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A v ERY SHORT ESSAY ON ENERGEL.\ 

Anne C. McShane, Ed. 

Traditionally. the Energeia has had, on its first page, a quotation from Aristotle's.\ fetaph:vsics regarding the defini
tion of cvipy8ta. (Aristotle invented the word). That quotation takes very different forms depending on its translator. r 
give Hippocrates G. Apostle's and Joe Sachs' here: 
Apostle's: 

For performance is an end, and actuality f cvcpycmj is performance. And so even the name ''actua!izv·· is derived from the 
name "work" [spyovj and points to actuality [EV'tEl-CXEtaJ. (lOSOa 22-24)1 

Sachs': 

For the end is work, and the work is a being-at-work [cvc{-iysw.l, and this is wh~· the phrase being-at-work is meant by 
reference to work I dpyov I and c:-..1cnds to being-at-work-staving-complete I c\.·-rt.AEX.Cte< j. (1 OSOa 22-24 )2 

Neither quotation serves well as a definition. Apostle's acluali ry, even combined with perfonnance and end, leaves one 
unenlightened. But, if one closes one 's eyes to actuality and latches onto Apostle's translation of cpyov, ''performance," 
it is possible to construe some idea of why a magazine filled with prize essays and art would be called Energeia. Closing 
the eyes to actuality, however, is hardly satisfying: actuality is f!vcpycia! Sachs' translation, though at first more 
daunting, tells us more about what tvipyt:ia really is. For it to do so, however, we must read a little more: 

Since of the actions \vhich have a limi1 none is an end but each is for the sake of an end, as in the process of losing weight, 
vvhose end is thinness , and since that which loses weight while in motion does not have that for which the sake of the motion 
exists, such an action is not an action , or else it is not complete, for it is not an end. But the end and action belong to that 
other kind. For example, we are seeing and at the same time we have seen .... we live well and at the same time have lived 
well , and \1v'e are happy and have been happy . . .. Of these, the former should be called " motions," the latter "actualities 
[read, being-at-works]. '' (Apostle, 1048b J 8-~8) 

It becomes more clear why Sachs chooses lo translate l:?w~pyEta as being-al-work. The being-at-work is a kind of 
work, the end of which is the doing of the work- there is no product. other than the work itself. One does not sec in order 
to see in the future: one secs now, in order to see now. From here the step to cvn-:/cEX~~ta is easily taken : just as the 
£v8ryEta of an eye is to see, the cvt:pywx of a human is the being-at-work of the whole self As Sachs says, 

. . . the human being that can experience r sight, knowledge, happiness J is similarly a heing-at-work, constituted by metabo
lism. Since the end and completion of any genuine being is its being-at-work, the meaning of the word converges with .. 
cntclcchcia. (244-245 )3 

The word SVLEAEXE:ta is composed of three parts: tv'tEAE:~ (from 't8A.oc;), meaning complete or full-g own. ~xf-:t v. 
meaning to be a certain way by the continuing effort of holding onto that condition. and a pun on the word tvoEA.cx.i::m. 
meaning persistence (Sachs' Physics, 245). 8v8pyi;ta extended is tv'tE:/\,t:X,wx.. Through the persistence of a meaningful 
work, 8vipy8t<.x., humans fulfill themseJvcs. 

Unfortunately. there cannot be a magazine consisting of 8v8pyE:ta. cvipy8ta, as an activity, a motion, extends 
through time and cannot be put on paper. The activity of painting a picture, like the activity of being happy, is not 
transferable (that is, without one taking part in the activity itsel{). What we can do, however, is give evidence that 
tvepyi;ta. has taken place on our campus. That evidence can also serve as an opportunity for the reader to engage in 
knowlege; that is, in another kind of ~vi;pyt:ia. That is what this magazine has tried to do. 

As one can tell from my poor attempt to elucidate it, as well as from the apparent difficulty in its translation, 

the meaning of£v8pyi:;ta is difficult to get across. Indeed, Aristotle says this himself in reference to tvspyr.ta.: "What 
we mean is clear by induction from individual cases, and we should not seek a definition of everything but should also 

perceive an object by means of an analogy" (Apostle, 1048a 36-1048b 7). 

Let us then take his suggestion and, rather than trying to define hipyE:ta, look at examples. Please tum the page. 

IAristotle'sMetaphysics. Trans. Hippocrates G. Apostle. Peripatetic press, Grinnell, lA; 1979. 
2 Aristotle'sMetapf1ysics. Trans. Joe Sachs. Green Lion Press, Santa Fe, NM: 1999. 
3 Sachs, Joe .Aristotle;, Phyoics: A Guided Sh111y. Ma.terworks of l)i•coveiy: Guiden Studies of Great Tex I ~ in Science. Hll!Vey F1n11menh•tl, e<l. R11tgero llniversity Pre•s. New Rnms\\frk , NJ: 199.'i . 



Editor 
Anne C McShane 

Junior Editor 
Jan Jungbacker 

Assistant Editors 
Julia Bell 

Maro Casimattis 
Jonathan Culp 

Melina Hoggard 
Matthew Holtzman 

Peter H eyneman 
Casey Moore 

Sarah Whitesel 

Photography Acquisitions 
Vada Mossavat 

Photographers 
Jonathan Lawless 

Peter Speer 

Design 
Matthew Holtzman 

Faculty Advisor 
Chaninah Masch/er 

Front Cover 
SQUATTING FIGURES 

Caroline Picard, 102 

Back Cover 
KELSEY, NEW MEXICO 

Kristin Masser, 'OJ 

Contents 

Sketch (man) ... ...... ......... .... .... ... ... ..... ... ............ .......... ........... .. ................ ..... I 
Melina Hoggard, A '00 

Seeking by Means of Speech 
Freshman Essay Prize, 1998-99 ......................................................................... 2 
Blakely Phillips, '02 

Warwick Castle ..... ...... ...... ...... .... .... .. ..... ... ....... .............. ... .. ..... .. ... ..... ... ....... 6 
Isabel Clark, '02 

Lucy ... ....... ..... .......... .... ....................... ......... ......... ........ ........ ....... .... ..... ..... ....... .... ... 7 
Caroline Picard, '02 

Basement Door. ..... .................. ............. ............... .............. ......... ............. ....... .... 8 
Isabel Clark, '02 

Confessions Involving Balance and Equilibrium: Lab Experiments 
Laboratory Prize, 1998-99 ................. ...... ............ ..... .. ....... ............. .... .. .... .. ........ 9 
B1yan Thorpe, 'OJ 

Sailboats ..... .... ........... ... .. ........... .... ...................... ... ..................................... 16 
Karin Ekholm, A '00 

Backlit. ... .............. ....... .......... .... ... ...................... .............. .. ................ .... ..... 17 
Karina Hean, A '00 

Profit of Wisdom: Ecclesiastes, Solomon, and the Loathing of Life 
Senior Essay Prize for Literature ..... .. ............. ........... ...... ...... .. .. .... .. ............ 18 
Derek Alexander, A '99 

Scenic Overlook (secret spy picture) ............... ... .......................................... 28 
Isabel Clark, '02 

Tiffany Joly ................................ .. ........... .......... .. ..... .... .................. .............. 29 
Andrew Baisch, A '00 

A Decent Burial. .. ....... ...... ..... ... ..... ....... ................ ... ...................... ..... ........ 30 
Christopher Colby, SJC Community 

Untitled ............................... .. ............ ..................... ...... ............. .. .. ............... 32 
Caroline Picard, '02 

Waterwitch ..... ............. ................................................................................. 33 
Cara Gormally, '02 

Seven-Year-Old Poets ............... .... ... ........... .............. ... ... ................. ........... ... . 34 
Matthew Holtzman, A '00 

Aswan ....... .... .. .......... ..... ....... .......... ........................ ... ......... .. ..... ....... ........... 36 
Karin Ekholm, A ·oo 

37 .......................... ....... .............................................. Highway 4 New Mexico 
Peter Heyneman, 'OJ 

38 .. ........ ........ .. ... ... ........... ......................................... ................... ... 3 Sketches 
Melina Hoggard, A '00 

39 ... ...................... .... .. ...... ... ......................... .The Legacy of Claudius Ptolemy 
Cordell D.K. Yee, Tutor 

46 ................... ..... ........ ..... ........ ............................................ ........... .... Untitled 
Sara Wilson, '02 

4 7 ....................... ......... ... ...... ... ..... ..... ...... ....... .. ....... ..... ..... ........ .. Paris, France 
Rizo Popovic, A '00 

Selection from On the Sublime : Longinus 
48 ..... ..... ............. ...................................... .... Greek Translation Prize, 1998-99 

Samuel Garcia, A '99 

Le Promenade d'Automne: Marceline Desbordes-Valmore 
49 ....... ....... ................................................. French Translation Prize, 1998-99 

Robert Dickson, A '00 

50 .. ... ...... ........ ......... ...... .... .. .. ....... ............ .. ................ ... .. Aidan Dreaming-Elk 
Karina Hean, A '00 

51 ....... .. ..... ..... ......... ........ ... ........................ ........ Vrbnica, Kosovo; June, 1999 

Vada Mossavat, A '00 

52 ........... ......... .............. . : ............ ........ ......................... ..... Guardians, 1998-99 
Anne McShane, A '00 

Cain and Saul: The Men God Rejected 
53 .......................... ........................................ Sophomore Essay Prize, 1998-99 

Sarah Whitesel, 'O I 

5 8 ........ ..... ... ........ ....... ... .... ...... ....... .. ........ .... ... ................ ... Elephantine Island 
Karin Ekholm, A '00 

59 ... ...... .. .... ...... .... ... ....... .. ...... .............. ... .... .. ...... Gjinovce, Kosovo; July, 1999 
Vada Mossavat, A '00 

The Importance, for Consciousness, of the Discovery of Self 
60 ...... ...... ........ ........ .... .... ...... ........ Senior Essay Prize for Philosophy, 1998-99 

Piroska Kopar, A '99 

70 ................ ... .......... ... .... .. .................. ............. ............... .......... ..... Part of Me 
Karina Hean, A '00 

71 ..... ..................... ... ........... ...... ........ ... .. .................. ........ ...... Sketch (woman) 
Melina Hoggard, A '00 

72 ........... ..... ....... .... .... ........ ...... ................................. ... ... ......... .... Liberty Tree 
Cara Gormally, '02 

The Energeia staff would like to 
extend its gratitude to Christo
pher Colby, Cordell Yee, William 
Pastille, Pamela Kraus, the St. 
John's College Print Shop, and 
the Gadfly. 

Energeia is a non-profit, student 
magazine published annually and 
distributed among students, 
faculty, alumni, and staff of both 
St. John's College campuses. The 
2000 issue contains a sampling of 
student work from the previous 
year which the prize committees 
have selected for public recogni
tion and submissions from 
members of the community. 
Energeia welcomes essays, 
poems, stories, original math 
proofs, lab projects, drawings, 
paintings, photography, and the 
like for the 2001 issue . 



Sketch (man) 
Melina Hoggard, A '00 



Seeking by Means of Speech 

Blakely Phillips, '02 

One of Meno's sarcastic remarks, imperfectly under
stood as it may be by Meno himself, strikes at the heart of 
the philosophic enterprise: How can we seek what we do 
not already know? Answering this question means no less 
than discovering what "knowing" means for Socrates. Thus, 
Meno 's question reverberates in the background of the 
Theaetetus, in which the title character and Socrates seek 
the nature of knowledge itself. The various images given in 
the Thea etetus imply that speech is the key to seeking what 
one does not know: knowledge, it seems, involves more than 
one level, and speech is the connection that allows us to 
move between those levels. By examining the images of 
knowledge and speech, then, disregarding their initial hasty 
rejections in the course of the dialogue, we may discern a 
coherent picture of what knowledge is and how speech en
ables us to seek it. This examination, in tum, also reveals 
some implications of the nature of knowledge.' 

How is knowledge sought? We can say that if we are 
able to seek knowledge, we need two things: an idea of that 
for which we are searching and a way of attaining it. Con
cerning the first, if Meno's slave does indeed discover that 
the line on which the eight foot square is based is neither 
two nor three feet, if Socrates can seek the elusive forms of 
things, both must already possess a general notion of what 
they seek to know more explicitly . If seeking is to be suc
cessful, it must also be possible to move from vague knowl
edge of something to clear knowledge of it. Partial knowl
edge allows us to look up words we do not quite know how 
to spell, or to attempt to recall an image of someone or some
place which has undergone the contortions of memory . It 
must be possible, then, to know enough about X to ask the 
question "What is X?" without knowing precisely what it is 
about X that is sought. In other words, if we are able to 
seek knowledge, we need multiple levels of knowledge and 
a way of relating them- a theory that is significantly elabo
rated in the Theaetetus with the image of the dovecote . 

Socrates and T~eaetetus, indeed, distinguish between 
two levels of knowledge, possessing and having-a distinc
tion Socrates explains thus : "if someone buys a cloak and 
becomes its owner but does not wear it, we would deny he 
has it but he still possesses it" ( l 97b ). The soul, Socrates 
continues, is a dovecote that "when we 're children is empty" 
(197 e2 ), but which one fills with various sciences, birds of 
knowledge, catching them and stowing them away. Once 
these birds are caught, however, the hunter/keeper does not 
actually have them unless he holds them up again in his 

hands. He possesses them, and, only possessing, he may 
even forget them. Seeking to know something, in this case, 
is seeking to have what one in some way possesses. 

What does it mean, though, to possess knowledge that 
one yet does not have? Possession is the capacity for using; 
possessing knowledge, then, means retaining a thought in 
one's mind unconsciously, whereas having knowledge means 
holding that thought in one 's mind consciously. It is pos
sible, then, for something known to be in one' s mi~d yet 
not at the front of it; to be stored unconsciously, not "ready 
at hand for thought" (198d). We possess notions that give 
us direction in the search for wisdom; having some acquain
tance with "virtue," we can seek the nature of virtue . Al
though the original notion of virtue is very different from 
any definition one might contrive for its nature, it is on 
account of the former idea that the latter is possible. Socrates, 
Meno 's slave and the rest of us can seek what we do not 
know if we somehow possess the knowledge of it already 
and only seek to have it more explicitly. 

In order for knowledge to be seekable, though, we must 
somehow be able to move from possessing knowledge to 
having it, from a partly-conscious notion of a thing, to full 
awareness of its details . Thus, seeking is the movement 
from one level of knowledge to another, the relation be
tween possessing and having. How, then, do we seek? How 
do we come to possess knowledge-birds in the first place, 
and how do we grab them again later? Socrates hints that 
the first and the second are different manners of "hunting": 
"we . .. will say that the hunting was twofold, one before 
the possession for the sake of possession, ana one by the 
possessor for the sake of seizing and having in his hands 
what he has possessed for some time" ( 198d 1-5). 

The first hunting, since it is for the sake of possession, 
is akin to the acquisition of an art, the second to its practice. 
Precisely how we are able to seek an art before we know 
what we are looking for, however, is confusing and unclear . 
Acquiring any art, does not the apprentice always have a 
sense of the skill he is after? For most arts, from mathemat
ics (a science) to chaim1aking (a practical art), the one try
ing to learn the art already has a notion of the knowledge 
encompassed by it. It seems, too, that this will be the case 
so long as one seeks an art consciously, with intention. Seek
ing, by definition, is looking/or something, after all. Thus, 
even if acquisition of an art is what enables us to seek fur
ther knowledge, we need knowledge in order to acquire most 
arts. The trail of the knowledge needed for seeking does 
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not end here. There may, perhaps, be "a.i1s" that one learns 
inadvertently, however, which enable one to seek not only 
all other arts, but also the active knowledge yielded by those 
arts when seized in the hand of the mind. (Language may 
be just such an unconscious art.) 

The other half of the analogy, that between practicing 
an art and seeking to have what one already possesses, is 
more completely accurate: "it is precisely by lthe aritfoneti
calJ art ," that is, practicing the art, "that lthe arithmetician] 
has the knowledges of the numbers" (198all-bl). There
fore, practicing something already known is the path from 
possessing to having knowledge. Practicing the arithmeti
cal art involves applying what the arithmetician possesses 
knowledge of-numbers, which he possesses from his origi
nal acquisition of the art- to the world through numbering 
things, asking always "How many?" The path from pos
sessing to having, then, involves looking at the world, ask
ing about it, and applying to it the knowledge one possesses: 
practicing an art. 

The pursuit of philosophical knowledge, in the same 
manner, involves looking at things that affect us a.i1d in
quiring about their natures. Whatever the philosophical art 
is, one has knowledge through it by practicing it, applying 
it to the things in the world. Thus, seeking knowledge, 
generally, for any art , means practice of an art one already 
knows: one has chainnaking knowledge through actually 
making chairs out of materials from the world. 

Of course, the way one applies previous knowledge to 
the world, in order to keep having that knowledge, does 
depend both upon the sort of knowledge one begins with 
and the sort one ultimately seeks. Although one must al
ways have a prior notion of what one is looking for, both the 
prior notion and the method of getting more elaborate knowl
edge differ in different situations. Philosophical knowledge, 
for i nstancc-that is, knowledge of the natures of things
will be sought diJferently than mathematical knowledge or 
chairmaking knowledge. For chairmaking knowledge, one 
applies the plan for a chair (prior notion) to the world by 
actually making chairs. For mathematical and philosophi
cal knowledge, on the other hand, the knowledges one starts 
from are number and what tilings are. These knowledges 
are applied by asking questions, comparing the world with 
what one knows, asking "How many?" or "What is this?" 

Since philosophical knowledge, knowledge about the 
natures of tilings, is what we are concerned with (as tl1is is 
what Socrates and Theaetetus are concerned with), we will 
ask: what prior knowledge or art is necessary to seek the 
natures of things, to ask what something is? First, the phi
losopher must have some acquaintance with that something. 
To ask of virtue "What is virtue?" the philosopher needs 
only know the word "virtue," the name of what he wants to 
know better. Thus, the philosopher needs words, language. 
Does the philosopher train in language, with a view to the 
natures of things, as if it were an art and he an apprentice 
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who knew what he was after? Surely not, if the philosopher 
claims with Socrates not to know the natures of things .. . . 
He knows only words, and we all learn our first language 
without much thought about precisely what we are doing. 
Thus, language seems not to be an art but it is, at Least for 
philosophical knowledge, the root of what allm;vs us to seek. 
From language we have all the knowledge required to seek 
the natures of the things we name. 

How does the philosopher, then, use words to seek what 
things are? How does he apply what he knows to the world 
a.i·ound him? He asks questions of the form "what is XT 
and attempts to a~wer them . This much is evidenced by 
the method of Socrates in the Theaetetus , asking "What ever 
is knowledge? Can we really say itT (146a3) . The answer 
will be an account p,oyoc;). Asking what things arc and 
giving accounts of t11em, then, is how the philosopher seeks, 
starting always from words and the meanings they imply. 
The way knowledge must work if we are able to seek it , 
then, has been shown: the philosopher needs words, ques
tions and accounts-words to give an idea of what he is 
looking for, questions and accounts to convey him from that 
hazy understanding to a clearer, more articulated one. It 
remains to be considered, however, why philosophical 
knowledge is sought this way, why words, questions and 
accounts are necessary, and how they work. 

L ANGUAGE 

Theodorus says in the Theaetetus, following Socrates, 
that the difference between philosophers and lawyers is that 
philosophers "are not subservient to speeches, but the 
speeches are as it were our domestics," whereas lawyers are 
slaves to speeches (173c3-4) . Mastering speech is crucial 
to practicing philosophy, and thereby to seeking what we do 
not know about the natures of things. We have said already 
that language provides both the prior knowledge of things 
(names) needed to seek them, and the way to seek them, to 
move from unconsciously possessed knowledge to clear 
knowledge (questions and accounts) . What about language 
makes this possible, and what makes language necessary 
for philosophic knowledge? How does language provide 
both the basic notions necessary to seeking what we do not 
know and the means of attaining it? 

The words philosophers must possess if they are to for
mulate questions have a peculiar faculty: they name things, 
physical or intangible, and at the same time reach beyond 
those things. The words we use, while pointing to indi 
vidual things, do so by putting those things into classes. 
(Every single tree, for instance, does not have its own name, 
Bob or Martha, as people do: each tree is one in the class 
"tree.") The word tree, then, signifies both an individual 
tree to which one might point, and the entire class "tree," 
the mysterious qualities of the category that cause one to 
call that particular object a tree. Language points to things 
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in the world and beyond, to the commonness that, though 
not explicitly stated, guides and iies behind the grouping of 
various objects together under one name. Words serve as 
names for what many different things have in common. 

What many different things have in common, in turn, 
gives us insights into what those things are. These elusive 
srnndards, by which we give names, are the forms, since it 
is precisely the guiding principle of namjng that Socrates is 
after when he seeks what knowledge or virtue is, wanting to 
know what it means to call anything ''knowledge" or "vir
tue .. , Phaedo, too, says that Socrates and company "agreed 
that .... Forms existed, and that other things acquired 
their names by having a share in them" (Phaedo 102b). 
The same principles are what we try to state when defining 
words, as in a dictionary. Thus, speech links the each (indi
vidual object) and the all (category), as the Stranger of the 
Sophist warns: "To detach each from all is the final and 
utter eclipse of all speech., (259e3 ). When we possess words, 
then, we imp1icitly possess knowledge of why things are 
grouped under certain names, and this is the knowledge 
sought by the philosopher. Words, it seems, are very help
ful things for the philosopher to know, since, as categories 
into which we group particular things, they imply truths 
about what things are to us. 

How, then, does the philosopher use the words he pos
sesses to seek knowledge of what things are? How do ac
counts use words to arrive at what one did not know before? 
The philosopher begins by asking "What is X?" and call
ing the identity of the thing he names, X, into question. He 
then uses other words to rename X. This renaming consti
tutes the account. Having called the name of the thing into 
question, the philosopher seeks to discover what that name 
means by thinking about the thing itself and its relation
ships to other things. (Whether he is seeking the thing 
itself, as separate from its name, or just what is meant by 
the name, or whether a difference even exists between the 
two, is unclear. It is possible that the philosopher thinks he 
is seeking the thing itself while only toying with names.) 
He seeks to give a definition of a word, and therefore can 
only use other words to define it. The object of the 
philosopher 's quest-what something is-becomes an ar
ticulation of how that thing compares with others. 

That accounts articulate the relationships between 
things is reinforced by thinking of accounts (via A.~yos) as 
ratios. Just as Euclid's ratio shows the relations between 
magnitudes, an account does the same with what things are. 
Further, just as the mathematical ratio requires at least two 
terms, an account does also . An account of anything needs 
both a subject to describe and terms in which to describe it. 
Therefore, with at least two things named, the philosopher 
can make a ratio between them that , hopefully, reveals some
thing about the one in question. With tree: bird or tree:bush 
one discovers the difference between what is meant by tree 
and bird or bush. These differences are embedded in the 
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words, and arise when one thinks of what one word means 
in comparison to another. One might say, simply, a tree is 
not a bird or a bush. Introducing other terms, other words, 
one could say, more specifically, a tree is a larger plant than 
a bush. Including ratio, then, the peculiarity of /,oyoc; is, 
starting with words, to state relationships between their 
meanings. 

Implicit in the use and knowledge of words is the abil
ity to relate those words to one another in speech, since 
words themselves signify relationships between the things 
they name by grouping each object into a category (which 
will include some objects and exclude others). Thus, the 
philosopher, in possessing words, possesses the ability to 
draw from those words the categories they imply by calling 
a name into question ("Whatever is knowledge?") and try
ing to give accounts of what it names (that by which we call 
various things "knowledge") in terms of other ~ords, other 
names of things. Starting with words as his prior knowl
edge, the philosopher seeks an account that will explain 
what it means to call something what we call it. 

If we are able to seek what we do not know through 
accounts, what kind of account will yield success? Socrates 
and Theaetetus consider the same question. Having decided 
that the knowledge sought by a philosopher must be some 
sort of account ("true opinion with speech [is] knowledge, 
but true opimon without speech [is] outside of knowledge, 
and of whatever there is not a speech, these things are not 
knowable ... and whatever admit of speech are knowable"), 
they continue to give accounts of speech (202dl-5) . These 
accounts they give in order to determine how the "know
able," (speakable) and "unknowable" (unspeakable) things 
are divided-to determine what is knowable and thereby 
what kind of account will succeed. Discovering what sort 
of account is successful will clarify how language, as ac
counts, enables the philosopher to seek what he does not 
know. 

In the first account given by Socrates and Theaetetus, 
a syllable is explained and accounted for by the list of its 
letters, in order. The other terms used to define what the 
syllable is, then, are its parts, letters. The letter, not con
sisting of multiple parts, cannot be expressed through a simi
lar account. What syllables are, though, does not consist 
only in thei r letters, Socrates points out, and philosophical 
accounts must express the natures of things. Defining a 
wagon in terms of its parts is likewise rejected, since such 
an account, though a faithful and accurate list, does not 
state, for instance, the use and purpose of the wagon. Fore
most, however, is the objection that anyone can correctly 
list the parts of something, through guessing or mindless 
recitation, without necessarily understanding and knowing 
that of which he is listing parts (208b4-6). Accounts-as
parts, then, do not approach the knowledge of the natures 
of things sought by philosophers, and therefore are of no 
use in seeking such knowledge. 

ENERGEIA 

The last account given of language is more accurate. 
The sort of account necessary for the philosopher's seeking 
is, Socrates discloses, "some sign to say by means of which 
that which is asked about differs from all things" (208c 11 ). 
The example Socrates gives is that the sun is "the most bril
liant of the things that go around the earth across the sky" 
(208d3). This sort of account will reveal precisely what is 
sought: the peculiar nature of something-that is, that by 
which we call it what it is-through showing its relation to 
other things. While all accounts define a term by means of 
its relationships to other terms, the account-as-difference 
gives specifically how the thing sought is different from 
(and similar to) other things. 

What is striking about speeches of difference is that 
they are also accounts of similarity. We think first of how 
the object is similar to those things and secondarily how, in 
relation to what all have in common, the object neverthe
less stands out and refuses to be fully commensurable with 
them. Words already imply these relationships in the two 
aspects of naming, mentioned earlier: specifying a particu
lar thing and, at the same time, classifying it among other 
things. Thus, the account-as-difference is the way to have 
the knowledge only implied in the words we know. Too, if 
words themselves hold any weight in determining the na-

, ture of language, the definition of Xcysw as given on page 
37 ofMollin and Williamson's An Introduction to Ancient 
Greek ("to gather things together into a whole within which 
the gathered parts retain their distinct identities") confirms 
the importance of accounts-as-difference. 

That is very well, one might say, but-how does the 
philosopher seeking knowledge go about giving such an 
account? What enables him to give it? Socrates makes this 
objection, fearing that, in order to properly articulate the 
distinctive nature of something, one nevertheless needs to 
somehow already possess an understanding of that which 
one seeks, the distinctiveness of that thing. How do we 
come to know the distinct natures of things (for example: 
that it is part of a coat to be worn)? How else than through 
our possession of language, of names for things? We saw 
above that words both point to individual .things, physical 
or not, and reach beyond them by classifying them among 
other things, according to an invisible principle (the rela
tion between it and other things) that is articulated in a 
word's definition. All this is embedded in ordinary use of 
words. If, then, the philosopher listens to the way words 

. are used and masters speech instead of letting shifty usages 
master him, he will be able to discover the knowledge he 
seeks. 

