; as above the contrary qualities of the elements exists the
power of a heavenly body; and above all things that exist, no matter
how, there exists one first principle of being, as was shown above (Q.
2, A. 3).

Reply Obj. 1:  Contraries agree in one genus, and they also agree
in the nature of being; and therefore, although they have contrary
particular causes, nevertheless we must come at last to one first
common cause.

Reply Obj. 2:  Privation and habit belong naturally to the same
subject. Now the subject of privation is a being in potentiality, as was
said above (Q. 48, A. 3). Hence, since evil is privation of good, as
appears from what was said above (Q. 48, AA. 1, 2, 3), it is opposed to
that good which has some potentiality, but not to the supreme good,
who is pure act.

Reply Obj. 3:  Increase in intensity is in proportion to the nature
of a thing. And as the form is a perfection, so privation removes a
perfection. Hence every form, perfection, and good is intensified by
approach to the perfect term; but privation and evil by receding from
that term. Hence a thing is not said to be evil and worse, by reason of
access to the supreme evil, in the same way as it is said to be good and
better, by reason of access to the supreme good.
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Reply Ob;j. 4:

No being is called evil by participation, but by

privation of participation. Hence it is not necessary to reduce it to any

essential evil.

according to reason.

Reply Obj. 6:

Reply Obj.5:  Evil can only
have an accidental cause, as was
shown above (A. 1). Hence
reduction to any ‘per se’ cause of
evil is impossible. And to say that
evil is in the greater number is
simply false. For things which
are generated and corrupted, in
which alone can there be natural
evil, are the smaller part of the
whole universe. And again, in
every species the defect of nature
is in the smaller number. In man
alone does evil appear as in the
greater number; because the
good of man as regards the senses
is not the good of man as
man—that is, in regard to reason;
and more men seek good in
regard to the senses than good

In the causes of evil we do not proceed to infinity,

but reduce all evils to some good cause, whence evil follows

accidentally.
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Aquinas: Summa Theologicae Third
Article

Five Ways to Prove the Existence of God

Arguing over the existence of God is something often done in
college! Perhaps referring to a little science before we get to
theology or philosophy would be a good way to start.

From Eric Seigel ' comes a column called:

Can Science Prove the Existence of God?

1.
The Universe is: Expanding, cooling, and dark. It starts with a bang! #Cosmology Science

writer, astrophysicist, science communicator & NASA columnist.
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What do you think? Does this prove anything for or against the
existence of God?

Thomas Aquinas had five different ways that he attempted
to prove the existence of God. You can read them starting

below.

Whether God Exists?

Objection 1: It seems that God does not exist; because if one of two
contraries be infinite, the other would be altogether destroyed. But
the word “God” means that He is infinite goodness. If, therefore, God
existed, there would be no evil discoverable; but there is evil in the
world. Therefore God does not exist.

Obj. 2: Further, it is superfluous to suppose that what can be
accounted for by a few principles has been produced by many. But it
seems that everything we see in the world can be accounted for by
other principles, supposing God did not exist. For all natural things
can be reduced to one principle which is nature; and all voluntary
things can be reduced to one principle which is human reason, or will.
Therefore there is no need to suppose God’s existence.

On the contrary, It is said in the person of God: “I am Who am.” (Ex.
3:14)

I answer that, The existence of God can be proved in five ways.

The first and more manifest way is the argument from motion.

It is certain, and evident to our senses, that in the world some things
are in motion. Now whatever is in motion is put in motion by another,
for nothing can be in motion except it is in potentiality to that towards
which it is in motion; whereas a thing moves inasmuch as it is in
act. For motion is nothing else than the reduction of something from
potentiality to actuality. But nothing can be reduced from potentiality
to actuality, except by something in a state of actuality. Thus that
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which is actually hot, as fire, makes wood, which is potentially hot,
to be actually hot, and thereby moves and changes it. Now it is
not possible that the same thing should be at once in actuality and
potentiality in the same respect, but only in different respects. For
what is actually hot cannot simultaneously be potentially hot; but it is
simultaneously potentially cold. It is therefore impossible that in the
same respect and in the same way a thing should be both mover and
moved, i.e. that it should move itself. Therefore, whatever is in motion
must be put in motion by another. If that by which it is put in motion
be itself put in motion, then this also must needs be put in motion by
another, and that by another again. But this cannot go on to infinity,
because then there would be no first mover, and, consequently, no
other mover; seeing that subsequent movers move only inasmuch as
they are put in motion by the first mover; as the staff moves only
because it is put in motion by the hand. Therefore it is necessary to
arrive at a first mover, put in motion by no other; and this everyone
understands to be God.

