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Lecture #1 .

Name, of Lecturer: DR, CHARLES DeKONINCK C e ) -
Title: of’Lecture:3:SCIEHCEss THE HUMANI”IEStIN”THE“RENﬂI§SANCE‘ R
Date: , August 13, 1962 T
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sters, Father, pentlemen, we are. happy to_have wi 'us

- . : il oW
".) ‘.r\ LD h e e SIS YLD Yoy {:1}'. WL )Kl‘r'&',ﬁ ’x' i sk
Lo . J -

thla morring two nnwcomprv to our unlverqltv. Mot ne comers in

the senve\¥‘at they have not been thouoht of and tAlked about for
r

a lonh tlme. ather Leo Nard 1s the head of the Phllosophy De-

hpartment at RNotre

Dame and he is aklnp'ﬂsrr. Perky 8 place as

the Rector of this unlverQ1ty, and Mspr, Perky was supposed to

\

be down for the flrst\week but he got baek from Lurope late and

r

he had lots of thinps aw iting him in haahlndton 80 he was unable

,«

to come, but we have now Pather Leo Vard who is much interested
in the new college, the 1d~;i\collwge, and he has helped us in

planning all of this from the\(ery first, and last vear came down
Y

at Christmas time to help plan % 1s very session, So I'm happy to
welcoie Father Lzo Yard of Notre me as our Rector for this and

the following wesk, and I hope he will introduce our new professor,
. \

Dr, De¥oninck, n \

\

\

kS
k!
Thank vou, vour Excellency. I'm very glad to see all these
\

\
1 ) \ . 3
philosophers, scientists, and theologlanS\snd artists and integra=

ticnists, and to come again to this univers ty. Many of you know

Br. DeFoninck from Lavalﬁmywhé is a sort of dpsmopolite, I comnmute
between Asheville and Indiana and other points west, but he commutes
all over lorth Arerica to say the least, with hix lectures on
philosophy, I don't lecture on philosophy, I jusy hitchike around
the world and have more or less a good time, But it a pleasure

for me to have the honor of saying a good word for my

»iend Dp. - /ﬁ
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DeKoR?hc&{\ Dr. DeKoninck is one of the most artlculatenand Epnli@&c ----- .

of the. American~ghllosopherq.“ And. as you alﬂz
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university. . So. I. don’tﬁwanfwngggkﬁh is. tlme, and I'm dellphted

‘to have this“chappijﬁg%say”gﬂgfxt

you willxbepgayiﬁgiggod.words_forjhimuuery
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‘DR, CHARLES DeXONINCK girein
STORETTINE SO0 S AL NN M S SR A A IR L L Y an RECTRAREER

'

:Exmtire- L

felt that being down-sewti; 66 might
2 FRDIB TN e - . W AN
as well dress. as gg§:§hqgi6?§resgﬁq wn south, especially. when one
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. I'm_goingzgo.Fg%kﬁtgﬁyQutﬁbogt]sgience.apd the humanities,

first of all from morefonh;ess:anﬂhistorical point of view, We

, mipbt.thiqkbof;glbqgk that I saw pn»the,list of recommended read-

ing. _Irdon?t know who suggegted“it_ff_l.thiqk Father Valter --

Two Cultures -=- Scientific and. the Humanistic Culture by C,P. Snow,
in which we have reaghed;:as it were, the,deaqepd,t?Egv;sioqally
deadend anyway, of a separation;tha? began in g?e égnqiggapce,uu_
and %h;;geparatigg which I think,ocgurreq,ggmgyhggipéygrg;ly@;_gt
was inevitable. Remember how Sir_Charlgg,dgscribeghthﬁgroup of
mathematicians and so-called pure scientists on the one hand, and
then the men of letters on the other, the two gpoupﬁ_sneering, one
at the other, having utter contempt for what they're doing. The
men of letters know no mathematics; the m&hematicians,know_no Creek
and well, here you have this separation, which is of course a

very serious one. Because it is not just a divisian on the level

say of specialists, among specialists, but it is a division which

\ will find its repurcussion even among the average newspaper readers.,

30 the situation is serious. It bepan in the,.!%}enaissance, and

there I think it was inevitable}*but.it did not take the learned
people at that time as far as it does take them now,

Someone has suggested that between the hgmanispﬁwh9u§pepia1izes
in classical letters, if he hgs,any'degree‘of‘eycg;lgncg,?gnd the
scientist on. the. other hand, such as the mathgméﬁ§9}§q¢’mgghgmati-

cal physicist, biologists,. the purely egpqr;@eptalrpgplpgigt,ngndﬁ'
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e et ot veanond iy s
‘man. betwegn.them to somehow
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get ‘then towether, and to explain @§Y¥ﬁ€ sc1entlst Q;EXthe human~

et ,...; ¢ a3
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SR S

It dhd vied veréa;“"hell Sir Charles doesn t squest this solu-

. . . o T I TR Ve YT
e R e T IS T 6 T g hainep )
tlon. Hoy he hits' 3 Lugpestlon. though 1t 1s very vague, that I
: Foaevic o Ll

-

tHink amounts to what I w1ll supgest - namely, that the thlrd man
MU B ¢ 3

should be the flrst and the second, flrst of all. That is, each

f‘\"“ "y 1 s -

of thsse two fellows who are aupp0>ed to Le 1n opp0> t on, shpp;d
be thelr thlrd man.' That 1s, they should have first of all some-

thing in Ebmmonwhhich allows fhem, they thém selves, to dlscuss

their resnectlve nroblems. And flnally when they hdve achleved

certalin results --"now the hunanlqt. bv tbe wav, means he is aluo

3 n o
H

the nhllosopher -= S0 tﬁat when they do achleve certaln reuults,

-,

they can di cuss them w1th one another 1nutead of hav1np to have

recourse to a third man, an 1nterprptor whom tﬁey themselve could

not possibly understand., So eventuallv that thlrd man w1ll have

to be ths first and second anywav.

The only way out 1t seems to me, is that each of these two
in so-called opposition, should be thGIP own medlators»'and thls

will bz possible only, it seems to me, if we return to the clao ical

. L 2 (e /s i
idea -- the Greek idea -- of r@&dek. ~41ch reans nothlnp but thls -

7 sound instruction in basic matte rs, bevlnnlnp w1th mu51c whlch

should beain from cilldhood in nfa%kac:d :Im6€; Then prammar.

v

Then a rreat deal ofipoetry; hot talk about poetrv, but the read-‘

ing of poetry itself; and the lnteroretatlon of poetrv by someone

who is competent‘to do so‘to draﬁ aftention to the'relevant thlnps.
- . i [T AT
Ny
4

How this is Sald. How well 1t 15 sald.' And why perhaps 1t 13 well

said, Vhy thlS should strlke us so much. And poetry — logxc on
R DA SOTRIN IR ANNT e sreftect

the whole comnrlslnp rhétorlc whxch 18 a more advanced form already
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becauoe .in’ rhetoric you have much m%pe exe&iclt reasoning,&%ﬁgeugh
KA fla | arel ) 128y Mo, et s 5r it

as

./
‘\.3‘ 3‘, - _,.«,..m&-:- T

composed of two prop051t10ns

R L T O s b R -

onlv &?d—*h:+ “e‘:ﬁnh'é<{' But still it is’ a reaqonlng process.

EER |

'1,"
]

One pPOpOSltlon is left taclt and because it 1é Béinguieff tacit

- 2

the argument is more forceful. Otherw1se it ould appear tr1v1a1.

And then fln lly loozc in the clentlflc sense of the word That
¢< S ol d./ M Q—‘) Tl A o nYen
’ v1ew-ﬂf the acqu131t10n of 4c1ence bv apnllca-

is, where 1ogic

tion of it in this or that field of study.
And then a man would be ready. would‘heve>a'pehefeinforme-
tion. He would know ?or‘iﬁetanee . and very few peonle hnow 1t'

1 2 e s

in fact == he would kcow the dlffereﬂce between wﬁat he knows and

what he does not Pnow._ And thls is perbaps the chief -- how shall

‘tot'g e .,
3 That a man acquire

I say == the chief vealization of

judpment even in matters in whlch he is not a pe01allst. He . .

EIRS I . T

will know, for instance -- this fellow, hn s not talklng mafhe-

matics. He's making rhetorvc for the cause of the 1ntu1t10nlat,
or somethinpg like that. It would be rhetorlc. Tt's ot Pathe—

matical ie%eﬁ&a#n{at all. You don't use persua51o

You use striect detadhed'argument. A lot of neerle don't know thls.

mathematlc

For instance, a lot of peonle don'! t know the dlfference betWeen
poetry and rhetorlc, or even Letween poetry and sc1ence, or
poetrv and theoloor, and t ev're radlcallv 01Fferent. Now'to

dt&e P e e
have judgment in theue matters one must have One must
have a mind well snaped thanks to dlsc1pllne. And a vuwged i

s b T S

discipline such as the one requ1red in prammar. (Do not pay too

much attentlon to my own grammar. I alwavs offer thls excuse.
CEET @ Ll TEER bl
I'm not an Engllsh speaklno person. g0 thls is’ just to protect

B

~—
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mysel ‘ /and.yourselves; tooa ) an niw wwil, Zourse the Popas | eigps

How,as: 1 said iR the beginning,.the separatiop betwsen- -

-

scientists, and.humaniats began<in the-: enaissance; and’dntthe - 7+
very earlyaanaissanceue But-there:was as..yet:hno overt:doppogie i
tion. As-a matter . of ‘fact,-.if.we:zhad, nof so manyiyearsiagos still
exhellent WPlter$ in- Enplzsgbégngcientzflc mattersyiif we had - FERI