Language, then, provides the basis and means of seek
ing philosophic knowledge. Possession of words is capable 
of abstracting our thought from things in the world that 
words name to the mysterious source of those names. In 
words, we possess implicitly what we seek because words 
contain, in their uses and definitions, the manifold ways 
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they compare with other words; the relationships between 
things that lie in words are the natures of things the phi
losopher seeks. The accounts the philosopher gives, then, 
only make explicit what he already has in his use of lan
guage. The probing questions of Socrates are attempts to 
bring people to that decisive point at which they realize the 
elusive categories behind words, hoping that they will rec
ognize then the nature of what they do not know and ac
cordingly seek to know it by means of speech. It is only 
through mastering the usage of words, however, that the 
hopeful philosopher will be able to give a true account. 

IMPLICATIONS 

What, though, does it mean that philosophic knowl
edge is tied up in language? Several possible implications 
fall out of these considerations: What does mastery of the 
usages of words entail? What is the standard for true knowl
edge, and should philosophers agree? First, if philosophic 
knowledge begins with what is implicit in words as we use 
them and explicates this, the forms (excuse the severity of 
the phrase) are not eternal. Uses of words change over time, 
after all. Although there will always be hidden definitions 
behind the words we use showing why we call things what 
we call them, these will be at least somewhat modified along 
with the words' uses in speech. "Nice" once meant "stupid 
and harmless," but now means "kind and friendly," with no 
derogatory undertones; the form of the "nice" has changed. 
The knowledge the philosopher seeks, being knowledge of 
what words mean, is subject to the same alterations and 
erosions. 

The standard by which the philosopher's accounts are 
judged, then, is that of contemporary linguistic usage, and 
it is this the philosopher must master to attain knowledge. 
It is possible, of course, that the standard could be the 
philosopher's own ideas about what words mean, that mean
ings are subjective- in which case no one philosopher could 
ever be called incorrect. If words are used for communica
tion, though, no one 's definitions will be terribly different 
from another's. 

If that is so and there is a standard for truth in the prac
tical use of words, why do not all philosophers agree? Sim
ply, some are more aware of their language and more skilled 
at articulating accounts than others. Thus, the dependency 
of philosophic knowledge on language ties it to the lan
guage of the time-and possibly also to the particular lan
guage in question, though this is an immense question for 
which no clear suggestion comes from the previous argu
ments. 

In any case, possessing one level of knowledge about 
things in words, the philosopher seeks to have the knowl
edge words imply by articulating their meanings, catching 
and holding account-birds. Language enables philosophers 
to seek knowledge by providing them with words that reach 
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beyond individual things to the relationships of those things 
to all other things, as named by words. Because these rela
tionships are the know ledge philosophers seek, they ask 
questions and give accounts, hoping to articulate the pecu
liar nature of one thing, like knowledge, by showing how it 
differs from others. To master speeches is to become aware 
of what words mean, and articulating those meanings is to 
find knowledge of what things are to us. Leaming to mas
ter speeches, if it is possible, seems to involve listening to 
and using one's native words, the words one was endowed 
with. Simply, though, language allows the philosopher to 
seek because what he seeks is part of language. 
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Confessions Involving Balance and Equilibrium 
Lab Experiments 

Bryan Thorpe, 'OJ 

I'm presenting two experiments. The first experiment became the impetus for the second experiment-the two are 
closely related. Bear with me and I'll make myself clear. 

First, consider the following diagram: 

A c B 

Let us suppose that this is a fulcrum point with a meter stick resting on it in a state of equilibrium. Consider how the 
meter stick is balanced: for every point on side AC there is a corresponding point on side CB having the same weight and 
distance from point C. The meter stick balances because each side-representing a sum of points-exerts the same 
amount of stress as the other side. It might be more clearly put this way: side AC is a lever pressing down, having as much 
lifting power as side CB, which is also pressing down. Their combined forces cancel so that each side is lifted with as 
much force as it presses down. The result is what we call equilibrium-a balance of forces, of stresses. These stresses do 
not have to be uniform and exactly symmetrical for equilibrium to exist: 

A 
D 

c B 

To compensate for the block added to side AC in the above diagram, I must add an equal stress to the other side. As 
Archimedes well demonstrates, that equal stress can take any number of forms involving widely disparate combinations of 
mass and distance . The meter stick by itself is a particularly unifo1m example of a system in equilibrium, but otherwise no 
different from a similar system having objects resting upon it. My point is this: no matter what the system, we intuitively 
recognize the fulcrum point as the determining agent of equilibrium. Put another way, we might say that the fulcrnm 
point is the unity that gives rise to the possibility of equilibrium. But what happens if the meter stick is resting on two or 
more fulcrnm points, as in this diagram: 

A B 
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We must say that, yes, this system too is resting in a kind of equilibrium- not a useful kind, for ce1tain, but a kind 
nonetheless. What are the stresses in this system? What forces are exerted on each fulcrum point? This is what my first 
experiment examines: the stresses created by a system with two fulcrum points. 

THE FIRST EXPERIMENT 

A. Setup 
Equipment needed: two scales, two balls of putty, two razor blades, one meter stick, one baros circular weight (32g.) 
To determine ~hat stresses were being felt on which fulcrum point, I put a scale under each fulcrum point. The 

fulcrum point itself is a razor blade held in place by a ball of putty, which in turn is resting on a tray attached to a scale. 
The scales were set to zero after the putty and razorblade were placed on them. I won't be able to draw this exactly, but the 
following diagram should illustrate the general setup: 

B. Case One 
To begin, I arranged the fulcrum points so that fulcrum point A was at the 30cm mark of the meter stick, and fulcrum 

point B was at the 80cm mark: 

30 80 

Scale A registered 60 percent of the total weight of the meter stick, and scale B registered 40 percent. This makes 
sense . The 30cm mark on the meter stick is the equilibrium point for the first 60cm of the meter stick, and 80cm mark is 
the equilibrium point of the last 40cm of the meter stick. Thus, the whole system rests in equilibrium, and the stresses on 
each fulcrum point are also in equilibrium. The following diagram, I hope, makes this clearer. 

The line on top represents the meter stick, the globular shape is the putty, and the two labeled trapezoids are scales. 
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There are no conflicting stresses in this setup: line AB, as a lever, is only exerting force on line BC, and line CD is 
only exe1ting force on line DC. Thus, for every point we pick, there is only one other point on the meter stick that is 
exerting an equal force across a common fulcrnm point. Also note that an object placed on the meter stick at the 30cm 
mark doesn ' t have any effect on the weight felt at the 80cm mark, and vice versa. Of course, I could achieve the same 
results with any number of setups- e.g. fulcrnm points at the 1 Ocm mark and the 60cm mark, etc.-so long as the fulcrum 
points divide the meter stick into balanced sections that don't overlap. 

C. Case Two 
Next, I arranged the fulcrnm points beneath the meter stick so that fulcrum point A was at the 40cm mark, and 

fulcrum point B was at (remained at) the 80cm mark: 

80 

With this setup, scale A registered 7 5 percent of the total weight of the meter stick, and scale B registered 25 percent. 
Now the question is why is the weight of the meter stick divided between the two fulcrum points in this way? What forces 
are at play here? 

After much experimentation I discovered a h.ard mle for answering this question, not just with this setup, but with any 
setup having conflicting stresses: dete1mine which sections of the meter stick are in equilibrium and which are in conflict. 
I' ll try to illustrate. In this case we find that only one portion of the whole system is in equilibrium. In the following 
diagram that section is line BD: 

Line BD is in equilibrium becausP. its two component parts, lines BC and CD, exert equal stress on each other. In 
contrast, line AB is in conflict because the section that would normally counter its force , line DE, must also counter the 
force of line EF. In other words, lines AB and EF are competing to lift the same section. And, at first , it looks as if they 
are exerting an equal lifting force-after all, both lines are 20cm in length. However, line AB has substantially more 
lifting power because it ' s farther from its fulcrum point than line EF, which is butted up against its fulcrum point. 

There is a difficulty here in calculating the lifting force of these lines . The problem is that we're not talking about 
weights placed on the line, as if the line were in equilibrium, but the line itself. Each point of the line is a different 
distance from its fulcrum point, so we need a measurement of force that equals the sum of the forces exerted by all the 
points individually . Taking a hint from Archimedes, I've found that this collective force is perfectly expressed by multi
plying the length of the line (which represents the line's total weight) by the distance from the fulcrum point to its center 
of weight. (The center of weight of a line is found by bisecting it.) In the above diagram, the length of line AB is 20cm, 
and its center of weight is 30cm from fulcrum point C. The length of line EF is 20cm, and its center of weight is 1 Ocm 
from fulcrum point E. 

Line AB has 600 units of lifting force . 
Line EF has 200 units of lifting force. 
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We can better express this by saying that line AB will exert three times as much lifting force as line EF. Thus, in the 
common section DE, which both lines are competing to lift, line AB lifts 15cm-three times as much as line EF, which is 
lifting only Scm. And from this it follows why one scale is registering 75 percent of the weight of meter stick, and the 
other scale 25 percent: 

Weight on first scale: 
Weight on second scale : 

20 (line AB) + 40 (line BD) + 15 (the lifted portion of line DE) = 75 
20 (line EF) + 5 (the lifted portion of line DE) = 25 

Similar calculations can be made for any combination of fulcrnm point positions. No matter where the fulcrum points 
are located, the system as a whole can be broken down into sections resting in equilibrium-and thus constant-and 
conflicting sections that are exerting unrequited lifting force . These sections can then be used to predict how much stress 
is being felt at each fulcrum point. Is this an accurate representation of real life physics, or just a useful mathematical 
trea trnent of such phenomena? I don't know-but I lean heavily toward the latter. 

This first experiment, working with two fulcrum points, inspired me to think about plane figures in similar manner. 
That is, I wondered if a plane figure, balanced on a single point, could also be conceptualized as a collection of balanced 
sections . I was amazed at what I discovered. 

THE SECOND EXPERIMENT 

Equipment Needed: cardboard to cut into plane figures, scissors, one ball of putty, one ruler, one needle 

In the freshman lab manual, we learn that a cardboard cutout plane figure, no matter how hung, will always orient 
itself with its center of weight directly underneath the hanging point. After doing this a few times, we conclude that, 
somehow, the center of weight appears to be heavier than all the other points . But the center of weight has another 
characteristic, equally interesting, that is not presented in the manual: the center of weight is also the only point upon 
which the plane figure can be balanced. By balanced, I mean that the cardboard plane figure, oriented parallel to (co
planar with) the earth, can be rested upon a single point (a needlepoint, for example). Figure 1 is the experiment de
scribed in the lab manual. Figure 2 is the same cardboard cutout balanced on a needlepoint: 

Figure 1: cardboard cutout triangle hung so that point C (center 
of weight I rests directly beneath the hanging point. 

Figure 2: the same triangle being balanced 
on a needle at the center of its weight 
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How does a plane figure, resting on a pin, balance? And why does it only balance on the center of weight? I 
performed the following experiments hoping to answer these questions . 

A couple of notes ~efore I begin: for the sake of precision and ease, I've worked largely with triangles . Their areas can 
be exactly calculated, and their center of weight is easily found (using Archimedes' method) . I have performed the exact 
same experiments on completely irregular plane figures , and the results are the same, though with a larger degree of error. 
Also, from here forward the.diagrams will be from a bird's eye perspective. 

To begin, I divided a triangle into different sections. The first section, and the largest, was the section most clearly 
resting in equilibrium. In the following diagram I've shaded this section gray: 

This section is in equilibrium because for any point taken on it, there is another point, directly opposite it, on the other 
side of the center, that counteracts its downward force. Points outside of this section have no corresponding point to 
balance them. I'll elaborate. Consider points A and D in the following diagrams: 

Point A is balanced by its correlative, point B. Point D, on the other hand, should be balanced by point E-but point 
E doesn't exist. In fact, none of the points in the remaining sections-the tluee triangles outside the gray shaded poly
gon-have correlative balance points. How do these sections keep each other in check? How are they in equilibrium? 

To answer this question I simplified the problem. In the diagrams above, the triangles are balanced on infinite axes 
passing through the center, point C. In my experiments I worked with a single axis of balance. I took a metal ruler and 
mounted it in putty so that the edge of the ruler was perpendicular to my desk. The putty was stuck to the desk itself. I 
then balanced my cardboard cutout triangle on this single axis . (Note that this axis, and every axis that allows the triangle 
to balance, passes through point C, the center of weight.) Line AB represents the rnler: 
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B 

A 

Next, I found the centers of weight for the sections in question (I've labeled these D, E, and F in the following 
diagram). Then I weighed the sections, which, in plane figures, is a matter of° determining the area of. each section. 
Following this, I measured the distance of the sections, from their respective centers of weight, to the axis of balance. This 
measurement supposes that the force exerted by the sections is perpendicular to the axis of balance. The lines with arrows 
represent the distances between these centers and the axis of balance: 

B 

A 

Let the weight of the top section, with center of weight D = WD. 

Let the weight of the first bottom section, with center of weight F = WF. 

Let the weight of the second bottom section, with center of weight E = WE. 

Here 's what I discovered: 

WD x Distance DG = (WF x Distance FH) + (WE x Distance El) 

It is better rendered in prose: the force exerted by the top section is equal to the combined forces exerted by the bottom 
sections. By this account, the whole system, with respect to fulcrum AB, is in equilibrium. But that's just the beginning. 
No matter how you orient the fulcrum line, the forces on one side, by this means of calculation, always equal the forces on 
the other side. For example: 

A 
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Figure 1: 
(Wvx DG) + (W£x El)=(WFx FH) 
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B 

Figure 2: 
(WEx El)=(WFx FH) 
Note that the center of weight for section W 0 is on the fulcrum point, 
and, therefore, the whole section W 

0 
is already in equilibrium. 

This seems to be a reasonable explanation of how a plane figure balances on a single point: equal forces balance every 
possible axis, and, therefore, the whole figure balances. I might have guessed this . If the figure were unbalanced on any 
one axis, then it would fall to the side of that axis having the lesser force . 

But this theory is not complete. There's a complication. I've divided my plane figures in a very particular way-I'm 
referring to the gray and non-gray sections. It turns out (after many experiments!) that this particular division of sections 
is not necessary . Plane figures can be divided into any number of randomly shaped sections, and the rules of balance, as 
I've been using them, still apply. Consider the figure below: 

G 

Figure 3: 
There are six sections. Each section exerts a force equal to its weight multiplied by the perpendicular distance from the 

section's center of weight to the axis of balance. Let the force of section E be expressed as FE' Let the forces exerted by the 

other sections be expressed in a similar manner. We find this: 

(FE +FF+ FB +FA)= (FD+ FG) 
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This complication, the infinite number of ways in which a plane figure's balance can be mathematically portrayed, at 
first, clouded my understanding of what was really, physically happening in the figure-but I've had time to ponder it. I 
think the following two axioms generally explain what's happening : First, as I've already stated, a plane figure is 
balanced on a given axis because the collective force of the points on one side of the axis balance out the collective force 
of the points on the other side of the axis. 

Second, a single point can collectively represent any set of adjacent points on the plane figure-if that single point is 
their center of weight. This works because the center of weight is really just a fulcrum point and nothing else. With lines, 
the center of weight is a fulcrum point having only one axis of balance. With plane figures, it's a fulcrum point having 
infinite axes. Thus, in dividing Figure 3, above, into six different sections, I've reconceptualized the whole triangle into 
six different, unconnected systems, each resting in equilibrium on top of a single fulcrum point. To restate that: if the 
whole triangle can be thought of as balance beam with a single fulcrum point, then I've just divided it into six smaller 
balance beams and measured their respective forces across the original, now meta-level, fulcrum point. Either as a whole, 
or subdivided, I'm still weighing the same triangle having the same number of points. 

Without these axioms I don't know how to describe the physical reality of a plane figure balancing. I'm convinced 
that the problem is one of points. But the only way I can account for every point is to compound them into sections: the 
sections make the infinite points of plane figures finite and manageable. This works, in a way, but it leaves me with more 
questions than it answers. For example, does a point exert force only on those points it is in direct contact with-or does 
every point exert force on every other point? In one case the points form an infinite collection of mutually cancelling 
levers, and in the other case the points f01m a web of energy waves .. . a web of gravity? My experiments only take into 
account leveraging force . I ignore the force that makes this force possible-gravity-because I wouldn ' t know where to 
begin. I can only examine its byproducts, ideas like balance and equilibrium. I look forward to Junior year and resolving 
some of these questions. 

Sailboats 

Karin Ekholm, A 'oo Backlit 
Karina Hean, A 'oo 



Profit of Wisdom 
Ecclesiastes, Solomon, and the Loathing of Life 

Derek Alexander, A '99 
In our thickest moments we feel our uselessness and 

know the world is bent. We know the futility of our work; 
we see the world stand fixed beneath our actions. We afflict 
the innocent or, innocent, are afflicted. We crave unmer
ited praise, or flippantly praise others. At moments we are 
happy and look on our works. But look away! For if you 
stare, a word will tum to letters, and a life will tum to dust. 
Fixity and time eat vigor, and death will pierce through any 
profit a man has made . 

When Ecclesiastes cries all is vanity! it is both a begin
ning and an end. And when we read those words we feel 
our relationship to them swell and recede with the choler in 
our hea11s. We sometimes cry 'but life is good! '-and some
times cry for the absurdity of it all. The crookedness of our 
lives now hides, now reveals the futility, the vanity, the ab
surdity of our toil. And enjoyment gives relief, but flees. 

Solomon-so we will call our guide and writer in this 
wrenching book-is a searcher. And while he can give us 
only words-and while that is all we will give-he can use 
those words to point to life and living . And we live. It is 
better to go to a house of mourning than to a house of feast
ing; for that is the end of eve1y man, and a living one should 
take it to heart . (7 :2) 1 Is it so? Let us go instead to 
Ecclesiastes itself, and take it to heart. Let us try its bitter
ness , and see if it stays on the tongue of consideration. What 
is behind its loathing of life? 

We will look for the nature of wisdom, and the value of 
wisdom, both in Solomon's life (I Kings 1-11 or II Chronicles 
1-9) and in the book of Ecclesiastes. Solomon's life is in
consistent, and Ecclesiastes is a wandering book; yet one 
who follow s both will glimpse behind the despair a dark 
and splendid queen-wisdom. 

SOLOMON THE KING 

It is not to our point to consider whether Solomon 
penned Ecclesiastes: the book claims to be his, and it draws 
on his unique place in our minds. At 1: 16, Ecclesiastes 
reads , "Here I have grown richer and wiser than any that 
ruled before me over Jerusalem, and my mind has zealously 
absorbed wisdom and learning." Here and throughout, no 
question of origin will exempt the reader from considering 
Solomon. Either Ecclesiastes was written by Solomon, and 
draws on his life, or it was not written by Solomon, and 
draws on his life. This paper, like the book, is interested in 
him. 

No one is less afflicted from without than he-Solomon 
controls himself and those about him. His God gives, in
deed asks to give. Found at the beginnings ofl Kings and II 
Chronicles is a famous story: Solomon, having just married 
the daughter of Pharaoh, and before building the great 
Temple, sacrifices magnificently to the Lord. Then, in di
vine munificence, the Lord comes to Solomon (II Chronicles 
1:7-13): 

That night, the Lord appeared to Solomon and said to 
him, "Ask, what shall I grant you?" Solomon said to 
God, "You dealt most graciously with my father David , 
and now You have made me king in his stead. Now, 0 
Lord God, let Your promise to my father David be ful
filled; for You have made me king over a people as nu
merous as the dust of the earth. Grant me then the wis
dom and the knowledge to lead this people, for who can 
govern Your great people?" God said to Solomon, "Be
cause you want this, and have not asked for wealth, prop
erty, and glory, nor have you asked for the life of your 
enemy, or long life for yourself, but you have asked for 
the wisdom and knowledge to be able to govern My 
people over whom I have made you king, wisdom and 
knowledge are granted to you, and I grant you also wealth , 
property, and glory, the like of which no king before you 
has had , nor shall any after you have." From the shrine 
at Gibeon, from the Tent of Meeting, Solomon went to 
Jerusalem and reigned over Israel. 

And true to this singular grant, Solomon's reign over Israel 
was blessed. He built the Temple. He judged aright. He 
administered with genius. He prospered like no other be
fore him. 

But he would splinter Israel by dividing his heart be
tween the Lord of David and the gods of his many forbid
den wives (I Kings 11). In all external matters- adminis
tration, diplomacy, exhortation-Solomon was excellent and 
severe. His dedication prayer for the Temple was magnifi
cent. It was his heart that wandered . 

This was fatal, for it was Solomon's heart that God 
wanted, and He had conditioned Israel's unity on the single
ness of Solomon's devotion. He is, indeed, a jealous God. 
The account makes it wholly clear that Solomon is without 
excuse in his polytheism, for the Lord visits again, and warns 
him precisely, vividly (I Kings 9:2-9): 

The Lord appeared a second time, as He had appeared 
to him at Gibeon. The Lord said to him, "I have heard 
the prayer and the supplication which you have offered 
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Me. I consecrate this House which you have built and I 
set My name there forever. My eyes and My heart shall 
ever be there. As for you, if you walk before Me as your 
father David walked before Me, wholeheartedly and with 
uprig~tness, doing all that I have commanded you and 
keeping My laws and My rules, then I will establish 
your throne of kingship over Israel forever, as I prom
ised your father David, saying, 'Your line on the throne 
of Israel shall never end.' But if you and your descen
dants turn away from Me and do not keep the command
ments and the laws which I have set before you, and go 
and serve other gods and worshjp them, then I will sweep 
Israel off the land which I gave them; I will reject the 
House which I have consecrated to My name; and Israel 
shall become a proverb and a byword among all peoples. 
And as for this House, once so exalted, everyone pass
ing by it shall be appalled and shall hiss. And when 
they ask 'Why did the Lord do thus to the land and to 
this House?' They shall be told, 'lt is because they for
sook the Lord their God who freed them from the land 
of Egypt, and they embraced other gods and worshipped 
them and served them; therefore the Lord has brought 
all this calamity upon them. ' " 

These words are thorough, stark, clear, and from the mouth 
of God; Solomon must have understood their seriousness. 
They present so clear a reward for devotion, so stark a pun
ishment for sin, that they could not be mistaken by Solomon. 
The fate of Israel rode on the wholehearted obedience of 
people and king. King Solomon, who in the first visitation 
of the Lord sought the good of his kingdom in asking for 
wisdom, must feel the weight of th e state upon his fealty 
towards God. 

Yet he turns away. Just as God had forbidden, Solomon 
lets his heart wander to the gods of his foreign wives. The 
God ofisrael finds the builder of His temple building again, 
not for Him, but for Malech, for Chemosh and for other 
gods (I Kings 11 :6-8). 

This jealous Lord loved David, peculiarly, especially
but in breaking loyalty with the Lord, Solomon makes the 
transition from being good David ' s son to b eing evil 
Rehoboam's father. It is only the tenacity of the Lord's love 
for David that allows Solomon to cling to his control of 
united Israel: "but for the sake of your father David, I will 
not [tear away your kingdom] in your lifetime." (I Kings 
11: 12) Even Solomon's son Rehoboam is blessed by the 
Lord's love for his grandfather- he will be pe1mitted to rule 
a solitary but mighty tribe of Israel: Judah. 

To Solomon the Lord gave, and from Israel the Lord 
took away. Solomon, for all his wealth and wisdom, though 
a king of peace, lost Israel with his heart. 

Solomon ' s life and words recounted in Kings and 
Chronicles will not untangle Ecclesiastes, nor will that knot 
unfold his life. But they fill one another. In the accounts of 
Solomon's life we learn of his deeds and words, not of his 
thoughts. Thoughtful Ecclesiastes, however, is introverted, 
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ruminative. Though said in public, being a book, 
Ecclesiastes remains in feeling private-but is about things 
done and said in the world. Bold and strongly felt, it ex
presses much that sits deep in a great man's heart. 
It is a dark book- and yet there is some hope . It befits 
Solomon's unified Israel: lost, but with promise of restora
tion.2 Ecclesiastes is the heart of gain and loss-economic 
and ultimate. 

MAN: ENGULFED BY NATURE 

The opening exclamation of Ecclesiastes is famous and 
the opening question is key. Here are both (1:2-3; Seow 
translation): 

Vanity of vanities, says Qohelet, vanity of vanities! Al l 
is vanity! What advantage does one have in all the toil , 
at which one toils under the sun? 

This question is the heart of the book; it sparks the inquiry 
into human toil, and its finding of emptiness is expressed 
as the verdict Vanity! 

What advantage? One does best to ask in return 'Ad
vantage with respect to what?' Solomon sets the criterion 
high. The lines which follow this question are no diver
sion: When Solomon turns to the stability of nature, he sees 
a context into which a human or two simply disappear
and all their advantages with them (1 :3-5, 7) : 

What real value is there for a man In all the gains he 
makes beneath the sun? One generation goes, another 
comes, But the earth remains the same forever. The sun 
rises, and the sun sets - And glides back to where it 
rises ... All streams flow into the sea, Yet the sea is 
never full .. . 

It can seem unfair-the bar is set high. Ecclesiastes asks 
what advantage a single man has, and gives not just a glo
bal context, but a global natural context. It is what a soli
tary hiker finds awesome about the earth- its stately stabil
ity and seeming indifference toward man. But Solomon is 
not a hiker, and Ecclesiastes is not a hymn to nature- in 
the context of man and his toil, the stability of nature is not 
so much awesome as overwhelming. It is hard to feel at 
ease, to be at home in the world. 

Nature ' s stability does not, alas, extend to predictabil
ity. Crops may flourish or fail, and the farmer must plant in 
the face of this uncertainty. This is asking much of the 
farmer: overwhelming, indifferent, fickle nature is intimi
dating to toil. It is fearsome, paralyzing. And while 
Ecclesiastes will spend relatively little time observing this 
face of nature, it will fight the paralysis its observation can 
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induce. Near the end of the book, roughly opposite the pas
sage above, we find this ( 11 :4-6): 

If one watches the wind, he will never sow; and if one 
observes the clouds, he will never reap. Just as you do 
not know how the lifebreath passes into the limbs within 
the womb of the pregnant woman, so you cannot foresee 
the actions of God, who causes all things to happen. 
Sow your seed in the morning, and don't hold back your 
hand in the evening, since you don't know which is go
ing to succeed, the one or the other, or if both are equally 
good. 

It is characteristic and central to Ecclesiastes to make 
this compound movement. First, the fearsome and unmov
able face of the way of things (in this case, of nature) is 
seen, and profit of toil (wealth or fortune) collapses as un
certain against it. The overweening and self-assured search 
for advantage fails. Second, however, there emerges for the 
innocent and persistent a strand of hope, not for the profit 
of the man, but for the good of his toil or work. What that 
good is must be seen. 

Solomon can demolish hopes for advantage because he 
can manipulate the scale of comparison; as has been noted, 
one may wonder if it is fair to assess the value of a man's 
labor against the immensity of the earth's stability. Wis
dom will lead one to see how many shapes toil, for example, 
can take in the face of nature, children, enjoyment, death. 
To wonder about the fairness of thinking about a man's toil 
up against nature's stability is to see much of the point al
ready: that the juxtaposition is possible and dangerous. 
These comparisons must either be warned against, or be 
done wisely-and even then with the real danger of despair 
and loathing. So the wise will ask: where does the danger 
lie-in the nature of nature, or in the nature of advantage? 

This question is well answered by placing advantage in 
contexts other than nature (for example, time), and observ
ing whether the danger persists. There are many other con
texts available- some parochial and some grand. Solomon 
will combine the two in considering human forgetfulness 
over divine eternity. 

MAN: SWALLOWED BY ETERNITY 

Time outstretched-One generation goes, another 
comes-and the sameness of the earth swallows streaming 
hoards of men: the small with their wretchedness, the great 
with their advantages. 

