[/ﬂ LLi (;i‘( 3 //7;/ /d,ﬁ' éj/u/ﬂ;
Francis LWl um |

' e q 9/7

/ J
11,

L)

Cagsirer's Presentation of Ploe

Now that we have seen at loast & general
sketoh of Cassirer's ides of history, it should be evident that the
dootrines found in Cassirer's articla are those of Cassirer hinself
rather than those of Pico. Bearing this in mind, m.can procesd to
& considerstion of the article itself. For the benefit of the reader
who may not have read Cassirer's article 1t Iill be advantagecus first
of all to give a sumary of the artiols, using, in so far s posaible,

Casgirer's own words.

The artiole, bearing the title Giovanni Pico

della Hirandola and the subtitle A Study in the History of Re_nniuanoe

Ideas, is composed of an introduction (pp. 123-151) and three chapters:

Chapter I, The One and the Nany -- God. and the World (pp. 151-134);
Chaptsr II, The Ides of the Micrososm and the "Dignity of Man" (pp. S19-
3%8); and Chapter III, the Natural Philosophy of Fico and His Pelemic
Against Astrology (pp. 338-346). Giovanni Pico della ilrandols, we

are told in the introduction, was one of the most remarkable figures

of the Rensissance, but what is really significant in his thought 1s
not bounded by the Renaissance, for he seems ‘Bo announce and represent
& decidedly new way of thinking. He himself held to the idea of &
philosophia pgrennin and to the idea of an oternal and immutable Iruth;

hence what ig characteristic in him is not the way in which he ine
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creased philosophical truth, but the way in which he made it manifest.
His nine hundred theses, treating of every kind of question and in-
cluding the most incampatiblo elements, ses:m at first sight to form
only a confused mass bounded by no intellectual form. A closer
examination, however, revesls that it is precisely in this extravagance
and excess that a new and distinotive way of thinking ocmes to light.
He seems to have attempted to inoclude all the intellectual forces
which had cooperated in establishing religicus, philoasophical, and
scientific knowledge. He knows no dogmatic restriction or limitation,
for he was convinced that in the polyphony composed of all the great

minds of the past could truth be seen.

Having studied ell the great masters, he csme
to terms with all the important intellsctual trends of his time but
adherred to nons in such a way as to exolude the others. Decauss of
this comprehensivensss he has been designated an «lectic whose philosophy
is devoid of any distinctive unifying principls or inner form. But
this is an evaluation which might be formed cnly when, instead of
judging Pico's thought by pursely historical standards, we approach it
with genuinely systematic claims. The purposs of the present article
(Cassirer's) is to show that there is in Pico's philosophy & distinc-
tive principle which unites all these apparently very divergent strains.
This principle, it is true, is deeply concealed ami oan be brought out
culy by an snalysis of the particular idesas and strains in Pico's

thought.
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The £irst of thess is treated in the firat
ohapter on the One and the Meny « God and the World. The ideas of
ths Ons and the Yany, Cassirer contimues, form the two polc:n about
which all philosophic and ;aiigiou- thinking revolves. Metaphysics
and theology endeaver, in different ways and by differsnt means, to
grasp and clarify the relation between the Ultimate First Cause, which
can be conceived only ag absolutely Onms, and the maltiplicity of
things, their extension in space and their durstiom in time. Any
attempt at a solutiom of this problam runs the danger of ending in =
contradiction or of being left with only one of the two poles, ag:-: -

‘were the Eleatics.

Chrigtian speculation rests on the assumptions
and the idees which the Greek thought worked out; but its aim 18 from
the cutset differemt from that of Greek dialsctic and metaphysios for
it does mot inquire, in the same sense as the dialectis thinicing, in
to the ™ihy" of the world and plurality. This "ihy" camnbt be grasped
by purs thought. In the bogimming was the "Deed", was the free act

‘of the Divine Will by which the world csme into being and reason

cannot venture to deduce this free act from its own principles as
something necessary. It is an absolutely umique event, "irrational”,
and is known only by revelation, But ph.tlonoPh_ic thought could not
rest with this simple line of divisiorn between faith and rio.aon, and
al)l medievel philosophy 1s filled with attempta to ‘aolve the problem

of the One and the Kany, for although the content of revelation is not
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derived from remson, it must not be absolutely ineocessible and
impemetrable to ressonm. The penuinely Christisn orthodex solution is
determined by the ostegory of orsation. If this category is accepted,
aay real "dualimm” betwosn the One and the Manmy is avolded, for by
creation God is in no way disaipsted or lost in anything different

from Himselfl.

Quite different from this conception is the
relation of unity and plurality in all those systeme which begin
with the idea of emsmation. In these the relatlon more closely
approaches the rationally comprehenaible, for emanation stands not
in the sign of freedem, but in thet of necessity, In these thers is
no free decree, but Being ia simply following its owm "aature®,
according to the necessity of its own cesence, in pagsing beyond
{tself and sllowing something elss to arige out of itself. This
is accomplished i1 a Zirmly ardered geris 1n which no step can be

passed over as it leads from the Cne to the Heny.

The whole imtellectusl outleck of Plco is
saturated with these Dionysian ideas but intermingled with them is
Averroism. In Avs:roi:m the whole problem of unity and plurality
coases to exist. For iverroism there could be no gquestion of a "cause"
of nature in the transcendent senss, for nature as such has no begin-
ning in time; and the only thing with which iverroism concerned itself
wes an insight into the strict determinizm of a1l occurrences, which
£ollows from the general determinations of matter and motion, which

are eternal. oo o v
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 idea of emgnation, and the ideas of Arablan rationalism and naturaliam

with another, but wo find the thres of them in Pico's philosophy. Plco,

however, was able to employ at the aume time the idea of oreation, the

becausa he did not take them aimpiy in thetr previously accepted
meaning, but related them to a definite ideal center, snd by thus
rolationg them transformed and enriched theme. For Pico mo ons of '
these was the complate or exolusive solutien of the probdlem of God i
- and the World; rather they arc all significant as particular nomants ’ -
in the new solution he 1l# seeking. And the distinotive category R ol
under which he subsumed his doctrine of God, of the world and of mazy
his theology and hia psychology is the category of symbol d o
thou g ht. Once we ascertain this central point of his thinking, i
all the dii‘forcnt parts of his destrine immediately coalesce lnto cne

whole.

on & new significance. It is no leonger a question of trying %o ahow
how unity contains plurality in a substantial sense, but rether to 1
show the Many as expressions, as images, as symbols of the One. What o
Pico is trying to show is that only in this mediate and symbolic wb' i
can the absolutely One and absolutely meondition;d Being‘ manifest i
itself to human imowledge. This idea of symboliam leads to distinctive
and radicsl consequences., In the medium of this symbelle form of
inowledge the fized dogmatio content of the Chfuch's teeching in a

48.

These three positions are incompatible one
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senge decomes Jluid. Whatever is gubstantiel and seerumentel is
dissolved and beocores om intimetion, an inege of what is purely
spiritual, Those ldeas had a marked effect on the trausforzation

of doetrine, especially in Zwingli.

Although the central role which aymbolic
thinking plays in Pico's thought shows his close relatiomship to
Cussnus, it is the difference between thw two which ia Important
here. VWhile Cusanus always remained a striot apriorist, still the
use of the principle of symbolic thinking and the principle of the
coingldentie oppositorum transported him inmto the field of mathematical
thinking which led him to the undrstanding of a new form of empirioal
imowledge. The use of these semp principlea took Pice In a different
direction. It took him to the stud, of tre hwuren scul. Acocording
to Fico the soul has two fundamental forms of comprehending, e
one Mweturel” way turne to the things of the exiternal world and tries
3 rofesens thon In lonapes, by ueacs of perceytions and phantasms;
shese phantasms are then compsared by the diseursive intellect and
reduced to olasses. DBub our knowledge of God and of our soul differs
in principle frow this natural way. Here rules a supersenaible imow-
ledze which is alone able %o disclose the supersensible nuture of
the scul. [lco was convinced that the nowledze of Ged must be
sezed in the obscure depths of the human soul; and it was precisely
hore that re accomplishsd his peculiar achievemsnt whigh carried him

Tar boysnd his mystical and Neo-Platonic sourcss ard made of him
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the herald of a new ideal of human freedom.

In the seccnd chapter, "The Idea of the
Microcosm and the Dignity of Man", Cassirer tells us that Plco's
new jdeal of freedom is set farth in his E_g.hnminu dignitate. Ths

image of man as & microcosm, there set forth, is not new3 but Pico's
genius lies in the fact that he gave this idea = new interpretation.
Taken literally, the older mtorprmti.un would roally destroy the
distinctive mture of man by making him a mixtum compositum with
nothing proper to his own nsture. .'mpcrtant thing for Plco is
not to prove man's similarity to the rest of nature, but rather his -
difference from it. The special priviloge of man, diltinguiahing
him from both the natural and spiritual world, oonsists in this that
he owes hisnornlcharacmtehimolf. He is what he makes of him-
self and he derives from himulf the pattern hs shall follow. This

doctrine is to be found eapeci,n.lly in his De Dignitate Hominis.

The expression "likensss to God" now receives
a new meaning, for it isn't acmething given by God %o man at his
sreation : it is an achiovement to be brought about by man himself.
Just the ability, rooted in his nature, to bring about this ashievement,
is the highest gift men owss to Divine grace, In the theory of
creation, as in that of emanation, man appears either as ﬁha result
of a free mot Af a Deing outside and ebove him or as the link in a

necessary process of development. Here, on the contrary, both kinds

and o
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of dependence are excluded; men owes his despest being to his owm
acts. Pico now ssos hmsn freedom as something higher than every
kind of natural necessity. This 1s the theme he treats again and
again, especially in his work sgainst astrology, The whols of his
work is determined by that one underlying theme; his metaphysiocs,
psychology, theology, snd ethics are but the continuous and consistemt
unfolding of it. To see this clearly ws need a ‘thorough analysis
which will follow this theme in eall its variatioms.