-

£3¢_ e
writer, if in Germany:you-had men-like Max Dunek, who wasialso a’

man such as .Sir . Arthur- Eddlngton .for 1nqgg?%: "who was .a verv fine:
flne_wrlter,.an eminent physicist, and. even Heisenberg -although he
is .not too good a writer it seems:to me, Trthewal he still expresses
himself -- anyhow, all .these men - had a.clagszical : educagionfstill.é
The classical education was. dropped.with the‘é:;Q;éoﬂfgf:humanities
at least in my country of birthy origin, «eesiiseseses these are

the classical, ssevevssesses had nothing but modern lanpuages, .-

and a great deal of.mathematics. Strangely encugh, ‘and this I -3
‘ . Mufmn'méaxvmnlaawM:rén

know, that in the soesseses ..... the modern lanouapes were better
known tzggrézz?%’j::?;y“’gé;rne who were supposed to be specialized
D Humanitef /Aoderney pp p

ard be relieved of the classical languages to -be able to devote
themselves more .to .the modern: ones.. . And we got a pféa#:deal"mdre
of Shakespeare than.théy-did.',ﬂhéy got a lot more Dickens for -
instance. Which is all right, but it's no substitute for Shakes=
peare, And here is how I think the separation prew. - i

After St. Thomas who was .the: acme of the Middle Ages, coming ~
immediately after and living along with St," Albert, phil}tsephy. and
theology became extremely technieal in. his commentators-and aise in
those who opposed him-because St Thomas{{}fdoAnotﬂha9mxthis”denﬁ?e
lusion that~St;;Thomas-wasgwellrreceiveduin?hiSW¢ime%1 Notoat ally

And after himm- as a-matter-ofifact, he's never:beenifell teceived;




- ?ﬁ."-

j/

hot until1hao 'XX¥EI+. He:received hiMmﬂell Goursa the*Pqpas~befoqe

had ialse neceived him,.but LeQrXEII@fr;at;that@t;@e,ﬂpowgne;kqewﬂdb.
St.:Thomad: Hardly:anone.: Aifew.vague Dominicans. in-fact, . They.:
were only vague, - And'he‘wasn't,weLlufi:andlnq{sfpothwell received

today. : WhighéisAall-for.tbexbettenfinuthé;end;;féﬁtanfall -= bonum

2Ll §
ex integra.causa, .palum eX vimcacsw dafectuy  And the bonum-ex integra

causa =-- that is, the intecra causavis something extremely difficult |

to achieve, --I mean’it's ' easy:to miss the mark, as the Pythagorians
saids I mean, they had to point oyt to mankind that it's.easy to
hit the side of a bapn but. difficult to hit. the exact bullseye.
They didn't call it that:way, but it‘amounts- to the Qahevtbing,izj
Now thi§ can‘be.seen == this depeneration of -philesophy and
theology becoming technical, Extremely technical,:and-it can be .
seen in the degeneration of philosophical andatheolégicalfvoqabu-ﬁ~
. lary, which moved away. from. possible familiar meanings.. There was
an urge to make distinctions before one-could see why . distinctions
should be made. No attendance:to that apropbs:of which distinetion
ought to be rmade. I could give you a very ;imple example., Take

t . . v e .
the expression 4 distingu1shed~-accordlng +0 reason uq)as.z-.t is

etoan
translated., Distinguwrée rat10n§ .wel%jfine. .Distinguished ac-

cording to reason, 3But in St. Thomas that has seven or eipht
different.meanings, whereas with these authors, they've got this
set down. ' This:-is ourp philosophical vocabulary you see, : If some=
one had asked them "What do you:mean distinguished according ea."
Distinction between what you call matter and privation is only
distinction according to reason? -Distinction according to reason.
Yes, but heavens! ~Andvwhat-aboutrdistinctionvbetwgen,gssgqcegagd
existence; is that: the same kind-of-distinction?-:It's a:gdifferent

-

PR .o . LY 1 - e by e e e, — W vy an
Toen? O E E S =8 PR L3 G TRITeNTT G LA
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kind Qfﬁqigginégiqn.ﬂ;And9qrenﬁt there things:about:which you nake
g»distiaqgionawh;ch,hasﬁanfougdationpinmthe-thing whatsoever, and-.-
iﬁ:you_ggl;”for.distinctiqn theg;réfuse the .distinction; ~they ‘block
them down under.a can't understand, univocally, given ore ‘meaning;
and_thetpomp;ication that came about by the multiplication of
univocal meanings.. Everything was restricted, I'll give you some.
more examples in a moment,

I;ve been putting the cart before the horse as this is what
I would approach these people,with. llere's a- pgood example, about
how philosophy dies,. Phiiosophical vocabulary diés. 6é;wiil step
into the classroom, and the first thing he will say is "There are -
four causes." This is typical in scholastics,- l'e will come inte
the classroom and he's going to give a class on causes. .And you
begin by saying “"There are four causes," liamely -~ and you usually
rivefly them in the reverse order -- a formal, material, efficient

nd final., But what.do you mean by a cause to begin.with? This

]

¥R

s where the philosopher does not dare stooqéown,ubecause if he
had te tell this, and if he knew =- all he could say is that the
word 'cause' originally meant responsible, both in Greek and in
Latine +.iseees meant a person responsible for something, . And
in Latin, too. When .it became a technical term, its first meanins
was leral, This fellow, called before the Court =- he wasg the -
cause of the a¢cid&nt. Or was it an accident?. That calls for
another_distinqﬁion. At.any rate == whv are we.afraid to go back
to things that we all know. Why do we have to start halfway?
*hy do we have to trv to impress people by a vocabulary - four
causes., Fine -- we distinguish them., We distinguish about 49 of
them for the matter of that, But let's agree first of all upon

something that we can and do agree upon, The agreement arrives
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fog g it e At i e A g TN owely Lo ,wf}‘?ik.. we T oo et I
only when we otart talklng. But theve are- some ‘basic nctions and

L ,-v,,-\ [,4-.- .,_|.'. .
SRR SR A " R TR

basxc truths that we all do agree upon. even 1f 1n tﬂkang we contra«

R : :‘“ o, . t"~ B »."'

dlct one another. And thls 1s the area from whlch we are 1ncllned

el -k e re G

A - g i ‘

ER

to move away. he thlnk that w1sdom 11eq ln dropplng all thls, and

recreatlna 1t all.

LB
. .

) Such a procedure - and bear in mwnd the example of the causes ==
such a Drocedure w1ndq up w1th causes that ex1qt onlv in textbooka,‘
and tﬁev accordlnply can be burnt theoe cauees.' how thlS 1s true.

If you read a modern author -~ Arjistotle d nrulshed SO many
\;4"'4::4?’ ‘?flu# EIndnendals 's,y wyd 4—{89&_{1,%{!”‘)
causes == and the e sché&astlcs followed hlm,'and anodb them

was St ;hOWao. But theoe are thlnps that ex15t only 1n the books.

They have nothlno to do w1th {i%}ltv - nothlnp to do w1th what
: 8 / . -
we really knou. That'ﬁ whv IémHmJ% that if you burn these books,

vou've burned the cauoea.. If that is all vou had 1n mlnd. Namnly
the words that you dloTlRﬂuEBh w1th some reference of flnal ‘cause
or that for the sake of whlcﬁ -— O when'vou say the Llnal cause
and you repeat it in more under%tandable Engllsh and aay by f1na1
cause I mean that for the Jgke cf uhlch you act. You build a
house for shelter. The.usual profe ssor of scholo%fio philoéoohy
at least at the undergvaduéte 1e§¢1 will be all mixed uo.':"Thét
fer the uake of whxch”" It's the onlv axpresqlon Arletotl%kwer

ased., He never uaed the expre5°1on "flnal cause Tlnal cause

£

is an expressxop that was made 1n Latin by the SChOlaStho, whlch

is fine: cesessns finis. In anllsh flnal -= in ordlnarv English,

cn . -

I think flnal mean; we ve reached the verv end. Now thls is flnal.
Lo :,‘r"”fA -

ut flnal caase is a little dlfflcult to nrasp. But you do sav
one acts for a purpose. I dld thls purposely. .indld;lt on purpose.
VA ey - i “?.”A( }‘ 34 b B T

We all know what this means.




~ Then gaqbﬂaﬁab./OPposee Arlstotle for gav1ng that everyone knows

:
e g

[;ldon 't want‘to %igﬂglpate too much on,

2 G .}L.-x

cenY

R I T TP S

what 1s comlng in the following 1ecturee ‘Everything that we know

RS ~:--."","r g "‘ LI "-"3”": R R

and that we dlSCU°S 1n philosophy, even the phllosophy of clence.

[P a, S0

should be broupht down to thlnga that we all know.f I mean == more.

- 3

or less COMMON ==~ as when I say "He dld 1t on purpose.} _Everyone
sommno o e IR . Mew T S

. .
oo LT Sy R i

understand° that.. You don’t have to argue about 1t.4 If he dldn t

y . -~ oo e

o o p _‘ML.L‘-‘., 4! -‘ R

do 1t on purpose then we can argue, but 1f someone says "He did it

on purpose" there 's no doubt about what is 1ntended here, . .Even

1t s wrony l

So, bUCh a orocedure leads us farther and farther Aavay from.,

what ve f;rot and most bas1ca11y know. The whole p01nt 1s that the

ER

obvious is belng masked, overlooked as, tr1v1a1.:;2pobebly“the obs. .