Time is the context of the assertion of recurrence (1 :9): 
"Only that shall happen which has happened, only that oc
cur which has occurred; there is nothing new under the sun!" 
Ecclesiastes would thus deny men the consolation of think
ing that if, indeed, no one person can find real advantage, 
then many people over time might accumulate some profit. 

ALEXANDER 

The wise will call recurrence to mind in the context of 
the sameness of the earth and expect to see motion- in
place-even cycles . This recurrence of sameness contrib
utes much to the worth of wisdom. Obvious as it is, prov
erbs and wisdom would be impossible in a world ever-new 
or amorphous . 

On the other hand, wisdom would be cheap in a world 
where these patterns were always seen and heeded-what 
use for a proverb were the world's ways clear? But the as
sertion of recurrence, in the context of people, is sister to 
forgetfulness. Ecclesiastes says that men do not remember 
who or what came before, that they do not even remember 
their deeds, and so it will continue ( 1: 11 ). This is a difficult 
assertion to accept, especially coming from an old and re
membered book. But forgetfulness is the human comple
ment to a world made bent, a world whose people need wis
dom. 

Forgetfulness gives wisdom part of its worth by rob
bing simple observation of its completeness. But then for
getfulness turns around and empties wisdom of its advan
tage over foolishness in death: neither the wise nor the fool 
are necessarily remembered (2: 16). The wise man may be
come embittered at this turn. Human forgetfulness adds 
much to that scarcity of understanding which makes a prov
erb valuable, a wise man needful. But the proverb and the 
wise man are themselves forgotten. Here, as elsewhere in 
Ecclesiastes, the valuable and needful are unprofitable . Here, 
as elsewhere, value and vanity share a common root. (In 
this case, wisdom both gained value from and was emptied 
by forgetfulness.) 

The wise find no lasting remembrance, no sure fame . 
For a wise man fixed on making a profit, like Solomon, this 
is bitter (2:15-16 Seow): 

So I said in my heart: "If the fate of the fool befalls even 
me, why then have I been acting excessively wise?" I 
said in my heart that this too is vanity, for there is no 
remembrance of the wise forever- as is the case with 
the fool-because all too soon everything is forgotten . 
0 how the wise dies just like the fool! 

We saw the farmer deprived of the profit of his toil by the 
very ea1th which made the work possible and good . And 
now the human forgetfulness that gives the wise their use 
and place denies them any lasting profit or advantage. Wis
dom, insofar as it is work, is not more lasting than the work 
of the hands . Time swallows wisdom. 

That statement, like Ecclesiastes , will appear too dark 
and too universal- for it is itself wisdom. 

W ISDOM : EVERYTHING HIDDEN 

Wisdom here and throughout does not mean that which 
philosophy loves. We here search for the nature of the wis-
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dom Solomon receives, the wisdom Ecclesiastes finds vain, 
the wisdom Proverbs express. 

Solomon gives us a vivid demonstration of wisdom 
while sitting in judgment over two women. Found in I Kings 
(3: 16-28), the story is this: a baby, born to a prostitute, is 
also claimed by a second prostitute of the same house, whose 
baby is dead. The two women come to Solomon for justice. 
He hears the case and says, "Cut the live child in two, and 
give half to one and half to the other." The true mother, 
hearing this, seeks to save her son and cries, "give her [the 
other] the live child, only don't kill it!" But the mother of 
the dead baby envies the life of the other and says, "It shall 
be neither yours nor mine; cut it in two!" King Solomon 
gives the child to the life-loving mother, sure that the child 
is hers. Israel was awed by their new king, the account tells 
us, "for they saw that he possessed divine wisdom to ex
ecute justice." (3:28) 

The ruthless resourcefulness of the trick Solomon played 
is indeed a marvel. It is cruel and, happily, effective. He 
clearly sees the situation; he knows the opposing testimony 
gives insufficient ground for judgment. Indeed, just before 
ordering the child halved, he acutely summarizes the testi
mony, and implies the need for a test: he says, "One says 
'This is my son, the live one, and the dead one is yours'; 
and the other says, 'No, the dead boy is yours; mine is the 
live one. ' " Interestingly, Solomon does not seek to question 
the account the women gave further-yet since one gave an 
account of how the other baby died (3 : 19), he might have 
tried to catch a contradiction in the account of the lying 
woman. 

Solomon instead takes a risk. The reader does not know 
whether the child is actually in danger of being halved, but 
knows that Solomon cannot know how the prostitutes will 
react. He cannot be sure that his trick will uncover the 
truth. Nonetheless, he brutally simplifies the discovery of 
the h-uth, in the effort to gain it. In the realm of an active 
wise man, risks abound (and this alone accounts for part of 
the connection of wisdom and wealth) . Wisdom has no 
assurance of finding the truth or success it seeks, but re
sourcefully acts, having perceived clearly . A good speci
men of wise statement, like Solomon's, will not recount what 
is seen clearly, but simplify it, usually drastically . A wise 
action, whether it be a severe test, like Solomon's above, or 
the giving of a proverb, is not so much factual as acute. 

It is essential to the safe use of proverbial or Solomonic 
wisdom to understand that it will not be true in the same 
way that honest testimony is true. The (very common) er
ror is to turn an acute proverb into a false universal, or a 
trivial 
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conditional. Proverbs 11.16 says, for example, "A 
graceful woman obtains honor; ruthless men obtain wealth." 
This statement becomes false when universalized: "All grace
ful women obtain honor; all ruthless men obtain wealth." 
A similar problem occurs with the insertion of only. To 
insert some turns wisdom into timid conditional testimony, 
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and dulls the hortatory prick of the proverb ( 12: 11 ). The 
wise proverb points and directs by its acuity; the universal
ized distortion obscures and falsifies by its narrowness. 

Wisdom is exemplified in map-making- a most useful 
and acute labor of simplification. The vivid revelation of 
political boundaries will on a map generally obscure the 
presentation of environmental features, or preempt them 
altogether. It is unwise to try to represent everything on 
one map. It is foolish, and certain to fail. To make maps is 
to distort, yes , but with an eye toward the truth of the mat
ter. To insist 'on the complete and undistorted fidelity of a 
map to the land is to lose the truths revealed by cutting 
away other truths. 

The land does not bare itself to the mere observer. One 
cannot see that a plot of land lies in the center of an island; 
nonetheless it does, and a map will reveal that fact. But 
this map, in order to porh·ay the island, has ignored innu
merable distinctions, introduced the distortion of scale, and, 
importantly, made certain facts more obvious than they are 
when encountered directly. A wise map-maker will know 
the distortions of maps, and will not be led astray. He will 
know that the loftiest aim of the map maker-absolute fi 
delity- is a useful and worthy ideal, but unattainable . At 
moments he may even be frustrated that the desire for fidel
ity cannot be satisfied but instead results at best in a high 
degree of fidelity-which is so much as to say, an excellent 
distortion. 

How much greater is the frustration of one who seeks 
to represent, not land, but humankind and God! The stakes 
are higher for one who exercises wisdom in the service of 
his nation and his Lord . 

Both King Solomon's capacity and his responsi
bility to inquire with wisdom into cases of justice are God
given. His specifically divine grant of wisdom encouraged, 
no doubt, the boldness of Solomon ' s manipulation of the 
prostitutes' case. 

The Solomon of Ecclesiastes also considers as God
given the burdensome work of inquiring with wisdom
especially when inquiring with wisdom into wisdom itself. 
And while he is bold ih his search, he is vexed in his heart 
( 1: 16-18): 

I said to myself: "Here I have grown richer and wiser 
than any that ru led before me over Jerusalem, and my 
mind has zealously absorbed wisdom and learning. " And 
so I set my mind to appraise wisdom and to appraise 
madness and folly. And I learned that this too was pur
suit of wind: For as wisdom grows, vexation grows; To 
increase learning is to increase heartache. 

Wisdom, one would think, is a good thing and brings hap
piness. It often does. Ecclesiastes will say as much in places 
yet to be discussed. But throughout, Ecclesiastes refuses to 
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make a wand out of wisdom-it does not turn good every
thing it touches. 

Wisdom is not its own reward, nor is wisdom necessar
ily virtuous . It is generally rewarding, and it is the prime 
accomplice of virtue. 3 Wisdom is clear seeing of what is to 
be done, or of what underlies. It gives no surety; it does not 
change the world whole: it does not replace truth itself. 
Wisdom, that is, must be interpreted: a good proverb will 
indeed lay flat some bend of the world, but in turn requires 
the reader to stretch his mind to see the flattening. Again, 
wise sayings are like maps-one must learn to see them. 
This, of course, is the focus of Proverbs itself, which opens 
with great and teaching purpose (1: 1-1.6): 

The proverbs of Solomon son of David , king oflsrael: 
For learning wisdom and discipline; 
For understanding words of discernment; 
For acquiring the discipline for success, 
Righteousness, justice, and equity; 
For endowing the simple with shrewdness, 
The young with knowledge and foresight. 
- The wise man, hearing them, will gain more wisdom ; 
The discerning man will learn to be adroit; 
For understanding proverb and epigram, 
The words of the wise and their riddles . 
The fear of the Lord is the beginning of wisdom; 
Fools despise wisdom and discipline. 

To make the simple shrewd, the discerning adroit-learn
ing, understanding, acquiring-the work of wisdom is noble, 
finding its root in fear of the Lord. Its opposite is foolish
ness, over which it surely triumphs . 

Or does it? Ecclesiastes, being afflicted with the task 
of searching out wisdom, says that though wisdom can see 
clearly, giving it advantage over folly (1:13), there is none
theless a problem with wisdom's superiority. That problem 
is death. Solomon muses aloud (2: 15-16): 

"lf the fa te of the foo l befall s even me, why then have I 
been acting excessive ly wise?" I said in my heart that 
this , too, is vanity, for there is no remembrance of the 
wise forever-as is the case with the fool-because all 
too soon everything is forgotten. 0 how the wise dies 
just like the fool! 

Ecclesiastes here places wisdom as it placed toil-in the 
context of advantage. Again, the bar is set high. Recall 
that toil was found useless in the context of the stability of 
nature (Chapter 2: Man Engulfed by Nature). Here, wis
dom is found vain in the context of mortality- specifically, 
wisdom does not preserve one from death. In this context, 
the distinction collapses between wisdorti. and its opposite, 
foolishness-for foolishness, too, of course, does not pre
serve one from death. This sort of observation, a sort of 
productive flattening, is a core work of wisdom. One might 
well ask, incredulous, "Productive-what was produced?" 

ALEXANDER 

A partial appraisal of wisdom and folly was produced
specifically that they make no difference in the face of death. 

Nothing prevents death-not even wisdom herself. 
Solomon despairs (2: 17) : "So I loathed life. For I was dis
tressed by all that goes on under the sun, because every
thing is futile and pursuit of wind." One hopes in vain that 
wisdom, if it will not save life, will at least perpetuate 
memory (2:16, 4:16). One hopes in vain even that wisdom 
will persist in a single wise man during the short span of 
his life (7:7, Seow translation), "for oppression turns the 
wise into fools, and a payment perverts the mind. " The 
wise are mortal , their wisdom, eradicable. They are not 
worse than the foolish, but neither are the wise in every 
respect better. 

Nor can wisdom see completely. In Ecclesiastes, as 
has been said, wisdom is a gift of God. But it is the same 
God who has made the world bent, like a road curving out 
of sight before and behind the traveler. The God-given gift 
meets the God-given limitations, and gives way. Or, as 
Solomon will recount it (7:23-24 Seow) : "I said, ' I will be 
wise,' but that is beyond me. All that happens is inacces
sible and utterly unfathomable; who can discover it?" And 
while one might try to search out a wiser man to try to dis
cover what Solomon could not find, one will more likely 
despair of finding anyone better qualified. Who, we ask 
with Ecclesiastes in 7: 13, will be able to unravel what God 
has knotted? 

Wisdom is not a project, and gives no sense of comple
tion in its examination of the ways of the world. It must 
strain, always. It is indeed productive, but gives no sure 
advantage. Like toil, it is good without being ce11ain. There 
is much reason to want wisdom; after all, Ecclesiastes 2:26 
reads (Seow translation): "For to the one who is favored, 
[God) has given wisdom, knowledge, and pleasure." But, 
importantly, this casts wisdom as a reward, not a means, to 
Godliness. Ecclesiastes understands the distinction between 
searching by wisdom and effusive piety. And it will, in the 
end, see Godliness in the face of the Lord 's judgment, not 
wisdom, as the heart of the matter. 

I Kings 3 suggests that Solomon received his wisdom 
as a result of his love of the Lord and his magnificent sacri
fices. Proverbs in turn has memorably said that the fear of 
the Lord is the starting-point of wisdom. Ecclesiastes, too, 
sees God as the source not only of wisdom, but of its righ
teous opposite: simplicity, or uprightness (7:29) .4 

For to the one who is f avored, God has given wisdom, 
knowledge, and pleasure. Solomon is upper-class in the 
extreme: favored, privileged, born to the house of David, 
chosen. Having found wealth-like his toil, like his wis
dom, like his life-to be vain, Solomon is..speaking of plea
sure, but a'1so of his superiority, when he says (2:24-26): 

There is nothing worthwhile for a man but to eat and 
drink and afford himself enjoyment with his means. And 
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even that, I noted, comes from God. For who eats and 
who enjoys but myself? To the man, namely, who pleases 
him he has given the wisdom and shrewdness to enjoy 
himself; and to him who displeases, He has given the 
urge to gather and amass only for handing on to one who 
is pleasing to God. That too is futile and a pursuit of 
wind . 

This God-given pleasure, in all its futility, is an important. 
companion to wisdom, knowledge, and toil-and should be 
examined. 

MAN: DROWNED IN P LEASURE 

Ecclesiastes finds human toil and wisdom to be empty 
of advantage when considered against the stability of na
ture and the sameness of death. And when, immediately 
after the first discussion of the vanity of wisdom, Solomon 
approaches pleasure or mirth, one feels sure that it, too, 
will fall. Indeed (2:1-2): 

l said to myself, "Come, I will treat you to merriment. 
Taste mirth!" That too, I found, was futile. Of revelry I 
said, "It's mad'" Of merriment, "What good is that?" 

What good is that? This question eats merriment by ap
praising that quality by the degree to which it is its oppo
site. That is, the rhetorical force of the question What good 
is that? comes from taking what good to mean what use . 
Since that refers to merriment, we have What use is merri
ment? This is tellingly close to asking What work does not 
working do? 

The futility of merriment is established on the grounds 
of its not being something it never meant to be-useful. 
This maneuver is often what makes it so easy for Ecclesiastes 
to depreciate a subject like wisdom, toil, or pleasure: it need 
only find something the subject is not and ask why not. 
Uncareful defenders of the attacked subject (in this case, 
pleasure) will often find themselves bamboozled into de
fending it against the charge of not being what it never was 
(in this case, useful). Even if pleasure is in cases useful, 
insisting that it always be useful is absurd, and a path to 
despair. To resist someone who says pleasure is not practi
cal by denying such an obvious statement is just such a path. 

So, when Solomon finds mirth futile, one wonders why 
he expected more. The answer lies in the problem of rec
ompense within wisdom. There are many paths that lead to 
an understanding of enjoyment and pleasure in 
Ecclesiastes-a consideration of toil or a consideration of 
mortality among them. But the present excursion-a con
sideration of recompense-is best, for it will remove a con
sideration of pleasure from the slippery and onerous con
text of advantage, and defend it on more solid ground. 

To receive proportionate good for good, proportionate 
evil for evil-this is recompense. Especially when medi-
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ated by God, recompense may be considered a matter of 
cause and effect, or as a special kind of recurrence: recur
rence in the service of justice. It is characteristic of wis
dom, in fact, to express itself in causal or judicial terms: for 
example (7: 12, JPS emendation), "For the possessor of wis
dom becomes a possessor of money." This is an acute and 
useful proverb. The distinction between wisdom and true 
testimony is indispensable here-one who confuses the two 
will choke on the juxtaposition of that and this proverb 
(9: 16): "A poor man's wisdom is scorned, and his words 
are not heeded ." As proverbs, they are not contradictory 
(one is about wisdom, the other about poverty), but if uni
versalized and considered testimony, the two will contra
dict. One must understand that when compounding prov
erbs, a world-view, and not a world, is being produced. 

In any case, both proverbs above suggest that the ap
propriate recompense of wisdom includes wealth. But the 
world is not always compensatory; there are problems with 
cause and effect when thus imagined. Innocent men are 
afflicted. And Solomon, despite his sins, was not himself 
afflicted. His nation and son were. The wise look around, 
and see recompense achieved, and recompense frustrated. 

Wisdom must hold on to both. Justice is real. Injustice 
is real. In the world they are not negations but enemies. 
The defeat of one by the other is not annihilation, but vic
tory. Wisdom shows her worth when she discerns one in 
the thicket of the other. Even dark Ecclesiastes, full of be
wilde1ment and despair, frustration and injustice, draws out 
from the depths of its own confusion a surprising certainty 
in its conclusion (12:13-14 Seow): 

End of the matter; everything has been heard. Fear God 
and keep his commandments, for every human it is to be 
so. Surely God will bring every deed to judgment for 
everything hidden , whether good or evil. 

For everything hidden-God will give justice. Wisdom sees 
final justice beneath all the injustice and delay, some of which 
was itself found hidden-where there should have been 
human justice in the first place (3: 16): 

And, indeed, I have observed under the sun: Alongside 
justice there is wickedness, Alongside righteousness 
there is wickedness . 

Matters are dark, thick, deep; even if there is ultimate rec
ompense and comfort (if but fo r the righteous), one will 
yearn for comfort at the place and time where the frustra
tion occurs (8:14-15): 

Here is a frustration that occurs in the world: sometimes 
an upright man is requited according to the conduct of 
the scoundrel; and sometimes the scoundrel is requited 
according to the conduct of the upright. l say all that is 
frustration. I therefore praised enjoyment. For the only 
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good a man can have under the sun is to eat and drink 
and enjoy himself. That much can accompany him, in 
exchange for his wealth, through the days of life that 
God has granted him under the sun. 

Here, enjoyment returns again, and this time, with the ex
pectation of immediate recompense removed, it can be dif
ferently approached. No vain attempt to evaluate the 
advantageousness of enjoyment is found here . Instead, en
joyment becomes the comfort of the frustrated seeker of jus
tice. Wealth is unsure, toil is transient, wisdom is limited
only after this is seen does pleasure seem to be a proper 
member of that group. For pleasure, assuredly, is unsure, is 
transient, is limited- but it is also good. Moreover, simple 
pleasures-eating, drinking, sleeping, and such-may be 
seen as enough, seeking no further advantage, seeking no 
special variety of uncharted stimulation. Pleasure, without 
strain, is good. The alternative- not seeing simple plea
sures as enough- leads to self-defeat in appetitive seeking, 
which is not enjoyment, but toil. 

Worse, straining or working for enjoyment inflames the 
inner impression that the special pleasure, having been 
sought out with toil, is deserved. That reintroduces the prob
lem of recompense, and expectation of good-in-kind. Still 
worse, some searches for pleasure will occur on a scale larger 
and grander than any available pleasure; in those cases, rec
ompense is impossible, and the toil is vain. In intense strain
ing for pleasure, there is no hope for reward-in-kind, only 
despair. 

Early in Ecclesiastes, Solomon so oveneaches for plea
sure, and with such grand intent, that the pleasure is en
tirely overwhelmed by hate . That loathing comes from the 
frush·ated sense ofrecompense, of which the account is this: 
Solomon decides to hold onto his wisdom, while releasing 
his body to temptation and folly (2:3). He envisions this as 
an ambitious experiment which will teach whether a plea
sure-directed life or a wisdom-directed life is better for man 
on earth. He multiplies his holdings, slaves, buildings, gar
dens- all beyond measure. He acquires all his eyes want, 
every enjoyment- and he enjoys himself for a time . In 
Solomon's despairing words (2: 10) : "I got enjoyment out of 
all my wealth. And that was all I got out of my wealth." 

Without the strain of acquisition encouraging Solomon, 
would he ever have desired more out of enjoyable things 
than enjoyment? Probably not-the despair came from 
overexpectation. 

It can be thus with wisdom, too: wisdom is indeed fine 
and good, and so it will seem until expected to enlighten 
every depth, explain every bend. It is not surprising that 
Solomon makes this connection between expecting too much 
of pleasure and expecting too much of wisdom. His thoughts 
above turn from the disposition of his monstrous estate af
ter his death-it would be given to a man whose qualities 
were unknown, unknowable-from this to the emptiness of 
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wisdom in the face of death. Solomon's desires reach be
yond the capacities of any human means, and what can come 
but loathing and despair? The loathsome world, every loath
some thing, the loathsome appetite that turns every avail
able good grey for its inability to be more than it is-Solomon 
hates, hates his life's indifference in death to his wisdom, 
and hates his wealth's indifference in falling into the hand 
of any heir, however undeserving. No recompense, plea
sure gone, Solomon "loathed life . . . distressed by all that 
goes on under the sun, because everything is futile and a 
pursuit of wind" (2: 17). He loathes his wealth because it 
will endure beyond his presumably wealth-deserving life, 
obdurately willing to be spent by a fool. Wealth and death, 
of so much interest to wise Solomon, do not return interest: 
they care not a mite for him. 

Unstrained pleasure, exemplified by eating and drink
ing, and youthful maniage, are commended. Such imme
diate pleasure, pretending to no advantage, searching for 
no permanence, is good and real. Ecclesiastes' Solomon 
hopes the wise will take this to heart. The pious may be 
accustomed to seeking that which endures, but they should 
not be trapped by that mode. Unstrained pleasures are the 
good of life under the sun-no riches will make life more 
worthwhile than do they (see, for example, 6:3). 

MAN: SWAMPED BY M EN 

Solomon is sunounded in space not only by accumu
lated wealth, and by his pleasure-seeking acquisitions , but 
also by his multitude: Israel. He is bracketed in time by his 
son and his father. Solomon's disgust at the thought of an 
undeserving heir inheriting his wealth, mentioned above, 
occupies a surprisingly large fraction of Ecclesiastes . This 
prospect threatens Solomon' s esteem for himself; his fear 
of some mishandling of his wealth in the future by an heir 
is difficult for him to ignore . As it happens, this threat is 
also connected to his past, for Solomon both was and has an 
heir. 

Solomon believes his wealth to be a God-given acces
sory to his God-given wisdom and knowledge and shrewd
ness. But why should his heir, if a fool, be so well equipped? 
This question galls Solomon, for he wants his wealth to 
reassure him; he wants his riches to prove to him, above all, 
that God loves him. He would, with all his heart, that he 
could believe it so; he would, with all his heart, that unique 
wealth were evidence of unique divine favor. For all 
Solomon's splendor and wisdom, God loved his father more. 
Solomon may have built the temple, but David was after 
God's own heart. Solomon, for all his splendor, for all God's 
gifts, must know his heart's inferiority. King Solomon, re
call, knows from the mouth of God that his heart was what 
the Lord wants-and He wants it whole (I Kings 9:4). 
Solomon knows that his kingship, his realm, his wisdom, 
his wealth, his enjoyment-every aspect of his superiority 
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comes from God, who, therefore, will not be impressed to 
find him thus bedecked. He knows himself a freeloader, 
heir to God's love for his father . His heir would inherit 
material wealth, which is so much less. And if his heir is 
an ungodly fool-and who could know-why, then Solomon 
cam1ot pretend his gold is proof of God's tenderness toward 
him. Gold will guild foreign idols as readily as temple walls. 
When Solomon laments again and again in Ecclesiastes that 
wealth falls to the unworthy as well as the worthy heir, we 
hear the lamentation of a man encrusted with wealth, three 
thousand proverbs, one thousand women, unrivaled gran
deur, and every other asset which, taken together in stupen
dous sum, is outweighed in God's eyes by one faithful 
heart-like the heart of Solomon's father. King David 
feasted on the love of the Lord; everything Solomon has 
falls from that table. 

When Solomon remembers his father, he sometimes 
thinks of his son, Rehoboam. Will he be wise, or a fool? 
And while the words my son at the end of Ecclesiastes or in 
Proverbs hardly represent Rehoboam, it is well to call him 
to mind now and then. What, after all, would Solomon 
want his child to have-his wealth? Yes, but also his wis
dom. This is the work of Proverbs: the teaching of wisdom. 
Proverbs, incidentally, are not wisdom coined; a parent can 
give a child a proverb, but no parent can simply give a child 
wisdom. Proverbs and human knowledge are contained in 
books, but wisdom and understanding are at best conveyed 
by books. Besides, there is no end to the making of books 
(Ecclesiastes 12: 12), and Solomon would not have his son 
forever rummaging in books for the good things like wis
dom that books cannot contain. A reader of Ecclesiastes, 
whether a son or not, is shown a great deal of emptiness
and if attentive can learn where not to look for fullness of 
life. That is a generous gift-to rummage less is to de
crease despair. But if one seeks to eliminate rummaging 
and despair, Ecclesiastes will seem useless and futile itself 
Solomon cannot assist one who so completely misses his 
point. 

The book is, importantly, not splendidly engaging or 
even terribly clear. Ecclesiastes is a knotty book because it 
is a book about knots. Much of its beauty lies in its refusal 
to shine, in its way of being suddenly gorgeous and then 
just moving on. However maddening for the reader, it is 
hard to see how a book could reflect the crookedness of the 
world and its gifts onto a straight line. Wisdom, the great 
flattener , is not flat; a discussion of wisdom, though it will 
straighten some things out, will not itself be straightfor
ward. Ecclesiastes is a singular inheritance-few would 
value it. It must anguish Solomon to have glimmering 
wealth and dark wisdom and an heir. Which will Rehoboam 
value, having both? Whether Solomon looks back to his 
father, or forward to his son, there is anguish. 

Anguished Solomon seeks solace of just the wrong sort. 
Surely he knew of husbands and wives who comfort one 
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another, who enjoy one another, who have happiness. 
Solomon should know that many of the finest and most com
panionable things about people get smothered in crowds. 
A thousand friends at once can give, at best, admiration
but not friendship . A thousand wives are less than one in 
matters of comfort and fulfillment. It is the paradox of the 
baron's gut: always full, never filled. It is a fool thing to 
have a thousand women: always caressed, never comforted. 
Not a husband so much as a connoisseur, he likes his wives 
foreign . Surely frustrated, and altogether unable to soothe 
his hea1t, this mass of wives deflect it to their gods, to Israel 's 
enormous loss. 

Wisdom, comfort- these things cannot be gotten from 
a crowd. And if one crowds people together, and calls them 
wives , why, one will still get no wisdom and no comfort. 
When put in a crowd, the way to get is to grab, trap, snare. 
Watch a crowd hy to touch a great man, and see hands be
come claws . Solomon surely lives in a miserable home, 
and that is his fault. How sad to think that Solomon likely 
got more happiness from the visit of Sheba than from all his 
wives . Solomon's understanding of women as people is, at 
best, skewed.5 

He engaged many women, but Ecclesiastes' Solomon 
says he never found the woman he sought (7:28), but found 
instead that "God made men plain, but they have engaged 
in too much reasoning ." (7:29) It is a telling transition from 
women to reason, for Solomon marginalized both in the 
same way: by excess. 

Solomon finds himself sunounded in time and in home 
by people who, in different ways, make him miserable. 
Solomon lives awash. In wealth, wisdom, women, works
in these and more he sinks his heart. They are not bad 
things, but rather excess of good and goods. In this heav
ing sea of a home, Solomon looses his grasp on 
wholeheartedness, a loss that turns all that he has, every 
seeming gain or profit, grey. 