The second way is from the nature of the efficient cause.

In the world of sense we find there is an order of eficient causes. There
is no case known (neither is it, indeed, possible) in which a thing is
found to be the efhcient cause of itself; for so it would be prior to
itself, which is impossible. Now in efhicient causes it is not possible to
go on to infinity, because in all efhicient causes following in order, the
first is the cause of the intermediate cause, and the intermediate is the
cause of the ultimate cause, whether the intermediate cause be several,
or only one. Now to take away the cause is to take away the effect.
Therefore, if there be no first cause among efhicient causes, there will
be no ultimate, nor any intermediate cause. But if in efhcient causes
it is possible to go on to infinity, there will be no first efhcient cause,
neither will there be an ultimate effect, nor any intermediate efhcient
causes; all of which is plainly false. Therefore it is necessary to admit a
first efhcient cause, to which everyone gives the name of God.
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The third way is taken from
possibility and necessity, and runs
thus.

We find in nature things that are
possible to be and not to be, since
they are found to be generated,
and to corrupt, and
consequently, they are possible
to be and not to be. But it is
impossible for these always to
exist, for that which is possible
not to be at some time is not.

Therefore, if everything is
possible not to be, then at one

time there could have been
nothing in existence. Now if this
were true, even now there

would be nothing in existence,
because that which does not exist only begins to exist by something
already existing. Therefore, if at one time nothing was in existence, it
would have been impossible for anything to have begun to exist; and
thus even now nothing would be in existence—which is absurd.
Therefore, not all beings are merely possible, but there must exist
something the existence of which is necessary. But every necessary
thing either has its necessity caused by another, or not. Now it is
impossible to go on to infinity in necessary things which have their
necessity caused by another, as has been already proved in regard to
efhicient causes. Therefore we cannot but postulate the existence of
some being having of itself its own necessity, and not receiving it from
another, but rather causing in others their necessity. This all men speak
of as God.

The fourth way is taken from the gradation to be found in things.

Among beings there are some more and some less good, true, noble
and the like. But more and less are predicated of different things,
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according as they resemble in their different ways something which
is the maximum, as a thing is said to be hotter according as it more
nearly resembles that which is hottest; so that there is something which
is truest, something best, something noblest and, consequently,
something which is uttermost being; for those things that are greatest
in truth are greatest in being, as it is written in Metaph. ii. Now the
maximum in any genus is the cause of all in that genus; as fire, which
is the maximum heat, is the cause of all hot things. Therefore there
must also be something which is to all beings the cause of their being,
goodness, and every other perfection; and this we call God.

The fifth way is taken from the governance of the world.

We see that things which lack intelligence, such as natural bodies,
act for an end, and this is evident from their acting always, or nearly
always, in the same way, so as to obtain the best result. Hence it is plain
that not fortuitously, but designedly, do they achieve their end. Now
whatever lacks intelligence cannot move towards an end, unless it be
directed by some being endowed with knowledge and intelligence; as
the arrow is shot to its mark by the archer. Therefore some intelligent
being exists by whom all natural things are directed to their end; and
this being we call God.

You might enjoy this
approach: The Cosmological Arguments
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Machiavelli: excerpts from "The Prince"

Niccold Machiavelli, 1469-1527 CE was an Italian politician,
writer and diplomat. From 1494 to 1512 he held an ofhcial post
at Florence, Italy which included diplomatic missions to various
European courts. He has been called the father of modern political
science, writing theater, poetry, philosophy, and songs. His most
famous work was The Prince, written when he was in exile from
politics.  Machiavellian is aterm that often characterizes
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unscrupulous politicians of the sort Machiavelli described in The
Prince. Machiavelli described immoral behavior, such as dishonesty
and killing, as being both normal and effective in politics.

Take some time to watch the BBC documentary about
Machiavelli:-
Nicolo Machiavelli

And then read excerpts from The Prince below.

“It is better to be feared than loved, if you cannot be both.”  Niccolo
Machiavelli

Chapter 3 Concerning Mixed Principalities

Now I say that those
dominions which, when
acquired, are added to an
ancient state by him who
acquires them, are either of
the same country and
language, or they are not.
When they are, it is easier to
hold them, especially when they
have not been accustomed to
self-government; and to hold
them securely it is enough to
have destroyed the family of the
prince who was ruling them;
because the two  peoples,
preserving in other things the

old conditions, and not being unlike in customs, will live quietly
together, as one has seen in Brittany, Burgundy, Gascony, and
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Normandy, which have been bound to France for so long a time: and,
although there may be some difference in language, nevertheless the
customs are alike, and the people will easily be able to get on amongst
themselves. He who has annexed them, if he wishes to hold them, has
only to bear in mind two considerations: the one, that the family of
their former lord is extinguished; the other, that neither their laws nor
their taxes are altered, so that in a very short time they will become
entirely one body with the old principality.