We might first ask what is the relation of
the prinsiples of "docts ignorentia® and of “"scoincidentia oppositorum”
(which govern the emtire structure of Pico's philosophy) to his ethics

and his ides of human freedom. Both these prinoiples had long dominat-

ed thsologioal thought; but what had been negative principles of
theology, Hicholas of Cusa turned into positive prineiples of natural
philosophy, cosmology, and epistomology. With them he made merely
relative Aristotle's esssential and radical distinotion betwsen motion
in a straight line and motion in a ourved line, and so forth. Pushed
to infinity, straight and curved are only relatively distinct, since
a circle with an infinite radius coincides with a straight line, and
an infinitely small erc is indistinguishable from its cord. The
principles Cusamus applied to nature, Pico applies to the specifically
human world, to the world of history. Cusanus' underlying idea in a
senge is transferred from the field of space to that of time so that
the moments of time are equivalsant to each other. lMNan'a nature and
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his specific dignity can be judged only whan we dilassolve the fixed
temporal distinctions, the now, the before, and the after, and see
all in a single vision. In this "seeing togother” is first revealsd
the full meaning of lumen freedom, Aud this same idea holds for
higtorical epochs. From each epoch to the next an intellectual
heritage is handed down in an uninterrupted chain, But just as God
did not give to man his greatest gift already made but expected hinm
to achieve it independently for himself, so history does not give man
- goods already made. n_us intellectual heritage mist be faithfully
guarded and handed down, but each epoch has the right and the duty -
to appropriate it in independence - to understand it in its own way'
and to incroﬁe it in {ts mvny. " Pioo expressly states that no
other way of knowing truth is given to man, Indeed, he almest
‘enticipates the saying of Lessing that not the possessicn of truth
but the search after it is the vocaticn and the lot of man. Man

will not so much possess as endeavor ‘t_o earn; he will not so much
know as inquire. Hers we can see the influence ‘of the ‘Flatonic °
dootrine of Eros, This form of love which consists in seeking, not
in possessing, gives man that worth in which hs need yield to no other
being, focrv nothing can be higher than that spiritual power of the willy

by it mean can be what he chooses, "

From this fundamental sterting point a number
of important consequences follow. There is no longer any fixed body
_of basic dogma which 1s to be defended under all circumgtances, What

Pico is eeeking ia the free movement of dialectic thought. He claims
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the right of frse inquiry for himself as for every other thinker,

Tha teachings of the Fathers are to ba accepted with due respect,

but they are not of such suthority and immeobility that they ecarmoet

be doubted or somtradictsd. Thus even in religious dogme there 1is

no real infallibility or "immobility™. Faith too, liks knowledge,
hes 1ts histery, end only in its totallity can 1its inner truth emerge.
Pico manifeats this seme independence towards Humeniam. Hs insists
that no one epoch can sleim to reprsaent the whole of mankind. The
whole is to be found only in the totality of its intellectual history,

In the quarrsl betwsen ths Platonists and the
Aristotelians Pico embraced neither side to the sxclusion of the
other. This attitude i deeper than msre toleraticn and follows
imediately frow his idea of human fresdom whioch makes posaible and
demands a new form of Individualism. dJust as it‘haldn for manking as
a whole, so ths principle holds for the indivudual that he cannot be
agsigned to & fixed and determined place in & realm of spirit : each
must seek his position independently. There are no intellsctual
heretics. Ths intellsct can be moved to accept a proposition only
when from determinete grounds it produces in itself the comvwiection
of that propositlon; and it is not in m's power to accept or reject
even a propogsition ol faith on external grounds. Individual inquiry is
therefore indispensable for the subsistence of every truth, whethex
philogophical or rsligious; and every individual who has sinceraly
sought for truth is worthy of respect because he is an intelleotual



écrcccsm zirroring the entire world of ideas.

If we reexamins Pico's "Oratio" we see
that what is really important in it lies leas in what is immediately
contains than in what is passed over in silence. That man was
created a free being and that his lilmﬁass to God conaists in this
freedom 1s the universally eccepted dootrins of thesologiana -~ but
they irmedistely add that man lost this privilege by the Fall. Ian
is forever driven from the paradise of inuccencs and freedonm, and by
his own powers cannot get back. Only 5. suparnntural work of Grace
can raise him up again, For Pico men's sinfulness is not an indelible
stals on his nature; it is only the counterpart to semething higher :
he mmuat be capabls of szin that he may be capable of good. Hs is never
gecurs in good, nor 1s he over a hopeless prey to ovil; the way to
both lies open tc him, and the decision is in his own powsr, There
cen nover be a termination of this process. Yan's freedam consista
in the uminterrupted crestivity he exercises on himself and at mo -

point cen it come to 2 cauplete cessation.

The novelty of this idea of almost unlimited
pmrvoi’ transformation 13 not so much its content as the value Pico

places upon it. Ee completsly reverses the conventicnal metaphysical

‘and theological scale of vslues. In this scals the highest and indeed
anly true value belonged to what was eternal and immatsble. Multiplicity,

mutability and inconstancy in human activity were but signs of its
vanity. For Pico, however, this inner unrest in man, impeliing him

from one goal to another, from one form to another, is no stigma or
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weakness; it is really the mark of human grestness. This reversal

of valus is based on Pico's distinotion betwesn the realm of "Hature"
and the realm of "Freedom”, which mist be meagured by different
standards. For natural things, for merely physical things perpetual
flux does mesn & limitation mnd a privation of bsing, beoause they do
not preserve their selfwidentity, and their chanpe is brought about
by an external power. But this meuner of cempulsion is transcended
in human activity and production., ¥an is not merely a subject of
passive becoming; he is the determiner of his cwn goal; he chooszes the
form ke will bring forth, and then realises it in free sctivity. This
mtability, taken as the power of self~transformation, constitutes

not man's weakness, but his greatness.

We can understand how such a view must have
affected the aesthetics snd the theory of art of the Reniassance. It
contains nothing less than a kind of theodicy of srt. Art is no longer
dorived from the pleasure in the imitation of the varied miltiplicity
of things; it is the expression and the revelation of the primary
"oreative” nature of man, for in his ospsoity to produce for himself

a new world of forms is expressed his innate freedom.

It is obvious that at the same time the
temporel cheracter and "historicel nature” of man receives a new

meening and valus. Renaissance philosophy had developed the idea that,
{nstead of the soul being in tims, time was in the soul, because the

soul produced from itself not anly the ideas of mumbsr and rmagnitude
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but also that of time. For Pico history is not mere fate, nor is
time the mere external fremework in which thia fate is worked out.

History is the sum total of the intellsstual forms man produces for

himself. In history, therefore, man is not perely subject to the
temporality and transitoriness of things; he iz free, because,
although his nature is mutable, 1t is he himsslf who chn.nges‘i't.

The transcendence of God also takes on &
new meaning. The sbsolute transcendence of God Pico nsver contested.
No predicate of the finite cin be applied to God. But there is one

form of understanding which escapes this criticism; there is one’

basic intellectual phenomenon by whioh we are not only rela.ted to

God but are actually ons with Him, Humen {reedom is of such a kind
that a.nyA increase in its meaning or value is i.n?onihh. Thus, when
Pico ascribes ta man an independent and imate creative powsr, he

has made him in this one fundapental reapect equal to Divinity. Thers

is now applicable to God a positive predicate which will change

‘negative theology. Now the entire world of Reo-Platecnic ideas falls

into flux. Even "'hnfnnenca" and "trnnmoindmco" are opposites whioh
mist be overcome and transcended according to the "coinoidentia
oppositerun”. Man as a creative being has risen above this oppositicm.
In the extent of his creation be 1s mfinitaly removed from God, but
in the fact, in the quality of it, he feels himself most intimately

related to God.

What Cusanus had done with the principle of
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the "colnoidentia oppositorum™ in Coamology snd Fhysios, Pico does

in the historical and imtellectual world, This now appears ss a
wmifisd whols - like an infinlte oircle whose center is everywhere
and whose periphsry is nowhero because it is being constantly extend-
aed, And even if the end is never reachod, we ara still at every point
within truth. Tha real outceme of this movement is first presented

in Leibnisz.

In the third chapter, The Natural philosophy
of Pico and his Polemic against Asizology, Cassirer says that Pico's
' conception of the world of intellectual history forms the real center
of his thought and upon it rests what distinctive and novel idess
he bestowsd on modern philesophy. His natursl philosophy has only s
subordinate role. Even in his celsbrated Adversus astrologos it was

hia dootrins of freedom, not any empiricel observaiion, which accomplish-

od the overthrow of false astrology. In this work Plco mekes a

distinetion between the realm of neceseity and the realm of freedom,
each of which has ita umn lawm. Everything physical is subject to
gtrict neoassiﬁy; everyd spiritual rests on froedom. The world

of men, the world of scisnes, ¢f art, of religion - everything oreat-
ed by man - must rely om symbolic interpretation and be expressed in
pictures and symbols. The nature of the corporeal, however, is no s
of ™meanings"; 1t is a comnected chain of causes and effects, and to
know them we must follow this chain link for link without introducing
enything of a different order. As a natural being man is indeed a
vanishing nothing, but as a thinking being he stands far above the
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stars and heavens and cannot be influenced by them. IHis work is

the result of his own free will, not the result of the stars or the
giift of higher powers. Everyth;ng 'intell'cctml comes from God and
must ve abtributed to Him imnediately - even nature, even the heavens
mist be rejocted ms ea intercediary. Lt is interesting to note that
Qico's spsoulative doctiine of human f_reedom_ weg nore effeective against
nmagic and astrology than was Kepler's nathematical conceptian of

nature.