Solomon's relationship to his father, his son, and his 
wives is controlled by his relationship to his God. He could 
have been his father's peer, even King David 's superior, but 
he turns from the Lord, and guarantees himself a second 
place, despite wealth and wisdom, beneath David's great 
heart. He could have been Rehoboam's great benefactor, 
giving his son riches, wisdom, a united kingdom, and an 
unbroken connection to that special love of the Lord that 
was their intended boon- but Solomon turns from the Lord 
(I Kings 11 :4), and his son's fortunes are splintered (I Kings 
11 :32). He could have been a great and happy husband, but 
he crowds his wives, cheating them of the distinction that 
should have come from sharing a home with so splendid a 
man. Instead, they are shamed indeed, remembered for the 
ages as temptresses, as the catalyst of Solomon's tum from 
the Lord. He could have been remembered as a pacific and 
munificent king-but gives the people, in the end, not only 
less than they had, but also his embittered son, who would 
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oppress them (I Kings 12: 11). But Solomon's relation to 
every one of them occurs in the context of his relation to the 
jealous God, and would have been entirely different with
out His activity. He is the main character in King Solomon's 
life, and the chief actor in the world portrayed by 
Ecclesiastes. He is a most active and supreme Lord, who 
pulls and twines every cord. 

Goo: LORD OF THE HIDDEN 

God brings times and seasons just as He pleases, and 
this is the point of a most repetitive, and oft repeated, set of 
verses. Their familiarity obscures neither their dogged 
sameness nor their rhythmic beauty (3: 1-11): 

A season is set for everything, a time for every experi
ence under heaven. A time for being born and a time for 
dying, A time for planting and a time for uprooting the 
planted; A time for slaying and a time for healing, A 
time for tearing down and a time for building up; A time 
for weeping and a time for laughing, A time for wailing 
and a time for dancing; A time for throwing stones and a 
time for gathering stones, A time for embracing and a 
time for shunning embraces; A time for seeking and a 
time for losing, A time for keeping and a time for dis
carding; A time for ripping and a time for sewing, A 
time for silence and a time for speaking; A time for lov
ing and a time for hating; A time for war and a time for 
peace. What value, then, can the man of affairs get from 
what he earns? I have observed the business that God 
gave man to be concerned with: He brings everything to 
pass precisely at its time; He also puts eternity in their 
mind, but without man ever guessing, from first to last, 
all the things that God brings to pass . 

A time for sewing. Ecclesiastes sees God bringing every
thing to pass precisely at its time. These verses are not 
primarily interested in soothing the listener. Rather, one 
feels the utter pervasiveness of God's anangement of time 
and event. God here sets a time for sewing. 

God of the large, God of the small-all the things God 
brings to pass-war and laughing, silence and peace. Hu
mankind will never guess it-God has given them the no
tion of eternity, but not its content. Death comes , timed by 
God, unknown to man. 

This God is strong, and a man will not escape his time: 
"man cannot contend with what is stronger than he." (6: 10) 
And, since God gives the good time and the bad, one does 
well to react well to both (7: 13-14): 

Consider God's doing! Who can straighten out what He 
has twisted? So in a time of good fortune enjoy the good 
fortune; and in a time of misfortune, reflect: The one no 
less than the other was God's doing; consequently, man 
may find no fault with Him. 

ALEXANDER 

God twists lives, and the wise will see the bends. The 
natural world, lasting longer than do men, curls its bends 
all the way around into cycles, and it is in that way ever 
same (Chapter 1 ); such a world calls for systematic account
ing. But the human world was God-bent and truncated by 
death: there will be no systematic view from beginning to 
end (3: 10). This human world calls for wisdom, acuity, 
shrewdness. Solomon knew to ask for wisdom and knowl
edge, for he was ruler not of the elements, but of Israel. 
God made man simple, yes, but he remade Solomon wise. 
Solomon's God is, fittingly, a giving God. Ecclesiastes, too, 
finds God ever giving-giving times to human works, wis
dom and wealth to His favored, eternity to their thoughts, 
and death to all . 

If the world were straight, it would be less frustrating . 
But this frustration is the work of God (8: 10b-15a; note that 
frustration is here translating 7 :J ;i hebe!, or vanity): 

And here is another frustration [vanity): the fact that the 
sentence imposed for evil deeds is not executed swiftly, 
which is why men are emboldened to do evil the fact 
that a sinner may do evil a hundred times and his pun
ishment still be delayed. For although I am aware that 
"It will be well with those who revere God since they 
revere Him, and it will not be well with the scoundrel, 
and he will not live long, because he does not revere 
God" here is a frustration [vanity] that occurs in the 
world: sometimes an upright man is requited according 
to the conduct of the scoundrel; and sometimes the scoun
drel is requited according to the conduct of the upright. 
I say that all this is frustration [vanity]. I therefore praised 
enjoyment. 

The identification of frustration leads to the praise of enjoy
ment-a primary movement in Ecclesiastes. That God-given 
frustration often, as here, consists of a fact and a proverb in 
opposition. Every element of this is God's doing. 

The frustration is extraordinary, but results from the 
contact of two most typical elements . The above proverb is 
of the very most familiar type: righteous rewarded and 
wicked punished. The above observation-justice delayed -
and inverted on earth-is the most common counter-obser
vation in wisdom literature. The frustration of combining 
observation and proverb in the reactive manner above is the 
very fuel of wisdom literature. There are numerous itera
tions. Though taken from the passage above, our present 
example is also the mainspring of the Book of Job: the God
arranged fi'ustration of static wisdom by tempormy inver
sion of justice. There is very much more to so mighty a 
book, but that is the mainspring. 

God-given frustration is the great stimulant of wisdom: 
without the strange gift of frustration, wisdom would be 
absurd. Imagine again the uselessness of wisdom were hu
man affairs straightforward, and again the uselessness of 
wisdom were human affairs utterly scattered. God bends 
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human affairs, but He does not shatter them. This twisted 
(but not snapped) middle way is God's underlying gift
and the environment where wisdom flourishes. 

Wisdom isolated from frustration will wither into fool
ishness. Self-satisfied wisdom will be malign. So it is, for 
example, with Job's comforters, who refuse to confront their 
wisdom with the twist of Job's innocent suffering-if they 
had, their dusty wisdom would have shivered, gasped, and 
come to life. But more: they would have held to the mighty 
promise' of restoration. 

Consider: God keeps wisdom alive by allowing it to 
make connections, but not of such pemrnnence or univer
sality that it ossifies. This is the work of what we have 
called stimulation and frustration. It is this divine agita
tion that engenders the resilience and tenacity characteris
tic of the wisest people. But, if this were the end of the 
matter, wisdom being kept alive by nothing more than a 
divine agitation, wisdom would also be entirely cynical. But 
there is a second element: the promise of restoration. This 
is what keeps wisdom right-side-up . 

One may already have noticed that the bent character 
of the world, were it isolated, would often produce wisdom 
on its head-deviled proverbs like this: "It will not be well 
with those who revere God since they revere Him, and it 
will be well with the scoundrel, and he will live long, be
cause he does not revere God." (a conuption of 8: 12f) It is 
the promise of restoration which prevents this: frustration 
stimulates wisdom, keeping it alive, and then the promise 
of restoration keeps it facing in one direction (the righteous 
direction, of course). Now, restoration marks the endpoint 
of frustration, and the endpoint of frustration is the end
point of wisdom's liveliness. Restoration is also the end
point of Ecclesiastes (12:14). Restoration must occur, to 
keep wisdom upright, but must occur last, so as not to cut 
off wisdom from the frustration which keeps it lively. Res
toration marks the end of an excursion into wisdom. 

MAN AND W ISDOM 

It is, of course, difficult for people when the hope of 
restoration is put at the end. It seems s'o far off. Yet, for the 
sake of wisdom's liveliness, the end is the only place resto
ration can go. Happily there is, as we have seen, the inter
mediate comfort of simple enjoyment: it is pleasure that 
makes lively upright wisdom livable on earth. Affliction is 
very good for wisdom, but not very good for people. A wise 
people will be best served by bad and good times, enjoy
ment and affliction. Both must be ultimately empty, so that 
there is, ultimately, a need to look to a hope ofrestoration
keeping a wise people right-side-up, that is, upright. It is a 
good God that, yes, twists human affairs, but then provides 
the promise of restoration and recompense and judgment to 
help men regain the uprightness with which He created them 
(7:29). 
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This is the work of God portrayed in Ecclesiastes, the 
very difficult gift of wisdom, a gift lacking in the sort of 
profit that would undo itself. The wise have no profit in 
respect to their being alive-the fool is alive just the same . 
And death comes for all. 

The wise in the face of nature and time on earth will 
discover no impossible advantage, no real value, and they 
will have pain and enjoyment like the fool. But the words 
of Ecclesiastes will lodge in the hearts ofa few, and irritate. 
These are Solomon's true heirs, holders of a dark and fertile 
gift. 

Every human spirit is alive, but the wise spirit is liveliest . 

ENDNOTES 

1. The new Jewish Publication Society translation is used 
throughout, and occasionally the Seow translation from the 
Anchor Bible series; passages taken from the latter are noted. 
Often a passage will be involved in one of the many textual 
difficulties of Ecclesiastes. These difficulties are impor
tant, scholarly, and technical, and they are ignored through
out the paper. 
2. Loss and restoration for Israel occupies the interest of 
much of the Scriptures. A reading of Lamentations fits well 
with Ecclesiastes when considering that subject, and much 
could be said (elsewhere) about them together. 
3. Accomplice connotes it well. The same surprising con
notation is found in Matthew 10: 16, a most memorable 
Christian command: "be ye therefore wise as serpents and 
harmless as doves ." 
4. The word translated here as simple, or upright is the one 
used by God to describe Job to the Satan ( 1117' , yashar). 
Seow renders itjust right. It is also, as L. Kem recalls, the 
root for the command given to Israeli taxicab drivers who 
need to go straight at intersections. 
S. Two comments about Solomon and women are appropri
ate here: First, the famous concluding acrostic of Proverbs, 
on the virtuous woman (31 : 10-31 ), is explicitly not from 
Solomon, but from King Lemuel of Massa ' s mother. The 
more than twenty references to women in the Solomonic 
sections Proverbs are, with one small exception, about 
strange women, odious women, whorish women, and so on. 
Both Solomon and the Solomonic proverbs are lopsided 
when it comes to women. 
Second, we can reread the dark and deeply strange story of 
Solomon's judgment over the two women and their baby. 
This paper's main reading is focused on the wisdom dis
played, not the people involved. The story emphasizes, as 
does this paper, that these women are prostitutes. Solomon's 
threat to halve the baby seems to assume that the only way 
to get the truth out of these whores is to provoke a maternal 
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preservation instinct: an animal reaction. It certainly as
sumes that the lying prostitute will have, not human com
passion, but brutish indifference to the child, at best. And 
Solomon may genuinely qave been ready to halve a baby 
that is, after all, illegitimate. That is, Solomon may see all 

Scenic Overlook (secret spy picture) 

Isabel Clark, A '02 
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three as effectively subhuman or animal. While we may 
tend to see two grieved mothers and a baby, Solomon likely 
sees two whores and a bastard. Solomon is just the sort of 
person one can imagine handing a woman a writhing half 
of what was her baby. 

Tiff any Joly 
Andrew Baisch, A '00 



A Decent Burial 

Christopher Colby, SJC Community 
I love a good funeral, especially an in-law's. I'm 

just that way. Blood relatives' are even better. A chance to 
share one last lie about their useless lives before they're 
planted six feet under. But when Brownie died, I must say 
I was touched. 

Poor Brownie. 
I had just gotten home from happy hour. Not too sober, 

not too tight; enough to chase away the gloom of another 
grey work-week. There, under his ratty plaid blanket, he 
lay. 

Two-hundred pounds of dead mutt. 
Well, not really a mutt. The Woman's St. Bernard, you 

understand. I was not overwrought, like The Woman and 
#1 Daughter were, at Brownie's demise, however. 

I had long tired of Brownie's thunderclap farts that 
withered flowers a block away. I found it a great relief that 
I wouldn't have to cart away any more of his wheel-barrel
sized turds that daily littered the patio. A mine-field of 
poop. How is it that a dog's stomach can do that to Alpo 
Crunchies? 

Brownie had his own room. Big enough to house any 
number of the homeless. 

Brownie had health insurance. More than most Ameri
cans. 

Brownie had birthday parties, toys under the Christ
mas tree. 

Brownie ate more grams of protein than entire third
world nations do each day . 

And, oh yes, how could I forget? When Brownie was 
feeling a little low, The Woman had a psychiatrist for him. 

"Can I have some of his Prozac?" I asked once, feeling 
a bit low myself. But The Woman's eyes shot fire-darts at 
me. 

Brownie was dead. I knew this wasn't going to be as 
much fun as Uncle Bertie's funeral last month. Brownie 
was a gift from me on the anniversary of one of our wed
dings . #1 Daughter had not yet been born, and Brownie 
helped to break up the intensity of our empty life together. 
Pets and children can do that sometimes. 

"How ya gonna bury him?" the #1 asked me. 
"I'm not. We ' ll have him butchered and donate the 

meat to a soup kitchen." That sent The Woman to our bed
room in tears. She's never had much of a funny-bone. 

"Da-ad, you're such a pig." Will no one teach our chil
dren it's only one syllable? Now that the onslaught of pu
berty has left its scars on her, the #1 D has few illusions left. 
Like the rest of us. Claire always said there was a mean 

streak in every Thule she'd ever known. I, her son, was the 
only exception to the rule I knew of in all my family. But 
the # 1 seemed to fit the pattern quite well. 

"See? She can't help it: it's in the genes," I always tell 
The Woman. 

But what was I to do with Brownie? Our rowhouse 
backyard in St. Paul was a small cement patio. No cem
etery there. I considered the dumpster at the supermarket 
across the street. Or maybe, in the middle of the night, 
chucked off the Mendota Bridge into the Mississippi? This 
needed some thought. I'm good at planning things, though. 
It's my job. 

"I'm off to The Democratic Club," I tell the locked bed
room door. Hat in hand, and out the door. 

"You're such a pig, Da-ad." 
* * * 

Now, you might think the Democratic Club is named 
after the political organization. It isn't. That would give it 
a kind of high-mindedness it certainly doesn't deserve. One 
might think it's democratic, you know, open and equal to 
all. That its membership is a social and cultural cross-sec
tion of the Twin Cities. It's not, and the roster is suspi
ciously fair-skinned. The name has the advantage, though, 
of hiding any number of sins. 

No members ever brought their wives. 
No, I really think it's named 'The Democratic Club' 

because, after a few gallons of beer or liters of gin, members 
sit at their table or the mahogany bar and talk about all the 
things they hate in the world. We're not racists, or anti
political, or chauvinists, you see. We hate everyone equally, 
democratic-like. 

Mark, my brother-in-law, my sister's husband, that is, 
introduced me to the D.C. years ago. I am quite fond of 
Mark. We don 't talk about our wives or our family. We are 
islands of mutual comfort at dinners, reunions, and wed
dings. Baptisms and funerals, Thanksgiving and Christ
mas. At these occasions, Mark and I drink away the tedium 
family life indentures us to. I had long surmised by the 
amount of time he spent at the D .C. that he was like the rest 
of the unhappy husbands that crossed its doorsteps daily. 
Poor bastard- I grew up with his wife, after all. 

When I entered that Friday night, he was resting his 
buns on a tall stool, one foot propped against a decorative 
spittoon. He pitched salty peanuts into his mouth. 

"Hey." 
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"How're you?" he slurs at me . Um, he's had a six-pack 
at least, and not even on seven o'clock. I can catch up 
though- I've had more experience, you see. 

Before I settled in, a very dry martini slid before my 
nose. 

"Thanks. Yeah, start a tab." 
I'm partial to gin, you see. Martinis especially. Dry, 

with ice the only mixer. Just a squeeze of lemon. It's a 
delicious way to eat olives, and my doctor says I need more 
fiber in my diet anyway. 

Ten minutes later , after the third, I told him about 
Brownie. 

"Christ, that's a pain in the ass. Wadya gonna do with 
him?" 

Somewhere between gin #10 and gin #11 I figure out 
what to do with Brownie. 

"We'll hold a drawing for him," I said. Gawd, when I 
get on a roll, I'm good. 

"But he 's dead," Mark objected. Mark can be so an
noying at times. 

"Of course he's dead, but we won't tell anyone." 
"You'll piss a lot of people off," said Sam. The bar

tender had gotten pretty interested by now. 
"No we won't, only the winner, and we'll give his money 

back." 
Sam nods his head in thoughtful approval, even allow

ing as how I could keep Brownie in the beer cooler until the 
raffle was over. He lent me the two-wheel dolly to haul 
Brownie's one-tenth of a ton over. Now, I've always liked 
Sam. I don 't hold the opinion, shared by others, that he 
short-changes everyone after they've tipped a few. There 
now, people can be so nasty, even members of the Demo
cratic Club. 

I left Mark at the D.C. with his promise to help me 
move Brownie the next day. Home, over-ginned as usual, 
but content with my world: we had a plan. I didn 't try to go 
to the bedroom where The Woman was sleeping. I am used 
to the sofa in the study. 

Next to a half-eaten and petrified hot dog, I laid my 
wallet on the desk. It did seem a little lighter than usual ... 

I eased my rump onto the sofa, seeking the slight de
pression it had worn after so many years. Life was getting 
back to normal. 

* * * 
"Da-ad, Mum says ya gotta take Brownie to the SPCA." 
My foggy head was in the refrigerator, looking for some

thing cold to pour over my shoe-leather tongue. 
"She took the steamer trunk from the attic, and ya gotta 

take Brownie in it to the SPCA. She says they'll bury 
Brownie for us." 

Dreams of paying off several weeks w01ih of gin at the 
D.C. with raffle money vanished in my pulsating head. 

"She left a note on the table, and won't be back from 
Gramrny's until tomorrow afternoon." 
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#1 left, head wrapped in a towel. This week's color 
was purple. Last week was "manic red." 

"And call Uncle Markie ." 
Her bare feet plop-plopped on the kitchen floor as she 

left. 
The Woman 's note gave instructions and the address 

where I was to take Brownie. 

* * * 
"Maybe you should have put him in the trunk before 

rigor mortis set in," Mark said. 
It had been difficult bending Brownie's legs so the lid 

would shut and latch properly . Brownie could be such an 
ornery cuss when he wanted. Mark told me then that Paula 
had the car, at Claire's, for the weekend. Gawd, what would 
we be without our mothers-in-law? 

"We'll havta take a taxi ." 
* * * 

"No way," the cabby said when he got there. When I 
began to argue and threaten, he drove off, waving good-bye 
to me with his middle finger. 

"Hell, we'll have to take an MTC bus ." 

* * * 
We huffed and pulled the trunk into the bus, where, 

covering the "Handicapped Seating Only" sign, we propped 
Brownie. On Hennepin Ave., a grey-haired lady limped 
aboard, led by a small child. Looking for somewhere near 
to sit, she tapped at the trunk with her cane. 

"Please, could you sir?" 
"Sit somewhere else," I snarled at her. What the hell. 

People these days have no sense of proportion. It's The 
Woman's dog, for gawd's sake. 

"No sensitivity to others ." 
"Oh ya, do whatever they want," Mark says. 
Someone behind us asks what that smell is. 
"Some kinda cheese?" 
"Um, what kind ya s 'pose?" 
"Puts me in mind of Asiago." A little girl starts to cry. 
"No, more like a ripe Brie." 
"Camembert?" someone suggests . 
"Maybe it ' s Fontina," Mark pipes up . My elbow in his 

ribs shuts him up quickly. We drag Brownie out to transfer 
at Nicollet Ave., just before the mob got too dangerous. 

"Hey, there's Charlie's D&D Tavern," Mark says. 
I love that about Mark. 
"Let's have a brew until the bus comes." 

* * * 
Two hours later I remember Brownie, left outside. We 

drink a couple more, then head out the door to gather 
Brownie for his last constitutional. 

The trunk is gone. 
* * * 

At the Democratic Club, an hour later, Mark asked what 
I was going to tell The Woman. 
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I grabbed him by the throat and I shake his head back 
and forth. 

"We gave him a decent burial." 
I could hear his brains swish in beer at every jerk I gave 

him. He can be so annoying at times. 
Next afternoon I was still napping off Saturday's memo

ries. Downstairs I could hear The Woman and #1 Daughter 
talking in the kitchen. The #1 D taps at my door and peeks 
her head in. I was wrong. More like cranberry than purple. 

Untitled 
Caroline Picard, '02 
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"Yo, dude, Mum and I are going to the pet store to get 
a puppy." 

"Get a chihuahua." 
"Da-ad, you're such a pig. " #1 ' s tongue can clip a 

hedge: God help the poor son-of-a-bitch that marries her. 
Maybe I'll see him at the D.C. someday, too. 

I roll over and snuggle my rump into its favorite spot. 

Waterwitch 
Cara Gormaliy, A '02 



Les Poetes des Sept Ans: Arthur Rimbaud 
French Translation 

Matthew Holtzman, A '00 

Les Poetes des Sept Ans 

Et la Mere, formant le livre du devoir, 
S'en allait satisfaite et tres fiere sans voir, 
Dans les yeux bleus et sous le front plein d'eminences, 
L'ame de son enfant livree aux repugnances. 

Tout le jour il suait d'obeissance; tres 
Intelligent; pourtant des tics noirs, quelque traits 
Semblaient prouver en lui d' acres hypocrisies. 
Dans I' ombre des couloirs aux tentures moisies, 
En passant il tirait la langue, Jes deux poings 
Al' aine, et dans ses yeux fermes voyait des points. 
Une porte s'ouvrait sur le soir: a la lampe 
On le voyait, l'a-haut, qui ralait sur la rampe, 
Sous un golfe de jour pendant du toit. L'ete 
Surtout, vaincu, stupide, ii etait entete 
A se renfermer dans la fraicheur des latrines: 
II pensait la, tranquille et livrant ses narines 

Quand, lave des odeurs du jour le jardinet 
Derriere la maison, en hiver, s'illunait, 
Gisant au pied d'un mur, entene dans la mame 
Et pur des vision ecrasant son a:il dame, 
II ecoutait grouiller les galeux espaliers. 
Pitie, ses enfant seuls etait ses familiers 
Qui, chetifs, front nus, a:il detaignant sur la joue, 
Cachant de maigres doigts jaunes et noires de boue 
Sous des habits puant la faire et tout viellots, 
Conversaient avec la douceur des idiots! 
Et si, l'ayant supris a des pities immondes, 
Sa mere s 'effrayait; !es tendresses, profondes, 
De l' enfant se jetaient sur cet etonnement. 
C'etait bon. Elle avait le bleu regard, - qui ment! 

A sept ans, ii fai sait des romans, sur la vie 
Du grand desert, ou luit la Liberte ravie, 
F 6rets , soleils, rives, savanes ! - 11 s 'aidait 
De Journaux illustres ou, rouge, il regardait 
Des Espagnoles rire et des ltaliennes. 
Quand venait, l'reil brun, folle , en robes d'indiennes, 
-Huit ans- la fille des ouvriers d'a cote, 
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And the mother closed the workbook with an air 
Of pride, went away, satisfied yet unaware 
That beneath his furrowed brow and behind his sweet blue 

eyes, 
The spirit of her child was given to despise. 

All day long he toiled in diligence, and though of great 
Intelligence, certain dark suspicious traits 
Spoke of a mind embittered with hypocrisies. 
And when, in dark halls, he passed the musty tapestries, 
He stuck out his tongue, jammed his fist in his pants, 
And shut his eyes tight to make motes of light dance. 
A door swung wide on the night, by lamplight 
He could be seen, high up, blind, drowning on a flight 
Of stairs, beneath the sun flooding from the ceiling. 
In the summer, undone, amazed, he found it most 

appealing 
In the outhouse, in the chill dark all enclosed; 
And there he thought, tranquilly, opening his nose. 

When the garden, washed clean of the smells of noon, 
Behind the house, in winter, was filled with the moon; 
Interred in marl, at the foot of a partition, 
And rubbing at his bleary eyes to conjure visions, 
He listened to the barren fruit trees moan and bend. 
Alas! The paupers' children were his only friends; 
Who, unfed, heads bare, with eyes sunk in their cheeks, 
And sickly fingers, black with mud, jaundiced and weak 
Hidden beneath quaint consignment rags, fragrant with 

stool, 
Sweetly conversed with him in the gentle speech of fools. 
And if, catching him immersed in sinful sympathies, 
His mother took offense, with soothing pleasantries 
The child would try to calm her, to temper her surprise . 
All was well; she still received the blue look - that lies! 

At seven years he wrote passionate romances 
On life in the vast desert where shimmering freedom dances: 
Forests, shorelines, suns, plateaus! He would aid 
His fantasies with picture books. The drawings made 
Him stare, the Spanish women made him blush with shame. 
But when that brown eyed, crazy neighbor's daughter came, 
(Eight years old in a calico dress - a little brute) 

continued on next page 
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La petite brutale, et qu' elle avait saute, 
Dans un coin, sur son dos, en secouant ses tresses, 
Et qu 'il etait sous elle, ii lui mordait les fesses, 
Car elle ne portait jamais de pantalons; 
-Et, par elle meurtri des poings et de talons, 
Remportait les saveurs de sa peau dans sa chambre. 

II craignait !es blafards dirnanches de decembre, 
Ou, pommade, sur un gueridon d'acajou, 
11 lisait une Bibile a la tranche vert-chou; 
Des reves l'oppressaient chaque nuit dans !'alcove. 
Il n 'aimait pas Dieu; mais les hommes, qu'au soir fauve, 
Noirs, en blousse, ii voyait rentrer dans le faubourg 
Ou !es crieurs, en trois roulement de tambour, 
Font autour des edits rire et grondes les foules. 
-11 revait la prairie amoureuse, ou des houles 
Lumineuse, parfums sains, pubescences d' or, 
Font leur remuement calme et prennent leur essor! 

Et comme ii savourait sourtout les sombres choses, 
Quand, dans la chambre nue aux persiennes closes, 
Haute et bleue, acrement prise d'hurnidite, 
II lisait son roman sans cesse medite, 
Plein de lourds ciels ocreux, et de f6rets noyees, 
De fleurs de chair bois siderals depolyees, 
Vertige, ecroulements, deroutes, et pitie! 
-Tandis que faisait la rumeur du quartier, 
En bas, - seul, et couche sur des pieces de toiles 
Ecrue, et pressentant violemment la voile! 
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She jumped at him, he hid from her, she gave pursuit, 
Cornered him, mounted him, then through storms of hair, 
Note: the savage never bothered wearing underwear, 
Maneuvering to deflect her blows, he bit her ass . 
And, still smarting from his tussle with the feral lass, 
He took the taste of her sweet flesh back to his room. 

He feared the wan December Sundays when, well-groomed 
And powdered, he would stand and read long passages 
From a Bible with pages green as cabbages. 
Dreams oppressed his sleep each night in the alcove, 
He loved men, not God, men like those he 'd see rove 
The streets on mazy evenings, dressed in over-alls 
Gathering round the criers to mutter and guffaw 
At each new edict they announced with drumming din. 
-He dreamed of loveswept plains, where golden perfumed 

winds, 
Pubescent zephyrs of invigorating light, 
Would rustle calmly in the sage, and then take flight! 