Joto

vious 19 what everyone knows, and the_;ese koowniisﬁthen,useq.to;w,
explain the more known, St. Thomas mrakes refenence?fo;thisvtype
of arrumentation in his‘commentary on the %hysics. These are ac-.
tually very simple things, but tﬁey’re most baeic.. St. Thomas
ndnts out at some lenpth to 1ustlfy Arlstotle, that we cannot
demorstrate that tnere 1s nature, because everyone knows that there
is natura, We a;l_uae the worﬂu ,Isnithnature wonder{ql makiﬁngﬁ
such trees » or makinp a'oet or a. llon, or a horsL7 We attrébute
these thlnwo to nature Of course, this knowledge is_very vague,
(reproaohes’) '
that there is nature and the maanlnp -f>t“etils,i;he_meeninp;that
Aristotle has 1n_n1nd 1n theaj%? ic whlch 1s aotually the thlrd
meanins of the ord nature -- but veveeane would want -- thls knowe

1edge is vague, And e llkn to have dletlnct knowledge, but dis=

A . CEY N

tinct kno‘ledge 1e not 901ng to come about necessarllx by demon-

etratlon, but bv way of de0151on, decomp051tlon, div1d1%p iq vkew of

B TN LR Y




a%defi,iyi n, This is how e acquire dlstlnct knowledge, and by
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further 1nvest1gatlon. But the lmgatlent philosophev and SLELEETERS
-"" W e TR ) ot Yoo “

although a very great pnllosopher, had thls impatlence, did _not He o T
peepect»thewhuman‘quevof knowing which poes from the vague, general,

toward more distimct knowledge, and wanted to squeege distinct

knowledge immedéételyrqutlof the“yagge khowledge, and'this by way

¢ - -
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ef demonstration. It can, t ‘be done, It .can t be done, becaube if

he trled . to do that, ot.'Thomas aald he would trv to manlfest |

this. hat is more known 1n ternq of what is lees known. Wake

clear the clear by meansqof the'obscure. That's putting the cart

before the hopse. _Well, ph@loeopbers have been doinétthls from

the very iheepyiqn of pﬁllOSOPhy.; And they ceptlnue to do so today.

For instanee; only recently, 1n the Canadlen Phllosophy Pssqe;etlon‘
meeting, annual meeting that was held at Hamllton, I had to do

with seme logical DOolthlStS and analytical phlioeephere -

they argue some interestlng things, by the way == but as soon as

one mentioncd something that is really basie, and uhon which we

all aaree, and rost of what is in Ar§1"totle 5] etrlctlv phllo sophi-

Yhey knld La'Z™s '
cal work is of this kind, == S trivial! Fine, but there

are such things as tremendous trivialities., If vou drop these

things -- these things that we all know, if we foroet tnese be-

g mea, "

cause one may cxev.i‘\*tm.v:.al, they glve a == they can, dlemlss these

things. No. Then, let s see what is trivial, Let 8 welgh 1t.

Let's consider it. Vhat do .you memn by "ratlonal“ when you say

"rational animal"? What do ,you mean bv "anlmal" when you say

"animal"? VWhat does 1timean,lthat word? Of what do yousav

animal? Let's figure this out. Very _simple° What do you mean
Ve . . ) E A IR N D TAT T T TS s

by a, circle? That's trivial, . Bur everythlnp can depfnd on it.
I - SOilie L LG - S SI AR ASRSEP- an i e



«l2a=
GiF si0ioTid. Teiz Imr Acntnnee Book o el L 5 TS EAT
What ‘do you mean by a " 1nt" f a line, and a "curve" and 80 on?
y y ' ve ',

: L wotiraly nevobed O INe S48l WOPGE . fldi. W tne o T~
So as I sa St. Thomas «= in thm sane as e Lesson I of A aded
i ’ 1] g A '
i “i‘i.\‘.» o ‘}!,\*’ St ,‘1,_\,‘ '.7»«!‘ t‘~: 1 *1- TR W J.-_’ R :c;[ r.,.—
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Phy81cs “V Book 2, where he sa

v R

ys thatﬁnatgre~ooesn t have to be

Everyone knows thls, but thls does not mean that

t
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demonstrated.

oy
cet1

o o w 3y «.:.,..' , (

And that'

3

i il b
we have dlatlnct knowledge of nature.l
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where science

r . * [

We want further - more and more dlstlnCt knowledge of

.

comes 1n.

Pt
I

it.- But thls doeo not dlspense -- in thls e

b e, o t~\\»
R g
P wrin i v LI .

do not‘dlspenggmw1th

the ori, nal vapue knowledge. Then he goes on to oay 1t s llke a

| C;)i?éa . h

t wlll tell you that the lend man can dlscuss col

-

R - PN N

bllnd man who would llke to d1 cuss of course. the physi-

L,

9%9 1n terms

u S "\ <L

".n.v'

of refractlon. but

Lo 4’. -

klth the eve, and the proper qenaibles, you can t talk about colobs.

of angles

]

4&_.«
1f it comes to colo s as we see them

-..:,, W P

You can talk about them, but he doesn t.

M

Oh, of course you can.

know what he's talklny about. They're

l.l...l....‘.ﬁ..l..l.........

A bllnd man can

i e

_y only using mopds, and th?s you know 1s po"elble._

PR 3 most of e s

/ .
;5 say red" lie can do thls. »ﬁell phllosophers do thl

&

ot

oChOOl# con ts of fhls.

| the tims, Because usually a They erect

a kind of voccbulary tHat the memuer of tne echool can manlpulate_:u
in a grammatically correct faehlon, w1tﬁout }now1nﬂ what the terms

actually refer to. This is wbat I read in thls paseare oF St.

Therase. And the same thln is "aid n h1° commentary on E&hlco.

éy &purse -~ young Deople can repeat ‘the vocabularv of metaphy81cs9

but .onan..ooaa.ocoouo.a they don t quer‘stand 'thP WOI"C'S that thej

are using, althouph thev

Those of you

»

of the scholastic

talking about.

meanlnps of words.

Lo DN

who are

s

“ i

SUE Tt
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A
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Whereas thls is a ohlef

.
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say then w1th thelr mouths.‘_

°

There is very llttle desire to go back to Pr.

prgoccup§§

ion i
ﬁ?u”@g-

PP S

omcwhat famlllar w1th the vocabulary

ism after the 13th Centurv w111 know what I'

MR
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of:Avistotle, Take for,instance,Book.5 of: the Metaphysics.:.It

is entirely devoted to, the basic words .-ume,.tn?s use-e-é not.just in
pb}}gsophy);fgrsﬁ,erglip.bpt;thg basic, words.that we use. in common
speech, in ordinary language.;.What:do you.meap by.a beginning?
What do:you;mean by a:cause? k’hﬁ-&«.siéiypé mean-by:an element? Or

by a:part,.or. by & -whole,.or.by.a power, and,so on?‘.-And:he. always

leads you.back to the word in .common usape,- According_to the.

general principles which:St. Thomas formulates and. he.repeats-

' ' - ' il Gt Fiel )
merely from Aristotle, "nominibus utendum est u _ -y We must
use words as they .are used by;the many. .. -~ g

| ‘aftér St.
-It is also interesting to observe how ;ittlg/Albert;and%St,;¢

Thomas, the scholastic philsophers were concerned. with:what a word

is. Notwithstanding the nominalists: Nominalism:became'possible

because of all kinds of tacit assumptions concerning .the nature

f words, and concerning the nature of concepts, and concerning
the relations between these,. Nominalism was not -- what a name
is, according to the nominalists,.is his weakest point. . { %i L4

So, in proceeding the way that @’.’ij@??’.?ﬁr would. have -us do,
which St, Thomas criticized the way I said, there:are.certain basic
notions which are known to all -~ they are confused, and if you
try to demonstrate them, you’re.merely elirinating them all together,
Obfuscating them entirely. I; wa do not.proceed fronysayrconfused
knowledge gradually toward more distinct knowledge, we will be
putting the cart before the horse. And the firsf‘thing.pwe'll
forget about the horse;.and then the.cartwillvgd-nowhere.

What exactly is a word? Well,.it is defined in.Aristotle as
a sound, a vocal sound that signifies by convention... And.this word
is distinguished from,sa%,the bark of a dog, or the sereeching of

the bat., These are pure animal sounds, or as we sometimes. proffer
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animal gounds, "too, wheén e Boream, "And theserare all animal

géunds, Buf they do not signify Byiconvention. -A dog when-he:

Barks ‘signifiés naturally-that hé@isicontent or that he is‘angry,
ihereas our-speech, inasmuch‘as it°is humany .as that of the
rational:animal, sipnifiesiby -convantions. Signifies what? = Well,
stohifies thinps as we'know themy in’the mode in which we know
theémy "'And  of what' do they signify first? The thing that .we first
know. Thus we get the first meanings .of things, and these are 4
the most basic because-all other meanings are going to. depend
upon these, Now there are.all kinds of distinctions that have
to be made about this beéaﬂse'fofvinstancé'ourveg%mologieS“ﬁWW are
often false, but as long as we tan show some basic meaning of:
the word that we can verify, especially in sensation, we've got
the word, and then we can start adding onto it new words, and
using it freely as the poet will do,

Now, if what the wordsfirst signify ave things as we first
conceive them, and if things as we first conceive them are not
very distinctly known, then the first meanings of words -- that is,
they will be themselves somewhat vague. The first meanings belong -
to ordinary language. The first meanings of words. To common
languase, What do you mean by a tree? Well, there is one, What

do you mean by a horse? There is a horse., What do you mean by

high? Well, this high, Of course, there are higher things than
that. You know, all of these things., What do you mean by all of
them? Well, I mean, all three, -If there were only two, I wouldn't
say they're all here, If ‘there were only two, I'd say they were
both here, These are basic distinctions that we khow somehow -

gpontaneously. ' R U ]
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How, the poets become awave of. ‘she:-innteyg‘«eal#? of what a
word. stands. for, and this is what is characteristic,l v.,tﬁink,‘of
the poet -- that he isijwane of the wealth of meaning of words in
ordinary. languare, . You ~-- he can _talk.to us, the poet, because
the materials he, constructs with are already known, That's why
he can talk .to us.if he: is a real poet.. lle.can use words that
evepyquyAknpws,Land_do4magic_withltheﬁ. By arrangementst>521443.¢k*424
a mataphor, which is the moet powerful instrument of the peet,
and I will give you a simple example of a metaphor, and you will
feel the power of the me%@phor. . It's a metaphor that.you all
know. That's why Ifm.g;ing to give it. And.then a new arrange-
ment, this initiative of the poet, with ordinary meanings, shows
new light on what we already knew, and delivers us at the same
time of the obscurity of what we already knew. It has been said
that the poet is a person -- we're going to move from ordinary
languare =- we're goiny to move to poetry and from there we'll go
on further, and show that there must remain a great intimacy be=-
twsén the man using ordinary language, the poetry expressed by
cenius, and the vocabulary of the philcsopher. That's why Aristotle
incisted so much that before undertaking anything else, if one is

Bk e £ '

to acquire H§3233§¢one must know poetry well, Tor instance, it's
absurd to read Aristotle's poetics, without having read poetry.
sut that's what people usually do., Aristotle constantly gives
examples taken from especially Homer and from Sophécles--- yes,
but he supposed that the people -to whom he was talking had read
this stuﬁf and knew it practically by heart - which in fact they
did,. especial;y Homer., . Tor some reason or other I a@;gpngfqntly

running ahead of what I want to, say, . That's because of what L .