In summing up his poaition on Pico, Cagairer
saintains that Plco was no "modern” thinker, that he stands within -
scholssticism and that he not only clung to and defended the form oi"
scholsstic philosophy dut also preserved its matter. But this did
not hinder him {rom accompliahiﬁg in the whole of his thinking same-
thing vhat proved sigaificant and pointed to the future. The groat
ir"‘iu,ence which Fico exerted on subsequent thought could ve exercised
unly by u plﬁlosophy whioh, quite apart from ita temporal limitaticns

and its debt to the past, contained a uew way of thinking and tried

4o male this way prevail.
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IIX

The One and the Many

1.

ho Cenoral Problem

In the first chapter of this erticle
Cassiror dlscovers the peculiar principle which binds all the
saeuingly contradictory elements in Pico's philosophy. This binding
principle is, according to Cessirer, the principle of symbolic +thought.
This deeply concealed principle beccomes evident to Cessirer from &
consideration of the problem of the One and the Many as found in
Pioo., Regarding this one problen Pico's philosophy embraces elements
from the doctrines of oreation, emanstion and Averroism. Since these
three dootrines, taken in their formerly accepted meaning, are
sbsolytely incompatible, and singe Pico was too keen s thiniker not to
recognige this incompatibility, it follows, since he did actually
combine them in one explanation, that he did not accept these doctrines
in their accepted meaning but only in their spiritualised form under
which they issus forth from this homogeniszing proocess of symbolic
thought. The incompatibility of these three different explanations of

the Tno and the Yany, then, is Cassirer's chief reason for attributing

to Pico a new way of knowledge.

In the following peges ws shall exanmine




Caagiror's statement of thie problem, for, by what we think ia a

migstatoment of 1%, he has already predetermined the solution of it
to hia own position. - Thip consideratisn of his presentat'ian. of the
problsm will be practically a ruming commsntary an his text; and to
avoid an excessive number of footnotes, the reference to the pages of

the taxts commented on wlll be given in the body of the text,

At the beginning of the first chapter

(page 131)Cassirer says :

"The ideas of ths One and the Hany form the two pbles about .
which all philosophical and religious thinking revolves. Metaphysics

" and theology endeavor, in different ways and by different means, to

grasp and olarify the relation between the ultimate First Cause of
thinga, which can be donceived only as absolutely Ons, and the multi-
plicity of things, their extension in apace and their duration in
time. But whenever thought attacks this problem, it is 4n danger of
being caught in an antimony, in a finel and insoluble contradiction.
Instead of the Intended reconciliation of opposites, on aloser
analysis one term of the opposition seems to diasappear, and thus the
whole sroblem appears to evaporate. If the "First Cause" is really
to be conceived as such, i.e., if it 1s to mean not only the temporal
orizin of Being, but alse its peraisting and enduring "Prineiple”, if
it is to be that on which all continuance of reality depends and that
which it requires at every monent for its oxistence and charsotar;
this means that we ocannot effect any real detachment of the lany from
the One. The Many must be not only axternally dependent on the ne. ,
They must remain ever included within it; all the reality we attribute
o them they rmust owe ta the One, Hence the Msny have scarcely come
into being before they must in a sense be taken back once more into
the bosom of the One Cause of the World, The latter oan suffer nothing
bealdes or outside itself. For any being different fram itself,
anything that ia not itself, would mean a limitation; and this can and
muat not take place in the absolute and ungonditionsd Being, whioh is
asgured to be the totality of all perfection, the eons realissimnum et
perfectissimum, * ' =

in the firat sentance of the above passage
Cassirer makes a very brofound statement; but in all faizﬁ:eu to

historical and theorstical truth we must imsediately add that the
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problem of the One and the lMany is incomparably mere profound and
complex, from both the historicsl and theorstical point of view,
than can possibly be gleaned from Cassirer's strangs and disturbing
over-simplifiocation of it. Even if we oanfined ourselves to the
problem of the One und the Msny in Greek philosophy from Pythagoras
to Aristotle, we should msee that it could not possibly fit into
Cassirer's formulatiom of it. The very statemsnt of the problem

is extremely waried, and the sclutions arrived at are far from being
answers to the same question. The complexity of the problem stands
out clearly in Aristotle whore he places strong emphasis on the
distinotion between the "one" which is convertible with being, the
subject of firast philoaoﬁhy which is in turn divided into act and
potency, substance and accidents, et omstera and the "ome" which is
the principle of mumber,., This distinction is based in his discussions
with the Platoniats, and has remained orucial throughout the Hiddle
Ages and even up to our own day in all ziscussions concerning the
analogy or univecity of being, Furthermore, Aristotle's distinction
1s no less definite between the being that is the subjeot of first
philosophy and the Being which is the extrinsic principle of that
subject, nsmely, Pure Act, the self-thinking thought, the final cause
of all things which attracts by its goodness. (1) Hence the "Cne”
which is pure act and the "one" whioh is comvertible with being raise
and answor very different questions; and the former will obvicualy

depend upon the latter,

Cassirer in his treatmsnt of the One and
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the liany has limited himself to the questisn of God and the World.
Since his statements concerning the problem ssem to be, in a general
way at leagt, exhaustive of the subject, it is disconcerting to notice
that he not only neglects Aristotlds distinction between potenay and
act as his answer to this natural problem of the one and thse many, but
that he does not even mention what we shall oall the noetic problem
which concerns the ons and many in the means of knowing. However,
since for Cassirer the so-called metaphysical oppositions are really
only logical correlations, it is éui’bo possible that he canlidarl_
the problem of the One (God) and the Namy (the world) as the naive
explanation of what is actually the one and many in the noetlo orde;.
1f he does this, he is identifying the "modus rei™ with the "modus rei

in intellectu", as the Platonists had done before him.

Then he says "Hetaphysios and theology en~
deavor, in different ways and by different means, to grasp andolu‘i!‘y
ths relation betwsen the ultimate Firat Cause of things" etc., hs
does not make clesr what he means by metaphysios ~whether he means
metaphysics in the primitive stage, or as we find it in Aristotle, or
as the scholastics understood it. Neither does he mske explicit
what he understands by theology = whether it is the one which is a
branch of metaphysics or the one whose prinoiples are revealad trutha.
(2) We might aleo ask why he haas confined the miltiplicity of things
to those which have extension in tims and place. The Ideas of Flato
were not co_nooivad as beiﬁg in a place, and historiocally at least,

they wers related to the problem of the ome and the many.
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"Thenever thought attempts to solve this
problom”, he contimues, it is in danger of being osught in an
antinomy, in a final and insoluble contradiction.” It is true that
there is o danger of baing caught in an insoluble sontradiction, but
Cassirer fails to show that there is a contradiction involved even
when these terms ars taksn in their substantiel sense. He is contemt
merely to suggest that there is one end treat it from afar -~ like

the hero's ignorance of the circumstences of laius' death in Oedipus.

When speaking of the proposed reoconsiliation
between the one and the many, Cassirer does not specify what reconoil-
iation was intended, nor why an opposition of contrariety should even
call for any reconciliation. Even in his treatment of the One and
the Many as limited to God and the World he does not demonstrate that
on oloser enalysis ome term of the opposition seems to disappear in
gso far as it loses its independence, its absolute giveness, the reel
being of itself. Onme of the reasons Cassirer gives for his statement
that one of the terms sesms to disappear is that if we really conceive
the First Cause as such, there can be no real detachment of the many
from the One. Certainly, if we conceive the Firast Cause as a First
Cause, the Many of the World, while having their own deing, cannot
have it & se. But why ahould this imply that they are not distinct
from the One ? The burden seems to be in the mesning assigned to the
word "distinotion." If "diatinot from" means "Wholly of and by one=-
gelf," then the Many and the One cannot be distinct from the Cne;

nevertheless it would still be Cassirer's task to show that they would



be jdentioal. Since he has posed the problem in terma of God and
the Vorld, he has avoided the general mstaphysiocal problem, and it
is difficult to see how he can disoues his omm problem without having
sonsidered the move general problem. It is in terms of this more
general problem that Aristotle and the acholastlos golved the ons in

which Cassirer 18 interested.

As s further reason that we should be left

with only ons term of the contradiction, Cassirer continues 1 |

ghe Mary must be not only externally depsndent on the Cne. They
mist remain ever included within ity all the reality we attribute o
thom they must owe to the (ne. ' Heuce the ¥any have scarcely ocme:..:
into being befors they must in a sense be taken back once more into
the bosom of the Uns Causs of ths World." o
Casgirer here seems to oversimplify in mere imaginative terms an
extremely ccmp‘le: réulity. Creatures are indeed extermally dependent
on the One as regards their whole being, for thﬁir very "esse in se"
is "ab alio.”  Their whols being is but a participation of the being
of the One and has been produced out of nothing according o the
divine exemplar. The One 1s in the meny but not of the neny. It is
in the many by the fact that it is their universal cause; it is not
there as & part of them but as the prinoiple from whic‘h they have
their total being. Furthermore, to say that the many must ever remain
included in the Ons should not be taken to mean that they ure a pér‘b
of it. That would be a rather naive acceptation of the expression
"to be included in", The word "scarcely" in the last sentence just

quoted is also worthy of note. It seems to denote that there is an




67.

interval batween the coming into being and the being teken hack

fito the besom of the Ona. This "coming into being from” here design-
ates absolutely universal efficient causallity and the nogation of any
subject "from which", It requires no takingbask-into. The many,
corting into heing, ars never separated from the One, although they are
wholly distinot from it. Since the Cme is their absolutsly uuiversal
causs, it is more in them than they are in themselves. A return to
the One in this sense is meaninglesa; the nmany do not have to be haken
back into the bosom of the One in this senss becauss they were never
outside it. Te oan speak of a return to the One in the sense that
the Une is the final cause of the msxmy. It would also be true to

say that the many were never taken out of the Ons because they were
never in it. This "coming from” and "being taken back" are nct

different movements, a3 Cassirer's imaginative presentation insinuates.