And since it was the somber that he savored above all, 
When, in his empty room with sweating acrid walls, 
Dark behind drawn blinds, with a ceiling high and blue, 
He'd read his storybooks, he'd read them each sh·aight 

through: 
Taken in by ponderous ochre skies, drowned tree tops, 
Flowers of flesh unfolding in a starlit copse, 
Vertigo, collapses, betrayals, and sympathy. 
-The streets still murmured on outside his fantasies -
Alone, he sat transfixed by these transfiguring tales, 
On linen sheets, which violently suggested sails. 
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Highway 4 New Mexico 
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Looking down upon the valley 
ringed by red mesas 
patchwork shadows of perfect clouds 
quilt the low green weed hills but 

forever wide. 
Wide as the inside of Christ's mouth. 
Swallowing the world between the cows 
and the molars of sun and sky. 
The breath of the wind, 
as a solid wall of air, marching up 
the mountains and into 
the wild peaks. Wider than one man 
can see without swivelling around, wider 
than he can stretch his arms or the distance between his eyes. 

As the blanket of shadows ripples 
in the breeze and the breeze 
hums to him foolishly 
a man could feel awe, fear, 

that the expanse 
the space 

is engulfing him, ingesting his car, 
his camera, his shoes, his hands and 
leaving his bones to be bleached beside Highway 4 
to be ignored by less observant travellers. 
But this is not the valley. 
This is looking 
down upon it. 
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The Legacy of Claudius Ptolemy 
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When we use a map, we take it for granted that it will 
present accurate information. We usually don't think much 
about maps until they fail us. Still less do we think of those 
who make maps, especially now that they can be computer
generated. We can go on the Internet (e.g., MapQuest) and 
find a map of just about any place we want and, in many 
cases, have one made to our specifications. 

We owe a good deal of our cartographic good fortune to 
one of the authors in the St. John's Program, Claudius 
Ptolemy. We study one of his works, the Almagest, as one 
overturned by the Copernican revolution. The most memo
rable features of what we read are probably the errors: a 
geocentric conception of the universe, uniform circular 
motion, epicycles, and the equant. We do not study what is 
probably Ptolemy's most lasting conh·ibution: the Geogra
phy. 

This book represents the completion of Ptolemy's as
h·onomical work. If the Almagest shows how mathematics 
helps one understand divine and heavenly things, the Ge
ography shows how mathematics helps us to order earthly 
things. In the Almagest, Ptolemy placed a network of me
ridians and parallels on the sphere of the fixed stars as a 
way of locating objects in the heavens. He saw that the 
same network could be reduced and placed on the earth's 
surface. All positions on the earth would then be uniquely 
identified by a pair of coordinates. In the Geography, one 
of the things Ptolemy does is extend his method of ordering 
heavenly space to earthly space. He also provides coordi
nates for about 8,000 places. Tables of these coordinates 
make up the bulk of the Geography. For that reason, it is 
not a particularly readable book. 

Nonetheless, the Geography is important because it is 
a precursor to the coordinate space that supposedly marks 
the transition from ancient to modem mathematics, a focus 
of the sophomore mathematics tutorial. It s~ems to be no 
accident that a number of key modern mathematicians
Gauss, Euler, and Descartes, for example-took an interest 
in maps, and more specifically, mathematical maps made 
according to Ptolemy's techniques. 

Ptolemy described h·ansformations by means of which 
one could h·ansfer points on sphere to a plane or flat surface 
(see Figures 1 and 2) . Such transformations are needed for 
practical and mathematical reasons. Globes are more accu
rate representations of the earth than flat sheets of paper (or 
papyrus or parchment), but they can be hard to cany around. 
If one were interested in a small area, the globe would have 
to be rather large to accommodate the necessary detail. For 

Figure 1. One of Ptolemy 's transformations. (From 
Claudius Ptolemy, The Geography, tr. and ed. Luther 
Edward Stephenson [1932; rpt. New York: Dover, 1991 [.) 

Figure 2. Another Ptolemaic transformation. (From 
Ptolemy, The Geography.) 
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Figure 3. An example of a conformal transformation 
(Mercator). (From John P. Snyder and Phillip M. Voxland, 
A11 Album of Map Projectio11s, U.S. Geological Survey 
Professional Paper 1453 [Washington: U.S. Government 
Printing Office, 1989j.) 
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Figure 4. An equal-area transformation (Gall ortho-
graphic). (From Snyder and Voxland, A11A/b11m of Map 
Projectio11s.) 

Figure 5. A compromise between conformal and equal-area 
transformations (Robinson). (From Snyder and Voxland, 
A11 Album of Map Projectio11s.) 
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such areas, a flat, r~llable or foldable medium would be 
easier to handle. 

But one cannot simply take a globe and flatten it out: it 
is impossible to do so and preserve the original proportions 
and shapes of the figures on the globe. As a practical dem
onstration of this fact, one can try to flatten a grapefruit 
rind that has been hollowed out. It will not flatten out with
out tearing or overlapping on itself. The same result would 
happen with the surface of the earth. Ptolemy did not dem
onstrate this mathematically, but seemed to appreciate its 
truth. The mathematical demonstration would not come 
until Euler published a proof in the eighteenth century. 2 

A flattened-out globe would have rips and overlapping 
areas: distances and directions would be distorted. The dis
continuous map would lose some of its usefulness . Ptolemy 
explains how one can derive a flat, continuous map from 
the globe. But these flat maps entail some loss: to put it 
simply one can preserve shape while losing accuracy in area; 
one can preserve area at the expense of shape. 3 Maps drawn 
on projections are usually a compromise: they sacrifice a 
little of both area and shape (see Figures 3-5). Ptolemy's 
transformations were geometrical: geometrical conshuctions 
are employed to relocate points on the globe to a plane. Each 
point is relocated following the same procedure, as in the 
Hjelmslev transformation employed in senior mathematics. 
And, like the Hjelmslev transfo1mation, certain character
istics of the original are retained , while others are lost. 
The map transformation, or projection, results in a replot
ting of the lines of latitude and longitude, altering their con
figuration on the plane . The transformation associates each 
position on the sphere with one and only one position on 
the plane. From here it is not a long jump to the notion of 
functions . Since the development of analytic geomeh)', map 
transformations, or projections, have often been expressed 
in terms of mathematical functions. These are equations of 
lines: they describe the behavior of meridians and parallels 
on the plane surface. 

Contemplation of the lines of latitude and longitude on 
the globe could have led to other insights. A Gauss or Euler 
might have noticed that on a globe it is possible for tTi
angles (non-Euclidean of course), to contain two 90-degree 
angles, to have an angle sum greater than 180 degrees. Map 
projection could have been conceived as transfom1ing a non
Euclidean space into a Euclidean one. Thinking about maps 
could have been a way of beginning to think about different 
kinds of space. 

None of these possibilities are made explicit by Ptolemy 
in the Geography. It seems to be intended primarily as a 
manual for mapmaking. But it also seems to be no small 
coincidence that the development of analytic geometry and 
non-Euclidean geometry follow close behind the reintro
duction of the Geography to Europe. 
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Figure 6. Ptolemaic world map (ca. 1460). (From Ptolemy, The Geography. ) 
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It is necessary to speak of a reintroduction because for 
about ten centuries Ptolemy was unknown to scholars in 
Europe. Ptolemy completed the Geography in the second 
century C.E. After the fall of Rome in the fifth century the 
work was lost in Europe. European scholars were not reac
quainted with it till the end of the fourteenth century. 

During this period of Ptolemaic darkness , maps of the 
world were made more for religious purposes than for the 
communication of geographic information. Some showed 
Jemsalem as the "center" of a what appears to be a disk
shaped earth. It is unclear what people in Europe thought 
of the world during this time . The disk-like representations 
of the earth could have been attempts to represent a globe 
by mapmakers who did not fully understand how to achieve 
an illusion of depth. Scholars would have had access to 
writings, by Aristotle, for example, according to whom the 
world was a sphere. What commoners thought is largely 
unknown, as they had no access to books. In any case, in 
the absence of the Geography and other Greek works, schol
ars in medieval Europe probably had at best a hazy notion 
of the earth's dimensions. 

The Geography, however, was known to Islamic and 
Byzantine scholars. Contact between Europe and Byzantium 
was limited until the late middle ages . In the late four
teenth century, Byzantium was under pressure from the 
Turks, and Byzantine scholars began making their way to 
Europe. One was Manuel Chrysoloras, who was invited to 
Florence to teach Greek. In 1400, a Florentine who had 
obtained a copy of the Geography from Constantinople asked 
Chrysoloras to translate it into Latin. Chrysoloras handed 
the job to one of his students who finished the translation in 
about 1406. 

Florentine scholars began touting the work, and more 
copies were transcribed. The advent of printing later in the 
century hastened the spread of the Geography. The print 
revolution, almost concurrent with cartographic revolution, 
made mass literacy possible (not to mention a Great Books 
program). The wide distribution of Ptolemy 's work was not 
simply a matter of technology. The book did capture imagi
nations . The Almagest had been available in Latin transla
tion since the twelfth century, more than two centuries be
fore the Geography was translated, and the merits of the 
Almagest's mathematical model of the cosmos were recog
nized. 

But no one made the leap that Ptolemy had made cen
turies before and saw that his method of ordering celestial 
space could be applied to the earth. Roger Bacon had pro
posed that earthly positions be identified by coordinates but, 
without a clear notion of the earth's dimensions, lacked a 
way to make definite assignments: he could not determine a 
unit. In addition, his proposal, made before printing, was 
hardly known. With the established authority of the was 
positioned to stimulate a cartographic revolution. 
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Once one accepts that the earth is one sphere at the 
center of another, the reduction of the celestial coorqinate 
system to fit the earth's surface becomes an easy step to 
take. One sees that taking the height of the polestar at mid
night would yield a latitudinal measurement. Longitudinal 
coordinates can be determined by a combination of astro
nomical measurements and linear measurements on the 
earth's surface. The task of those wishing to make a world 
map was simplified by Ptolemy's inclusion of coordinates . 
One could, and quite a few people did, reconstruct a Ptole
maic world picture from the data in the Geography (see 
Figure 6). 

Such a reconstruction is required since none of 
Ptolemy's maps survives intact, and the provenance of the 
fragments of maps that survive in manuscript is unknown. 
The coordinates Ptolemy provides in the Geography are 
intended for a world map and twenty-six regional maps, 
and Renaissance editions of the book often include recon
structions of those maps . 

Looking at a Ptolemaic world map, one can get a sense 
of why the Geography stined the imagination. If we accept 
that the earth is spherical, and if we tmst Ptolemy 's coordi
nates, it appears that roughly two-thirds of the earth's sur
face is unknown. The map ends abmptly just south of the 
equator. The Eurasian landmass extends at least 180 de
grees longitudinally, and perhaps even more. In Europe, 
human beings stretched themselves out to know the rest. 

There were, of course, other reasons for the European 
expansion into parts known and unknown. There were eco
nomic benefits to finding sea routes to Asia that would al
low merchants to avoid middlemen in the Middle East. 
There was also the quest for gold. Good maps were a ne
cessity in these endeavors. Even so, it does not seem plau
sible to discount completely intellectual curiosity, a desire 
to fill in the world map. 

In hindsight we can see that there is much that is wrong 
in Ptolemy's world picture . Ptolemy po1irayed the Indian 
Ocean as landlocked. He underestimated the ea1ih ' s cir
cumference-incidentally, this underestimate probably 
helped to mislead Columbus into thinking that sailing west
ward from Europe would be a shortcut to Asia. Since 
Ptolemy was working before air travel, aerial photography, 
satellite imaging, and accurate tin1epieces, errors would have 
to be expected. Ptolemy himself seems to have expected 
that his data would be improved. It is impossible that he 
took the measurements for all 8,000 coordinates by him
self. For places far from Alexandria, his home city, Ptolemy 
would have had to rely on reports from travellers, and he 
recognizes that such reports would tend to be unreliable. 

Thus the world picture he offers is more of a hypoth
esis than an established fact. He expected refinements and 
corrections. Measurements need to checked and re-checked, 
not only because of errors and variations in observations 
but also because the earth ' s surface itself changes. Second-
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Figure 7. World map published in 1548 by Giacomo Gastaldi, about 150 years after the reintroduction of Ptolemy's Geography to 
Eu rope. (From Jonathan Potter, Co1111try Life Book of Antique Maps (1988; rpt. Seracusc: Chartwcll Books, 1989).) 

hand reports need to be verified, and, if possible, replaced 
by measurements with instruments. 

With Europe ' s economic expansion into Asia and the 
New World, mapmakers had opportunities to refine old geo
graphic data and to collect new data . Pilots for the J?utch 
East India Company, for example, took measurements of 
their positions, and the English East India Company spon
sored a trigonometrical survey of India. 

Improvements to Ptolemy's world picture were not 
steady. Old information has a way of ossifying. It can take 
some time for conect information to win acceptance, so that 
old atlases often present both Ptolemaic and Copernican 
models of the cosmos. Further impediments to progress 
were laziness and the profit motive. A later map is not 
necessarily better than an earlier one. The wide availability 

of print technology made map piracy easy. It was more 
economical for a map publisher to copy someone's else's 
map than to draw a new one. (Today with photography, 
photocopying, and scanning widely and inexpensively avail
able, the temptations to map plagiary are even stronger. Map 
publishers wishing to protect their intellectual property have 
been known to include fake place names on their maps in 
order to trap the would-be pirates.) 

Despite the hindrances, the progress made in mapping 
is clear and distinct (see Figure 7). The easy reproducibil
ity of a map also made geographic data open to scrutiny and 
potentially to verification and falsification. Reproducibil
ity of results and potential falsification would prove cenn·al 
to the scientific enterprise. The painstaking process of veri
fying geographic information, not only the profit motive, 
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also led to greater uniformity in maps. To some extent, the 
uniformity was the mark of agreement on what was the case. 

The easy reproducibility of geographic data, while mak
ing it easy to plagiarize, also inhibits unscrupulous prac
tices. Once an updated world picture has won general ac
ceptance, an unscrupulous map publisher will no longer find 
it profitable to keep reprinting umevised maps. No one 
wishing to keep geographically current would want to buy a 
map depicting California as an island, for example. 

When one looks at a reconstructed Ptolemaic map, one 
question that arises is that of purpose. In his tables of coor
dinates , Ptolemy provides nothing about roads, and on the 
reconstructed maps, no roads are shown. The maps were 
not meant for travel and, since they do not show roads, would 
not seem to be of much use for that purpose. They seem to 
have been meant to as reference tools, to give users a sense 
of where places were. This sort oflooking could have been 
an end in itself. The act of looking at the earth whole in a 
single gaze is physically permitted to a being that can see 
two hemispheres at once. In a way a flat map of the earth 
gave us superhuman power: it lifted us off our planet. 

In the Almagest Ptolemy says that he is interested in 
understanding motion, both celestial and tenestrial : "al
most every peculiar attribute of material nature becomes 
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apparent from the peculiarities of its motion from place to 
place." 1 A key element in understanding motions is to know 
where they occur-where they begin and end, and where 
they pass. To gain an understanding of human movements, 
often one begins by considering where they took place. Not 
surprisingly, then, history was one of the ends of cartogra
phy in the surge of mapmaking that began after the Euro
pean rediscovery of Ptolemy. Abraham Ortelius, a Renais
sance map publisher, called mapmaking the "eye of his
tory."2 The earth, as the poet Samuel Daniel put it, is the 
"universal map of deeds . "3 Maps do help us to understand 
that geography at least contributes to destiny, as in the case 
of Athens' Sicilian expedition. 

There is one respect in which modern mapmaking has 
not followed Ptolemy's instructions. The Geography fo
cuses on mathematical cartography based on measurement. 
This sort of mapmaking, geographia, is what lent Ptolemy's 
book its name. But Ptolemy describes another type of 
mapmaking, one for small areas, chorographia. This type 
of mapmaking does not require the skills of a mathemati
_cian, but those of a painter. The emphasis of geographia is 
on the quantitative (to poson). In contrast, the emphasis of 
chorographia is not on position, but on the quality (to poion) 
of a place. Ch.orographia is more detailed than geographia: 
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if geographia presents the entire body, chorograph.ia fo
cuses on a small area such as the eye . 

Ptolemy does not say much about chorography, but Re
naissance interpreters all seem to agree that it is meant to 
be pictorial rather than abstract and geometrical. With the 
triumph of mathematics in the natural sciences, pictorial 
maps have become less and less important in mapmaking. " 
If atlases today include city maps at all, these tend to be 
plans, which tell little about the architectural character of 
the places they represent, suggest little about the look of 
places. On plans, distinctive local characteristics tend to 
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be lost-features that say something about and often affect 
the people living there (see Figures 8 and 9) . 

By including a brief mention of chorography in a 
manual of mathematical mapmaking, Ptolemy may have 
been warning of the limitations of a mathematical approach 
to the world. It is reductive in more ways than one . A 
quantitative approach to mapmaking not only regularizes 
the earth's surface, but is also less challenging, less demand
ing than a qualitative approach. According to Ptolemy, a 
mathematical map can be made by almost anyone. These 
are the types of maps that are readily available in this newly 
christened information age. Ptolemy implies that such ease 

l 
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is not characteristic of chorographic, pictorial maps. Mod
em examples of such maps are hard to find, even in this age 
of computer-aided design. So there seems to be something 
to what Ptolemy says . It seems that we should be describ
ing quantitative studies as soft, and qualitative studies as 
hard. 
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Selection from On the Sublime: Longinus 
Greek Translation Prize, 1998-99 

Samuel Garcia, A '99 

Et6~vm XP~, ¢tA'W/C€, 8ton, KCX8U7t€p K<iV i;9) KOtv~ ~'tV> 
ou6E:v tmapxst µBycx 06 'tO KCX'tcx¢povstv scrn µf:ycx, oiov 
7tAO~'tot nµcxt 60/;m wpcxvvt8sc; KCXt ocm 8~ aA,A,cx Ex€t 
7tOAO 'tO 81;m8sv npocri;pcxym8ooµcvov OOK av 't~ ys 

' ' ' ' ' ' t ' ' ' ¢povtµr;I) 8ol;w-,v cxycxBa. un:Ep~a.U.ovi:a. mv a.n1:0 to 
7mpt¢povs'iv aya.8ov ob µBi:ptov--Bcxl>µ&,sol>crt yoov i;rov 
SX,OV'tffiV a.'mcX. µC'x,A,A.ov rnuc; 8l>va.µEvonc; '8X,EtV Kdt 8ta. 
µcya.A.o\tmxt'a.v 07mpopffivmc;-i;\18i non Kat 8rrt trov 
8tripµf;vmv kv not~µum Kcit A,oymc;8mcrKEm8ov, µ~ nva. 

I f ,, f (' '\ f 

µcycl)o\;lc; ¢a_vta.crtCXV EX,Ot 'tOtCXU'tf1V, TI 7tOAU 7tpO<JK8t'tcxt 
to dKTI npocra.vcxn/i.,a.noµsvov, dvmtrnHoµsva. o's 
CiA.A.coc; dmt'crKOt'tO xcxuva., Sv 'tOO 8a.uµ&.sstv 'tO 
nspt¢povsl.v Eoysv8cri:spov. ¢ucrst ycxp nmc; &no 
'tcXt.f180t>c; ucpouc; btcxtpc'tat 't€ ~µwv ~ \f/UX,~ Ka.t ya.opov 
i:t avacrwµa. A.a.upavoucra. nA.ripoui:m. 

'X,CXpac; KUt µ8YCXACXUX,ta.c;, O><; dni:~ YEVVl{cra.cra. OTC8p 
~Konasv. 'owv oi)V tm'av8poc;'8µ¢povoc; Ka.t 8µnsipov 
A.o'ymv noA.A.arn; dKouoµcvov n np'oc; µcya.A.o~pocruvriv 
i:Tiv \jlD'X,rlV µT, crnv8ta.n8~ µTl8'syKa.m·A.st7t'l] t~ 8ta.votq 
nA.st'.'ov tou A.syoµcvov i:o civcx8comouµcvov nfoi:n q8, 'av 

' ' ' ' A ' ' 'j=: ' '' '' ' a.ui;o crl>VE;X,c<; c1tt<JK07tl)c;, ct<; a.na.l>~f1CTtV, Ol>K a.v ct 
&A. rief:c; D\f/O<; £t'ri µixpt µo'vric; i;~c; aKol,c; cr~<:o'µcvov. 

morn yap tcp o'vn µ€ya., ot noA.A~ µf;v ~ ava.8Erop'llmc;, 
8UO'KOAO<; 88 µaA.A,ov 8' a8uvmoc; 'ri KCX'tcl;a.vacrmmc;, 
1.crsupCx. 88 ~ µv~µri Kat 8l>crcl;aA.smtoc;. 'ot...mc; 88 Kcx~a. 
voµtsE'U\jll'l Kctl a/-:rt8tva ta 8td 7t<l.V't0<; cXpEcrKOV'ta Kdt 
namv. omv ya.p 1:0"tc; &n'o 8m<jx)prov 8mi;1181mµai;cov 
pirov s~A.mv ~AlKtffiV A.o'yo>V trv n Kat 'tCXD'tOV &µex 7t€pt 
"Co)v cx.\nffiv b.nmn 8oKfJ, to8' 'ft~<'.;: dcmµcj>o)vmv 0c; Kp{mc; 
Ka.t cruyxa.ni8ccrtc; i:Tiv tn't 'tCJ> 8a.uµa.<'.;:oµiv°' nt'crnv 
tcrX,Upav A.a.µ~aVSt Ka.\ ava.µ~tf,,8K'tOV. 

One must know, dearest friend, that, just as in our daily 
life nothing is truly great which is great to despise, such as 
riches, honors, reputations, sovereignty, and as many other 
things which have an exaggerated exterior-nor would one 
in his right mind deem things to be surpassingly good whose 
very contempt is good without measure-indeed, one ad-
0mires those capable of having these things, but through a 
greatness of soul choose instead to look down upon them, 
rather than those who have them-just so, must one con
sider it here, in the case of the elevated in both poetry and 
prose; one would not have some image of greatness such as 
that in which many works are artlessly conceived; unfolded 
differently, these would only prove empty, works which are 
more fittingly held in contempt than admired. For, our soul 
is uplifted by true sublimity and, seizing pride at such a 
height, is filled with both joy and exultation, as if it itself 
had produced the very thing heard. 

Whenever, then, something is heard many times by a 
sensible man; one well acquainted with words and also pos
sessing a greatness of mind, something which neither dis
poses his soul towards, nor leaves his soul behind in a 
thought more considered than the word alone, but instead 
falls, like a visitation, into disesteem, it is no longer true 
sublimity in so far as its sound did not outlast its utterance. 
For this, true sublimity, by being great, whose rebellion 
against is not only difficult, but impossible, for this, the 
memory is strong and indelible. Speaking generally, con
sider sublime and truly beautiful those things which please 
everyone always. For whenever men differing in their pur
suits, lifestyles, interests, ages and languages share one and 
the same opinion, then the verdict and assent from such 
discord makes our faith in the object of their admiration 
strong and indisputable. 

La Promenade d'Automne: Marceline Desbordes-Valmore 
French Translation Prize, 1998-99 

Robert Dickson, A '00 

La Promenaded' Automne 
Te souvient-il, 6 mon ame, 6 ma vie, 
D'un jour d'automne et pale et languissant? 
11 semblait dire un adieu gemissant 

Aux bois qu'il attristait de sa melancolie. 
Les oiseaux dans les airs ne chantaient plus l'espoir; 
Une froide rosee enveloppait leurs ailes, 
Et, rappelant au nid leurs compagnes fideles, 
Sur des rameaux sans fleurs ils attendaient le soir. 

Seule, je m'eloignais d'une fete brnyante, 
Je fuyais tes regards, je cherchais ma raison. 
Mais la langueur des champs, leur tristesse attrayante, 
A ma langueur secrete ajoutaient leur poison. 
Sans but et sans espoir, suivant ma reverie, 
Je portais au hasard un pas timide et lent; 
L'Amour m' enveloppa de ton ombre cherie, 
Et, malgre la saison, l'air me parut brulant. 

Je voulais, mais en vain, par un effort supreme, 
En me sauvant de toi, me sauver de moi-meme. 
Mon ceil voile de pleurs, a la tene attache, 
Par un charme invincible en fut comme anache. 
A travers les brouillards, une image legere 
Fit palpiter mon sein de tendresse et d'effroi; 
Le soleil reparait, l' environne, 1 'eclaire, 
Il en tr' ouvre les cieux . . . Tu parus devant moi. 
Je n' osai te parler; interdite, reveuse, 
Enchainee et soumise a ce h·ouble enchanteur, 
Je n'osai te parler: pourtantj'etais heureuse; 
Je devinai ton ame, et j 'entendis mon cceur. 

Mais quand ta main pressa ma main tremblante, 
Quand un frisson leger fit tressaillir mon corps, 
Quand mon front se couvrit d'une rougeur brulante, 

Dieu! qu'est-ce done que je sentis alors? 
J'oubliai de te fuir, j'oubliai de te craindre; 
Pour la premiere fois ta bouche osa se plaindre, 
Ma douleur a la tienne osa se reveler, 
Et mon ame vers toi fut prete a s'exhaler! 
11 m'en souvient ! T'en souvient-il, ma vie, 
De ce tourment delicieux, 
De ces mots arraches a ta melancolie: 

"Ah! si je souffre, on souffre aux cieux!" 

The Autumn Walk 
Oh soul, oh life, do you remember the day, 
In autumn, so languid and pale? 
As if departing, it seemed to bewail 

The forest it darkened with sorrow to gray. 
From the birds in the air, no more hope was sung; 
Their wings by a frozen dew were encased, 
And, calling their friends to their nesting place, 
For evening they waited, to barren boughs they clung. 

Alone, I withdrew from a noisy herd, 
I sought my reason, I fled your gaze . 
But the pastoral languor, its sadness allured 
My internal languor with poisonous haze. 
Along with my dreaming, without hope or goal, 
My slow, timid stroll transformed into toil; 
Love enshrouded me with your shadowy soul, 
And in spite of the season, the air seemed to boil. 

As much as I wanted, as hard I tried, it was something I 
could not do: 

I sought to save myself from me by saving myself from you. 
My eye, veiled with tears, to the cold earth bound, 
By invincible charm was wrought from the ground. 
My breast started pulsing, with softness and fear 
As from foggy murk a dim image grew; 
The sun appears 'round it, makes vision clear, 
The heavens half-open . .. Before me stood you. 
I didn't dare address you; confounded and suppressed, 
Dreaming and submissive underneath your misty spell, 
I didn't dare address you: I was happy nonetheless; 
I divined your spirit, I heard my own heart well. 

But when my trembling hand was by your hand pressed, 
When my body was shivered by a delicate chill, 
When a fiery color flushed my face and chest, 

My God, tell me, what did I feel? 
You, I forgot to fear; You, I forgot to shun; 
Complaint for the first time sh·eamed off your tongue, 
My grief to yours was finally self-revealed, 
And my soul to you was almost exhaled! 
I remember it! Do you recall it, my life, 
This delicious despair, 
These words in your strife: 

"They suffer in heaven if I suffer here!" 

continued on next page 
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Des bois nul autre aveu ne troubla le silence. 
Ce jour fut de nos jours le plus beau, le plus doux; 
Pret a s 'eteindre enfin il s' arreta sur nous, 
Et sa fuite a mon creur presagea ton absence! 

L'ame du monde eclaira notre amour; 
le vis ses demiers feux mourir sous un nuage; 
Et dans nos creurs brises, desunis sans retour, 

II n'en reste plus que l'image. 

Aidan Dreaming-Elk 
Karina Hean, A '00 

The forest said no more to disturb the silence. 
This was our sweetest, most beautiful day; 
It finally stopped about us, prepared to die away, 
And its quick escape foretold to me your absence! 

The soul of the world made our love bright; 
Under a cloud I saw the death of its flames; 

DICKSON 

And in our shattered hearts, which could never again unite, 
No more than their image remains. 