Wuta

see in your eyes, and I want to put a hitahing post out.there.. . -
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Now, it has been sald that the poet is a person 1n love wzth
Qords. I thlnk lt s ....;;. who sald that., I thlnk 1t é very
true. That is materlally lt s true; For he does not love words
for thumselveb, but what words'atand for and w1th how they can
be put to er to make them llVlng v01ces, the words themselves --‘
11v1ng v01ces. To render the wo;éllncantatory, as it were, Do ‘
vou have that word in nnyllah° Yes. .....,...t.nuance;-.....
WHat we are COncerned w1th rlght now is thaf tﬁe poet cannofwéf-
ford to abandon ordinary meanings, He éannot affopd to become so
elusive tﬁat avery lin%?éﬁgaks calls for a tome of’commentaries‘
without which the line has no meaning., withouf which the line
itself remains mute, 'Thaf's not good péetry,' Né matfef‘whaf~
the poets themselves say about this kind of poetry Qhén fhe&'fe
writing poems to ohe another, well that's all right, but theQA’
should retires from the ordinary human sphere. It 5] llke the musi-
cians with ssseessse If they like it, let them listen to lt. But.
doh‘t impose it upon us., And they can't complain if we somehow
de not feel inclined to follow them or become ecstatic about
their noises, no matter how mathematically correct and well pro-‘
nortioned they might bej; they do not necessarily suit the human
ear., The human ear is not exactly infinite in that genge. It
is infinite but not in that sense. That 1:??;§u can twist it in
all directions, Ho more‘than the nose, Our éérs are just as
determinate as our noses in théf réspect. You gén't twist them
just any way. In mlnd yes. Ail the noses that I cénAimagine.
As larse, as warpnd as you wlsh. But wHé's inferésted in that.
It shows our poetlc faculty in the original senée 6fM?ﬁ;*i¢#5%,

Vhat ére we concernedmwith hgﬁe? So we caﬁ{t éfford to abandbn

ordinary meaning. And you all know that the finest poetry everv
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wrltten stzcks to 81wp1e terms, Terms that evaryone knows. Therefi;
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1s not a savant word 1n good poetry. A learned word.

are canons in Shakespeare, but cahon was not a 1eanned word in

o3 . "
N P

wn-l-i..‘.'

Tt

his tlme. And what d1d he do with the cannon’ ‘He had it spew

forth 1ts 1ron bowels or somethlng ]1ke that. Everyohé”uﬁderstood

, r

thau. Thls is 3uot another way of saylnc that the poet must abide

ER S . /

w1th the wellsprlnp0 that remaln hidden in ordlnary soeech. And
when he poet1c1zes he must remain direct, by referrlnp, by using
these word;; and they have an. extraordlnarv wealth, Just tﬁlnk

of the word fanimal". Or the word "nature". Wha7&t ali causes.
And the poet is the flrat one to take initiative with respect to
these woros. VNow, poetpy, St; Thomas sald ‘;.....:..}.;...}......

’

poetry is about thoge thlnp wnlch by reason of thelr falllng

,nort of truth that s. of comnlete oov1ous;ess and of complete
truth, cannot be nrasned by reason, and Thereforn ..;.....}.........
and because of this reason must be seduced bv certain olmllltudes,
that is by images,Aby metaphors,.and so on. And these will bring
to lizht something that is within itself inevitable. That's why

e can sav, on this basis of this very propositioh of Thomas here,
that the poet gives voice to things that cannot speak of themselves.
But thev are given the voice, in the words, by the combination of'
words, For instance, now is the winter of our disccﬁtent, turned
¢lerious summer by this sun of York., The winter of our discontent.
Just think of that. Evefyohe knows what‘a winter is, Well, we
know up in Quepeé; i can assure you of that, The winter, and
disconteﬁt; Evaeryone knows what discontent is, Thié iSVWhat the
poet cupposes;. JOu, ahat“does the poet do? Tﬁe.wintercf our

d1scontent. That's hl% 1n1t1ative. And everyone understands this

e
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This is his.contribution,- and 1t is a formidable one.
. But: by calllng 1t w1nter. Toxshow you
Sister 1
(ﬁw“

L e

I

again, .
expresses our discontent., .
an example in: ohakespeare or Sophocles or Homer, Mﬁ[ cesesresas
, Sister
a fine one in/.sseessaves ~who:sticks to prdinary language.
never saw-a learned word in your poetry, 8igter. And that's why
I understand ity I'thlnk.[agg-l have already said Sf. Thomras
insisted. that. poetry be taught before philosophy. The mind must
acaquire a kind of refined determination before stepping into the
This is necessary. Else the field of
And the words of a
ﬂot that. it is based

field of strict science,
shaped, that must

science itself will scon become empty.

NS

caQalier de force will soon become empty.,
on poetry, but it's the mind that poetry ha
use the words, and will use them wisely if it has this shape,
So I do not say that the philosopher uses words and the poet
us2s them too, and in this respect they're the same, 0Oh, sure,
confusing. HNo. I'm talking about the quality
Not all people have to be-

sure, but this is
of the mind acquired by a non-poet,
impossible, A poast is a genius,
You

.
-

come poets., This is
But one can become an orator, but one cannot become a poet.
Nevertheless, although everyone is not

have to be born a poeet,
born a poet, everyone oupht to know poetry, which is something
And the shape of our mind will depend upon the forma-

different, 8
tion acquired by reading poetry intelligently, under the guidance
There

of a competent person,

And then of course, from  there, moving on to rhetoric.
are many reasons for this -« why the mind should receive a poetic

formation befere receiving, say, a rhetorical one, or one:in
gcientific logic, -that is logic.that leads to scientific knowledge



augh'tt
young, that all’ chlldren should-éét'a great daal of é;odﬁgcatﬁy

You have nothing to]cmmpiain‘about; In the Engllsh language you”
have your Shakespeare, and you have others, too, but. even: 1f you‘ﬁkf
had only Shakesﬁééﬁe*-my'heavens --.1f he were only taught. K
we could only oblige our children to recite this type of pOgtry,
even if they don't understand it, it isn't even 1mportant that
they do not understand it entirely -- because if you understand
noetry completely, it's no longer noetry == sscsersness YOU must
be seduced by extrinsic meané; sﬁhh és.metaphor. Nothing can
replace a good metaphor. Hever., In poetrv. In‘theology it's
possible, but not in poetry.

I say, there are rany psychological reasoné for this»but

the one ue are concerned with right now has nothing to do with
the psychology of yéuth. I+ is that both poet and philosopher
uyse words whose first meamings are commonly known., This is the
important point right now. Winter is winter, and discontent is
discontent. But the writer -- the winter of our discontent --
‘that is known as soon as the poet has said it. I just said this
all., I forpot. There is an initiative that the words and mean-
ings do not take of themselves. The poet is a maker and also a
widwife. le brinpgs the winter and the discontent togpether. And
in doing so he somehow produces in us a catharsis and teesesss @S
a midwifé}&gi;;ouOH I would not like to go back to the ori iginal
meanings of these words and bring them tooether( lle can put the
teressses wWorld ablaze. Sometlmes quite noxselessly, and make us
unders tand what we had never seen before..or.never.seen thgﬁ way.

This is a contribution.




Now of course, we could go on for some time on the Subject
of the catharsis which I've just mentioned, but I heard the bell
and I'll stop and follow the rules. What we do now, is stop for
a few minutes, and you discuss among youpselves and tﬁen we'll
get together and you can question me ag you will, We discussed
poetry today., Tomorrow we'll get to philosaphy, andAfhe next day

the sciences,
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Lecture #2
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“awod.don' t know: too.well where: we:,-left: of f vesterday, : Oh,-it's
Page.1l.., Yeah, I. S?ﬁ-r;":.we;:Saidf*y!§=.$?t.erday.‘fhat,poetry‘ =+ and even
before pqgtry+9f_¢oursg,;grammar;~and'I.Bopewruinsistedson grammar .
sufficiently.;»Itﬁs'the-most basic. of all disciplimes. -One thlnn

I did not mentlon is . this: tha?{és ve all. know, there- 13 something
irrational about grammar,. English-grarmar for instance is the most
irrational grammar-that I,knbw of. As a matter of fact,.I never -
had an opportunity: to learn or to study Enplish. grammar, I always
asked for English grammar, and they said "Well, we have none,"

I asked this‘of English scholars. 'We have to learn as we.go on,
There is French grammar -- there ig.some of ity ves. But%tOfgét
?rammar really, vou have 'to go back. to the classical languages.: -
I know a certain number of philologists and linguists, and:they

all insist that if vou are gpoing to learn grammar, learn Latin,

or “reek or both, and from there on move into your’ ' own  languagre

in this qrammafical ways. Qh, yes, we were talking about .the irra-
tionality of that., It is good that from the beginﬁing we be aware
that in this life thinps are not completely rational, as the first
thiny you learn when vyou study gramar with all the exceptions,

and all the certain forms, certain expressions, certain declene

sions, certain conjugations -= they're not completely rational.