In the last part of the paragraph quoted
above Cassirer explains that the (ne can guffer nothing outside itself,
for thaﬁ would mean a limitation - & thing which must not teke place
concerning the being which la assumed to be the totality of perfection.
It is true that the First Cause can suffer nothing cutside itself in
the sense that there is no being which is not "from it" and wholly
dopendent on it., Furthermore, there could not be a being which did
not have some likanoiu 4o the First Cause, for being is one in a sense
which Cessirer has neglected to consider. If there were a being outaide
+tha scope of analogy, the one causs of the world would not be tho

universal exemplary cause. #hile Cassirer says that anything that is
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not tho one sause of ‘the world would mavan a limitetion, the truth of

the matter is that the Ons would be sericusly limited if it were nade
uap of the dany, When the absolute snd unconditioned being is ascuzed
to be the totality of perfection, it ia certainly not so in the simpl-

fatic sense which Cassiror rmst suppose in srder %o set it forth as a

slarine contradiction.

On page 132 Cassirer contimuss his present-

ation of the problem :

"Hence for the 'Gns' to nass beyond itself, and for the many to
proceed out of the One, ocannot be conceived in strietly rational ternms.
Bvery such proceeding would be either s diminution of the Ona's own
nature, or a multiplying of this nature, 4And how would a multiplicat-
iom be possible in what is assumed to be self-contained and perfect ?
Greek philosophy from the days of Parmenides felt such a multiplication
to DLe contradiotory and rejscted it. 'I% is the same, and it rests

in the self-game place.' Each of the great systema that have followed

the Zlsatics has brought every resourco %o bear on f{reeing Being again
from this absolute uniformity and fixity, and on indicating in Being
the 'possibility' of plurality and change. But this 'gigantomachy’
of thought, es Plato described it in the Sophist, has led to no final
solution. XNone of the attempts at mediat en the opposite
poles of unity and plurality, of Being and Bescoming, cean resclve ths
contradiction.”

Here agein, es we have already pointed out, to speak of the Ona's
nassing beyond itself is an ambiguous statement and raises & false
problem. The same i3 true of the expression "to proceed out of the
Mme™ if it is to be conceived as entailing a diminution of the One's

own nature or as a multiplylng of this nature.

Cassirer appears to be consideriag this
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whole problem in purely spatial imagery snd to suppose that the
sncients had dons the same. There can be little doubt but that he
is infusing into these words and concepts his own "inner fesling"
with its consequent "new gound and new mesning.," Since he claims,

in sccordance with his idea of history, the right to assume that this
is the historically objective meaning and truth, wo can have no

quarrel with him {rom there on.

It is very trus that the procession of the
offscts from the One First Cause, even as we conceivs this procession,
is unknowable to us as to the exsot "how." We ocannmot visuslize it ;
we know that we are oompelled to conceivs it by using the mui in-
adequate comparisons; hence we do not expect to be able Yo "rationalize”
this procession. This was already indicated by Dionysius and illumin-
atively comuented on by St. Thomas. (8) If we want to conceive this
procession in a manner more accessible to us, we camot, as St. Thomas
explains, conceive it but as a kind of movement. This representation
becomes necessary because ws wish to understsnd the procession as much
as possible according to our own mode. The necessity of this movement
is compsrable to the case of somsone who, being close to the objects,
cannot see them all at the same time as the one who sees them from
above, but must view their unity by means of a succession. The objects
ere all there, but he cannot be present to them all at the same tine,
i.e., he cannot see them all at the same time without motion. When

we recur to such means of conceiving objects, we must not fail to note

ol e
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those things which are dus solely to the fact that they have been

lowered to our rational mode. (4)

In the paragraph just quoted, Cassirer
suddenly narrows down the problem of the (ne and Many to the problem
as raised by Parmenides. Ho seens not to consider later solutions
to this problem, and even Parmenides' position is not stated
completely. In the fragments of Parmsnides one obimu that while
he holds that alone to be being which n4g? without qualification, he

alaoc recognises another realm, the realm of becoming, the realm of

doxa, in which there is no being in the first sense of the word, buf

conanm?
{n which there are multiplicity, differsnce, end contrariety.

_ Another item to be remarked in this seme
paragraph is that the step from the Being of Parmenides to the being
of Apistotle, i.e., to being, the subjoot -of nstaphysics end to his
being which is pure act and the gelf=thinking thought, is not so .. .
gimple as Cassirer would have the reader understand. 501ng5whioh is
the subject of metaphysics, primarily substance, is by no means the
Pure Act, the extrinsic principle of that subject. The Unmoved Liover

has absolute fixity; while the possibility of plurality and chenge ia

on the part of predicamental being. As Ariltotle pointed out against

the ‘armenidesns in the second chapter of I Physios, "one' itself,
no less than 'being!, is used ip many senses, #0 W8 mst consider in
what sense the word is used when it 1s said that the All is one.”™

The rest of that chapter and the following chaptar are concerned with
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this problem. All this ia apparently ignored by Cagairer; and we
wonder why, unleas the reascn 48 that it would not form & harnonious

pert in the historioal proceas toward hiaz own ldeas.

Once Casuirer has posed the problem,
attributing to being, taken in the sams sense, all the attributes
which balong to it in ths veriocus sensos distinguished by Aristotle,
1t is true that, as he says, there is no solution to it. However, it
matters little that there is no solutien to this conception of the
problem, for it is quite clear that this is Cassirsr’s own idealistic
construction of the problem which is intended to predetermine the

soluticn in the direction he degires.
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' Faith and Creation.

After having stated to his own asstisfaotion

the general problem of the One and Many, he begins his expoaition of
the dootrine of oreation which is the first of the three solutions

he is considering. As an introducticm to this deotrine he says on

page 132 3

"Christian apeculation rests on the assumptions and the ideas
which Greek thought worked cut; and at every point it must olothe
its own distinotive problem in the 1 of Greek thought, in order
to make it accessidble and comprehsusi te the mind.  But its aim
jg from the outset different from that of Greek dimlectic and
metaphysics, For it does not inquire, in the same sense as dialectio
thinking, intc the 'Why' of the world and tha Why'! of plurality.
This ‘Why' csnnot be grasped by pure thought. In the beginning was
the deed = was the free act of the Divine Will, through which the
world csme into being. Humsn resson cammot venture to tconceive’
this free act, i.e., to deduce it as necessary from its omn concepta
and principles. It remains an absolutely uaique event, unparalleled,
tirrational'; it can bo explained or understood through no analogy,
through no comparison we encounter in the sphere of our finite,
empirical knowledge. But the certainty of God's creation and
incarnation is not thereby shaken. Feor it is derived not from
rationsl demonatration but from a fundamentally different source of
truth., +t is founded on revelation.” '

In passing it should be remarked that in the beginning of this
paragraph Cassirer has already made oritioal idealists of the Greeks.

It will be freely admitted that Christisn speculation does not attempt
to infer the existence of the world as flowing of necessity from the
divine nsture, but it does inguire into the ‘why' of this non-nscessity;

and this is rational, What the world is has its necessity from God;

that it is has its necessity from the divine will. It is likewlse
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true that Iums reason cannot infer what {rsely ccues about as oom~
ing ebout necessarilyy but nelitner does the divine intelligence do so.
God has the goodness and the power to produce the world; He has all
the knowledge requisite for its production; Be lnows what fis fresdam
1s whether He exercises it or not. But by "to conceive” Cassirer seems
+o mean ™o conceive as necesssry’; it memns to deduce something as
nacessary from reason's own concepts and principles - from what
Cagsirer considers to be the principles of reason. Human reason can
infer that God is necessarily free and that it is sbsolutely nacessary
that He does not of necesaity produce the world. The very perfection
of the goodnoss of God, which is the reason why He can producs the

world, is the reason why this goodness does not necessarily cammmicate

itself.

fhen Cassirer says that the free act of the
divine will is an absolutely unique event, the tern "avent" is obvious-
1y understood in & grossly anthropamorphic sense, since mny act aof
the divine will is measured by eternity, To call it unparalleled 1is
scmewhat ambiguous. Certainly it is unparalleled as a divine free
act, bui we can explain it in a way through an analogy with our omn

froe acts, whioh we know,.

Since Cagsirer has limited the term "to
conceive” to msan deduction of semething as necessary from the principles
and concepts of human resson, he calls "4yrationsl” anything which

cannot be 3o conceived. Thus with one sweep he throws out of the

e e
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"pational” warld the whols practical aorder whioh is rooted in the

go‘)d.