Vrbnica, Kosovo; June, 1999 

Vada Mossavat, A 'oo 
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Guardians, 1998-99 
Anne McShane, A 'oo 

Cain and Saul 
The Men God Rejected 

Sarah Whitesel, 'O 1 
Jf thou doest well, shalt thou not be accepted? And if 
thou doest not well, sin li eth at the door. And unto thee 
shall be his desire and thou shalt rul e over him. (Gen
esis, 4:7) 1 

This verse describes the biblical stories of both Cain 
and Saul. Both men try to serve God as they see best and 
are rejected. Both are much desired by sin, succumb to its 
seduction, and, because of their own failures, seek to pun
ish others for their successes. Both wander the land in an
guish, marked so that other men will not slay them. Yet it 
is the conh·ast between these two lives that ultimately al
lows their similarities to info1m one another. Cain's story 
realizes the formula of rejection, sin, and punishment with 
perfect simplicity. Abel dies, Cain's crime is complete, its 
consequences absolute, with personal reprimands from God 
at every misstep . In his exile he builds the first city and 
founds a glorious dynasty. Saul's situation is more com
plex. He sh·ives to kill David several times, each time fail
ing, humiliated and repentant until his fury blazes anew. 
With every fresh iniquity, he becomes further seduced by 
sin, committing progressively more grievous misdeeds, 
punctuated by tenible, hopeful moments of pain and re
morse. At last, thoroughly steeped in wre tchedness, having 
lost many battles, his kingdom, and his sons, Saul commits 
suicide. 

The origins of sin and the possibility of conquering it 
are the two most important issues in these tales. All we are 
given in the austere case of the Second Man Alive is that 
God "had not respect" unto Cain and his offering (Gen. 
4:5) . His fa ilure is briefly touched upon, mysterious. The 
disgrace of the First King is more complicated. Saul' s fears 
on the battlefield are strnnger than his faith and he offers 
sacrifices without waiting for God's prophet, Samuel (I Sam. 
13). Two chapters later he bows to the will of the people 
and disobeys Samuel ' s order to desh·oy all of the Amalekites 
and their goods, saving some to burn on God's altar. It 
seems to be the combination of these errors by which Saul 
is lost. After the first, Samuel declares that his kingdom 
will not. continue. After the second, the Lord regrets ever 
making Saul king, Samuel abandons him, David is anointed, 
and an evil spirit descends upon Saul. Just as the villainies 
later engendered by his failure are compounded, so is the 
failure itself. 

Both of Saul's misdeeds involve putting immediate, 
worldly concerns before his obedience to and trust in God. 

Each of his failures comes from looking at the people around 
him to make decisions which ought to be made with his 
eyes on the Lord alone. The standard for acceptance comes 
down to a recurring image of the orientation of a man 's 
heart. In I Samuel 10:9, when Saul is anointed, God gives 
him another heart. 'Yet even with this reborn spirit, Saul is 
unable to keep his attention focused upon the Lord. In 13: 14, 
Samuel tells him that he will lose his kingship to a man 
after God 's own heart. That man is David, who is chosen 
because, even as a child, his heart is filled with love and 
reverence for God (I Sam. 16:7). Saul falters by misplacing 
his priorities. His heart is guided by a fear of and preoccu
pation with men like himself, rather than God's command
ment. 

Cain and Saul have not done well. They have not earned 
God's acceptance. Sin crouches desirously at their doors . 
The dreadful undoing of these men is so much more signifi
cant than their initial rejections . When reading these texts 
there is a powerful temptation to justify how Cain and Saul 
began unworthily, to find a primary reason that will explain 
away what follows. We long to justify why an offering of 
the soil deserves rejection. For instance, the harvest of Cain 
came from land bearing Adam' s curse . His sown frnit was 
lifeless while Abel's lambs yielded up their breath on God 's 
altar. When he kills his brother he spills onto the cursed 
earth the blood that he failed to offer God, now as a sacri
fice to his wounded vanity. In the same way, Saul was made 
king for his stature , a soulless value, while David was cho
sen for his noble heart, an animate versus an inanimate vir
tue. Saul ' s position as king exists only because God finally 
relented in disgust to the pleas of the faithless Israelites who 
wanted a powerful human figurehead to lead them in battle. 
They desired him as cravenly as sin longs for weakness in 
men; and as the tall , unholy sovereign they had asked fo r, 
he pandered to their fears instead of ruling over them in the 
name of the Lord. Saul and Cain had to be rejected and 
once their rejections have been explained, their j ea lous 
bloodlust that follows dwindles to a vicious misery raven
ous for other men 's ruin. 

Such explanations of rejection are attempts to sew up 
the lives that proceed from them with threads of demerit 
and necessity . They render the infinite potential for human 
strength and frailty in the narrow terms of a balanced equa
tion. They also gloss over the weight of the choices rejected 
men must constantly make between, on one hand, follow
ing sin's compelling call which grows louder and louder 
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with each error, and, on the other, the increasingly dif
ficult, but always present, possibility of resisting it. This is 
particularly important for Saul whose conditions of failure 
are so detailed. The life that comes afterwards is so inde
te1mina te that one cannot dismiss him as a man justly and 
irrevocably lost, possessed by the evil spirit of his own guilt 
and anger, consumed by an impotent pantomime of malice 
that he must reenact until he can bear it no more and kills 
himself. Saul's gradual decay is actually far more sophisti
cated. In that bitter sinking, he wrestles desperately with 
his corruption, calamitously choosing sin more often than 

God. 
For Saul and Cain, in narrative and psychological te1ms, 

rejection is an instigative engine. Without dictating what 
their reactions will be, it is the condition of pain which calls 
for an answering choice. Cain's immediate response to re
jection is a scowl, the loss of self-control. Unable to accept 
that he has not been accepted, his ungoverned countenance 
falls "wroth" (Gen. 4:5), wounded and defiant. Then God 
makes the crucial speech cited at the beginning of this es

say: 

And the Lord said unto Cain, Why art thou wroth? and 
why is thy countenance fallen? If thou doest well, shalt 
thou not be accepted? And if thou doest not well, sin 
lieth at the door. And unto thee shall be his desire and 
thou shalt rule over him. (Gen. 4:6-7) 

This warning makes explicitly clear that his rejection is just. 
Cain cannot have done well and receiving even such a pain
fully true judgment is no cause for anger, exactly because it 
is true . This is enough. This is all. Perhaps Cain should 
have known better or perhaps God could have respected his 
offering for its earnest submission. Neither of these possi
bilities matter once they are no longer possible. The thing 
now at stake is Cain's future acceptance or corruption. The 
only significant reflections he can make are those that ap
ply to doing well now, as opposed to the bitter attempts at 
justification which prevent him from moving beyond the 

past. 
Outrage against truth, the determination to challenge 

and transform the hurtful verdict, seeking other people to 
blame and punish-making the destruction of their well
being the cure for one's own despair-these seem to be the 
streaming lights of weakness summoning sin to the door of 
a man who has failed. In this speech God acknowledges for 
the first time how vulnerable man can be to sin- that wick
edness actually lies in wait, lusting after him. Never before 
has a man been tempted as the result of a previous misstep. 
Juxtaposed with this peril is the possibility of subjugating 
that iniquity . Cain may still master his sin. "Thou shalt 
rnle over him." It is framed almost as a declaration, prom
ise, or command. Man is not to be the passive victim of his 
own weakness, rendered defenseless by pain and anger. 

WHITESEL 

Failure may bring man closer to evil but it remains in his 
power not merely to resist sin, but to conquer it. 

Anger is very clearly sin's access point to Saul as well. 
Until he tastes fury, Saul is not drawn to sin. After the fail
ures that cause him to lose his kingship and the favor of 
God, Saul listens penitently as Samuel upbraids him. His 
countenance is meek and abashed . He accepts God's judg
ment and asks for forgiveness. One of the most poignant 
moments in Saul's life occurs in his final hours with Samuel. 
The elderly prophet has just ripped Saul's royal cloak to 
signify how his kingdom will be torn from his hands. 
Samuel, who made Saul king, must soon abandon and mourn 
him. This point marks the culmination of Saul's failures 
and he asks Samuel, "Tum again with me that I may wor
ship the Lord thy God" (I Sam. 15). Although Saul is 
broken and alone, having lost his throne and God's coun
sel, it is still possible for him to look to God. He knows 
what penalties he has earned and accepts the Lord's judg
ment. Until he becomes jealous of David's glory and anger 
kindles within his breast, Saul, with all of his inadequacies , 

has still chosen God. 
Back in Genesis, one verse after he is cautioned by the 

Lord, "Cain rose up against Abel his brother and slew him." 
In Cain's simple narrative, rejection, anger, and envy cli
max in sin. But what exactly is Cain's sin? Is it fratricide? 
There are still no commandments, no prohibitions against 
murder. Abel is the first man ever to die. Human mortality, 
one of the curses of Adam's fall, has just entered the world 
and it is wrought by sin rather than nature. 

Is Cain's crime attempting to deceive God? Abel's blood 
cries out from the ground, from the earth cursed by Adam, 
from the land where Cain raised his unfortunate offering. 
When asked where his brother is, Cain naively and clum
sily dissembles, "Am I my brother's keeper?" offering the 
Lord a flippant and defiant answer (Gen. 4:9). God's own 
asking implies that even God must gage Cain's understand
ing of what he has done. There is no reason to assume that 
befo e he kills his brother, Cain comprehends that men 's 
lives must end or that other men can end them. He has 
some knowledge of good and evil from the error of his par
ents-enough to realize that what he has done is wrong and 
to speak of it disingenuously to God. 

Does Cain's fault lie in claiming an office of God? The 
Lord's jealousy of his own authority has already been evi
denced in Eden. Propitiating wrath has the flavor, if not 
the character, of justice. Is Cain's crime a sorry parody of 
God-establishing his own pathetic pride in the place of 
divine judgment, dispensing life and death in his defective 
way? Or does he try to punish the Lord by destroying the 
man God has blessed? This account hardly seems adequate. 
Cain's brutality is neither intelligent nor controlled enough 
to be worthy of the name of judgment. 

All of these things, brother murder, deceit, and the pre
sumption to God's power, are merely peripheral evils blos-
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soming from the actual sin of Cain. The essential nature of 
Cain's-and later Saul's-sin is really an unwillingness to 
accept the Lord's initial judgment, which brings them to 
violate the intimacy of each's relationship with God. Cain 
and Saul both en in believing that what lies between God 
and other men can somehow become part of their own dy
namic. Cain has disregarded God's explicit warning. The 
Lord ' s respect for Abel's sacrifice is no more connected to 
Cain's rejection than David's triumphs are the result of Saul's 
decline. Their jealous anger comes from a failure of per
sonal responsibility. Their misbegotten and misplaced feel
ings of rage and jealousy become violence. This inappro
priate connecting of blame fosters the false idea that killing 
another man could possibly amend or assuage the pain of 
their original failures . 

Saul is able to bear his disgrace until his tortured soul 
lays it beside David's honor. His fatal purpose is born as 
the people sing, "Saul hath slain his thousands, and David 
his ten thousands" (I Sam. 18 : 7) . Then, with the evil spirit 
upon him, filled with guilt and anger, Saul rises up and 
tries to slay David. However, the Lord is with David and 
the javelin misses its target (I Sam. 18: 11). Then in the 
hopes that David will fall in combat, Saul offers the young 
man his daughter's hand in marriage on the condition that 
he twice defeat and collect a hundred Philistine foreskins. 
The pitiful king conh·ives an accidental escape fr~m his will 
to sin, but the plot fails and David is victorious (I Sam. 
18: 17-27). Saul endeavors to avoid his wicked purpose 
but will not relinquish the bitterness that goads him for
ward. In chapter 19, when Jonathan speaks in defense of 
David, Saul hearkens to his righteous cause and swears his 
first oath to respect David's life. However, as soon as the 
evil spirit returns to him, his anger and guilt recalled, Saul 
hurls another ill-aimed jav~in at David before he flees and 
Saul's pursuit begins. 

At this point, the simple (Cain's) and complex (Saul's) 
stories diverge; one moves while the other tangles . Abel is 
dead. Cain 's malice is brought to complete fruition and 
God renders Cain's sentence (Gen. 4:11-12). He is cursed 
by the ea1ih into which he poured his brother's blood, may 
no longer till the soil nor reap its harvest, and must wander 
in barren exile. To soothe his fears, Cain is given a protec
tive mark that caITies sevenfold vengeance for any man who 
would slay him, a mark to shield him from becoming the 
victim of a crime like his own. As Cain has dearly learned, 
and Saul will later recognize, it is necessary that the right 
of judgment and punishment belong to the Lord alone. So 
Cain roams away, far from the presence of God, where he 
builds the first city and sires a family ingenious in music 
and metalwork that flourishes for many generations. That 
is the end of Cain's story. 

Saul's murderous efforts cannot be completely analyzed 
without also considering his wandering, since it is the pur
suit of his lethal fury that drives Saul to vagabondage. Just 
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as Cain was condemned to rove, hidden from God's face , 
Saul too suffers the affliction of a fugitive as the price of his 
sin. He flees before his guilt and anger. He runs to lay the 
bloated burden of his failures on another man ' s head . Saul 
makes two more bloodthirsty expeditions in search of David, 
and, with each new resolution to plunge back into wicked
ness , Saul commits graver and graver atrocities. The sec
ond time Jonathan speaks in David's defense, Saul attempts 
to kill his own son by casting yet another poorly aimed jav
elin (I Sam. 20:33). He orders the slaughter of the priests 
who gave David food and armor and then commands the 
execution of their entire city (I Sam. 22). His next preda
tory foray brings him into the wilderness of Ziph and Maon, 
but David proves elusive and Saul must cut short his hunt 
to repel a Philistine attack (I Sam. 23 ). 

In the following two pursuits, God almost seems to be 
mocking Saul's dete1mination to satiate his rage. Saul as
sembles three thousand men and marches to the wilderness 
ofEngedi where he immediately makes camp and falls asleep 
in a cave in which David and his men lie concealed (I Sam. 
24). David cuts Saul's robe but spares his life , refusing to 
raise his hand against the Lord's anointed. In the succeed
ing pursuit, Saul returns to the wilderness of Ziph where he 
chased David once before. The Lord covers Saul and his 
host with a deep sleep. David easily enters his camp and 
takes Saul's spear as a trophy and evidence of the respect he 
has shown the anointed of the Lord (I Sam. 26). 

Saul, like Cain, has a protective mark, only for Saul 
the value of the mark is bluned. It preserves his life each 
time the Lord delivers him into David's hands, except this 
protection carries with it an intense humiliation. The noble 
mercy of his intended victim compounds Saul's already mon
strous shame. It is unclear whether God means for Saul's 
anointing to keep him safe. David, not God, declares his 
respect for Saul's status. The Lord simply delivers Saul 
defenseless into the hands of his enemy over and over again . 
David's anointment doesn't prevent Saul from trying to kill 
him. Perhaps David is being tested and Saul is genuinely 
in peril. Perhaps he is safe, made ridiculous by his inability 
either to kill or be killed. Either way, this mark of anoint
ment, originally a blessing upon Saul, has become the mark 
of Cain, a testament to his cursed failure. 

In Genesis 4:7, God cautions Cain that failure will make 
him desired by and vulnerable to sin, and promises the po
·tential for still ruling over that weakness and conquering 
the temptation to further abasement. It is still possible to 
do well and win acceptance . For Saul, the key to this accep
tance lies in the living example of David. When David 
confronts Saul, after each double deliverance (Saul into 
David's hands and David sparing Saul), his words apply to 
the wretched king's entire life: 

The Lord judge between thee and me bur mine hand 
shall not be upon thee. As saith the proverb of the an-
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cients, wickedness proceedeth from the wicked: but mine 
hand sha ll not be upon thee. After whom is the king of 
Israe l come out? after whom dost thou pursue? after a 
dead dog, after a flea. The Lord therefore be judge and 
judge between thee and me, and see, and plead my cause, 
and deliver me out of thine hand . (I Sam. 24: 12-15) 

David places judgement in the hands of the Lord and sub
mits his will to that judgement. Of the biblical proverbs, 
there are three that David might be paraphrasing (Proverbs 
11 :15, 13:6, and 26:26). All of them describe how wicked 
actions undermine their perpetrators , just as each of Saul's 
misdeeds increase his rapacious appetite for sin. David 
understands how every offense disposes a soul to further 
evil. The power of sin is a desire, a negativity, a yearning. 
Mastery of sin lies in resisting that compulsion. David ' s 
relationship with God is perfectly intact, a fortress many 
leagues away from sin. This completeness, this safety make 
it impossible for him to sympathize with or even compre
hend Saul's anguished jealousy. When David cannot un
derstand why Saul finds any meaning in chasing after him, 
like hunting for "a dead dog, a flea," his speech portrays a 
man so secure that he is almost incapable of entering into 

this aching world~ 
David may be secure, but David has never failed . It 

seems impossible that Saul and Cain could simply tum their 
eyes to God, regardless of their flawed histories. Wouldn't 
such callous progress really constitute the dismissal of God's 
judgement? The answer appears paradoxical. By concen
trating on the vindications and vengeance that would un
make his failure, a man amplifies its results, arousing the 
event in his sh-uggle to tame it. A wroth countenance culti
vates a disposition to sin. There are three ways in which a 
man might respond to rejection and only one of them makes 
him stronger against iniquity . He might try to forget the 
disaster and move on, accept it and move on, or clutch hold 
of it and let his bitterness fester. The first is not really an 
option because the impact of rejection is undeniable and 
any attempt to void its tneaning could only lead to deeper 
enor. The third response is an invitation to sin. In this 
context, moving beyond each failure without trying to deny 
its consequences and returning to God-with the under
standing that there is no effective alternative-is the real 
hallmark of respect and reconciliation that drives sin away 
from one's door. 

When he puts aside his anger and listens to Jonathan's 
first intercession, Saul resolves to change. However, he does 
not rule over sin for long and this promise is soon broken. 
In the wilderness of Engedi, faced with David's integrity 
and having come so close to death, Saul acknowledges his 
enemy's righteousness and swears to end his wicked quest. 
He concedes David' s right of succession to his throne and 
David pledges to preserve Saul's descendants. After break
ing this second oath and encountering David again in the 
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forest of Ziph, Saul repents once more. Even David's dic
tion recalls the slaying of Abel when he entreats Saul, "Let 
not my blood fall to the face of the earth" (I Sam. 26:20). 
Saul recognizes his own error, "I have sinned ... behold, I 
have played the fool and erred exceedingly" (I Sam. 26:21 ). 
David is able to redirect Saul's gaze to God for brief inter
ludes in which Saul, having acknowledged his guilt, is re
lieved and conscious of his potential to do well and conquer 
sin. After each contrition, Saul's wandering is permitted to 
end. Both apologies are followed by Saul returning home. 

Yet Saul continually loses his inte1mittent sovereignty 
over sin. His gaze always falls back to the figures of his 
oym guilt and anger and the man gloriously before him. 
This may be because he is continually led aright by David's 
words, rather than forging his own independent reconcilia
tion with God. It is only in the presence of his external 
compulsion, the human object sought by his sin, that Saul 
is able to repent. Just as David's harp soothed away Saul's 
evil spirit in their early days, so David's virtue mends him 
at moments in their confrontations. It is as if David's voice 
has become the only one that Saul can hear-even Jonathan's 
~annot reach him anymore . The only person able to pen
etrate his fixation is its object, just as the Lord might succor 

one who looked upon him. 
Thus, though God no longer answers Saul, God is no 

longer what Saul seeks or craves . Saul does not ask the 
witch of Endor to raise Samuel 's spirit so that he may ask 
how to serve God well . He rouses the dead prophet hoping 
to receive the reassurance in battle that he deservedly lost, 
committing a new sin in search of a promise that the pen
alty of his old sins may fall more lightly (I Sam. 28) . It is 
no wonder Samuel declares the Lord to be Saul ' s enemy: 
for Saul, in his weakness before sin, has chosen to be the 
enemy of the Lord. David helps him to tum to God, but 
only Saul's own sustained resolution could have held him 
on that path. His repeated assurances and oaths, while sin
cere, are shortlived. David knows this and flees to the land 
of the Philistines after their second encounter because he 
mistrusts Saul's ability to keep h\s promises. Though genu
inely wretched each time he glimpses at what he has be
come, Saul throws away this insight over and over when he 
chooses instead to slake his iniquity and avoid the fact of 

his rejection. 
Since God will not permit the harming of David, there 

are only two ways for Saul to halt his descent. He must 
either truly abandon his obsession or die . The latter fate is 
how his sin ultimately ends. Just as Samuel prophesied, the 
next day the Lord delivers the host of the Israelites into the 
hands of the Philistines. The battle turns overwhelmingly 
against Saul. The arrows of his enemies sorely wound him. 
All three of his sons are slain. He entreats his armorbearer 
to kill him that he might not fall into the hands of his foes, 
but the servant refuses . Saul falls upon his own sword. 
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These two lives have such different final acts. Cain 
builds a city. His ending is also a beginning. Saul falls on 
his sword. His situation doesn't close with either of the 
conditions, renunciation or murder, that could have fully 
concluded it. Saul spends his reign wavering, suffering 
between these two opposed states, and his death only rein
forces this limbo. His tale is complete, not because it actu
ally resolves, but because the possibility for any closure dies 
with him. So where does the distinction between these sto
ries begin? Cain killed Abel. Saul was never able to kill 
David. As a result, Cain's sin was fulfilled and discrete. 
Punishment clearly followed . It is this crucial difference 
that makes Cain simultaneously more fortunate and more 
miserable than Saul. 

Like the farmer he is, Cain sows and reaps his sin. He 
is more fortunate than Saul in that this fru)tion, this crime 
as irrevocable as his rejection, brings him to accept his chas
tisement and the history that caused it. Cain crosses over 
his sin and moves beyond it. He is never forgiven, never 
reverses the meaning of his past, but assumes its weight 
and makes that burden a foundation for his future accom
plishments. Cain succeeds, not because his sin at last proves 
acceptable, but because he relinquishes the belief that it could 
ever be made so. He is more miserable than Saul in that, 
despite God's warning, he never even dimly admits the pos
sibility of ruling over his sin until it is too late and he is 
a murderer . 

Saul's position is more ambiguous, his struggle more 
complex. Sin and punishment are intricately entwined for 
him. His castigation is the escalating product of his sin. 
Cain does not work past his wickedness until it is realized. 
It is as though Cain must pass through his sin bef~re he is 
able to abandon it. Saul is unable to commit the crime that 
might help him make such a passage. The first king sees 
the innocent alternative to his evil, the repudiation of his 
unconsummated malice, but this resolution never holds sway 
for long over his wrath. Yet, although Saul cannot take 
credit for his repeated deliverance from error, he does not 
kill the man he hates and therefore never loses the possibil
ity of renouncing his ter-ible purpose forever. 

So Saul and Cain are never doomed by their previous 
evils . Although every descent makes Saul a more cher
ished object of sin's yearning, increasingly vulnerable to 
choosing deeper wickedness, there is always the possibility 
of turning aside and conquering sin. The potential for re-
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demption is always present. Saul proves that dishonor is 
neither a direct nor inevitable fall. Rather, he welds a sinu
ous chain of causality-his descent is causal, but not deter
ministic . His weakness nourishes his corruption, corrup
tion weakens him but this only means that it becomes more 
difficult, but never impossible, for Saul to break free . Every 
link, every crime, draws the next one nearer, but only be
cause Saul fails to sustain his resistance and pursues the 
siren song of sin, forging his own shackles . This is empha
sized by Saul's periodic epiphanies when, however briefly, 
he huly repents and promises to change. For that moment 
he recognizes that such a choice is possible . 

Cain and Saul look to the mundane context sunound
ing them to resolve their own struggles over serving God. 
Unless such a man claims personal responsibility, unless he 
assumes self-control and the sense of exclusive and abso
lute accountability to God, he cannot conquer sin ' s desir
ing. Sin supine at one's door is the characterization of un
fortunate proximity to something external, to a lure from 
the realm beyond its prey's concerns. This image delin
eates the ties to and pressures from circumstances foreign 
to one's situation. Both men judge themselves reactively 
from within such a context. This meager, mortal perspec
tive constantly fabricates false relevance between itself and 
other people, refusing to accept responsibility for the choices 
it pursues among the fibers of this web. Cain and Saul 
evaluate their failures before God in terms of other men ' s 
successes. It is so easy to sympathize with Cain because 
one immediately misunderstands the same thing he does, 
that is, why he should kill Abel, a response which clearly 
cannot address the source of his misery. It is the way in 
which both men misconstrue and react inappropriately to 
their original errors that makes them vicious, not some nec
essary product of the original enors themselves. 

For this reason, sin is never justified by the events that 
precede it. Saul and Cain's awful conclusions that murder 
might assuage rejection stem from their denials of God's 
judgement. They do not realize that, for God, their failure 
is irrevocably over. Its consequences are immutably set. 
There is no cause for anger. If they do well, they shall be 
accepted. The painful severity of such a firm ending is what 
make~ choice and change possible at all. In this finality lies 
the p~ssibility of redemption, human freedom through di
vine justice . 
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The Importance, to Consciousness, of the Discovery of Self 
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In the Phenomenology of Spirit, Hegel introduces a new, 
revolutionary way of understanding both the world and phi
losophy. He does not follow the traditional route of pre
senting an argument with an extensive commentary in its 
defense, or the even older method of Plato's dialogues; nor 
does he merely record some selected facts, like a historian. 
Instead, Hegel invites us into a theatre- the theatre of phi
losophy. He asks us to take a seat in the front row and let 
him show us a play in which we can see all the phases of 
our cultural and philosophical evolution. He takes it upon 
himself to narrate the play in the order that will reveal the 
necessary logical progression of the different scenes. Let 
this play be called The Becoming of Spirit.' 

We philosophers are not used to such peculiarities; we 
want to know the truth, and we want to know it now. Ac
cording to Hegel, our impatience is understandable, but 
unacceptable; the evolution of truth takes time, and it is 
only at the right time that our minds are prepared to take in 
the truth. In the Preface, Hegel claims that his time is the 
birth-time of Spirit, or of Truth (11). 2 The time, then, is 
right for us to step off the stage of philosophy, and look at it 
from the outside, with the eyes of a viewer and not those of 
a participant. Only thus will we be able to see the truth in 
its progression and comprehend it as a whole. 

It is essential that we keep the distinction between viewer 
and participant perfectly clear throughout this exposition. 
The participant, or the main character on the stage, is the 
consciousness of the Universal Individual. The conscious
ness of the Universal Individual is the consciousness of all 
human beings past and present, joined together. Its being is 
superimposed on the individuals of the world, and its de
velopment overarches all cultural progress. The transfor
mation of the Universal Individual begins with the primary 
form of consciousness and is completed with its final matu
rity. The viewer of Hegel's theatre is the student of his phi
losophy. He is a very advanced participant who is ready to 
step off the stage and whose testimony will earn him the 
last step in the development of consciousness. He has al
ready been through most of the transfo1mation, and is at the 
stage in which he can proceed only if he steps down and 
observes. While the participating Consciousness sees ev
erything subjectively, the audience takes an objective point 
of view. By the end of the play, the viewer will have seen 
who he himself is, generated by the truths that he carries 
within his consciousness. He will then know that he knows, 
and this knowledge will elevate him to become the com-

pletely transformed Consciousness, or Spirit. "The goal is 
Spirit's insight into what knowing is" (29) . 