-

They never are, If they're rational to you, that's because you
see rationality where there is none, It's something of vour own
doirg. And.this is sood, I think, It would be ‘very dangercus .

to start off, say, computation,,thusﬁbe'faced with a sheer .rae

tionality from the very beginning .because I - think -this would ».- -




determine a false outlook on life for ’the fiture., Which is the case
gl e 5 et ﬁuZ.JdT'iq;éEi:ﬁ
of many mathematiclansys who - the most ivragTiona c§§?tures on
earth when it comes to- reality. ” I. don't want't;\iéZéyg;?E;;;;maticians/
because. 1. Like marhematics:mygelf;:buf‘it‘is remarkable how one
canahe;proficientrin-the.ar;40%2caiculetibn espéciélly. I do not
say in the mathematical science in the strict sense of the word,
in whicébsag,ﬁuclid.tookuit;*'Buf'the art of computation, which
poes~thfouah elementary‘cbmputation'throuah alpebra, through a
calculus and so on, One can be extremely proficient im this field,
and vet, have a very'formIGQS‘mind in all other respects, I'm sure
some of vou had this experience, ~ Well, I'll take it on myself,

We insisted on the wealth of ordinary lanpuare. That is to
say, a bheginning for poetrv. And the philosopher too uses ordinarv
language, Or oupht to. . Up to a peint at least, But as-he observes
that words are used for different meaninss, that is, intendine dif-
ferent thinrs, he must bring this out'véry:éxplicitlyb ‘When he <17
talks, he should sav "now,wthe.word that wefre foine to use, such
as == let me take a favorite contemporarv example 'being' -=" ie
should start out by saving, "The word 'being' whether vou take it
as a roun or as a.verb has about 50 different meanings.,", which is
nost disasreeable for the existentialists who assume that it has:
only one meanins., But it has so many different meanings,. so you
must try to lav down the particular meanineg that you are concerned
with here. Tor instance)it means one thing in Socrates "Socrates
is a husbanqj@w?Socrates is a relative of such'and such a person.
by blocd, Socrates is 5 1/2 feet tall. Socrateé~weighs~2Q0 lbsg'
and so on and so on;"“_in'all this, "ig" is’i%?élVéﬁf?géf*itfﬁeahs
somethihgwdifﬁppenf iﬁ;a@@hwinstance. When.you -say the.equilateral

‘triangle exists, that's one meaning of existencaei® When" yeu say: &
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Socrates ex1sts, that's another meanlng. And a very dlfferent one,

1ot e IR Y L . P IR

And 1f you say "Nothlnp is nothlng. - fﬁat s stlll a dlfferent

T [ allan, SLRNEC LS PO prpel f N e

meanlnp You hould be aware of J.t.~ But we'll get to some clas-

< n

51ca1 éxamnles 1n a moment. The one that I juqt mave is I thlnk a

relevant one, 1nasmuch ash;k%é assumptlon is that there is
? -~ ~ “ 4 i ‘ Lo . -
a perlleped meanln of the word "°x1stence", and of course there

)

s, if you sueak of an ex1stence that is 1dentlcal w1th what the

e

¥l =

rthlnv is that eYlStS, and that of course is the pr1v11ece of God.
J ( In that genae:- sut let s "et confused for a whlle. ZWe'll take
these things up later, in the true sense. |
'Mow, it is the bu51n ss of the phllo opher to be exp11c1t1y
aware of tﬁic Of the fact that words, some worﬁs, and the key
words in phlloaophv have each severallv manv meanlnp%. .And he o
mus{ try to detect the helatedness of thnse dlfferent meanlnps.u

They are not 3ust utterlv dlfferent s in the word "geal" Ffor

N4

instance - +to 61nn1fv t nlmaj/ or to sipnify the seal which

[WH
[44]

on. an envelope,
\éf_';{z—-/

by chance, ButYI mean words tnat
2 7?LL(§J’~’H et

/& word has two meanines utterly
~{manv?) - - '
ave/two meaninps by design ==

by desisrn which is not

t-lc

stablished or convened'upon n
a nubliec reunion, No, qomenow, qnonfareoualv, as a language de-
velons, a wvord acquires a new mpanlnr,.and there is a reason why
this new meaning is new with respect to the previous one, and vet
related to it. It somehow grows from an earlier meanlng. He

must try te detect the relatedness of these diverse neanlnro,

and see how a >1n019 word srows and prollferates in dlversn direc-
tions, Take for instance the Greek word "logos", It haq a larg

L v 3 -—714041 ‘ Fhar b@ }iﬁ{ 72,“3{'7 5&//, gtef,f-' A 'ﬁ!‘!ﬂh T Lus A,

‘er of med 11na1 mean1n~ 1s just e spoken word --

That's

I A ORI S

we express

LRy
DU R

+'y the first meaning, Then it goes on to mean, that whi

v



“ ath e

-

by means ‘of words4ii® But’ nosice, tﬁi8~;ﬂﬂﬂg{giready has'-two very: dis-
S A, ,

tinect - meanings, X -not unrelated. < Here is.what I say =«

you- hear what: I 'say --: that is, you hear the voice, and this voice

7 neat (2

is a significant one;:and when I say significant, S&-4#® meaningful.
It means somethingi : Now, what it means -- what this sound stands
for by conventidn, ‘that -is: also called word., You call it the men-
tal word. - And so oni'-Finally, loros can mean the definition of
something, that is, the explicitation of what I say. When I say-
"eircle" for instance, then I define circle, well, the definition
will be called loros too. It's a different meanins again. Then
lores could meaﬁ-thé&iiégnciation; it could mean the rule; it

could mean the proportions it ?ould mean so many thines, And when

you use a word, you oupht to make it clear at least by the context,

in which sense you are using it. Same for the: word ’7&5Zuﬁé ¥ which

we'll see in a moment =< that is, nature.

Now why is ordinary lanpguase so important? The words I've:
used so far are in current usape, such as the word "word", and the -
word "definition". You limit somethinp -~ set something off from
other things., The word "nature" is also in current uspa. - Now why
should ordihary langua07%—9@4%9&n¥=&a&2:=5ﬂ;ﬁ# bea so important to
the philosopher? what does a word express? How do we know the
thinps that we express in ordinary languase? How do wae come to know
them? Tor instance, take the word -- I'11 take scholastic terms

ones
because these are the/which have been so abused of -« of which there
has been so much abuse in the period immediatély‘precedinn the .
renaissance, and which went on throﬁgh the renaissance.. fakerfhe‘

verd "matter',  What does the word "matter" mean? - I think last

vear at Notre Dame, they had a whole symposium -- a‘vast gymposium .

. Wi : ™ & v




I,.;should.say, seeing the pgsults.which- amounted to. a.stack .of :.papes
this 'thick-:.-‘;.or;ﬁsehﬁ;t matter, is, orwha‘c matter means or, what it stands
for., . 1 didnkt}reqq‘itt\QQt,L know from.the dictionary what .the
word;"matter";méant.first-inAthé JLatin, and~what the word»"~£2Qé§J‘
first,meant.in»Gfeek.'hgpw, if you talk to a scholastic and. use

the ward . matter-, oh, yes. of course -- .if this man who' s talking
to me really knows phllosophy - well, of course, matter means prlne
matter. It does like fun. Prime matter is a very late 1mp051t10n.
Matter first of all, in Gregk,<meant wood , Wood cutudown.w liot jﬁst
wood, It did mean that too. But, wood cut down., And then wood
cut .down either. for. burninp or for building. It meant timber,. It
meant lumber. h»—eu-.——l—t——f-ra-l—l‘v—-\a-aé—at%en—ﬁ-&a—-{%re we. ,;,et a..
more. concrete idea of what the word stands for -- what the word
stands for 1°-soneth1n more concrete ;- somethln 1. We. cangraop
better. Lumber 1° ‘'so much more 1nte111¢1ble than wood, because
lumber means wood considered with respect -to building, and we doA“4
the building, and we need building materials.. Cur practical concep-

tions on the whole are much closer to us., Why? DBecause actually

they come out of our .own heads: "2ut wood in.nature is something

- very mysterious. Those trees out there -- nqt;even a botanist

knows exactly what a tree is, .and if he sayé he -does, don't believe

him, Ask another botanist. And you'll find out that what we know

. about trees doesn't go that far. But we know what lumber is, Of

course it's wood -- but forget about the wood,. It's a convenience --

convenient stuff for building. Building material. And finally,
Pras ?‘72.( - S

.
all building materials were called Ak/&., and:.in latin, wlzu‘/

Faye ¢
The evolution of the term was the.same..—Andliinally,;th%gfmorg. 7

general meaning of matter was -- whatever gnything .was made of.

Whatever it may be. Even a syllogiém has its matter, The terms
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{§§5§> maﬁ1~ﬁﬂﬁttm§k>-w<gzat by reason of which he is a “man 18 not tbe

| Vo
-//7\&(”/“33‘.

/ -
I
of the ~3yllogif m.are the elements of the sylloglam so to speak,

atter of.the 8y110q18m. But notlca ‘how thlg‘word

.
\ryu‘.ﬂ ««a{-"&.a ,',_il.,’, L ’,h\‘,
,‘.....,.5";.’v >

they-are the.