In the last part of the parsgraph quoted
and in the fﬁllaﬁng peragraph of his article Cassirer sets the whole
problen of lmowledge and faith in a falss persmsctive. The cortainty
of creatiaﬁ and the Incarnmation, ﬁa says, is not diminished, for
though they cannot be raticnally demenstrated, they are founded om
faith., Cassirer's use of the expressicn “reticmsl demcnstration’
nere ls ambiguous, to say the least. I{ ho means that in Christian |
speculation it cannot be deduced from the principles of reason that
che world exists necesserily by the mceéﬁi’ay of vhe divine natm'o,u
it would no doubt have to ba Jone in his system to be "ratiomal”,
we may point out that this same rsveletion of which he speeks teaches
us that the world does not oxist aecessarily, but fz'om ‘ohg free
aecision of Sod; liowever, the saue revelation which tella us that
the world was oreated by God also tel‘la us in the first chapter of
Paul's FEpistle %o the Rowens that the faot of creation can be demonstrat-

6d by natural reason.

It is interssting to note that, while
treating the Christisn view, Cassirer places cro,atio:x and the Incarn=-
ation in the ssme catepgory as if t;:a scholnatics hed considered them
thus., Whether Cassirer thinks théy should have ¢considerad them bhoth

&8 formally dependent on revelatiocn is beside the point; the fact of
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the matter is that the acholastics did net consider that tha fact

of croation was 3 truth formally dependent on revelation. In St.
Thomas, Zor instance, the problem of the Onse and the MHeny, as
GCassirer has stated it, i3 a problenm that can be treated in a striotly
netaphyrsioal manner, as may be deen clearly {rom his De ieternitate

mundi contra mumurantes, For St. Thomes, revelation enters only when

it is asked whether the world did ar did not exist from all sternity,
whether God oreated from all eternity coincidentally with a crested
measure of durstion. Speoifioally Christian and gemuinely orthodox
speculation never attempted to unph beyond that. Regarding the
metaphysical problem, St. Thomas showed that the existence or non-
existence of the world from all etorﬁity is a matter of divine free
will., From revelation we xmow that actually the world did not exist
{rom all eternity; but this revelation, in so far us 1t conocsrns the
mere tract of creation, has no supernatural conteat whatsoever. The
revelation of the fact of creation is not a revelation caoncerning the
supernatural oruer as such. Whether the world had or had not existed
from all eternity, then, wes to be polnted out by revelation; but not
even ths fact that it was to be thus pointed out waz formally a
problen of revelation, for metaphyaics itself could show that it was

incepable of determining this perticular aspect of the question.

When Cassirer on page 133 says :

"Thus there are now repsated on auother level all the great
typical attempts %o soclve the problem of the 'Cne' mnd the 'Many!
eevess The specifically and genuznuly orthodox solution is determined
by the ocategory of creation, ..."
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Lo is again ldomtifying twe difforent oroblems of the cue and the
w8y e have Just seen tiav St. Thomaa, for exemple, did not treat
oreation on enother lovel; le Yroatad it es ratlonally demonstrable

wid Dot m8 & docirine which is specifically Chriatian in the sense

thab it 4s forumally dependent on revelation. There 18 & apecifically
Christian oroblam of the Cme and the Xany, but Cassirer does not
uention ib. This problew is ome of sacred theology and has anothing
to do with the sroblem of reason and revelation as Cassirer has
atated it. It f“‘zndm.errtally cancerns the One and the Nany of the
Jleamed Trinity and the possibili‘tl:yg' of n par‘bioipa‘bién Yy the
intéllectual oreaturs in the life proper to ths absclutely Ome.

Tt 1s ab thie polmt that Camsirer should have been reminded of the
double problem of the Ons end lany which was menticusd at ths begin-
aing of this aoritical commentary, for the Chriatian problem ccnverns
the possibility of lmowing aad loving God by the light and the lml
of' the Une. As a m;ti;er of fact, it is only in the Chriatia_n
speculation on the slevation oi ihe intellectual creature to tie
supernatural order that the problem of the Unse and Mauy is carried
on another level. And this is certainly not aerely s contimuation
in which aro repeated all the zreai attempts to solve the problem
Uagsirer ro‘forrad o in ths previcus peragrephs. Tie spaaii‘ipnlly-
and seminely orthodox solution of the problam of The (ne and The

sany which we have called typically Christisn, i.e. the One and the

Ssny of Yhe sugermatural order or the noetic Oue and lany, has uwothing

to do wish creation as Cassirer has understood the problem. Rather
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it has to do with the partiocipation by an intellectual oreature

in the life of God Himself.

In the following lines of his article
Cassirer admits that 1f the doctrine of oreation is acoepted, the
problem of God and the World is taken cars of :

"If this category (creation) is accepted, any real dualimm between
the One and the lany, between God and the World, 1is thereby avoided.
For oreation is wholly transferred to the interior aof the Divine
Beings it nowise means that this Being is in any respect dissipated,
or lost in anything different from itself.

The real and profound sense of 'oreation ex nihilo' is this

in 1t the Divine Powsr ia not bound to any substratum that could in
any way condition or limit it. The world, pluraiity, has no

substratun of that sort. For were such a substratum admitted, it
would mean a kind of independence and self-sufficiency, dy whioh the
absolute dependsnce on God which is here to be displayed would be
trensformed into its opposite. If God is the caontemt of all reality,
there can be no matter ‘given' to Him, This 'giveness', this
material 'subjeot! for action, holds only for mman art, which is
thereby once and for all distinguished from genuine and absolute
creation.” :

On the whole this explanation is true enough, but we must make two
qualifications. In the first place we must repeat that in S5t. Thomms
all this has nothing whatscever tc do with faith. He deduces creation
ex nihilo from purely metaphysiocal reasons. If creation were not ex
nihilo, God would not be Pure Act, Regardlesa of what Aristotle's
position on the matter be held to be, it is quite evident that St.
Thouss solves the problsm in purely peripatetic terms. In the second
place, the term 'content' is used ambiguously, to say the least; for
if God is the content of oreation in the sense that Hes is what is

created, then it might be asked what the oreation is the oreation of,
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Certainly, nothing can be given Ged, for He poaits all that there
ig in creation, but this does not make Him the content of it =
except in a very broad sense of the word, i.e. in the sense that He
is the universal exemplary cause of all that is oreated, that all
the being which oreatures have, they have from Him; or that by His
immensity He is in beings more than they ars in themselves.
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Necessity and Emanation.

After explaining oreation in the mammer
we have just seen, Cassirer proceeds to a consideration of the theory
of emenation which he displays s3 the second answer to the problem of
the One and the Many as he has steted it. On psge 154 he contimes :

"Quite different from this conception is the relation of unity
and plurality, of God and the world, in all thoss systems which stard
from the idea of emanation rather than of oreation. Here the relation
in a certain senge spprosches more clossly to the rationsally comprehens-
ible. PFor ‘emsnationt gtands not in the sign of freedom, but in that
of necessity..... Being is simply following its own ‘natwre! in pase-
inz beyond itself, in allowing samething else to arise out of itself....
There is here a firmly ordered seriss, based on an intelligidble
principle : a soale of beings leading down from the One and the Many,
in which no etep oan be passed over. To set up end establish this
gcale of being is the core of Heoplatonic speculation. This spec-
ulation, as it sppears sbove all in the pseudo-Dionysian writings,
in the work on the celestial hierarchy su on the hierarchy of the
chruch, puts its stamp on all medieval thinidng as well as on the
thought of the Renaimsance. The work of Fico della Mirandola and his
whole intellectusl development is compleotely saturated with the
fundamental idess and presuppositions of te Dionysian writings. The
picture of the celestial choirs surrcunding the highest Divine Being;
the arreangement of the world in accordance with the different celestial
spheres and the transmission of the effeots from the above to the
'sublunar' earthly sphere : all this forms the basic framswork of
his metaphysiocs, his theology and cosmology."

A passage from Cassirer's Individuum und Eosmos in der Philosophie

der Reneissance will throw light on this paragraph. Speaking of

Dionysius the Areopagite's Divire Names and Celestial Hierarchy, he

says 1@

"The importance of these works consists in the fact that here
the two fundamental spiritual powers are motives on which the faith
and science of the Middle Ages rest meet each other and coalssce, --
that here the peculier conorescence of the Christian dootrine of
selvation with Helenic apeculation is accomplished. What this
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speculation, what, above all, Neo~platonism offered Christisnity
was the concept and the genersl pioture of & graduated koamos. The
world was divided into a lower and w higher, & sensusl and an
intelligible world, which not only stood in oppoaition, but whose
essence consisted in their mrtual neration, in their polar opposition.
But above this abyss of negation thers existed betwesn then a spiritual
bond, From one pole to the other, from super esse sd super unum, from
the realm of absolute form down to the materisli as the absolute orm-
less, there led a continueus comneoting road. By this road the
infinite goes over to the fnite; the finite returns to the infinite.
9he entire process of redemption is contained here in ¢ it is the
incarnation of God as it is the deification of man, But there
always remains a "hetween' to overcoms, There remains & separating
medium whioh cannot be jumped across but which must be walked step
by step in & striotly regulated sequence.” (56)
There is s third highly significant
Dionysian book which has not come down to us but whose general idea -
\s inown and which Cassirer does nct even memtiom. In the provious: -
paragraphs Cassirer had completely obsoured the problem of faith and
roasons here, as in his other works, the true iasues of Chrittimity‘
are disocarded into & poetic background as if they are too improbable
and unbecoming to be brought to the fors. We shall not here take
igsue with his attempt to interpret historical positions in ths light .
of his own philosophy, but we must reprosch him for not having shown
how his philosophy accounts for what Christian speculation really
held, In fact, nowhere have we found proof that Cassirer really
understands this speculation. For reasons we shall mntibn later,
he now refers to the idea of emanation as & solution to the same
problem of which mu_tion is a solution. This particular presentation

of the idea of emenation, 1.9., a8 tha idesl origin of the universe,

historically has been confused with the actual, with the existential
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. origin of the universe.