But when states are acquired in a country differing in language,
customs, or laws, there are difficulties, and good fortune and great
energy are needed to hold them, and one of the greatest and most
real helps would be that he who has acquired them should go and reside
there. This would make his position more secure and durable, as it has
made that of the Turk in Greece, who, notwithstanding all the other
measures taken by him for holding that state, if he had not settled there,
would not have been able to keep it. Because, if one is on the spot,
disorders are seen as they spring up, and one can quickly remedy them;
but if one is not at hand, they are heard of only when they are great,
and then one can no longer remedy them. Besides this, the country
is not pillaged by your ofhicials; the subjects are satisfied by prompt
recourse to the prince; thus, wishing to be good, they have more cause
to love him, and wishing to be otherwise, to fear him. He who would
attack that state from the outside must have the utmost caution; as long
as the prince resides there it can only be wrested from him with the

greatest difhculty.

Mach-i-a-vel-li-an

mikéa'veléon, makéa'veléon/

adjective
cunning, scheming, and unscrupulous, especially in politics or in
advancing one’s career.
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devious, cunning, crafty, artful, wily, sly, scheming, treacherous, two-fac

synonyms: . X .
ynony dealing, unscrupulous, deceitful, dishonest;

The other and better course is to send colonies to one or two
places, which may be as keys to that state, for it is necessary either
to do this or else to keep there a great number of cavalry and
infantry. A prince does not spend much on colonies, for with little or
no expense he can send them out and keep them there, and he offends
a minority only of the citizens from whom he takes lands and houses
to give them to the new inhabitants; and those whom he offends,
remaining poor and scattered, are never able to injure him; whilst the
rest being uninjured are easily kept quiet, and at the same time are
anxious not to err for fear it should happen to them as it has to those
who have been despoiled. In conclusion, I say that these colonies are
not costly, they are more faithful, they injure less, and the injured, as
has been said, being poor and scattered, cannot hurt. Upon this, one has
to remark that men ought either to be well treated or crushed, because
they can avenge themselves of lighter injuries, of more serious ones
they cannot; therefore the injury that is to be done to a man ought to
be of such a kind that one does not stand in fear of revenge.

But in maintaining armed men there in place of colonies one

spends much more, having to consume on the garrison all the
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income from the state, so that
the acquisition turns into a loss,
and many more are exasperated,
because the whole state is
injured; through the shifting of
the garrison up and down all
become  acquainted  with
hardship, and all become hostile,
and they are enemies who, whilst
beaten on their own ground, are
yet able to do hurt. For every
reason, therefore, such guards are
as useless as a colony is useful.
Again, the prince who
holds a country differing in
the above respects ought to

make himself the head and

defender of his less powerful

neighbours, and to weaken the
more powerful amongst them,
taking care that no foreigner as

powerful as himself shall, by any

accident, get a footing there; for it will always happen that such a one
will be introduced by those who are discontented, either through
excess of ambition or through fear, as one has seen already. The
Romans were brought into Greece by the Aetolians; and in every other
country where they obtained a footing they were brought in by the
inhabitants. And the usual course of affairs is that, as soon as a powerful
foreigner enters a country, all the subject states are drawn to him,
moved by the hatred which they feel against the ruling power. So that
in respect to those subject states he has not to take any trouble to gain
them over to himself, for the whole of them quickly rally to the state
which he has acquired there. He has only to take care that they do not
get hold of too much power and too much authority, and then with his
own forces, and with their goodwill, he can easily keep down the more
powerful of them, so as to remain entirely master in the country. And
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he who does not properly manage this business will soon lose what he
has acquired, and whilst he does hold it he will have endless difhculties
and troubles.