T

changes. meanin ,al;“tbergigetzsAll along. And where does prlme‘

Lias

matter. come in?ffWay at. the end ’ because 1t s somethlnp that's

} A «.»

-known:with- great difficulty.u It s somethlnp that s dlff:cult to.

know:==-that there 1s such_ a thlnp as what we flnally call prlm
: /[/L Cen ' /?’5}35; ¢y é?fﬂc/ L #hjbe e P :
matter. 3555 e » s Airo

ml we cdan do is mani-
\%477131 w /SR
fest it, and manifest. it through eYaﬂﬁlea. ExamrlésnwhichiUVMMhﬂ" et

~“rwhiel we.see.a proportion peﬁweeQ,SQy the share of a wooden
. block, aﬁd,the wood 6fﬂtHe‘woodéﬁtﬂock on the one hand k?\1HH#

5 —a 3% and on the other hand that by reason

v G ] Ty et &L

e :
of which a. thing is g kind of thznv that it is,and
(f(f

+ made of s \ethinﬂ; » td tThic way a wooden block 1s made “

of wood, aﬂ&l&iﬁgy =Pt ;. 2 o R PO EAEN Soomial
oo — W eme— -

rman -- there's something else. That somethlnp else ——that 1.4
material. The ultimate material, But this requires long disw-

course to make this plain. I mean, Aristotle spent a whole book
the Physics
——h—-—-.

on it, The first book Of/sceseecsecss i bn:éae&#*devoted to this
. » R g 6l Jﬁ"rﬂ‘ 2[" «7(/{.(/ a(’/a i (‘7&(,‘ fc,/n(at_.
f====44q point, and then fina IV“he“EF%lvei4&l*“r;w; tor—mesition

first matter., B3ut it was very far frow what was orlplnallv called

matter.. What was originallv calleg ratter ~= or rathpr what matter

originally meant -- that is very 1mportant - that nust be retalned

o
-t

throurhout. . Else vou wlnd up hlth a vocabularvthat S up 1 mid~

T LS

and with a prime matter that exists onlv in’ the nrlnted ‘word

t

air,

- of textbooks. And Hardly even tﬁat _because it w1ll be a word that

is not truly a word. It w1ll just have the air of a word. Bdcause

£iA \ - ..‘ "‘.'v’
‘words .ought to.have.a meanlpg. And;air has no meanlng. ‘ f

(-mu 'anr“ 2, EN e Bye ", }‘.,.z- xtq . RS
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Another.-word :is -of séurse o T oﬁi"form" Now what does
. R
,4.0‘(1 ;i&' 46{7’(,,

who has entirely

form mean to .a scholas'tic stoday

lost his .moorings ‘in natipve: and who lives in a‘zfcabulapy much"as

er e Zlz .
many modern phllosophers do today, Eﬁéy'are the true successors of

~

t he scholastlcs that I referred to yesterday.' T'11 name"somé in
due cour'se.» This other*word is“%d,ﬁ'."' well, what does that

mean first of all., It simply means the shape of a fﬂfhg - of a

sensible thing The shape of a horse, The outline of a horse, [Fratlg
A= -.me\r- e 1.l I 38 1 4 t
ooooouo BAATA~ I L - o LA]l-LJ-. Ceveo T o SebiGild
\: L W @13“@ peen Tty Mo ) T
S % shape) a that BV reason of which you come to know

somewhat extrinsically what a horse is, Wwe dlstlnpulsh horses from

cows primarily from their shapes, not by thelr color.' Sure.l That3$f

[
.

what it means first of all, HNow, because the’ shapi:;i‘j thlnq is

Y

f%ct , ‘ N4 _ St
an indication o # kind of a thing that it'is, ygéyextend the word‘

"shape" to mean, .sav, the intrinsie shape df'a'thihg. That by reason
of which this external shape is, The external shape is what St. "."

Thomas calls a proximate sirn of the nature of the thine, Tt is

t is a 3ign of the nature of it,

not the nature of +he thing, but i
4;%52&( )
Then, that which thixss SMITE signifies -- that i3 called ¥ 8.t { >

toos That's a new imposition altopether,
In your libraries vou surely have Lid&ﬁe & Scott Mm the Greek
v

&L o
look up a rood Latin dictionary and y all these

E‘ ' .;
4 -
&

SoTTITT-Teaninnrse piay oy R E T et @rbeerindeinded ‘iﬂdﬁz Lvery words

reaninrs, They're not tvrically

that Aristotle ever wrote, avery term that. he ever used inqa’special

\,4’/614“:“
way, vou w1lf“f1nd recorded in Luﬁdle € Scott,

y oA

Take, say, the ‘word "order", There's anotﬁér,word;' Let's

take "A5Zog n the-Latih”"[ﬂffgf."ﬁQWhaf do vie Mean by order, Tt's

o LTSS o e
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FC‘})C-C]& t%m.....ucao.‘lu ..-.......r,TO hur‘t The {ﬂ,‘l;Crﬁf

g ha . o % ) . |
<;<ffm{ the examples in St. Thomas are false, and Aristotle too. .- ?
A / .

klnd of vapue, yes. but order flrot had a very concrete meanlnp.

v"rf

It was a tgrm of weavxng, wheve you have a certaln pattern.’ It

X l"“ v .y

was a very prapnatic meanlng in the beginnin » That's where &rdo

I

comes from. Look thls up, esnec1ally in kr7:..ff~. e n..g‘...‘
/':‘\ : ‘ £/?)-e.‘[,4 “foes & & ﬁ‘aﬂ/'m &fo a.,,xf% Enpoul” ﬁ’?ﬁecr"’ft @ g’,yj?‘% )

DiCtiOnaiPo .."...]:..GB.AIIIIALL

N emronoloplcal

f;i:»/ Nas wdl, Fone

Dictionary ﬂf the Latvn Lanpudyg, am=r look up all these qoréfjw

¥

no_,. 7 ‘
“Mature and so on, It' really marvelous how thev can be brought

down to verv concrete meanings, first af all. And what is remark- —
. i | (et

able, Aristotle and St. Theomas, of all bh1losopneLa, were always \Jd al24sy/
_ ] —
nost concerned with the origin of a wnrd w1th an ﬂarller imposi- (adﬁ¢a‘

(()/41 (‘L l(mﬂc{ a7 //L

liow, 1in St. Thomas™ for i1ns ta dE‘”thf

_@M 45 /éﬁ _47'@@1’4 2 /{/J (/?4:
tloqj

de‘

0" &

"

- A - : .
for inst ncm, you vlll flnd "lapis" -- the etymology of lapis wil 4@&¢J‘T

utterly false., e takes them from

foet. It's not true etymoloey, It has nothins to do wwrh foot 19%*

hurting at all, 3ut as a matter of fact, it's verv interestine.

“he? Gecause at least we set down to something concrete. You

stumble over a stone and vou hurt your foot, How, it's getting

’

In %o tra ¢ B
. ~mworfant here

53
dowr to somethims conerete that is important. ﬁhﬁ

e'll come to the matter of truth in a mement, when I show

U Y . ’
that uuretlmes a false example is far betrter than a true cne,

T

Ny

Deliberately so. We'll see in a moment.. § ¥We'll have to see an
e : : i Thha ok

awful lot of thinps the way we'vre going. »

v ptee

But take anothep word - "wnole" and part" how these terms
. - : add;ﬁ o
severally have dlverse meanlnps, and 1t is amu51n9 to see moderqvﬁ

A G [ . DA | T 1S .




philosophers in mathematics play w1th these words; unaware of the -

S 1‘1.1, . ce s -

fact that they have so many dlfforent meanl 'S . As when they oay

—

for 1nstance thaf thepe & are parts whlch are %%r.::wthét ﬁffefiyfm

oeveralhheequal/what he whole.' One example would be == you have
a serles of 1nte ers, and then a eerlos of even numbers , ‘and there

are as many even number¢ as there are 1nteﬁers. Now thessries of

even numbers is nart of tbe series of 1nte"er°; ‘therefore, . they
. . o : (between the-?)-

sav since we can eatabllsh a 1 to 1 correspondence/in terms of
theée tuo aEPl°S' thnrﬂ are as many equal or even numbers as there
are 1nteoers. And therefore the part, which is only half of this
wvhole, is equal to the wholu. Now that's amusing for children,
but for serious neOﬁle. Decause if vou take vour even numbers

out of vour series, then you have this upper series with odd nur=

bers., Zo you had two eoual series there. I'd say that the series

l:zl‘,

of integers is twice as bip as the even numbers. If vou play the

e
H’ ..v
<

~amre fairly.A But ou throw around, if vou'ra ju t denenﬁln"
on what you can puf.down ﬁere severallv, and call these interers,
and these down here évéﬁ humbers; of éour%e vou can have as many
as yoﬁ want. I can have an infinity -4‘infinite series of twos.