The distinotion between the ideal and the
existentisl origin of the universe is a distinotion which Dionysius
certainly presupposes, though he does not explicitly develope it.
Because he does not explioitly develope it, it ias possible for those
who prescind from the fact that Dionysiua wes an orthodax Christian
to interpret his works as being incompatible with Christian arthodoxy.
But why should the ather interpretation be favored as more histarical
than the orthodox one ? Just here cﬁlirer's conception of history
ccmes into play, for this is the interpretation which ¢an be ldeally
reconstructed to suit the progress of ideas leading up to his own
comprehensive rationalism which will be historically significant.
Cassirer nseds this "possible" interpretation; he wents this possible
interpretation to be the historical ons. The dynamism of history
crlls for confliot. Hence, Cmasirer will be interested in the doctrines
of creation and emanaticn only in those aspeots which, either because
of some confliot in their primitive form in which there was much
confusion, or because of some partiocular later interpretation which
ig far from having been either the logically or historically pre-
ponderant one, will bring the two in irreconcilable conflict. In the
cease of Dionysius the most striking example of "ideal reconstruction®
may be geen in Cassirer's tacit introduction of Avicenna's conception

of emsnation as thse explanation of the Dionysian canception.
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Thers is no evidence in the works of
Dionysius that his presentation of the orderly emsnation of things
from God is intandod'aﬁ e solution to the problem which Cassirer has
g» far prueﬁtod. On the contrary, it is evident both from the
extent works of Dionysius and from those works whose desoription has
come down to us that he firmly adhered to the ides of ereation in
its strictly orthodox sense. What ia more impartant is that he
presents us with another view of the world — ome of which his great
medieval commentators were cortainly aware —- ons which is in no way

detrimentsl to the dootrins of oreaticn.

Here we ahall briefly expose thia idea and
come back to it in the next chapter, The order of the universe is
not merely in whet it has most perfect of formal ordér, i.e., &0 |
order of graduated perfections, an order which goes up zradually and
~radually descends, an order in conformity with wisdom (sapientis est
ordinare) as the Greeks held it. This very order does, howsver,
furnigh us with the foundation of a formally epistomological view.

It offers us the sub;jedb for a mode of lmowing which historically
takea from Flatonism and Nec-pletonism certain elementa usually
considered to be absolutely opposed to Aristotelianism. As St Thomu
points oub, the Platonic mode is a logical gne. FPRlato, he says,
interpreting Aristotle, confuses the modus rel In intelloctu. The
Platon}.sts logice procedunt in naturelibus. In short, they confine
themselves to a purely logical m,ztlook on things. ¥We ahall not here

gongcern ourselves with this historicel problem, for wa are interested
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rather in what happens %o the Platonic mode in guestion when we
eleim for 1t no more than a logical view of rsality, an outlook

which claims no more for {taelf than it can of far.

Yor the sake of clarifying owr nesning,
le§ us enp,hao that this logical view remains completely aubordi-
natel to s more directly real one and that reallty g itg term —
not & term it claims to reach, but a term 1%t tends to apgproach
ddslectically in an extrinsic mode. I% will then be avident that
just as tha fornal arderliness, the graduated inequality, the
great mutiplicity of things, 1z for the sake of imitating the
unity and the intense and 4nfinitely perfect simplicity of the
Pirat Cause, #0 toO not only may thig uvnity be used for the pur-
pose of meking ‘mown tn ug, by zraduated ascent ever in an eX-
trinsic and veary {ndirect manner, ths perfection of which this
gradnted pul tiplicity 1= only o uegradation as 1t wers — this
has been most emphaticslly prouzht out in the enmmantaries of
s, Alvert ang St. Thomas — bat this whole hierarchy, tnecluding
both unity and mltiplicity, can he viewsd with a more dalibera-
tely epietemological intention, with an intention whoge ;urpose
1s expressed by Mony=sius nimaelf. Just as the uniwerse 18 Mut
an imitation and westare ~f Nod: so in like mnnner the rroatest
assimilation which can s achieved sven by +hae intelleatual knowers
»f the univerze, i.2., those beings which tend torard the inner vos-

sagsion of the all, i not an antitative asatmilation. Yo creature




tends toward substantial otherness, nor does 1t tend toward the

posgession, for example, of an intelleot of = higher degree asn

1te knowing faculty., But it doés tend toward an ever higher co-

enitive assimilation dy operation. (6) By conferring Gracs God
Himgelf has incited the intellectual cresature toward this aver
greater agsimilation. Now a knower tends toward an agsimilation

with a higher not by a mers intensification of its own proper

‘node of knowing, but alse by an imitation of the higher mode of

kmowing, This statement may indsed invoive a parsdoi. a pé.radox
vhich hae been pointed out by both Donysius and 8t. '_Phomd.
Yhat 1¢ highest ‘n the lower is contiguous with the lovest in
the higher. On the other hand, what is highest in the lower,
15 not that which is most proportioned te it, for as St. Thomas
pointe c_mt. the contemplative life isg Vbest but 4t ie not the
one most proportioned to man. Wow the intellectual operation
in man in vhich he most intensely imitates a higher mode of
kmowing will in $hat rdspect be the best. Yow just vhat is
that hicher mode of knowing ;ﬁhich man attempts to imitate once
he is firmly enouzh established in his own moet connatural r;!ode

of kaowing? (7)
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The higher intellect difters fren the lower
in that the higher in fewer moans of knowing, la6e, in fewer conoopts,
knows more things and knows them more distinetly than does the lowar
1xtellect through maxy means. Yhis type of lmowing many things in one
concept is charagterized by St. Thams in Chapters 98-100 of II Comtra
Gentos a8 nniversalis virtutis in eontradistinetion %o universallify in
praedioands tantum, Fhen s universal is in praedicando tantun ite
universality is due to abatraction from du'fm@su so that he who
knows man as animel has of man only oomfused, hense Usperfect, knowled-
gs. If, hawever, the concept of animal wers wniversal ﬁ utis, it
would in Sbe very unity distinatly represent to us both brute and man
aven ag regards what each one has proper %o jtgelf. The latter type
of universality belongs to a type of intellect higher than that of man.
However, alihough we can never achieve that type of miversality, we
san imilate 1t. And it is in mathemtics that we find the most perfect,
not to aay, the very exemplary ‘ype of imitatien of this unity. We find
this sspecially in the method of limits whers we attempt to reach for-
mal differsnce through & single means of knowing, &8 when from the very
ooncept of polyzon we attenpt to reach tha sirele by means of & gradua-
ted inereagse in the mmber of sldes of & regular inscribed polygon.

In other words the formal differonds betwoen the two presents itself
as an irrational gap which we attespt to £i)1 and breach without having
to accapt the glvemness of ons of the two terms in question. In fact,

the ideal of mathematios may be envisaged as mn attempt to breach all
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fermal differences in this manner so that at the limit all the mathe~

matiocs would be seen by means of & single sonsept. Thim sonsideration
will allow us to define rationality as Cassirer understands it.
Tig breaching of the farmel differences by

way of infinite interpclation, this attempt to resch the differences

_ in $dentity, shows us what Cassirer means by mtiommlity. We aocsept

this method for what it is worth. We see in it s very tenuous and in-
ccmparably remote imitation of the divine mode of knowing. There is
in it no aetual secomplishment of even the lowest type of superhumsn
knowledgze. , ‘
A | Inmrupcmthowrhotnzmtum'
in this moda. In them there is not only an attempt to visualize the
arder of the universe; there is also s mhnt attempt to soe thi_s
arder as & series acnverzing as it wers, toward a limit. There is an
attempt 4o 111 the gaps legloally, se., m attempt to ses the "All"
in 2o far as it is sccessible to us both through faith and through |
reason in a higher mede., There is an attempt at 'lhnt Cassirer would
oall ratiomal ecnception, but this attempt is far from havlﬁg in all
{ts fundamental npom the meaning timt Cassirer would attribute to

§{t; for as his writtings show, Cassirer has not brought out the funds=

mental distinetion between what we have called the natural problem of
the Ons and the Mary and the noetioc problem. This is all the more to
be wondered at, since this distinotion ws clesrly Lndionﬁod in the
medieval 1iteraturs which grew up around the works of Dionysius.

e refer to all those questions and artiocles in the works of St. Thomas,
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for example, which treat of the intelligible speoies of the speerated
subgtances. Cassirer has interpreted Diomysius aw well as the Dicxysian
literature partly in the mode of Flotimus where the lcgioal is given s
realistic status and definitely in the mode of Avieemns. (8) Fow, if
the aim of the attempt to breach the gaps were uot merely an attempt

at a deepor and more rigorous insight inte the formal manifold of things
but rather an attempt to reducs the things themselves, the very intel-
ligible matures, one to the other, at the lisit we should have a universe
of the type described Ly Heyerson, L.+, & purely stekile axorphous,
infinitely vaocuous tautology == too non-existent to suggest even the
possibility of a contradiction. Hot even the mathemitioal universs,
however, can be without gmps.

Yie can now ses the meaning of the first part
of the peragraph in question. Cassirer sees in the Dionysian graduated
scala betwesn God and what s most removedfrom Him in the order of the
many an attempt at the assimilation of the being of the higher and the
being of the lower order.

o sixll see later why it is so important
that Cassirer's Ploo at loast be campletely sstumated with the fundamen-
8l ideas and presuppoaitions of the Dionysian writings.