The Romans, in the countries which they annexed, observed
closely these measures; they sent colonies and maintained friendly
relations with the minor powers, without increasing their strength;
they kept down the greater, and did not allow any strong foreign
powers to gain authority. Greece appears to me sufhicient for an
example. The Achaeans and Aetolians were kept friendly by them,
the kingdom of Macedonia was humbled, Antiochus was driven out;
yet the merits of the Achaeans and Aetolians never secured for them
permission to increase their power, nor did the persuasions of Philip
ever induce the Romans to be his friends without first humbling him,
nor did the influence of Antiochus make them agree that he should
retain any lordship over the country. Because the Romans did in these
instances what all prudent princes ought to do, who have to regard not
only present troubles, but also future ones, for which they must prepare
with every energy, because, when foreseen, it is easy to remedy them;
but if you wait until they approach, the medicine is no longer in time
because the malady has become incurable; for it happens in this, as the
physicians say it happens in hectic fever, that in the beginning of the
malady it is easy to cure but difhcult to detect, but in the course of time,
not having been either detected or treated in the beginning, it becomes
easy to detect but difhcult to cure. Thus it happens in affairs of state, for
when the evils that arise have been foreseen (which it is only given to
a wise man to see), they can be quickly redressed, but when, through
not having been foreseen, they have been permitted to grow in a way
that every one can see them, there is no longer a remedy. Therefore,
the Romans, foreseeing troubles, dealt with them at once, and, even to
avoid a war, would not let them come to a head, for they knew that war
is not to be avoided, but is only to be put off to the advantage of others;
moreover they wished to fight with Philip and Antiochus in Greece so
as not to have to do it in Italy; they could have avoided both, but this
they did not wish; nor did that ever please them which is forever in
the mouths of the wise ones of our time:—Let us enjoy the benefits of
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the time—but rather the benefits of their own valour and prudence, for

time drives everything before it, and is able to bring with it good as

well as evil, and evil as well as good.

elements within society.”

the good will of its inhabitants.”

if you are hated by the people.”

From a column by Erika Anderson in Forbes Magazine in 2014
Machiavelli , 15 quotes that she likes from Machiavelli.
“Princes and governments are far more dangerous than other

“For whoever believes that great advancement and new benefits
make men forget old injuries is mistaken.”
“It is essential that in entering a new province you should have

“He who is highly esteemed is not easily conspired against;”
“Therefore the best fortress is to be found in the love of the
people, for although you may have fortresses they will not save you

—_

But let us turn to France and
inquire whether she has done
any of the things mentioned. I
will speak of Louis '(and not of
Charles)® as the one whose
conduct is the better to be
observed, he having held
possession of Italy for the longest
period; and you will see that he
has done the opposite to those

(*) Louis XII, King of France, "The Father of the People," born 1462, died 1515.

2.


https://www.forbes.com/sites/erikaandersen/2014/07/31/15-surprisingly-great-leadership-quotes-from-macchiavelli/#6b45921119bb
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things which ought to be done to retain a state composed of divers
elements.

King Louis was brought into Italy by the ambition of the
Venetians, who desired to obtain half the state of Lombardy by his
intervention. I will not blame the course taken by the king, because,
wishing to get a foothold in Italy, and having no friends there—seeing
rather that every door was shut to him owing to the conduct of
Charles—he was forced to accept those friendships which he could get,
and he would have succeeded very quickly in his design if in other
matters he had not made some mistakes. The king, however, having
acquired Lombardy, regained at once the authority which Charles had
lost: Genoa yielded; the Florentines became his friends; the Marquess
of Mantua, the Duke of Ferrara, the Bentivogli, my lady of Forli, the
Lords of Faenza, of Pesaro, of Rimini, of Camerino, of Piombino, the
Lucchese, the Pisans, the Sienese—everybody made advances to him
to become his friend. Then could the Venetians realize the rashness of
the course taken by them, which, in order that they might secure two
towns in Lombardy, had made the king master of two-thirds of Italy.

Charles VIII, King of France, born 1470, died 1498.
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Is this true?  Donald Trump
is the American Machiavelli

Let any one now consider with what little difficulty the king
could have maintained his position in Italy had he observed the
rules above laid down, and kept all his friends secure and protected;
for although they were numerous they were both weak and timid,
some afraid of the Church, some of the Venetians, and thus they would
always have been forced to stand in with him, and by their means
he could easily have made himself secure against those who remained
powerful. But he was no sooner in Milan than he did the contrary by
assisting Pope Alexander to occupy the Romagna. It never occurred to
him that by this action he was weakening himself, depriving himself
of friends and of those who had thrown themselves into his lap, whilst
he aggrandized the Church by adding much temporal power to the
spiritual, thus giving it greater authority. And having committed this
prime error, he was obliged to follow it up, so much so that, to put
an end to the ambition of Alexander, and to prevent his becoming the
master of Tuscany, he was himself forced to come into Italy.
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And as if it were not enough to have aggrandized the Church, and
deprived himself of friends, he, wishing to have the kingdom of Naples,
divided it with the King of Spain, and where he was the prime arbiter
in Italy he takes an associate, so that the ambitious of that country
and the malcontents of his own should have somewhere to shelter; and
whereas he could have left in the kingdom his own pensioner as king,
he drove him out, to put one there who was able to drive him, Louis,
out in turn.