I can sav there are as many twos thare are interers., This

i}
6]

to over here, and this two over here, amd this two over here,
nd how many twes can I have? As.many as I wish. lMNow, this is
211 truth, Ripht? Let's call it two., I think two is eaual to
the series of intsrers. And I can find-eﬁen more silly paradoxes
than that? BHut we don't have the time; ’ |

It's iust‘#hé-a@%nf~%@vsthat when you talk of "bért"'yoh should
be aware that it has diversé'méaﬁinqs. Ts it a part‘ﬁhgvéfsally

taken, 13 it a part taken Dartlcularly. Iz it, say, a physical

nart; is it a lovxcal part; if it ig a logical part, and if you 'pe

Ao, 5 Spoey > w4 © o e g tqacs 8. o meotsme o m ot o e
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thae bl e bor ‘?%Jj

gpeaking of a ‘logical whole and: a logical part, then\IE -the logical

unmversal,ﬁ%Vsay, anlmal, is.a whole that is .in each of its' parts,

wholly. When I say man-is. an. anlmal well the universal animal,

N

s said of man. As a matter -of fact, you can say @t of me, I am
an animal., Right? Now, animal signifies as a whole. DBut parts
are subjective parts. That of which this whole is gaid., Now, in
Tt

the saying, the whole is identified with the par’csxitﬂo g “Stch

a.way that it cannot be 1dent1f1ed with another one. 30 you have

s R

something f§§*=é# one that can be 1dent1f1ed wlth many. Severally.,
So "whole" is a very equivocal term. The same thing with "Part",
L and the same with "genus" and "species", This word "genus" no..
. . . . . . !
#1% longer exists == hardly exists 1n treatises on natural hlstory.()
( .
af“" The word was used for a long time. It's used less and less now,
t
It seems to have become a term which vou find only in .scholastic
7 textbooks today. And it is precisely cne of these terms that can
- 3
nt be burnt, as I said vesterday. V‘hy? Because we forget where 1t
1% .~ ’
//;ﬁ, . . - S
comes from,. (.-‘-enus/1 unfortunately the English language had to take <l
.‘/ .
+ ~, over from the Latin term, but genus actually means a4 race. The
human race, or a certain race of cowsj a certain type of cows;j
' sav Jersey cows., This is a genus. And first of all it has a na-
tural meaning, and then much later, the imposition was changed to
‘mean, some type of universality.  Something is predicable as a
genus, Say figure is predicable of triancle and circle, as a renus.
Whereas equilateral triangle is predicable only of individuals.
And equilateral is species, and so on. But species =-- now where
did this come. from? It's important to lead this back to sone.
original meaning so that we can verify, A species is.a fair trans-
. . . i Y X
jation of either n Bidpg 1 or-?fﬁﬂﬁr.." .-It means something narrower

than the race. . It means a-certain.type within the race, differing




«ll=

w1th1n that same race, from certaln other types. But earlier,
ekl L -
sowethlng that is recognlzable. the "ggos" or the "species", or
C‘(/f(—ﬂv . el B . . .

- iy
the "ex %%qh.P\Qn~%ne~ﬂvTTTTrvr?

mow, already in ordlnary lanpuape, several levelq of meanings

are establlahed epontaneously as it WLPL‘ bv the people. The
phllo ophers, aspec1ally the ,reat phllosophers such as Plato

anu Arlstotle - they have no technical vocabularv. There is

@
perh ps one word in Arlstotle that is FT??T*rr$4whiah-éeoks techni=-
Jhe ot Jaz&*f[fddm A)ﬁ, ek eomet cf?” N ™ eé/"za,#zq &l /14 {2t , d‘#ef ety o
Jhit cal But actually to™a Rrdekwwoild have been very, very plain I el ol
et ,
e Fozn

3 to the Creek in the street it would have been very, very plain.@)

N4
e Fe—reuts—ahn ’Z:“"*“?}f* Bl St o 1A 2 Fre e p o L R B TR IR S
. st Qe - . - . .
AR B W TR |

actuality. low, ¥&6% Instance, if we say "act" - then you say

(P
ﬂjﬁ%ﬁ5 "actual"™, Now these words are around. Then you add "itv" to it. |
fY : . o o S i
7 o : \ . A |
yv* ?Lhen you create an abstract term, but evervbody immediately under=
,J$V‘ ‘ ‘ ‘

. stands what this means, That's about the only term that I know of

}/—‘ 1y ‘ . ~ \EV‘M / ) . ) . -
in Aristotle. ; 5 the names that he grave to fishes and

to the beasts that he knew, he alwavs took them from the fishernen,

Cave them the names that the peonle used to signify these things

) P clearly.(zl

. gee . . : :

et I'm not against the formation of chemical nemes half a mile
AT
pean it : . :
. lonc, That's all risht, but thev're not really names. You know
S T - .
R what I means, Th’t'u tecnnl al. Philosophy should avoid that.
SAr I P e g
f)

”Vru/¥hey don't, but theyv ought to., Further, to sive vou examples, he-

AR o )

. . CEuse thls mipht arouse appetite -« so even in ordinary languwe,
i, %+ new levels of meanine are established by the people, The philo=-
, ';}”‘.sopher noﬁ notices that there are many thi ngs that we name and
~f5‘£ﬁ.know, without special 1nveqtlgan1on and reasonlnn. Ve observe this,
3an7' For instance, we say "§Fraight"‘and we say "eurve", We say "warm"

R PR ‘

and we say "cold", and we say "great". Ve say "up" and "down" and
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SO on. Ae use all these words, don't we? And we know °ort of

- -~ e ,,‘.‘ 3 ". ’,.. :.\ "_ _. -

i . -'-" lv' “ . .
A N LU r TR

1mmed1ate1y what they mean. Unless we are pressed. If we are

.
’:l Y ‘ 1,, N l‘." d‘ft r - - -~ [

rossed, then we get confused. But lf you allow us to -= We use

. LI P -
k) R M ! ¢ . _‘ -

"both"; we use all" -— I pave you the example yesterday. We use

- - 3 4

B

them very 519n1f1cantly. but as I sav, when pressed - as I say -

. i “‘.1";_:\- -.--, s .
1f ‘you ekpect two pCOpl and the two peonle are there, will

T B T PR

someone asP you in the other room "Are thev all There’" No, you
don t do that: /ou ask GAre tﬁé& both there?" You make this
eistinctlon. And lt'a a very subtle one, as I say., We'll come
back to it eventually. o | - “ o

HNOW, tnege leles of reanlnh, thase new 1mnoe1t10ns, occur

'S expvess:.on("’)

in tne couroe of the develorment of human knowledpe and/exten81on
of thlo Pnowledﬂe, and as I aay, Qoontaneouolj. They re not the
object of a SpeClai 1nvest1natlon.A It dust happens that way. |
The varioo° meaniﬁos,.eev, of the word nature"i/ mature in Arlstotle‘,__.
has about 13 dlfferent meaolnpo, out I will now recovélllof them -
of the word nature", and an nth one 1u‘"1ven later by ooetheuq
that is generallv accepted, but in Arlstotle there are still 13.

3ut, let's stick to the 7 reanlnp of the word "nature", A simple

word ) ﬁ 1rqt a drawn»out "eaevss!" == the word "nature"

e

m Yend thi 5 in current usare -- Aristotflian scholars

-

0y

do not know this by the way, To_know_this you have to go to a
rood etymologist or a pood philolopist, one who is expert in the

how you that th1°

[ 2=
0

Creek languape and he will tell you. e wil

.

s the case. The first meaning of ?ﬂﬁ%&(" is tne peneratlon of
vm———ry

-

aninals as a process - the bﬂrth. “rimari v in anlmala, and bv
extension, attrlbuted also to @44.. Joo A comlng forth. Lhe actuel

procesq of belny born, as say, the aeorn growlnp out of the oak (

PR AR | ‘.'- -

tree, then falllng to the pround,'and then comes forth - some vague




w13

chance -- another oak tree.. It's this procees that is -signified

by " Fhep "Eﬁ?fh'"’si ifies .not somethi fixed t a -principl

VA4 Loy signifies.n something fixed, not a‘'principle,
'but:the~very "gﬁkqwl" -That's the first meaning.

. : . . e

| Then the word was:imposed to mean that from which this process
is coming forth; of -the living being, the principle of that process,
and principle is now called nature,. Something intrinsic to the '
thing.. And from which:this thing that comes forth by way of
process, comes borth., Second meaning,

The third neaning, means now the intrinsic principle of

whatever chanze occurs in nature, a principle that is intrinsic
to the thing itself, As this chalk falling, Look, I'm not push-
inp it down. It's falling all bv itself. We attribute this
change to scemething intrinsic to this, whatever it is. It's not
extrinsic, This is =xtrinsic =~ when I break the.chalk. Intrinsic
principle would be, say, to show the difference now betweén ine
trinsic principle and another kind of principle, would be this:
My eyes rrow from within. I attribute mv eves to nature, T
didn't make my eyes., They came forth from within., But, my
srectacles, They have an extrinsic principle., We made them our-

selves, deliberately., They ¢rew, not from nature, but from our

-

own neads, and deliberately so. There's a difference between

the artificial thinss and the natural thines. ‘ The natural comes

from fithin. Wnat is that? I don't know, All I know is_that I

distinzuish betwaen things that have -- thev are what they are

by something intrinsic @n them from which, whatever they do, or
it

what their behavior is,/comes forth, That's all. As opposed to

an extrinsic one. It's bv comparison that we bring this out.

And then there's a fourth meaninpg of the word "nature", and
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it mcans now that the mhterlal the natural materlal - the materlal -

§ 1

f. o . Aty
the type of materlal that is a prlnclple of motlon. Thls is iden-

K3 R At

tlfled now == flnally 1t is 1dent1f1ed with what Arlstotle calls

'

Pt .7)‘.2[“1.- el g :
gizuxH;4ﬁ1{ This is not a popular p051t10n, but this 15 an excep-

tion == I say, prlme matter - that's ch over here. - But there is
guch a pr1n01ple flrot p01nted out by Ettmi_hg Antlphon, the Greek
phllOSOﬁner who' ald that lf you plant a wooden bed in the 3011,>
and the wooden Ded happﬂns to shoot forth -~ no -- hapoens to
produce a shoot, what comes from the wooden bed would not be
another bed, but mnere wood. So that the stuff that a thing 1°
made of is a prlnciple of chanpge. Aristotle uses this arpument
of Antiphon, bdt of course in his own wa?. But he dbeé use
Antiphbh's example‘as an exeﬁnlum. | | -

And flnally we have the meaning of nature that is a forﬂ.
That is, that by reason of whlch a thlng is of a certaln klnd
and which, when propagating ifselﬁrbhich is most manlfestlln
Tiving thinggz.will ﬁroduce something of the same kind, as an
oak tree producing an oak treey; as horse prodﬁcinp ﬁorse. Now ,
that by reasonj%hich a horse is a horss is cerfainly a princimie

of what soes on in him, and of what the horse does, so form wblch

is a later lmp031tlon -~ form now is also called nature, and it

[
“v

nature principally., [Ee—te—natuam PrimoETeti-y
tlow, notice. Ve have a reverse order here, The first mean-

ing of nature -- consider all these mearinpgs. You have them -

by the way -- if you want to see these meanings, just look up

the beginning of Ari totle'° Meta hy51qg 5 and St, Thomas Lesson 5,
(o5t O,
Lesson 5, where he enucleates

His commentarv on the Wetaphy81cs,

all these meanings.