4. The Froedom of Reason.

For the time being we shall take leave of
this Dionysian idea and consider the third incompatible element Cassirer
findg in Plco. In the paragraph following the last one quotsd from
hiz artiole Cassirer ssys:
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"But with this Neoplatonic influence there is joined another
which affected Ploe from the very begimning of his intellectual deve-
lopmenbe. ..o the Avorroistic teaching., To it he remained fal thful in
his later years.....But if we place ocurselves on the level of this
teaching, at ome stroks the problem of waity end plurality, of Cod am
the world, assumes a ccmpletely different £0rmese+sThe whole question
resolves ftaelf inte nothing, imto s purely dialestioal speudo-problem,
+s+The problem only arises and can only continne to exist, if reasoen
makesg no use of its basie right, the right of independent aritioesl
examination, but surrendsrs itself to dogmm. Within the limits preseri-
. bed by the medieval pioture of the werld, Averrcism !s the atterpt at
& rabiomal explanaticn of sature. It sesks to earry this explamation
of mature without the sdmixture of any dogmatie theclogienl positiom. B
That 4% i@ looking for is insight into the striet determinimm of all
oceurrences, which follows from the zemsrsl determimtions of matter
and motion, What we oan know olearly and with eertainty is the conmsa-
tion thet 15melf obimins under these determinationg, and the wy in
which they mutually condition essh other. But thers can be no question
of a '‘eauss‘of mature in the transecendent sense. For nature as such, - -
the whole of matter and motion, has no begiming in time. To the
theologioal categery of ereation and to the metaphysiosl ostegory of
emanation there is here opposed the dostrine of the etermality of the
world, as it had been eatablished by Aristobleces."

In the preceding paragraphs Cassirer had presented creation ex nihilo
as & chrufian and genu;noly erthodex solution to the problem of thc A
One and the Yany &z ke had formulated i¢. He mentions it here again

as theologioal in opposition to metaphysieal. From shat we have seen

1t is olear enough that the metaphysieal doetrine of oreation, fnr

fraz being a solution to the problem in mestion, is actually i sonelu-
sion, or, to be mors exmet, a correlary, rigcrously deduced from the
general solution of a partioular aspest of the problem of the (ne and
Many found in Aristotle. If God is Pure Ast, He must be, whether
Arigtotle himself says it or not, the abmolutely universal cause of

all things. It follows then that every being has all that it is from

v
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God; hence, the Many which involves potency and act haw sll that it
is fron the One that ls Pure Act.

Cassirer now procesds to make Averroimm
center arsund this same problem of the (ne and Many as he has formula~
ted it. From all this it is equally olemr that the problem of the Cne
£irst cause and the Many oan be made to genter arownd the problem of
oroation, just as the very problem of oresatiom gould be made the center
on a problem of falth. As we have already shown, the funismental pro~
blem of creation is not one merely of faith. That Ged is the absolutely
transcendental oause of the universe oan be demonstrated in metaphysics.
It can be demongtrated too that God is free to areate or net, that in
His very froedeom to oreate He oan orente a universe from all eternity
and He oan oreate one that has & begimming asaording to tims. Wt
God aotually did was told us in revelation. Only the latter peint is
a matter of fmith to us, Now it is very eamy to make the metaphysioal
problem itself “apparently® depend on falth with the ocnsequense that
the whole problem of the transosndent One and Maxy will hings on faith.
For if we deny that the world astually had a begimning assording te
time, we o&n do so only for & cegent natural reason. And if the world
had to exist from all eternity, we ghould deny the absolute transcen=~
dense of the First Cause, hence of the One which finally brought about
ths correlary of oreation, But even this ressoniig backwards is mueh
nore an attack on human reason than upon fmithe As Cassirer himself
bad attampted to show, the transcendence of the FPirst Cause raized the
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probleme It was not faith which had raised it. It wag the tranmeen-
dence of the One which entailed the necesaity of creation and of free
creation. It was the neeesaity of orsetion's being fyee that entailed _
the possibility of ereation ab seterns aud creation in tempore. In all
this, reason had made uge of its basie right, It is still meking vse
of its basio richt when it ehows us that revelation must tell ug wmt
{s aotually the ouge. Hensca, to denmy faith in this matter is to deny
the basis right of reason and, we might say, the eapasity of reassn.

One thing should stand out olearly in
Caaﬁirer'a treatment of Averroism: Averrocism is doﬂxii.’cnly an.agser=.
tion of maturnlistic dogmatism over and above all reason. There is in
Latin Averrciam not merely absolute duslism of supernatural faith and
matural mowledge; thare 1§ a miich more subtle dualism, subordinate in
one sense, trangsoendent in amother, within the very realm of the matu~
ral = a dualism between a purely matural dogmtie faith in reason and ,
reuson as wo know it in operatiom. m-u-ir himeelf points this out |
when he says that we must distinguish between the empirioal content of
knowledge in Averroism and the coneeptunl form and the basio theorstical
sonviation it stood for., The full néan:ng of this dualisn Casgirsr has o
already brought to the fore in his treatment of Glordeanus Bruno in
Individwm und Kowuos in der Philosophis derRemaiseance. He there

shows how ultimately the "hsroio emctiom" is at the root of otherwise
speculative problems. But let us get back to the problem in questicns
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. The problem of the etermllity of the world

is a partioularly interesting one since it is one to which philosophy
oculd give no defi{nite sxawer asz to what was actually the case. It is
one of those problems in which, either for thesrstioal or for purely
historieal reagong, reascn following its own path ancounters faith whiash
has to angwer a partioular prcblem raised by remaon itself. Philesophy
itself could not answer the questiom whether the world did or did not
sctually sxist from all eternity - except in & dislectioal way ax
Aristotle himself had put it. The fagt that faith gives a very definite
angwer 4o a question which reason camnot definitely settle for itself
shows the llmitc of reason., And agoording to the sentiment we held
about the ecapasity of reasen, or, as Cassirer has put it, about the
basic right of reason, we may indeed feel mmiliated.

The Averroists themselves did not have rsasons
for malntalning the eternity of the world which eould resist this hasis
right of reason, as St. Thams has ably demonstrated. As Cassirer so
aptly puts it, 1t wmas = question of basic theoretical sonviction rather

than of empirioal sontent. Instead gettinz forth veasons in mabiers
otherwiss phllosophloal they appealed to the autharity of Aristotle and
to Averrces' partlicular brand of Aristotelianism. Obvioualy, human au-
thority is preferable to the best of reagons which threaten to lead man
to what is better than himwelf. Nevertheless, Averroism is one philogo~
phical attitude for which there was 20 need of Oassirer's idealizstion.
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Mistory !&aclf zave 1% in idsal form, just as sometlmes human avents oy
actions say meet the regnirements of the poetie "ought to be'. Casalirer
pay in all sseurity dAew it as loading to his omn thought. 3ut the
richt of freo inguiry im tha proper doomin of the intslls ot and the

risnts of the sonses were not limited to Averroism, as Cassirer sseus

1P Cassirer's Averroism had marely mted an
autoncaous physics, 1 it hod nmorely ingisted cn the rizht of reason
1n t4g sap 21sld, If when faced wth svidext truth Lt had meraly clairmed
the rizht for any intellest to emter imts disputatiom with Ged Hinself. .
sy Job had done, Averrcism would have found ampls support in Albert and
Theeas who virarously dsfendod the capacity and the achlevement of
hurasn reascn over thoss who werse, in the words of St. Albert, "temquam
bemta animalie blesphemantes in (i quas {goerant®, (9) In his commen-
tary on the Pock of Job, 3%t. Thomme himself had explained: “Videbatur
antem disputatic hominis ad Deun ssse indeblh propter monentla@ qua
Deus hominen excellit, Sed comsiderandun eet quod veritas ex diverai-
tate personmarum non varietur, Unds oum aliquis veritaten lctjuittm, v!.ne!..

non potest, cum quocumque disputet®. (10)

Averroism would not have suited Cassiror's
nistory if 4t had beem mersly a reaction againgt that ever present
tendency in soholasticime teward universal indoetrination to the poluab
of contempt for matters whish, instead of being handed down to us Ly
way of doctrine, should be acquired by way of personal experience. That
too might 3till have been completely orthodex, for as St. Thomas had
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said: "Dignius eet aacipere sclienbiam per ersaturss sausibiles guam

por hominis dootrinmam.” (11)

Az & mabter of fmet, thls dignity of expe~
rienos 88 opposed to indostrination by man might be gonsidersd ag an
gnsult to “he Averroists, sinse they themselves appealed so often %o
tho authority of Averrnos.

Ve zhould be the last to under estimate the
smgurmte art with which Oegsirer has composed the trilogy of &reation,
emaration, and Averroism. The thread he has sought in history is somshow
actually there. It foblows a loglo of its own, none the leas intelll-
zible when we reasan backwards toward Averrolmm, starting from Cassirer's
own centemporary thought and when we consider the histarian an "einen
ruchwerts cekehrten propheten®, a "retrospestive prophst®. ne)
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_.__Cassirer's Solution of the Antinomy.