But why should we commit ourselves to become stu
dents of Hegel? What would convince us that his play might 
reveal Truth to us? Do we even have the capability of see
ing the truth? Hegel addresses this question in the Intro
duction: 

Should we not be concerned as to whether this fear of 
error is not just the error itself? It presupposes that the 
Absolute stands on one side and cognition on the other, 
independent and separated from it, and yet is something 
real; or in other words, it presupposes that cognition 
which, since it is excluded from the Absolute, is surely 
outside of the truth as well, is nevertheless true, an as
sumption whereby what calls itself fear of error reveals 
itself rather as fear of truth. (74) 

Hegel reasons that we should have no scruples about sus
pending our disbelief in our abilities, because the kind of 
knowledge that we are investigating is phenomenal knowl
edge. Consciousness knows its object, as the object is present 
for Consciousness. What this means is that the object of 
our investigation is our knowledge of the object. It is nev
ertheless a true knowledge, because the object is for Con
sciousness. If the object were in essence something else, 
Consciousness would never have any knowledge of it. The 
nature of this phenomenological knowledge will become 
clearer as we examine it in the context of the actual trans
formation . 

Consciousness, in its most primary form, is made up of 
two moments. "The immediate existence of Spirit, con
sciousness, contains the two moments of knowing and the 
objectivity negative to knowing" (36) . The first moment 
corresponds to what Consciousness knows of its object. The 
second moment corresponds to the knowledge that Con
sciousness has of its own knowledge of the object. 

At the outset of the play, then, the protagonist is the 
immediate, yet undeveloped, form of Consciousness; he is 
natural Consciousness. Now consciousness contains two 
moments : knowing and objectivity. Imagine that the actor 
portraying consciousness enters in a white costume, and 
starts to examine an object on the stage. This corresponds 
to the first moment, to knowing. No sooner does he begin 
his examination, however, when a figure, of the same shape 
and size but wearing a black costume steps out from behind 
him to one side, and starts examining the first actor in his 
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examination of the object. Here the object for Conscious
ness is its own self, which in the first moment was a subject. 
This corresponds to the moment of objectivity; this is when 
Consciousness is aware of the fact that it knows something 
about an object. 

But both of these moments evidently lie within Con
sciousness. The immature, yet undeveloped, Consciousness 
is not aware of this. It thinks that what it takes to be the 
case about its object is indeed the case. But in reality it 
finds this is not trne, because when Consciousness com
pares what it knows of the object with the criterion pro
vided by its own self, it keeps discovering contradictions in 
its knowledge of the object. It therefore enters on a path 
that Hegel calls the "pathway of doubt, or more precisely . . 
. the way of despair," which will constitute the learning 
experience of Consciousnes's (78). 

On this road, whenever Consciousness attains a new 
truth, it removes another one of its veils. Consciousness 
manages to get behind the object by tr·ansf01ming its own 
understanding of it. All of the same veils are also present 
in the object, but it is only for Consciousness that they ex- . 
hibit themselves as obstacles of the development. The ob
ject contains all the phases of the logical progression of 
Consciousness, not as its own logical progression, but as 
simple truths. While on stage, however, Consciousness does 
not recognize its own alteration; it believes that it is actu
ally removing the veils of the object. This subjective knowl
edge will become objective knowledge once we understand 
what Consciousness has learned on this road. Once we see 
the veils that Consciousness removes from itself in their 
true light, our knowledge will also present itself in its full 
truth. 

Before we examine this process more closely, we must 
understand the nature of truth in this play. For Hegel, the 
True is the whole, or the Absolute. 

The True is the whole. But the whole is nothing other 
than the essence consummati ng itself through its devel
opment. Of the Absolute it must be said that it is essen
tially a result, that only the end is what truly is; and that 
precisely in this consists its nature, viz. to be actual, 
subject, the spontaneous becoming of itself. (20) 

For Hegel, the ultimate truth can only be the Absolute that 
contains the truth of the entire development in itself. A . 
blooming red rose is a fragile, green bud before it opens its 
petals to the sun. Its final beauty is the result of all the 
phases of its growth; the flower carries their truth within it. 
The hue result is the developed flower that contains, but 
supersedes, its first truth, the bud. To access a truth of this 
kind, we have to follow a progression, a movement, to which 
Hegel often refers as the dialectical movement, or a simple 
reflection. The method of the dialectical movement is the 
principle of all of Hegel's philosophy. It is a three-step pro-
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cess, a circle that repeats again and again. It is, neverthe
less, more than a pure formalism, because the completion 
of each circle invariably depends on the content to which 
one applies this method. As the content determines the 
outcome of the cycle, and the contents may be varied indefi
nitely, the dialectical movement is an ever-changing, dy
namic, vital experience. 

Hegel writes in the Preface, "it must be maintained that 
truth is not a minted coin that can be given and pocketed 
ready-made. Nor is there such a thing as the false .. . " (39). 
We, the spoiled children of mathematical thinking, need 
some convincing of the superiority of such a conception of 
huth. Dogmatic systems (including mathematics) are de
fective, because they are based on a few principles from 
which the sequence of the propositions do not follow in a 
necessary order. Their arrangement is not a strict succes
sion; the order of arriving at them may be varied to our 
liking. In addition, the result of a proposition, the very 
point of it, is complete I y detached from the body of the propo
sition: we can prove a proposition in countless different ways. 
These systems therefore cannot justify their principles . This 
kind of science can indeed supply us with the answers to 
the practical questions of everyday life, but it is unable to 
penetrate into the deeper realm of truth where everything is 
dependent upon everything else, and where the end result 
contains everything that is true within it (42-44). We are 
therefore in need of a method that will provide a system 
that is organized according to necessity. This method is the 
dialectical movement. 

In the particular case of the metamorphosis of Con
sciousness, the dialectical movement begins with the first 
truth Consciousness discovers. Consciousness now tries to 
hold fast to this as the ultimate huth. But soon Conscious
ness recognizes that its huth cannot be the ultimate tmth, 
because it does not include the opposite of the first truth 
within it. The first truth cannot said to be the Absolute, 
because it cannot account for the existence of its opposite . 
The quest of Consciousness for the Absolute huth must con
tinue. Since its first truth has proven to be untrue, Con
sciousness takes its opposite to be hue. Naturally, this will 
give rise to the same problem that arose in the case of the 
first truth. The second truth cannot be the Absolute, be
cause it does not contain the first truth within it, since it is 
its direct opposite. 

Consciousness, thus defeated in its attempt to find huth 
in its second object, returns to its first truth. It rea lizes, 
however, that to avoid having to switch its objects again, it 
must find a new truth in its first object. It in fact discovers 
that the second truth gave determination to the first huth: it 
defined the way in which the first truth was defective. The 
third, new truth for Consciousness is created out of the union 
of the first two truths. For its third truth, Consciousness 
invents an object in which both of the first truths are neces
sarily brought together. In the third truth the contradiction 
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of the first two moments is no longer an opposition, but a 
distinction. This completes a cycle of the dialectic.al move
ment and a scene of the play. 

In terms of the actors on the stage, the play should con
tinue from where it left off: the two moments of conscious
ness portrayed by two different actors . But Consciousness, 
just because it is in essence a unity, cannot remain thus alien
ated from itself, so it returns into itself. On the stage, we 
see the actor in the black costume stepping behind the first 
actor. But the first actor now changes completely: his size, 
his shape, his figure have become completely different, and 
his costume is half-black and half-white. Consciousness 
thus returned into itself contains both of its moments; it is 
the whole movement. 

Hegel calls the three huths of the dialectical movement 
the three moments. On stage, the three moments cone
spond to the three actors. The first moment is always the 
initial truth for Consciousness; the second is its negation, 
or its opposite; the third moment is a creation of Conscious
ness that necessitates the existence of the first two moments 
as distinct. This, of course, is still only the empty form of 
the dialectical movement that will be filled with specific 
content once the transformation begins. From our seat in 
the audience, we see that in fact the third moment is a deeper 
tJ.uth in Consciousness, because it necessitates the first two 
moments . Each time a cycle of the dialectical mCYVement is 
completed, Consciousness reaches a truth that, because it 
includes all the previous moments, is closer to the Abso
lute. 

Whenever Consciousness uncovers a defect in its truth, 
it starts a new cycle of the dialectical movement or begins a 
new scene of the play. The movement is initiated qy what is 
missing in the object of Consciousness, and is driven by the 
necessity for a truth that encompasses the whole. The quest 
can end only when Consciousness discovers an object that 
satisfies this desire . Only the Absolute can put an end to 
this movement that is set in m~tion by what is lacking, or 
the negative . "Notion" is the name of this moving nega
tive, and "Logic" is the organizer of this movement. But 
Notion, because it displays the defect of the previous mo
ment, is also a form of knowledge . Logic is what guides 
Consciousness in the direction that will compensate for the 
defect of the previous moment. Logic is what dictates to 
Consciousness the character of the new object to which it 
can appeal for the solution of a contradiction. Conscious
ness, thus driven by the Notion in the direction indicated by 
Logic, continues its exhaustive search for the Absolute. 

I shall now give a brief description of the first two chap
ters of the Phenomenology, in preparation for considering 
the third chapter, which will constitute the core of this es
say. 

Kor AR 

S ENSE-CERTAINTY 

Consciousness steps on stage and is instantly astounded 
by the richness of the world. What is the first experience 
Consciousness is likely to have upon encountering an ob
ject in the world? An object appears to Consciousness un
expectedly, and it overwhelms Consciousness with its pres
ence. Consciousness wants to seize the object as it finds it, 
just as it is "now" and "here." But how can Consciousness 
possibly say what it sees "now" and "here"? By the time it 
does so, the truth of its claims will vanish. Consciousness 
immediately faces a new "now" and a new "here" of whose 
content is quite different from what it was a second ago. In 
fact, Consciousness itself changes from one moment to the 
next. Consciousness tries to say what its first "now" and 
first "here" were, but it cannot. Instead, it points out the 
moments, but even pointing out takes time. Thus Conscious
ness learns that its object is not the particular that it faces at 
any one moment, but the universal that is indifferent to the 
specific contents of the "now"s and "here"s. 

P ERCEPTION 

Ever since Consciousness stumbled upon its obj ect it 
has been trying to grasp the truth of it. Sense-Certainty 
failed to do this : its object slipped away from it. At the stage 
of Perception, Consciousness faces the object not in its liv
ing immediacy, but as a thing. Perception has given up on 
defining the object in terms of the "now" and "here ;" it 
wants to describe its obj ect, the thing. In the process of 
description, however, there arises an antithesis. The thing, 
on the one hand, is a "One": it can be distinguished from 
another thing. On the other hand, the thing is a "Many": it 
can be described in terms of its color, shape, size, and so 
forth . For example, if I talk about a book, I am talking 
about this book here; it is one thing. On the other hand, 
this book is small, and blue, and box-shaped; it has many 
different properties . 

These properties do not seem to affect each other; in 
fact, each seems indifferent to others. The book is blue and 
also small, and also box-shaped. But if they do not affect 
each other at all, how can this book be distinguished from 
another thing? It seems that the properties must demarcate 
the boundaries of the thing. But if they are definitive prop
erties, what allows me to talk of them independently? Per
ception alternately makes the object and Consciousness it
selfresponsible for the "oneness" and the "manyness" of its 
object. To avoid contradiction, it posits the object as the 
cause of "oneness," and Consciousness as the cause of the 
"manyness," and then it reverses its position. But as a con
sequence of positing alternating truths in the same place, 
Consciousness is unable to find a way to grasp both of these 
huths simultaneously. Instead, it introduces the "sophistJ.·y 
of in-so-fars"(130). Hegel equates this activity of Percep-
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tion with sound common sense. The thing is "Many" in
so-far as it is in itself, but "One" in-so-far as it is conh·asted 
with other things. As a "One" the thing is a unity, as a 
"Many" it holds the distinguishing qualities of the object, 
or it gives the object "determinateness." 

But it is through its "determinateness" that the object 
preserves itself. This means, then, that the thing preserves 
itself through its outside opposition: the thing has its essen
tial being in another thing. But to have the essence of a 
thing outside of the thing is absurd! Perception can see the 
tmth of a single moment, but is unable to see the object as 
the entire movement of the different moments. It holds fast 
to the idea that its object is a real, sensuous thing, and is 
unable to give up the solidity, the "thinghood" of its object. 
Not being able to justify the antithesis concerning its es
sence, it must give up the object itself. 

FORCE AND THE UNDERSTANDING 

This brings us to the main topic of our examination: 
the section on Force and the Understanding. Why is it nec
essary to go on to this phase? How does this phase of con
sciousness differ from, and accomplish more than the pre
vious ones? One thing is readily apparent: as a result of 
this chapter Consciousness becomes Self-consciousness. By 
the end of this phase, the object of Consciousness will have 
changed into itself; it will be a Consciousness that knows 
itself to be Consciousness. This suggests that in the course 
of inves tigating the truth about the world, we find it in our
se lves; in some sense we become one with trnth. Again, 
Hegel claims that this progression is a logical necessity. 

Perception has failed, but the object is still in front of 
Consciousness. In giving up the object, Consciousness can
not ignore what is physically present before it, so it starts 
on the only available path: it lets go, not of the object, but of 
the object as a thing, or of its thinghood. Consciousness 
cannot hold that a concrete thing could be essentially a 
"Many" and also a "One ." As a result of the fa ilure of per
cep tion, Consciousness now thinks of its object, because it 
rea lizes that it is poss ible to hold the contradictory moments 
together in thought. 

Hegel now begins to discuss the new object of Con
sciousness that is such a thought: Force enters the stage. 
Why is Force the next phase of the development? How is 
Force a solution to the problem of Perception? Conscious
ness was confronted with a conti·adiction. Were Conscious
ness to stop at this point, it would be forced to admit that it 
fo und no truth in its object. A contradiction is simply not 
acceptable as an end, for Truth must be a One. Conscious
ness needs to create the third moment of this cycle of the 
dialectical movement. It needs to find a truth that will ne
cessitate the existing contradiction, not as a contradiction, 
but as a distinction. That is to say, Consciousness needs to 
find an underlying cause that will result in the two distinct 
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moments of the "One" and the "Many" not as opposites, but 
as two aspects of the same thing. 

Such an object is Force. When we think of Force we 
conceive of a unity, but at the same time, it is impossible to 
imagine a particular force without opposition. The prin
ciple ofN.ewton's Third Law of Motion seems appropriate 
here: 

To every action there is always an opposed and equal 
reaction: or, the mutual actions of two bodies upon each 
other are always equal, and directed to contrary parts . 
( 13 )3 

Force necessarily implies two, but as a cause, it is taken to · 
be one. It is important to note that "Force" here is a prima
rily intellectual result. It is that object of Consciousness 
that fulfills the need to be a "One" but which creates the 
"Many." 

Force is therefore the solution to the problem of Per
ception. Force itself is one object, but in action, it must 
split up into many; that is to say, there is never only one 
force. Forces are always acting against one another, and it 
is forces in this state that Hegel calls "Force expressed." 
The different forces that we detect in action are now what 
used to be the contradictory moments of Perception, the 
"One" and the "Many." But the one concept that is behind 
the acting forces as their cause is what Hegel calls "Force 
proper. " 

The same inherent necessity that revealed Force to be 
the new truth of consciousness is what brings about the fa il
ure of this new huth. This plot complication comes about 
when Consciousness realizes that since Force is essentially 
both of its aspects , the distinction that Consc iousness has 
made between its two forms is merely its own distinc tion ; it 
is a distinction in thought (1 36). Consciousness sees that 
both of the moments of Force, "Force expressed" and "Force 
proper," are essentially forces; it is therefore impossible to 
make a distinction with respect to their essence, or content. 

What is the significance of this failure? Let us recall 
that the moments that are here exhibited as the "Force ex
pressed" and "Force proper," are the transformed moments 
of the "One" and the "Many." But the "One" was the obj ect's 
"in-itself," or how it was perceived by itself; it was the " in
ner" essence of the obj ect. The "Many" was exactly the 
opposite of this. It was the obj ect' s "being-for-another,'' as 
it was in conh'ast to other things, or its "outer" essence. 
Since the distinction turns out to be one of thought alone 
and not one of content, these two essences become the same 
thing: there is now no difference between "outer" and " in
ner." If Force falls short of accounting for the distinction of 
outer and inner, it does not solve the problem of Perception . 
Force would then not be the one object that necessarily cre
ates two. The disappearance of this distinction deprives Force 
of any claim it might have laid to the title of the Absolute: 
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of the first two moments is no longer an opposition, but a 
distinction. This completes a cycle of the dialectic.al move
ment and a scene of the play. 

In terms of the actors on the stage, the play should con
tinue from where it left off: the two moments of conscious
ness portrayed by two different actors. But Consciousness, 
just because it is in essence a unity, cannot remain thus alien
ated from itself, so it returns into itself. On the stage, we 
see the actor in the black costume stepping behind the first 
actor. But the first actor now changes completely: his size, 
his shape, his figure have become completely different, and 
his costume is half-black and half-white. Consciousness 
thus returned into itself contains both of its moments; it is 
the whole movement. 

Hegel calls the three truths of the dialectical movement 
the three moments. On stage, the three moments cone
spond to the three actors . The first moment is always the 
initial truth for Consciousness; the second is its negation, 
or its opposite; the third moment is a creation of Conscious
ness that necessitates the existence of the first two moments 
as distinct. This, of course, is still only the empty form of 
the dialectical movement that will be filled with specific 
content once the transformation begins . From our seat in 
the audience, we see that in fact the third moment is a deeper 
truth in Consciousness, because it necessitates the first two 
moments. Each time a cycle of the dialectical mO'Vement is 
completed, Consciousness reaches a truth that, because it 
includes all the previous moments, is closer to the Abso
lute . 

Whenever Consciousness uncovers a defect in its truth, 
it starts a new cycle of the dialectical movement or begins a 
new scene of the play. The movement is initiated qy what is 
missing in the object of Consciousness, and is driven by the 
necessity for a truth that encompasses the whole. The quest 
can end only when Consciousness discovers an object that 
satisfies this desire . Only the Absolute can put an end to 
this movement that is set in m~tion by what is lacking, or 
the negative. "Notion" is the name of this moving nega
tive, and "Logic" is the organizer of this movement. But 
Notion, because it displays the defect of the previous mo
ment, is also a form of knowledge . Logic is what guides 
Consciousness in the direction that will compensate for the 
defect of the previous moment. Logic is what dictates to 
Consciousness the character of the new object to which it 
can appeal for the solution of a contradiction. Conscious
ness, thus driven by the Notion in the direction indicated by 
Logic, continues its exhaustive search for the Absolute. 

I shall now give a brief description of the first two chap
ters of the Phenomenology, in preparation for considering 
the third chapter, which will constitute the core of this es
say. 

KO PAR 

SENSE-CERTAINTY 

Consciousness steps on stage and is instantly astounded 
by the richness of the world. What is the first experience 
Consciousness is likely to have upon encountering an ob
ject in the world? An object appears to Consciousness un
expectedly, and it overwhelms Consciousness with its pres
ence. Consciousness wants to seize the object as it finds it, 
just as it is "now" and "here." But how can Consciousness 
possibly say what it sees "now" and "here"? By the time it 
does so, the truth of its claims will vanish. Consciousness 
immediately faces a new "now" and a new "here" of whose 
content is quite different from what it was a second ago. In 
fact, Consciousness itself changes from one moment to the 
next. Consciousness tries to say what its first "now" and 
first "here" were, but it cannot. Instead, it points out the 
moments, but even pointing out takes time. Thus Conscious
ness learns that its object is not the particular that it faces at 
any one moment, but the universal that is indifferent to the 
specific contents of the "now"s and "here"s. 

PERCEPTION 

Ever since Consciousness stumbled upon its object it 
has been trying to grasp the truth of it. Sense-Certainty 
failed to do this: its object slipped away from it. At the stage 
of Perception, Consciousness faces the object not in its liv
ing immediacy, but as a thing. Perception has given up on 
defining the object in terms of the "now" and "here;" it 
wants to describe its object, the thing. In the process of 
description, however, there arises an antithesis. The thing, 
on the one hand, is a "One": it can be distinguished from 
another thing. On the other hand, the thing is a "Many": it 
can be described in terms of its color, shape, size, and so 
forth. For example, if I talk about a book, I am talking 
about this book here; it is one thing . On the other hand, 
this book is small, and blue, and box-shaped; it has many 
different properties. 

These properties do not seem to affect each other; in 
fact, each seems indifferent to others. The book is blue and 
also small, and also box-shaped. But if they do not affect 
each other at all, how can this book be distinguished from 
another thing? It seems that the properties must demarcate 
the boundaries of the thing. But if they are definitive prop
erties, what allows me to talk of them independently? Per
ception alternately makes the object and Consciousness it
selfresponsible for the "oneness" and the "manyness" of its 
object. To avoid contradiction, it posits the object as the 
cause of "oneness," and Consciousness as the cause of the 
"manyness," and then it reverses its position. But as a con
sequence of positing alternating truths in the same place, 
Consciousness is unable to find a way to grasp both of these 
truths simultaneously. Instead, it introduces the "sophish·y 
of in-so-fars"(130). Hegel equates this activity of Percep-
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tion with sound common sense. The thing is "Many" in
so-far as it is in itself, but "One" in-so-far as it is contrasted 
with other things. As a "One" the thing is a unity, as a 
"Many" it holds the distinguishing qualities of the object, 
or it gives the object "determinateness." 

But it is through its "determinateness" that the object 
preserves itself. This means, then, that the thing preserves 
itself through its outside opposition: the thing has its essen
tial being in another thing. But to have the essence of a 
thing outside of the thing is absurd! Perception can see the 
truth of a single moment, but is unable to see the object as 
the entire movement of the different moments. It holds fast 
to the idea that its object is a real, sensuous thing, and is 
unable to give up the solidity, the "thinghood" of its object. 
Not being able to justify the antithesis concerning its es
sence, it must give up the object itself. 

FORCE AND THE UNDERSTANDING 

This brings us to the main topic of our examination: 
the section on Force and the Understanding. Why is it nec
essary to go on to this phase? How does this phase of con
sciousness differ from, and accomplish more than the pre
vious ones? One thing is readily apparent: as a result of 
this chapter Consciousness becomes Self-consciousness. By 
the end of this phase, the object of Consciousness will have 
changed into itself; it will be a Consciousness that knows 
itself to be Consciousness. This suggests that in the course 
of investigating the truth about the world, we find it in our
se lves; in some sense we become one with huth. Again, 
Hegel claims that this progression is a logical necessity . 

Perception has failed, but the object is still in front of 
Consciousness . In giving up the object, Consciousness can
not ignore what is physically present before it, so it starts 
on the only available path: it lets go, not of the object, but of 
the object as a thing, or of its thinghood. Consciousness 
cannot hold that a concrete thing could be essentially a 
"Many" and also a "One." As a result of the failure of per
ception, Consciousness now thin.ks of its object, because it 
realizes that it is possible to hold the contradictory moments 
together in thought. 

Hegel now begins to discuss the new object of Con
sciousness that is such a thought: Force enters the stage. 
Why is Force the next phase of the development? How is 
Force a solution to the problem of Perception? Conscious
ness was confronted with a contradiction. Were Conscious
ness to stop at this point, it would be forced to admit that it 
found no h·uth in its object. A contradiction is simply not 
acceptable as an end, for Truth must be a One. Conscious
ness needs to create the third moment of this cycle of the 
dialectical movement. It needs to find a truth that will ne
cessitate the existing contradiction, not as a contradiction, 
but as a distinction. That is to say, Consciousness needs to 
find an underlying cause that will result in the two distinct 
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moments of the "One" and the "Many" not as opposites, but 
as two aspects of the same thing. 

Such an object is Force. When we think of Force we 
conceive of a unity, but at the same time, it is impossible to 
imagine a particular force without opposition. The prin
ciple of Newton's Third Law of Motion seems appropriate 
here : 

To every action there is always an opposed and equal 
reaction: or, the mutual actions of two bodies upon each 
other are always equal, and directed to contrary parts. 
(13)3 

Force necessarily implies two, but as a cause, it is taken to · 
be one. It is important to note that "Force" here is a prima
rily intellectual result. It is that object of Consciousness 
that fulfills the need to be a "One" but which creates the 
"Many." 

Force is therefore the solution to the problem of Per
ception. Force itself is one object, but in action, it must 
split up into many; that is to say, there is never only one 
force. Forces are always acting against one another, and it 
is forces in this state that Hegel calls "Force expressed." 
The different forces that we detect in action are now what 
used to be the contradictory moments of Perception, the 
"One" and the "Many." But the one concept that is behind 
the acting forces as their cause is what Hegel calls "Force 
proper." 

The same inherent necessity that revealed Force to be 
the new huth of consciousness is what brings about the fail
ure of this new truth. This plot complication comes about 
when Consciousness realizes that since Force is essentially 
both of its aspects, the distinction that Consciousness has 
made between its two forms is merely its own distinction; it 
is a distinction in thought (136). Consciousness sees that 
both of the moments of Force, "Force expressed" and "Force 
proper," are essentially forces; it is therefore impossible to 
make a distinction with respect to their essence, or content. 

What is the significance of this failure? L t us recall 
that the moments that are here exhibited as the "Force ex
pressed" and "Force proper," are the h·ansformed moments 
of the "One" and the "Many." But the "One" was the object's 
"in-itself," or how it was perceived by itself; it was the " in
ner" essence of the object. The "Many" was exactly the 
opposite of this. It was the object's "being-for-another," as 
it was in conh·ast to other things, or its "outer" essence. 
Since the distinction turns out to be one of thought alone 
and not one of content, these two essences become the same 
thing: there is now no difference between "outer" and " in
ner." If Force falls short of accounting for the distinction of 
outer and inner, it does not solve the problem of Perception. 
Force would then not be the one object that necessarily cre
ates two. The disappearance of this distinction deprives Force 
of any claim it might have laid to the title of the Absolute: 



64 

Force is now most definitely not the end of the quest for 

Truth. 
The Understanding must give up Force as the perfect 

object, and so it becomes the "Notion of Force." It is the 
"Notion of Force" because it is the moving negative prin
ciple that drives the dialectical movement. 

After the effort of Consciousness to distinguish between 
the moments of the "One" and "Many" in terms of their 
content as an "inner" and an "outer" force proved unsuc
cessful, it next endeavored to differentiate between them 
according to their form (137). If Consciousness managed 
to draw an essential difference between different forms of 
force, it could still retain force as its new object. With the 
vaporization of the difference in the content of the two mo
ments , they were reduced to pure forces. The only remain
ing way for Consciousness to distinguish between them is 
to determine which one of the two forces initiates the 
struggle. This distinction would identify one of the forces 
as the active and the other as passive. 

Consciousness, however, is unable to assign activity and 
passivity to these forces. One moment, or one force, ap
proaches the other as something alien, or as Hegel says, 
"solicits" it. Now Consciousness realizes that the first force 
could not have approached, or "solicited" the second force 
in the first place, had the second force not approached the 

first (137) . 
Consciousness sees that the distinction between the two 

moments in terms of their form is a trivial, merely nominal 
distinction. Thus the second trial of Consciousness to dis
tinguish between the forces failed as well. Force as sub
stance, or as existing in its separate moments, slips away 
from our hands . 

The "Notion of Force qua Notion" is the failure of Force 
recognized as a failure . It is more than the simple Notion 
of Force in that Consciousness realizes the essence of Force 
to be just this- that the distinctions made in it are insig
nificant. Having watched the struggle of solicitation it sees 
that the moments of Force have lost actuality: Conscious
ness takes Force to be the thing in which these determina
tions lose their individuality and become one as the Notion. 