The wish to acquire is in truth very natural and common, and
men always do so when they can, and for this they will be praised not
blamed; but when they cannot do so, yet wish to do so by any means,
then there is folly and blame. Therefore, if France could have attacked
Naples with her own forces she ought to have done so; if she could no,
then she ought not to have divided it. And if the partition which she
made with the Venetians in Lombardy was justified by the excuse that
by it she got a foothold in Italy, this other partition merited blame, for
it had not the excuse of that necessity.

From a column by Erika Anderson in Forbes Magazine, here are
the next 5:

“There is no other way to guard yourself against flattery than by
making men understand that telling you the truth will not offend
you.”

“The first method for estimating the intelligence of a ruler is to
look at the men he has around him.”

“Without an opportunity, their abilities would have been
wasted, and without their abilities, the opportunity would have
arisen in vain.”

“It is not titles that honor men, but men that honor titles.”

“All courses of action are risky, so prudence is not in avoiding
danger (it’s impossible), but calculating risk and acting decisively.”

Therefore Louis made these five errors:
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* he destroyed the minor powers,

* he increased the strength of one of the greater powers in
Italy,

* he brought in a foreign power,

* he did not settle in the country,

* he did not send colonies.

Which errors, had he lived, were not enough to injure him had
he not made a sixth by taking away their dominions from the
Venetians; because, had he not aggrandized the Church, nor brought
Spain into Italy, it would have been very reasonable and necessary to
humble them; but having first taken these steps, he ought never to have
consented to their ruin, for they, being powerful, would always have
kept off others from designs on Lombardy, to which the Venetians
would never have consented except to become masters themselves
there; also because the others would not wish to take Lombardy from
France in order to give it to the Venetians, and to run counter to both
they would not have had the courage.

And if any one should say: “King Louis yielded the Romagna to
Alexander and the kingdom to Spain to avoid war,” I answer for the
reasons given above that a blunder ought never to be perpetrated to
avoid war, because it is not to be avoided, but is only deferred to your
disadvantage. And if another should allege the pledge which the king
had given to the Pope that he would assist him in the enterprise, in
exchange for the dissolution of his marriage * and for the cap to Rouen,
“to that I reply what I shall write later on concerning the faith of
princes, and how it ought to be kept.

3.

Louis XII divorced his wife, Jeanne, daughter of Louis X1, and married in 1499 Anne of
Brittany, widow of Charles VIII, in order to retain the Duchy of Brittany for the crown.

4.

The Archbishop of Rouen. He was Georges d'Amboise, created a cardinal by Alexander VI.
Born 1460, died 1510.
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Here are the last 5 of Erika Anderson’s favorite Machiavelli quotes
in Forbes Magazine:

“Where the willingness is great, the difhculties cannot be great.
»

“It must be considered that there is nothing more difhcult to
carry out, nor more doubtful of success, nor more dangerous to
handle, than to initiate a new order of things.”

“Men intrinsically do not trust new things that they have not
experienced themselves.”

“He who becomes a Prince through the favor of the people
should always keep on good terms with them; which it is easy for
him to do, since all they ask is not to be oppressed.”

“Minds are of three kinds: one is capable of thinking for itself;
another is able to understand the thinking of others; and a third
can neither think for itself nor understand the thinking of others.
The first is of the highest excellence, the second is excellent, and
the third is worthless.”

Thus King Louis lost Lombardy by not having followed any
of the conditions observed by those who have taken possession
of countries and wished to retain them. Nor is there any miracle
in this, but much that is reasonable and quite natural. And on these
matters | spoke at Nantes with Rouen, when Valentino, as Cesare
Borgia, the son of Pope Alexander, was usually called, occupied the
Romagna, and on Cardinal Rouen observing to me that the Italians did
not understand war, I replied to him that the French did not understand
statecraft, meaning that otherwise they would not have allowed the
Church to reach such greatness. And in fact it has been seen that
the greatness of the Church and of Spain in Italy has been caused by
France, and her ruin may be attributed to them. From this a general
rule is drawn which never or rarely fails: that he who is the cause of
another becoming powerful is ruined; because that predominancy has
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been brought about either by astuteness or else by force, and both are
distrusted by him who has been raised to power.