As we pointed out at the beginning of this
aommentary, however, Cassirert's shief purpcse in here cffering the doo~
trines of sreation, emamation and Averroism as sttempted solutions of
the problem of the One and the Mny was o establish his thesis that
Ploo adhersd to what is actually Cassirer's idea of symbollsm in know-
lodge. After having emphasised the fuet on page 138 that Ploo embraces
a1l throe of these inscapatidle doctrinss in his system, Cassirer draws
hig sonslusien on the following peges:

®, ..He ms able tc employ at the same time the idea of creatioa,
the idea of emamation, and the ideas of Arabian raticmalism and natura=
1ism, only because he did not take them simply in their previocus meaning,
but related them to a definite ideal oenter, and by thus relating them
transoftmed and enriched their convent. Mo one of these idems appears
with Pfoo as the acmplete and excluaive solution te the preblem of Ged
and the world. For him they are significant rather as partioular nomsnts
in the new solution he is seeking.

The distinetive oategory under which he subsimed his docirins
of God, of the world and of man, his theology and his peyshology, is tie
category of symbolic thought.... The basis metaphysieal problem of unity
and plurality now taces on a specifiomlly different aiznificance... Pice
is no longer trying to exhibit the My as the effeet of the One, or to
deduce them as such from their cause, with the ald of ratiommsl coneepts.
He sees the Many rather as oxpressions, as es, a8 symbols of the (ne.
And what he is trying to show is that only this medinte and gymbolie
way oan the absolutely Onme and absolutely unsenditioned Being manifest
itself to human knowledze. Metaphysiecs aswell as dialestis or physios
can yield no higher truth. They are only different symbels and different
interpretations of one and the same meaning, whioh is the foundation ef
them all, but which i3 not capable of being grasped By us as it is in

ttaelf, without any symbolle intermedisry.®

Regarding Cassirer's conclusion that Ploo embruced these three dostrines
under the omtegory of symbolie thought we ghould like to remark in the
first place that thers in absclutely no need of the catsgory of symbolis
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thought to reconeile these doctrinss s they are found in Ples for She
simple reasom that they are not opposed. It is trune that they are in-
oompetible as Cassirer has stated tham. Bat we have already shown. when
troating of his statement of the Dicnysian positicn that this perticu=
lar view oan be understood in & sexse in which it is innnny opposed
to the dootrine of ereation. And Cassirer himself admits on page 336
that Pleo did not in any way embrace the determiniss of Averrdismm which
wonld ba aonirary to the doatrine of creation. There he sayS:

"The Averroists have been charasterised as the 'freethinkers
of the Middle Ages,' They treat the dootrines of the positive religions
as nythsy what they are sesking 18 & doctrine of God that shall remain
within the bounds of mers reason. In this underlying ainm of rationa-
11sm, Ploo could and must feel himself related to thems for he too
constantly defended the 'libertas oredendi', and for the sake of this
defense hs too fell under the ban of vhe Chareh. But the relatiuiriap
extends no further: for if Ploo granted the ratiomalistic assuxptions of
Averroism, he rejested all the mare sharply ¥he naturalistic conolusiens
it had drawm from them."

The only important element of Averm ism, them, found in Fico 1s a certain
synpatly for the ratliomalism of the Awmw. “for he too constantly
defonded the 'libertam crederdi'.® OCassirer iz not too definite in his
statement of this rationalism with which Pioo sympathised. Thers is
certeinly o evidence in Pico's wurks to lead ons to say that he consi-
dered tha doctrines of the Chursh ag mythss Neither is there any remsca
for saying that Ploo felt himself related to the Averroists in their
soeking a doctrine of God which would remain withing the bounds of mare
reason, if by the exprossion “within the bounds of mers reason’ ls

meant the maturalisn of the Averroists. Cassirer himself has excluded
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that, If this “r@’aionalim” refors to the desire to allow reason a free
rein in its own domein, then St. Thomas too, no less than Pico, must feel
himself related to this aim of the Averroists, for, as we have seen in
the rressdivg pages, he too defended the huii rights of reasom.

Pico's defenss of the lihertaas oredendi 18

alleged by Cassirer as the proof that Ploo defended the Averroistis idea
of the freedom of reason sven against the Churehs On page 137 Cassirer
says of this libertas eredendis

“Bren againat the (hmmeh Plao boldly defends this basic thesis
of the libertas crodcndix ho is certain 'klnt no ons can or ough-b to be
forced to believe." ,

And on page 328 he sayst

“Por 14 i3 not in nans power to acaept of rejest a propeni’bion
of faith on external scomand”

If Cassirer neans by this that Plco aonsidered human reason to be of

such & nature that it could not give its assent to a dootrine for whish
it eondd not £ind evidenca in its own domain - a blatant misumhntamﬁg
of the term, he is sontradicting the express words of Plgeo; and if ho‘
does not mean this, the very mention of the libertas oredendl in relation

to Averroigm is meaningless, In Quaestio ostava de libértate credendi

of the Apologia Pico dees sayt "Non est in libera potsstate hominis
credere artiaulum fidel esse verum quando sibi plaset, et non esse verum
quando aibl placet,® as Cassirer quotes on page 32¥. In this partioular
question Ploo is discussing the power of the will to forge the assent of
the intellect to a doubtful proposition when there are no ratiomml srounds

for evggenting to either pr‘b of the comtradiotion and when thore iz no




other yeason brought to hear, In suoh s case, he says, the will camot

forae the assent of the intellest. If an sesent is 4o be given, soue
other motive mugt influence the imtelleeh:

¥.eee doneo of nova supervenerit apparentis vel per sillozis-
tioam rationsm vel per intuitivem notifiam, vel per testimonium multo-
rum, vel per aunctoritatem disentis, vel aliud semili.® (13)
Far from rejeating all extermal roasons as sufficient motives for as~
sent to propesitions of faith, Ploo congiders oertain of these exterml
motives o be intellestual reasons. Among the valid notives mually
acoepted by theologians for the Cospel, for exmmple, are “promunciztios
prophetica, soripturarm cecnoordia, anctoritss seribemtium, ratiombi-

litas oontenborum,.... irrationabilitas siazulorim errerum, ecclesiae

stabilitas, miraculorun oluritas.” (14)

Furthernors, when Pleo says that the teachinga of the Fathers of the
Church are to be accepted with due respeet but not in such a wy that
they sannot be doubted, ln the same sentance he exsludes from this catee
sory the Saared Soriptures and any dostrine definitely determined by the
authority of the Church. (15) In the following ssntence he apeaks of

an infalliblo authority which he atitributes explioitly to the Saored
Seriptures and implioitly to the Chinch. I& in difficult %o find in
the taxt of Pico any oomvinoing evidenoce for the bellef that he wus
vory closely related to the Averroistic “"free~thinkers of the Uiddle

Ages,*

By wy of & slight disgression we should like

to diasplay another of Cassirer's reasons for placing the category of




symbolie thousht in Pieo. The symbellc thoughd of which Cassirer spesks

in this artiocle demands that man be ever ghanging without any possibility

of his om.'ug to a atate cfrest either in knowledge or in the aotivity
of his will, On pages 29 and 30 ﬁlibﬁ' says that Ploco didnot belleve
in an eternal hell, for that would be comtrary to the conseption of man
and human freedom ss they mast be in the gystem of zymbolic thought.

*An eternity of punishment, he says, "“would imply & form of finmality
which acoording to Ploo's basie smeeption would eonmtradiot the real
meaning of humen oxistencs." As proof that Pleo didmet boli&e in an
etermal punisiment he quotes from the Jenclusiomes in theologis;followings
"Pecoato morteli finiti temporis nem debetur poema infinita ;édnndum
temporis, sed finita tantum," It is true enough that Piee dafé:ﬂed this
thesis, but in this eame Apologia, which Omssirer quotes, ho rakes vary
explicit what he means by this particnlar thesis. First he distinsuishes
betwsen wiat he ocalls temporal and e¢termsl sins, The former is cnse
~.=Jij,ich hes veen forgiven, while the latter is a sin whioh was never for-
givan, The theological implications of his division do not interest us
hare; we ereco ncerned only with the faot that Ploo definitely held that
thars w3 an eternel puanistment for the eternal sin. "Ruditas astem
maximes,” hs says," erat credere quod ex praediota conclusions szo in-
tendeban pojare posuam aeternexm.” (6) And the ninth conclusion listed

at ths end of the Apologia is the following: "Peeomtum mortale est

. deneritorie dignum poena aetsrm.” (17) It ia alse interesting to see

that in the Proemitn of the seventh book of the Heptaplus Pico, speaking
of lappizass, says that man's happiness sonsiste in the knowledgs and
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possession of God where he rests, but for the attaiment of whioh he
needs Godfs help. (18) If an eternity of‘pminhmmb. as Cassirer olaims,
would &mply a form of fimality whish according to Piso's baslo comception
would comtradiot the real meaning of humsn existense, then the only
‘lozioal oonolusion Prom the works of Pleo seems 0 be that he did not
advocats this eategery of symbolie thought which Cassirer assribes to

hin.
"I¢ shoud be noted that in his citationg from

Pigo Cassirer has chosen pessages whioh Pioc himself oomsidered to be in
need of elucidation, ard with postic license he has given to their in-
detornination & "new form and meaning” which is opposed to the. cne given
them by Ploo himself in his later explamtions. One might be almost
‘tempted at times to think that Cassirer has violated those "strict
rules” by whioh the historian as well as the soclentist in bound in the
sollection and evaluation of his "matter®. (19)

Ne oould continue asemparing Cassirer's
interpretation of Pleo fiﬂx Pico's own words, but the comparisons we
have already made are sufficlient to bring to light in & conorete way
Cassiror's Postic construction of history,and that was our purpcse in

this preseut worksj.

In a latter seetion we hope to consider the
synbollsm itself adrvooated by Cassirer and the dvotrine of freedmm
consequext upon it. Cassirer, when he traces these ideas to Nieolas of
Cusa, has already indioated the direction a aritioism must fellow.
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