Saihaeti A1
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Now. notlce._ Thzs was. the first meaning of nature, The process.
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If you connare this process to this last meanlnv of nature here,
e Sk owlresdoss gne Bhe o word o mabroe o oanin sovon,

weii this is far more nature than that is because thls is the

: -
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very root of all “the reat because matter would not be nature
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w1thout form, and fhls here would not be nature w1thout mattpr

: "—,'A e 5.. s -, R )

CAN

and form --'that 1s, the thlrd meanlnw of nature lS 1ntr1n51c

.= . . B AESESY - e

[, T vy
prlnclple of motlon and rest that is w1th1n the thlng <W.....
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and not §Q§ "ﬁf‘al I m not 901ny to explaln all that now. dhat

.-t ~ s

I want to insist on now is ]ust the mu1t1ﬁ11c1tv of meanlnps.

[N . . = At 4: Ceet i

And h1 herc is just 1ntr1nsxc pr1n0101e of the thln? that is

born, w1thout any rurther specil f catlon. And thlu here lS the

b s
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actual proceqs. That 18, thl is wﬁat - thls 1S == ,one comes

‘
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from two, two comea from three' thrue cones from four' and flve;

; - Wi, . e,
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and five is the moqt determlnate meanlﬂﬂ of nature. qo you have

- . Wt
| k,

a reverse order hnre. at Thomas says "in the order of deﬂomlna—

tion dthﬂ reflecta tnc order of our know1np, where e know thls

- v L

first and that tlereafter, and where w%at 1s most knowable 1t°elf

is leaot known to us, and what is leaut knowabln 1t elf 15 most
: . -ordér . - B
known to Ua, because of the 1nverae/betwnen our 6enom1natlon 1nd

o e
"

the ordep of thlncs them elvps. "S .that, 1f we- can_say the crder

3 Lt o . et

of thin;s themselves,'this has most of all the eharacter of nature.

i RRELN S ,«-:
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If we consider the order of our know1n , this i nature flrst of
. . . . T K e e

"~ all., This is a primary analogate in the order oF that denomlnatlon.
.  thic is the primary analorate in the ordcr of thano themaelveo.

“

Xéw there ié ahothéf'ﬁéaning“-; tuo adwunct meanlnpo; Adwunct
tc these heré. And this would ge -;-1n En 1lsh uc'd call tﬁl
matter, nature.in the éenseléé raﬁ mat&r*al duch as iron ore, and
that would be called prime ﬁatter. Not in tﬁa sense of the 1st

book of the Thys 1c but in a current sense. In French we still
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here. How, the Greeks already. use-the word matter in this sense.

It's adjunct to that --"material. And then you have form.-- a new
meaning of form, and an adjunct meaning ~-- adjunct to the. fifth
meaning over here, which means what a thing is., Which is a:very
different meaningfbf'thewwbrd‘"nature".. Different from all these.
For instance, we speak of the nature of a circle. Now that would
be what a circle is, Or the nature of the English language., We'll
speak of the nature of place, the nature of time., But of - course’,
time is not a nature in any of tlse senses, nor is'a cirele a .
nature in aﬁy of them, -All these senses, from the second ddwn to
the fifth, although the first one also implies principle. Tt's
something coming forth from something, but it  is the coming forth:.
that you see, and not exactly that from which that which comes
forth, comes forth.

Thie is the nature in the sense of circles, and meaning therefore
that which is expressed by definition, Let me give you an example
of this use of nature. In the definition of "person™ given by
Boethgus in the ?&a!é&?%%(.zzﬁ%%@ﬁ -~ the definition given by-

¢ . . / \ _d / L:I-/l!’l'Vl'tfe-f s:’:{:i}‘k})ého .
Boetheus is this 7. @éf@@.i.??.@@%yﬁf"the individual substance

a rational nature. MNow how is the word "nature" used hdre?

1

(o]
vhat does it mean? - Does. it mean nature in anylof‘these senses
here? Yo, Over-here. And you might, absolutely speaking, have
said .45£§%;Q%%ﬁz.......;... -go why does Boetheus use "natura®

instead of "essentia"? :St. Thomas says that a. person is a special
P

p
N . (¢, \
/" { kind of essence, a very special one, Aﬂow, gssence. 1s & very COm=-

”
s
1

ﬁﬁxkﬁon tern, for whatever is has some nature, either remotely -- that
pi'is, at least remotely, TFor instance, the nature of this table -=

if I take the nature of this table. =-it would be, waell, what it is

. GO R P P Y e SN .
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made of, the shape,K that it has, its form. But then there would be
the nature of- this. table ~~ what is it? Plastic? Or VWood? If
it's wood, then it's wood- that is its nature. If it's plastic,
that's also nature too, but only remotely., Nature would refer to
what the plastic is ultimately made of. Yes.- St. Thomas savs
that‘Eoethéus'Hnﬁak4ﬁ¢r7~¥chose the word "nature" here because
nature has a narrower meaning and is more apprqpriate t6 show a
pafticular kind of essence, nanmely the one that is rational. Sut
notice how all this -~ why should St, Thomas and Aristotle bother
about going back? Because they do not want to lose their mocorings
that are the thinpgs that we know first, and most commonly know,
That's important. The most important thing.

Thus we start halfway. Take any temtbook you wish to show me,
You know where the word "nature” will start? Over here someplace,
Pipht here, These are the meanings that would be explained,
That's not enouch, That's toc abstract., Take the definition

T dust pave you, It has to be established by a lenrthy argumenta-

Tion which is not demonstrative. It's an exerplum., And netice
ey el .
trat Zt. Thomas, when he explains the meaning of the nature #ﬁ j% Adé”“’f/
:T( 2r~’“(‘).'r/r 2o J __/_]_ - . /7’5‘_
the third meaning 0K The word fature in the khy31cid he insi sthﬁh¢« /
. /1 ~——

ne derives the definition from the way we talk about nature.
cesesrcresesearsososesarssconsscaense W S3AYV, wWe call thiﬂﬂS nature

by pnature in our midst. The way we talk about it. That's extremely

o

important. fnd why can't it be important, because after all, what
vie say reflects our conceptions, Lxpressinpg what we know of a
thine, ot the thing itself, except as we know it,

The textbook will do this you see, This is the most important
reaning cf the word nature, and:.if you're not going to lead me- back,

whatever the word may be, to something as primitive as this, I won't
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even listen to_youzi:I refuse téyﬁwhjch is the history ofﬁmy initia=

tion to philosophy. I rerse\towliétenlj |
well, the rest -- now this is the second. half of that page.

I'1l just read it to you. Now one of the special interests of

the philoeopher is to grasp a meaning wﬁich is basic as to us ==

basic as to us -- meaning our natﬁre~-— meaning the process in

which a liv;ng being’comes. The'process of being born.:  Think

of the fruit growing out. of the tree, Think of a dog giving birth

to pups. They come forth from withim, that's the idea. That's

nature. It's a coming forth. ©Not that from which they come forth,

That's the second meaning of nature., They're all vague, and we

must respect the vagueness., If we have contempt for vagueness,

for our vague knowledge, as if whatever is only vaguely known is

irrelevant, we micht as well do away with all knowledge and go to

t e S
\ e AR
sleep for the rest of your days. SoNgsis to grasp a mean

1

ng

which is basic as to us and upon which later meanings depend to

he understood, If his own vocabularv becores divorced from those
basic and readily verificable means, it fdlows that he cannot

xnow what he is talking about no matter how much he talks., Actually
he will not be talking; he will just be making noise, which is

rshat philosobhy mostly is, as I told you yesterday. The deadend ==~
I sav this out of respect for philosophy. Because philosophy by
ite very nature is the paradise of fools, as vou know. Or rather -
THE essseseonssnscssnscssse and they pet in there by abusive words.
Cross passwords. The deadend of scholasticism refgrred to yester-
dav was run into when the later meanings of words'used in philo-
sophy were divorced from meaningéhkhown by the men in fhe street.
It is this kind of divorce that comes to full circle in nq'classgs,

classes witﬁénly one member, parts that are severélly greater than

fo iy ayg e e T T I e T e LTI I e e




hentzon words that do not signlfy. And these are in currentusye

I know what a null class is, but I

'mong cert&in people today.

Mot a null class, When I
If I had

Because there are

should be kept apart.' It s confu81np. It makes for a kind of

vmysterlous reason.‘ It was secret mainlv because of irrational

Let's see - tomorrow I'll give you the definite example

Sf;how PhilosopPhy eeseeee and how it becomes a difficult subijzct,

/if is a difficult subjeect, but how it becomes and needlessly, a

%dlfflcult subject to beginners. The bepinner -- he nets no bepin-

_.unlng. He gets a middle. And he has to start from the middle,
'Prom words that do not sipnify, but words that can be plaved
arbund w1tn, as we can play around with sounds and shanes.

I hope I haven't been too nastv, I'm sure vou rust be some-

’eQéfYthing that I said, which is unphilosophical,

57;Sﬁa11 we stop for a while,

S 00 i 2ep WO Gse apt D dim gas e