The Project Gutenberg EBook of The Prince, by Nicolo
Machiavelli

This eBook is for the use of anyone anywhere at no cost and
with almost no restrictions whatsoever. You may copy it, give
it away or re-use it under the terms of the Project Gutenberg.
License included with this eBook or online at
www.gutenberg.org.
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Author: Nicolo Machiavelli

Translator: W. K. Marriott Release Date: February 11, 2006
[EBook #1232]
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Rumi

Rumi, 1207- 1273 CE, was a 13th—century Persian

Muslim poet, jurist, Islamic scholar, theologian,

and Sufi mystic. Rumi’s influence transcends national borders and

ethnic divisions in the Muslim world and beyond. His poems have

been widely translated into many of the world’s language. Rumi

has become a widely read and popular poet, even in the US.
About Rumi: from Coleman Barks'

1.
For 30 years, until retirement in 1997, Dr. Coleman Barks taught poetry and creative

writing at the University of Georgia. As a professor emeritus, Dr. Barks still resides in Athens
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Opening the Heart Through Ecstatic Poetry

You will ind several selections of his works translated below.
Rumi speak of Love in much of his poetry, and there is some
equation of love with the divine, as well. His works help the
discussion of the concept of God, and the definition of Love.

“BE SILENT”

Be silent that the Lord who
gave thee language may speak,
For as He fashioned a door and
lock, He has also made a key.

“I SAW THE WINTER
WEAVING”

I saw the winter weaving from
flakes a robe of Death;
And the spring found earth in
mourning, all naked, lone, and
bare.
I heard Time’s loom a-whirring
that wove the Sun’s dim Veil;
[ saw a worm a-weaving in Life-

threads its own lair.

I saw the Great was Smallest, and
saw the Smallest Great;

For God had set His likeness on
all the things that were.

THE SILENCE OF LOVE
Love is the astrolabe of God’s mysteries.

and writes and publishes under his own imprint, Maypop Books, as well as HarperCollins, the

University of Georgia


https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=BxzGh4eD-yc
https://mlpp.pressbooks.pub/app/uploads/sites/194/2018/02/Jalal_al-Din_Rumi_Maulana_-_A_Shoemaker_and_the_Unfaithful_Wife_of_a_Sufi_Surprised_by_her_Husband_s_Unexpected_Return_Home_-_Walters_W626163B_-_Full_Page.jpg
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A lover may hanker after this love or that love,

But at the last he is drawn to the KING of Love.
However much we describe and explain Love,
When we fall in love we are ashamed of our words.
Explanation by the tongue makes most things clear,
But Love unexplained is better.

WOMAN
Woman is a ray of God, not a mere mistress,
The Creator’s Self, as it were, not a mere creature!

THE GIFTS OF THE
BELOVED

Where will you find one more
liberal than God?
He buys the worthless rubbish
which is your wealth,
He pays you the Light that
illumines your heart.
He accepts these frozen and
lifeless bodies of yours,

And gives you a Kingdom
beyond what you dream of,

He takes a few drops of your tears,

And gives you the Divine Fount sweeter than sugar.
He takes your sighs fraught with grief and sadness,
And for each sigh gives rank in heaven as interest.

In return for the sigh-wind that raised tear-clouds,
God gave Abraham the title of “Father of the Faithful.”

ALL RELIGIONS ARE ONE
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benedictions of righteous men
The praises of all the prophets are
kneaded together.

All their praises are mingled into
one stream,

All the vessels are emptied into
one ewer.

Because He that is praised is, in
fact, only One.

In this respect all religions are
only one religion.

Because all praises are directed
towards God’s Light,

These various forms and figures
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are borrowed from it.

The Speech

Listen to this Ted Talk by Imam Feisal Abdul Rauf*:
Lose Your Ego, Find Your Compassion

2.