LAW 

This moment [the "Notion of Force qua Notion"] is 
nothing less than the death of Force as a real object. What 
is the new obj ect, and how does it overcome the problems of 
Force? Since it is the result of the previous movement, it 
must be the "Notion of Force qua Notion," only viewed from 
a different angle . Following the spiral of the dialectical 
movement, it must be the positive result yielded by the lack 
of actuality of the forces. This Hegel christens the "inner 

being of things": 

KoPAR 

This true essence of Things has now the character of not 
being immediately for consciousness; on the contrary, 
consciousness h'as a mediated relation to the inner being 
and, as the Understanding, looks through this mediating 
play ofForces into the true background of Things. ( 143) 

One thing seizes our attention immediately: Hegel has sud
denly switched to the plural. Instead of having one thing 
for its object, the Understanding now concerns itself with 
things. In fact, however, its object is still one: it is the "in
ner being of Things," and the plurality exists not in the 
object of the Understanding, but in the number of things in 
which this object is present; that is to say, all things. Hav
ing had to bury Force because it fell short of the absolute, 
the Understanding must produce an object that extends to 
all things. Its focus changes from one thing to an object 
that is in everything in the world; it is trying to find the 
heart of this world. At the very least, then, this new object 
is one that contains the truth of all objects, and in this sense, 
it has greater potential to become the Absolute. 

The inner world, or supersensible beyond, has, however, 
come into being: it comes from the world of appearance 
which has mediated it; in other words , appearance is its 
essence and in fact , its filling. The supersens ibl e is the 
sensuous perceived as posited as it is in truth ; but the 
truth of the sensuous and the perceived is to be appear
ance. The supersensible is therefore appearance qua 
appearance. ( 14 7) 

The truth of the inner world is thus the truth of appearance . 
Perhaps one would like to call this movement the saving of 
appearances, because Consciousness does not have to give 
up its truth; it is contained in the new result. When talking 
this way one must exercise caution. Logic teaches us that 
the object is no longer beyond our reach. There is no object 
existing in a separate world with inaccessible foim and prop
erties. The object is what Consciousness has made of it, 
and as the development has been a necessary logica l pro
gression; the playground of forces, or appearance, neces
sarily determines the content of the next moment. 

What is saved here is that which remains constant 
in the play of forces: "appearance qua appearance. " This 
means that this next moment will take appearance as it re
ally is, or a disappearing moment. But since the very es
sence of this new true world was to conserve what is stable 
from the playground of forces, it logically follows that its 
content should come from this playground. 

This new moment therefore ought to contain the play 
of forces, but contain them in their disappearing: "What is 
immediate for the Understanding is the play of Forces; but 
what is the True for it, is the simple inner world" (148). We 
have seen that in the play of forces all the differences that 
distinguish the two participating moments collapse. The 
different moments of the "One" and the "Many" with re-
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spect to content, and the "soliciting" and "solicited" with 
respect to fmm, become interchangeable. The defining fac
tor of this next moment is precisely the loss of all differ
ences. The truth of the playground of forces , or appearance 
recognized as appearance, is Law. 

Before we begin the examination of what has thus filled 
in the emptiness of the "inner," let us notice that "Law of 
Force" is a distinctly physical expression. What Hegel means 
by Law is what is common to all of the Newtonian Laws. 

Recall Newton's Corollary 1 to the Laws in the 
Principia: it demonstrates the constrnction and validity of a 
force parallelogram. Such a force parallelogram can be 
constructed out of any number of forces, whether by separa
tion or integration. One simple rule governs the procedure, 
and the extent of its power is undeniably one of the most 
far-reaching in physics . Here the individual forces are in
dependent of experience; that is to say, we are free to sepa
rate the force of gravity into two or more vectors. In the 
process of integrating forces, the result is similarly a force 
that does not belong to any one of the participating bodies. 
We talk about the force of gravity and the force of a string 
holding an object, but when combined according to the First 
Corollary, we talk of a resultant force. The resultant force 
cannot be assigned to any one thing. It will certainly be 
expressed in the change or motion of something, but strictly 
speaking, it does not belong to any one body. The proce
dure according to which the resultant force is obtained re
mains indifferent to the forces of experience. It is detached 
from the snuggle itself. Its truth originates in the struggle, 
but is itself devoid of any such struggle. Here Fo~·ce in its 
actuality has died; what subsists is a rule that is universal. 
By Law, Hegel must mean something like the truth of the 
First Corollary. 

Consciousness has thus filled in the emptiness of the 
inner world. The content of the inner world are laws, which 
give a new foim to this realm. They incorporate the con
stant str·uggle of the appearances, but in themselves are 
stable:· 

Consequently, the supersensible world is an inert realm 
of laws which, though beyond the perceived world -
for this exhibits law only through incessant change - is 
equally present in it and is its direct tranquil image. (149) 

In the form of Law, Consciousness has arrived at a new 
truth. By positing a unity beyond the constant change of 
the play of forces , the play [of forces] becomes justified. If 
one can assert that Law is true, its expression in the struggle 
of forces can also be asserted to be true. If one can think of 
Law as the cause of the play of forces, then the effects be
come parts of the tluth of Law. 

There is, however, a negative consequence to saving 
the forces. This is what Hegel tells us in 150: "What seems 
to be defective in it (i.e. in the law) is that while it does 
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contain difference, the difference is universal, indetermi
nate." To have proper causes for all appearances requires 
many laws. But the plurality of the laws is something that 
goes against the very thing Consciousness was hoping to 
find in this solution : Law was supposed to be a unity . As 
the underlying heart of the world, its truth was supposed to 
consist precisely in its singularity as a governing principle. 

To find a solution to this new problem, Consciousness 
must create a "container" for all of the laws . This new 
object should include all the specific laws within it; it should 
be their unification. The name of this new object, by virtue 
of the place it occupies in the dialectical movement, is called 
the "Notion of law." At this point it seems to Conscious
ness that its new object is merely the negation of the many 
laws . 

Science in general aims at abstracting the accidental, 
unessential qualities of occurrences, and thus the majestic 
Moon is placed on an equal footing with the our planet of 
imperfections. But Hegel finds that the loss of all particu
larities leaves the general form empty. In the fusion of the 
specific laws, the new object loses all specificity and is 
stripped of any determinate significance. It is completely 
universal and lacks any reference to actuality . The object of 
Consciousness is now the "Notion of law," the essence of 
which is to express this emptiness. 

Logic, however, impels Consciousness to seek content 
for its new object. What it finds is that there is inherent 
necessity in the "Notion of law," though this necessity su
persedes the truth of Law. This necessity is the common 
denominator of all the laws: they are laws because they are 
necessary. Consciousness grabs this necessity and makes it 
the positive content of the "Notion of law." Through this 
positive result Law reg~ins its form as a one :· it is that which 
is necessary. Consciousness thus recognizes Laws, on the 
one hand, containing several rules for distinct phenomena, 
but on the other, the unity of pure necessity. 

As Hegel goes on to explain, however, the necessity 
arrived at here is meaningless in a twofold manner. First, 
because given positive electricity, negative electricity is given 
by definition. In other words , "positive" would mean noth
ing without "negative." But that these two forms of elec
tricities should be united in the one notion "Electricity ," 
does not seem necessary. Second, because in the case of 
motion, time and space-the two moments of motion are 
completely indifferent to one another. Without any diffi
culty we can think of space by itself, or time by itse lf; there 
seems to be no inherent connection between them (153): 

The difference, then, in both cases is not a difference in 
its own self: either the universal, Force, is indifferent to 
the division which is the law, or the differences , the parts, 
of the Jaw are indifferent to one another. (154) 
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Without a necessary connection between two things, one 
cannot call them parts of a whole. If they were parts, they 
would have to have something common to them that was 
essential to the being of both. 

The necessity of the connection between the parts, or 
laws, and the whole, or Law as the "Notion of law," is pre
cisely that the Understanding made an abstraction and found 
the truth of the former in that of the latter. Similarly, the 
necessary connection between the independent parts (for ex
ample space and time) arises from the Logic of the Under
standing. Consciousness understands the separate moments 
of time and space as united in gravity, because Logic has 
connected these moments for it. For the Understanding, 
the moments of electricity are the same thing as Electricity, 
except one is the abstraction of the other two. When Con
sciousness alternates between the two forms of Electricity, 
it is said to "explain": 

The moments are indeed distinguished , but, at the same 
time, their difference is expressly said not to be a differ
ence of the thing itself, and consequently is itself imme
diately cancelled again. This process is called "expla
nation." (154) 

Generally speaking, the purpose of an explanation is to shed 
some light on an obscure phrase or definition. The one 
who explains, in order to remain faithful to the truth of the 
plu·ase at hand, must find alternate means of expressing the 
exact content of the phrase. Thus, while the words used in 
the explanation ar.e different, what is said is the same. In 
the process of "explanation," the Understanding switches 
back and forth between thinking of Law in its two· separate 
components and thinking of it in its entirety. 

Both ways of looking at the matter belong to the 
Understanding 's view of the truth. Thus since the content 
of both forms of the explanation are the same, they are in 
fact connected in the object. Electricity is really positive 
and negative electricities, and space and time really com
pose gravity. To us, the audience, it is clear that here Con
sciousness is switching back and forth between h-uths that 
it has discovered in the object, but in which the distinctions 
are really within Consciousness: 

The reason why 'explaining' affords so much self-satis
faction is just because in it consciousness is, so to speak, 
communing directly with itself, enjoying only itself; al
though it seems to be busy with something else, it is in 
fact occupied only with itself. ( 163) 

The process of explanation is the perfect mirror-image of 
the play of forces, or appearance. The struggle between the 
soliciting force and the solicited force is the same as the 
struggle between Law expressed in its specificity, and Law 

as unity: 

KOPAR 

In the process, then, of explaining, the to and fro of 
change which before was outside of the inner world and 
present only in the appearance, has penetrated into the 
supersensible world itself. ( 155) 

Consciousness is here faced with a problem opposite to 
that which it had to overcome in the sensible world. On the 
playground of forces, Consciousness saw a constant opposi
tion that lacked determination. What was determined about 
it was only the existence of differences that gave rise to their 
underlying unity, Law. Law solved the problem of the play 
of forces by giving a stable ground to the constant change , 
or "absolute flux." In this law, all the differences were 
brought together into one medium. 

Here in the explanation, however, differences arise that 
are in fact not differences. Consciousness therefore devises 
a solution parallel to its earlier solution. What was missing 
from the first Law, or the way it was defective, was pre
cisely the lack of flux. Without this, Law fell drastically 
short of reflecting the dynamic nature of the play of forces. 
This dynamism; this flux, is found in the process of expla
nation. This is the second time that Consciousness is pre
sented with a scene of constant change. In the first case, 
the opposing forces of appearance lost their difference in 
the Law of the supersensible world . No~ in the second 
case, the fluctuating moments are evidently identical at the 
outset. But Consciousness, to complete the correspondence 
between the sensuous world and the supersensible world, is 
in desperate need of constant change. Consciousness there
fore creates a new Law that it calls the "law of appearance." 
The "law of appearance" is what disturbs the unity of the 
first Law; it is what makes two electricities out of one. The 
supersensible world is thus defined by two Laws: 

The Understanding thus learns that it is a law of appear
ance itself, that differences arise which are no differ
ences, or that what is selfsame repels itself from itself; 
and similarly, that the differences are only such as are in 
reality no differences and which cancel themselves; in 
other words, what is not selfsame is self-attractive. ( 156) 

Here we have Hegel's brief summary of the two laws of the 
supersensible world. One of the Laws unites the differences: 
in the first Law, moments that are different become one . 
This "self-attractiveness" is exactly what we have seen be
tween the soliciting force and the solicited force. The other, 
or second Law, to preserve the dynamics of life, breaks up 
the unity into different moments. 

The supersensible world is thus divided into two sepa
rate worlds. To wit, the first Law governs the first world, 
and the second Law governs the other one. These two king
doms, the first supersensible world and the second, or what 
Hegel calls the inverted world, are not only different, but 
are the direct opposites of one another. While the first king
dom satisfied the need of Consciousness to find truth in a 
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unity, the inverted world supplies the change that is also so 
indispensable to this truth. 

THE INFINITE 

The strife of the "One" and the "Many" here takes on a 
yet different form. With the opposition of the Laws, Con
sciousness has still not escaped the same problem. The first 
Law is what makes the "Many" a "One," while the second 
Law is what makes the "One" a "Many." There are, how
ever, still two Laws. As a necessary step in the h·ansfo1ma
tion, Consciousness must unify these two, separate, in fact, 
opposite Laws , and this opposition is just what allows Con
sciousness to do this. What Consciousness is trying to do is 
to identify a world that is the cause of the appearances of 
the sensuous world, but which, just because it is the cause 
of the sensuous world, also mirrors every aspect of that. 
Therefore this new world should contain the particular op
posites found in the sensuous world, but should also be a 
world that is a unity. To raise the two kingdoms of the 
supersensib le world to this new level , the two kingdoms 
have to be direct opposites of each other that are neverthe
less the same, or one world. Upon first examination, the 
second world is merely the opposite of the first one. 

The inverted world turns the first supersensible 
world upside down. It is fascinating to watch how the sen
suous world has managed to completely duplicate itself. The 
birth of the inverted world has not only given motion to its 
stationary counterpart, but also allowed for the return of 
particularity . By being the opposite of the first supersensible 
world, the content of the "beyond" can be more specific than 
pure Electricity, for example. Because of the introduction 
of the second Law, both of the moments of "explanation" 
are present in the inner world. Thus both negative and 
positive electricity have their place in the "beyond." This 
admission is extended to other particulars. Because the con
tent of the first supersensible world is immediately posited 
as an opposite in the second one, determinate contents, such 
as a particular color, or an individual taste, can now be
come the filling of this world. 

But the significance of the inverted world is more than 
to provide an opposite. What Hegel means here is that we 
must not assign reality to the objects of the inverted world. 
Thus if there is an object in the sensuous world that is dark, 
we must not think of it as really being light. The inverted 
world is not the world of opposite things, but the world of 
opposition. 

The reason for this is that Consciousness is trying to 
leave behind its object as a thing by entering into the 
supersensible world (hence the name "supersensible"). If 
one were to conceive of the inverted world as a realm filled 
with the opposites of what exist in the appearances, one 
would have to realize that the creation of the inverted world 
was in fact a waste of effort. There is absolutely no need for 

67 

Consciousness to invent an inner, inverted world for the 
opposites of things. Whenever one sees something dark in 
appearance, or in the actual, sensuous world, one is bound 
to see something light immediately next to it. In fact, one 
would be unable to notice what is dark without the contrast 
provided by the light object. The significance of the in
verted world, then, must be greater than being an opposite 
thing. 

The inverted world is not a thing that simply has an 
opposite somewhere. It is its essence to be an opposite, a 
"pure change," and as such, it must provide the something 
of which it is an opposite . The purpose of its very Law, the 
"law of appearance," is to create an opposition not outside, 
but within the object. 

It thus comes to be the case that the inverted world 
contains the first supersensible world in it. Now, since the 
first supersensible world developed out of the sensuous 
world, while the inverted world developed out of both of 
these, the inverted world also contains the sensuous world. 
In the inverted world we see a new, higher level of the Ab
solute: its truth includes the truths of the previous levels. 

[The] power of God is what is often referred to as the 
infinite power, or infinite goodness of God. Similarly, Kant', 
when writing about the logical function of the Understand
ing, insinuates that the "Affirmative" and the "Negative," 
when combined, yield the "Infinite" (B96). It is therefore 
no great surprise to us that what Consciousness finds in the 
inner difference of the inverted world is, in fact, the Infinite 
( 160) . Infinity here has three meanings ( 161). First, as we 
have said, the difference is one within the object. Second, if 
Infinity is the "beyond" of appearance, it provides the sen
suous world with a firm, trne ground. And third, tlu·ough 
the firm ground, the opposite moments have a necessary 
connection to each other: they have a common "container" 
from which springs their difference. 

Hegel calls Infinity the "absolute Notion" because in it 
everything is negated. The negation at the same time is 
positive; it yields knowledge of the thing through its oppo
site. We, the viewers of the Becoming of Spirit, recognize 
that Infinity has been there all along; it has been the heart 
of the dialectical movement. The product of each new circle 
of the dialectical movement proves to be a truth that in
cludes both an assertion and a negation. 

About Infinity, Hegel further says: 

Appearance, or the play of Forces, already displays it, 
but it is as 'explanation' that it first freely stands forth; 
and in being finally an object for consciousness, as that 
which it is , consciousness is thus self-consciousness. 
(163) 

The new, true object does not merely contribute to the de
velopment of Consciousness, but fundamentally reforms it. 
Enter Self-consciousness. Infinity, the catalyst, has been 
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implicit in the entire movement. In "appearance," the op
posites are already in the process of disappearing: the forces 
consume each other. In "explanation," the Understanding 
is already aware of the fact that the difference between its 
moments is only a verbal, nonessential difference: Con
sciousness sees two different ways of expressing the same 
content. At last, Infinity is unveiled for Consciousness in 
the inner world: it becomes the object of Consciousness. 

CONCLUSION 

As Infinity becomes the object of Consciousness, Con
sciousness realizes that because of the nature of its object, it 
itself can simply no longer be a separate entity. Infinity 
includes everything: the distinction between subject and 
object vanishes, and Consciousness recognizes its object as 
its own self. The difference between subject and object was 
the final obstacle Consciousness had to overcome in order 
to see its object as we see it. Once Force became an object 
for the actor, Consciousness first had to remove the veil that 
was the distinction between the "One" and the "Many." The 
"One" was the moment that expressed the thing as it was 
in-itself, or a single object, while the "Many" was the way 
the thing exhibited itself for-another, with many properties. 
When Consciousness removed this veil, it saw that the dif
ference between the "inner" and the "outer" had disappeared. 

Next came the task of eliminating the seeming differ
ence between "force that solicited" and "force that was so
licited." By the removal of this veil, Consciousness has 
reduced the distinction between the "active" and the "pas
sive" into nothingness: Law became its new object. Finally, 
in the medium of the Infinite, Consciousness learns that 
there is no distinction between itself and its object: the dif
ference of subject and object is demolished. 

In the next section Hegel provides a brief description 
of what self-consciousness is, not merely as a result of the 
transformation, but in our ordinary experience: 

I distinguish myse lf from myself, and in doing so I am 
directly aware that what is distinguished from myself is 
not different (from me). I, the selfsame being, repel 
myse lf from myself; but what is posited as distinct from 
me, or as unl ike me, is immediately, in being so distin
guished, not a distinction for me. ( 164) 

To justify this account, one can only appeal to everyone's 
private experience. It should suffice to recall a situation in 
which one is particularly uncomfortable with an action of 
one's own. In the midst of such a situation, I begin, in a 
sense, to observe myself from the outside. But no sooner 
have I divided myself in this way than I realize that I feel 
both embarrassed and disapproving: to distance myself from 
myself is impossible. 
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Of course, we, the audience, have seen all along that 
while Consciousness believed that it was digging deeper 
into the truth of the object, it was deceived, and in fact, was 
uncovering its own depths. Consciousness has never been 
able to access the object alone; it had to remove its own 
veils to see the truth of the object. All along, its object has 
been its own self. The transformation has allowed Con
sciousness to recognize this as well. 

Self-consciousness, this amazing result, is now the new 
shape on our stage. At this point it is still colorless: Self
consciousness, just as all new truths in the course of the 
development, is at first an empty truth. Consciousness has 
not exited the stage; it has only changed form. In order to 
see the truth about self-consciousness, one has to look at it 
objectively, from the seat of the audience . Though Con
sciousness can now look at itself objectively, it is still far 
from looking at self-consciousness itself objectively. Self
consciousness is the end of this cycle of the dialectical move
ment, but it is still only the beginning of the Science that 
will expose the Absolute. Consciousness does not yet know 
the content of self-consciousness; it does not know its prob
lems . 

For us, the audience, this result is astonishing in a dif
ferent way. We are not merely taken aback by the recogni
tion of our object as the actor on the stage is; we are amazed 
by the implications of this result. What this result tells us is 
that we are the truth. The doubts of Descartes are now 
washed away and Kant's wall is burned to ashes. There is 
no room for despair: the philosopher can trust his philoso
phy. The question of many centuries is answered: Truth is 
within our reach. 

But why now? How is it that self-consciousness is a 
result of the movement of something that was only clearly 
articulated at least three thousand years after man was first 
ashamed of his actions? What possible sense does it make 
to anive at such a self-explanatory notion after understand-· 
ing the ways in which remote physical objects interact? We 
must recall that Hegel is not trying to set up a table for the 
chronological evolution of the human mind. Hegel's object 
is a logical order, a progression that makes sense of phi
losophy as a whole, even though it does not coincide with 
chronological order. Nevertheless, it is a bit strange that 
self-consciousness should come so late in the progression. 

E~erything in the metamorphosis of Consciousness is 
dependent upon the dialectical movement. The dialectical 
movement takes for granted that true knowledge arises from 
phenomenological knowledge. It accepts as a fact that Con
sciousness cannot touch the object alone, but must reform 
itself in order to find truth. Everything else that Hegel pre
sents in his exposition of the bi1ih of self-consciousness sim
ply follows the necessity prescribed by the Logic of the dia
lectical movement. To question the truth of self-conscious
ness, we have to question the truth of Hegel's Logic . This 
is a complex and difficult task. Hegel puts forth some com-
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pelling arguments in favor of his method, and I have dis
cussed the essence of his method earlier. But however per
suasive his arguments may be, they cannot be completely 
convincing. If we are to take the phases of Consciousness 
as true results , we must have some faith in the Logic of 
Hegel. After all, Hegel himself admits that principles, just 
because they are beginnings, are defective in themselves 
(24). Only the entirety of the system can justify the begin
ning . Self-consciousness, however, is not yet Spirit. 

The only way I can imagine testing the h-uth of this 
result is by examining whether self-consciousness , as de
scribed by Hegel, makes sense to us. Since we are not yet at 
the final stage of the. play, I cannot attempt to provide a 
rigorous proof here. I can, however, suggest a way in which 
Hegel's self-consciousness accords with our experience. 
What has come before it? 1. Sense-certainty; 2. Percep
tion; 3. Force; 4. Law; and 5. Infinity. Now, is it not the 
case that these concepts are all prior to and included in the 
concept of self-consciousness? 

Though inner reflection is a peculiarly human attribute, 
we are outward beings. Everything about us is defined by 
our physical circumstances. To this effect writes Hume: 

I never can catch myself at any time without perception, 
and never can observe any thing but perception. When 
my perceptions are removed for any time, as by sound 
sleep; so long am I insensible of myself, and may truly 
be said not to exist. (Book I Section Vl)5 

We are outreaching beings, with primarily outward experi
ences. Sense-Certainty and Perception are precisely the 
beginnings of these experiences. Force, as I have already 
pointed out, is fundamentally physical, and only in abstrac
tion is it intellectual. But this abstraction is not particularly 
sophisticated ; simple induction will yield an intellectual 
force. We must have abstracted the concept of force from 
our elementary experiences well before Newton. To con
tinue , the early ex istence of law is perhaps the most evi
dent. We see things according to an order. Whether the 
order really exists, or is a mere imposition of our imagina
tion, we nevertheless recognize it in everything we see and 
do . 

Our concept of infinity is probably the most difficult to 
account for. It seems to me that our understanding of infin
ity is merely intellectual. What I mean is that the kind of 
experience from which it could have stemmed would be one 
in which we fail to see the end of something. Imagine some
one looking at the sky and aspiring to see beyond its obsti
nate blueness. He might decide that the sky is a never
ending, ever-growing aether, or he might conclude that it 
definitely ends somewhere, only its boundary is beyond the 
reach of his eyes. Most of our experiences would support 
the latter conclusion: plants dry out, animals and people die 
of old age. All of these experiences suggest not the infinite, 
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but, on the contrary, the finite. But the concept of infinity 
can also be grasped as the power that destroys everything, 
or the might that puts an end to all oppositions. Thus death 
is infinite because nothing is exempt from its hands . The 
Infinity of Hegel is infinity in this sense. Of course, we 
cannot experience death. We are fully aware of its exist
ence and of its power, but we cannot/eel it. The concept of 
infinity thus remains solely intellectual for us . We know it, 
but we don't understand it. 

I have organized a short list to summarize how our or
dinary understanding of self-consciousness may be present 
in the metamorphosis of Hegel ' s Consciousness: 

1. Self-consciousness is what allows me to notice my
self as an object. But since I am an outward being, I must 
have had an experience with 'noticing objects outside me: I 
must have experienced Sense-Certainty. 

, 2. Self.;consciousness is what allows me to perceive 
my own actions. But for this I need the ability to describe 
myself as a being that is one, but with many actions. Me 
and my actions are my object here: to describe them I must 
have experienced Perception. 

3. Self-consciousness is the medium in which I tear 
myself apart from myself: it is the greatest force imagin
able. To understand this as a force, I must have experi
enced physical force and then abstracted it: I must under
stand Force. 

4. Self-consciousness is that which renders me compe
tent to make moral judgments of myself. For this, I must 
have an order, or law, within me: I must know Law. 

5. And finally, self-consciousness is the medium in 
which all boundaries are destroyed. It is that which in
cludes the opposite moments of subject and object, it is that 
in which all distinctions vanish: it is Infinity. 

Again, Self-consciousness is not the end of the journey 
of Consciousness. The transformation continues until Con
sciousness becomes the Absolute. Since the necessity of the 
progression is only exposed in the exposition of the progress 
itself, one can only speculate about where self-conscious
ness will lead. The overall movement up to this point has 
transformed the object of Consciousness into an object that 
is its own self. We have seen the way in which Conscious
ness has been distancing itself away from thinghood, and 
into the intellectual. The static nature of the object was 
replaced with the dynamics of Force, and the absolution of 
the Infinite. 

The birth of Self-consciousness fundamentally reforms 
the nature of the transformation. Whatever the Absolute 
Truth is going to be, it will have to be seen in self-con
sciousness. With self-consciousness comes life, and with 
life comes war. The journey will be long and arduous with 
countless hardships and a myriad of obstacles. In the course 
of the development, more and more boundaries must be de
stroyed and more distinctions must collapse. Eventually the 
distinction between man and divinity must arise in the play. 
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Naturally, the result of this opposition must contain the truth 
as seated in self-consciousness. It is as if Consciousness 
has discovered that its object is a mirror in which it can see 
its own reflection. But the mirror is still foggy and the 
reflection obscure. Consciousness still has to wipe the mir
ror clear in order to see its ultimate truth, the Absolute. 
Consciousness has yet to learn that what it sees in self-con
sciousness is not merely itself, but Spirit, and it has yet to 
see that its actor shall enter the stage not solely as a con
sciousness, but as God. 

0 Light Eternal, who in thyself alone 
Dwell'st and thyself know'st, and self-understood, 
Self-understanding, smilest on thine own! 

(Canto XXXIII, 124-126)6 

Part of Me 
Karina Hean, A 'oo 
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ENDNOTES 

'[Due to space considerations, this essay has been consider
ably modified from its original f01m, which is available at 
the St. John's College Library.-Ed.] 
2All quotations from: Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit ; 
Translated by A.V . Miller, Oxford University Press, unless 
indicated otherwise. The number marks the paragraph, not 
the page. 
3All Newton references from: Newton, Principia Vol. I; 
Translated by Andrew Motte, University of California Press 
4Kant, Critique of Pure Reason; Translated by Norman 
Kemp Smith, St. Martin's Press. 
5Hume, Treatise on Human Nature; Ed ., L.A. Selby-Bigge, 
Clarendon Press 
6Dante, Paradiso; Translated by Laurence Binyon, The Vi
king Press 
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