Feisal Abdul Rauf (Arabic: <550 e Jas, born 1948) is an Egyptian American Sufi[1][2]
imam, author, and activist whose stated goal is to improve relations between the Muslim
world and the West.[3] From 1983 to 2009, he served as Imam of Masjid al-Farah, a mosque
in New York City.[4][5] He has written three books on Islam and its place in contemporary
Western society, including What's Right with Islam Is What's Right with America, and
founded two non-profit organizations whose stated missions are to enhance the discourse on

Islam in society.


https://www.ted.com/talks/imam_feisal_abdul_rauf
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The Project Gutenberg EBook of The Persian Mystics
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Omar Khayyam

Selections from the Rubaiyat

(Translation by Edward Fiztgerald)

Omar Khayyam, 1048 — 1131 CE, was
a Persian mathematician, astronomer, and poet. He was born
in Nishapur, in northeastern Iran. Omar Khayyam’s poetry was
written in the form of quatrains (ruba‘iyar “el). This poetry
became widely known to the English-reading world due to the
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translation by Edward FitzGerald (Rubaiyat of Omar Khayyam,
1859).
Spend some time getting to know Khayyam through this BBC
documentary:

Omar Khayyam, the Poet of Uncertainty

And then enjoy his poetry about life and love and living well.

| 211

Come, fill the Cup, and in the fire of Spring
Your Winter-garment of Repentance fling:
The Bird of Time has but a little way
To flutter—and the Bird is on the Wing

XII

A Book of Verses underneath the Bough,
A Jug of Wine, a Loaf of Bread—and Thou
Beside me singing in the Wilderness—
Oh, Wilderness were Paradise enow!

XVI

The Worldly Hope men set their Hearts upon
Turns Ashes—or it prospers; and anon,
Like Snow upon the Desert’s dusty Face,
Lighting a little hour or two—is gone. \



https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Vz7AXC7Dak0

Omar Khayyam

XXV

Alike for those who for To-day prepare,
And those that after some To-morrow stare,
A Muezzin from the Tower of Darkness cries
“Fools! your Reward is neither Here nor There.”

LXXI

The Moving Finger writes; and, having writ,
Moves on: nor all your Piety nor Wit
Shall lure it back to cancel half a Line,

Nor all your Tears wash out a Word of it!

XCIX

Ah, Love! could you and I with Him conspire
To grasp this sorry Scheme of Things entire,
Would not we shatter it to bits—and then
Re-mould it nearer to the Heart’s Desire!

About the Rubaiyat From the Introduction to this translation:
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“The “Rubbiy6t” is a string
of quatrains, each of which has
all the complete and independent
significance of an epigram. Yet
there is so little of that lightness
which should characterize an
epigram that we can scarcely put
Omar in the same category with
Martial, and it is easy to
understand why the author
should have been contented to
name his book the “Rub6iy6t,”
or Quatrains, leaving it to each
individual to make, if he chooses,
a more definite description of the

work.

To English readers, Mr. Edward Fitzgerald’s version of the poem has
provided one of the most masterly translations that was ever made from
an Oriental classic. For Omar, like H6fiz, is one of the most Persian of
Persian writers. There is in this volume all the gorgeousness of the East:
all the luxury of the most refined civilization. Omar’s bowers are always
full of roses; the notes of the nightingale tremble through his stanzas.
The intoxication of wine and the bright eyes of lovely women are ever
present to his mind. The feast, the revel, the joys of love, and the calm
satisfaction of appetite make up the grosser elements in his song. But
the prevailing note of his music is that of deep and settled melancholy,
breaking out occasionally into words of misanthropy and despair. The
keenness and intensity of this poet’s style seem to be inspired by an
ever-present fear of death. This sense of approaching Fate is never
absent from him, even in his most genial moments; and the strange
fascination which he exercises over his readers is largely due to the
thrilling sweetness of some passage which ends in a note of dejection
and anguish.

Strange to say, Omar was the greatest mathematician of his day.
The exactness of his fine and analytic mind is reflected in the exquisite
finish, the subtle wit, the delicate descriptive touches, that abound in
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his Quatrains. His verses hang together like gems of the purest water
exquisitely cut and clasped by “jacinth work of subtlest jewelry.” But
apart from their masterly technique, these Quatrains exhibit in their
general tone the revolt of a clear intellect from the prevailing bigotry
and fanaticism of an established religion. There is in the poet’s mind
the lofty indignation of one who sees, in its true light, the narrowness
of an ignorant and hypocritical clergy, yet can find no solid ground on
which to build up for himself a theory of supernaturalism, illumined
by hope. Yet there are traces of Mysticism in his writings, which only
serve to emphasize his profound longing for some knowledge of the
invisible, and his foreboding that the grave is the “be-all” and “end-
all” of life. The poet speaks in tones of bitterest lamentation when he
sees succumb to Fate all that is bright and fresh and beautiful. At his
brightest moments he gives expression to a vague pantheism, but all his
views of the power that lies behind life are obscured and perturbed by
skeptical despondency.

He is the great man of science, who, like other men of genius too
deeply immersed in the study of natural law or abstract reasoning, has
lost all touch with that great world of spiritual things which we speak
of as religion, and which we can only come in contact with through
those instinctive emotions which scientific analysis very often does so
much to stifle. There are many men of science who, like Darwin,
have come, through the study of material phenomena in nature, to
a condition of mind which is indifferent in matters of religion. But
the remarkable feature in the case of Omar is that he, who could see
so clearly and feel so acutely, has been enabled also to embody in a
poem of imperishable beauty the opinions which he shared with many
of his contemporaries. The range of his mind can only be measured
by supposing that Sir Isaac Newton had written Manfred or Childe
Harold. But even more remarkable is what we may call the modernity
of this twelfth century Persian poet. We sometimes hear it said that
great periods of civilization end in a manifestation of infidelity and
despair. There can be no doubt that a great deal of restlessness and
misgiving characterizes the minds of to-day in regard to all questions
of religion. Europe, in the nineteenth century, as reflected in the works
of Byron, Spencer, Darwin, and Schopenhauer, is very much in the
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same condition as intellectual Persia in the twelfth century, so far as
the pessimism of Omar is representative of his day. This accounts for
the wide popularity of Fitzgerald’s “Rub6iy6t.” The book has been
read eagerly and fondly studied, as if it were a new book of fin du
siucle production: the last efflorescence of intellectual satiety, cynicism,
and despair. Yet the book is eight centuries old, and it has been the task
of this seer of the East to reveal to the West the heart-sickness under

which the nations were suffering.

Omar Khayy6ém—that is,
Omar the tent-maker—was
born in the year 1050 AD at
Nushapsr, the little Damascus
(as it is called) of Persia: famous
as a seat of learning, as a place of
religion, and a centre of
commerce. In the days of Omar
it was by far the most important
city of Khorasan. The poet, like
his father before him, held a
court office under the Vizir of his
day. It was from the stipend
which he thus enjoyed that he

secured leisure for mathematical
and literary work. His father had been a khayy6m, or tent-maker, and
his gifted son doubtless inherited the handicraft as well as the name; but
his position at Court released him from the drudgery of manual labor.
He was thus also brought in contact with the luxurious side of life, and
became acquainted with those scenes of pleasure which he recalls only
to add poignancy to the sorrow with which he contemplates the
yesterday of life. Omar’s astronomical researches were continued for
many years, and his algebra has been translated into French: but his
greatest claim to renown is based upon his immortal Quatrains, which
will always live as the best expression of a phase of mind constantly
recurring in the history of civilization, from the days of Anaxagoras to
those of Darwin and Spencer.”
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The Project Gutenberg eBook, Persian Literature, Volume
1,Comprising The Shah Nameh, The Rubaiyat, The Divan, and The
Gulistan by Anonymous, et al
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Excerpts from the letters of Abelard and
Héloise

The Love Letters of Abelard and Heloise

Both Abelard and Heloise were well known intellectuals from 12th
century CE France. Abelard was a lecturer in philosophy. Heloise
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was an unusually well educated woman who spoke and read Latin,
Greek and Hebrew. When Heloise was 19, she and Abelard fell in
love, which was unfortunate, as he was her tutor at the time, and
this caused a scandal. As a result of their affair, they had a child,
Astrolabe, out of wedlock. When this situation was discovered
by Heloise’s uncle, the uncle hired a man to assault and castrate
Abelard, which was carried out successfully. Heloise was, after the
birth of her child, forced to entered a convent. Abelard was exiled
to Brittany, where he lived as monk. Heloise became abbess of the
Oratory of the Paraclete, an abbey which Abelard had founded.

It was at this time that they exchanged their famous letters. It
started when a letter from Abelard to another person falls into
Heloise’s hands, where she reads his version of their love story. She
finds that he is still suffering, and she knows that she has not found
peace. So she writes to Abelard with passion and frustration and
anger and despair; he replies in a letter that struggles between faith
and equal passion. A short series of letters follow, and then there
is nothing more that has survived of any more correspondence
between the two.

Abelard died in 1142 CE at the age of sixty-three, and twenty
years later Heloise died and was buried beside him. Abelard,
although known at the time as a leader and philosopher, is only
survived by his letters.

Heloise, the beautiful and the learned is known merely as an
example of the passionate devotion of a woman.

This story is part of a tale that focuses on the struggle to
forget—to sink the love of the human in the love of the divine.

The letters are beautiful, and rather long. Here follow exerpts of
key points from these beautiful letters.

Discussion of the types of love, the role of sexuality and relationship
within religions, and the misuse of power from the clergy might be
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