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CHAPTER IX

Derivations

1397. We now come to derivations as defined in §868. They
account for the production and acceptance of certain theories, so
these we shall now be considering from the “subjective” standpoint
(§ 13). We have already come upon derivations in large numbers,
though we have not always used that term for them. We shall con-
tinue to find them whenever we centre our attention on the ways
in which people try to dissemble, change, explain, the real character
of this or that mode of conduct.’ Human beings are persuaded in
the main by sentiments (residues), and we may therefore foresee,
as for that matter experience shows, that derivations derive the
force they have, not, or at least not exclusively, from logico-experi-
mental considerations, but from sentiments.” The principal nucleus

1397 * In Chapter III we went at some length into the reasonings with which
people try to make conduct that is non-logical seem logical. Those were derivations,
and we classified a few of them from that particular point of view. We met others,
again, in Chapters IV and V, considering them from other points of view.

1397 2 Jeremy Bentham condemns political orators for using sophistries and fal-
lacious arguments: Traité des sophismes politiques (Dumont text), Vol. II, pp. 129,
213, 3 [As is well known, nothing in Bentham’s Book of Fallacies (Works, Vol. 1I,
pp- 375 f.) exactly corresponds to Dumont’s French, this form of Bentham’s thought
being known in English only in translation.—A. L.] Says Bentham: “Fortunately,
an orator of that sort, however brilliant and talented, will never hold the forefront
in a legislative body. He may dazzle, he may astonish, he may have a momentary
success, but he inspires no confidence even in those for whom he pleads. The
greater the experience one has with political bodies, the more clearly one realizes
the soundness of Cicero’s definition of the orator as an honest man trained in the
art of public speaking: vir bonus dicendi peritus.”” If Bentham means, as he seems
to mean, that only the honest, loyal, straightforward orator achieves success, we
get a proposition which experience belies a thousand times over, and the very case
of Cicero might be cited in proof. Bentham heaps praises on Fox for the qualities
mentioned; but Fox unquestionably was defeated in the English Parliament. His
case would rather disprove the contention. If Bentham is thinking of the esteem
that certain “good” people may have for an orator, he may or may not be right,
according to the meaning one attaches to the term “good.” That, however, would
be shifting the point at issue, which is the basis of success in politics. [Bentham
forgot, and Pareto overlooked, the fact that the celebrated definition of the ideal
orator referred to is not Cicero’s, but is attributed to the younger Cato by Quintilian,

Institutio oratoria, XII, 1, 1: “Sit ergo nobis orator . . . is qui a Marco Catone fini-
885
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in a derivative (a non-logico-experimental theory) is a residue, or
a number of residues, and around it other secondary residues cluster.
That group is produced, and once produced is consolidated, by a
powerful force: the need that the human being feels for logical or
pseudo-logical developments and which manifests itself in residues
of the L& type. It is in those residues therefore in combination with
others that derivations in general originate.

1398. Some distance back (Chapter II) we studied a large group
of derivations that were designed to “explain” certain manners of
dealing with storms: and we found that they originated in the
human hunger for logical developments, or developments con-

sidered logical (§888) (residue I-¢). The nucleus of the act was faith

tur: vir bonus dicendi peritus.””—A. L.] Elsewhere ' Bentham condemns politicians
for opposing ministers in power and attacking mecasures which they themselves
recognize as good, on the ground that it is their duty to remove from power per-
sons whom they consider harmful to the country. “If the men you are attacking
are what you say they are, they will not be long in supplying you with opportunities
for fighting them without prejudice to your sincerity. If such legitimate opportuni-
ties fail you, your charges of incapacity or malpractice would seem to be either false
or premature. If such measures arec more often bad than good, public opinion must
necessarily turn in your favour. [What a fine thing, but how imaginary, such a
public opinion!] There can be no doubt that a bad measure is much easier to attack
than a good one.” That may be true in some ideal universe where everything makes
for the best in a best of all possible worlds; but it seems not at all to square with
experience in our real world. Bentham writes a whole book on political sophistries
and is not aware that every now and then he himself unwittingly falls into the
fallacy of mistaking effusions of his own sentiments and inclinations for conquests
of experience. “The sophistry,” he says, “supplies a legitimate presumption against
those who use it. Only for lack of sound arguments does one resort to it. [That is
based on the implicit assumption that logically sound arguments are more convinc-
ing than fallacies. Experience is far from showing that.] As regards measures that
are in themselves sound it is useless, or at least it cannot be indispensable. [The
same implicit assumption, and expericnce, again, in no sense concords with it.]
The sophistry presupposes in those who use it, or in those who adopt it, either
lack of sincerity or lack of intelligence.” Bentham’s assumption is that the person
who uses a fallacy recognizes it as such (insincerity) or that, if he fails so to recog-
nize it, he is wanting in intelligence. As a matter of fact many fallacies that are
current in a given society are repeated in all sincerity by people who are exceed-
ingly intelligent and are merely voicing in that way sentiments which they con-
sider beneficial to society. Also implicit in Bentham’s sermon is the assumption that
lack of sincerity and lack of intelligence are uniformly harmful to society; whereas
there are plenty of cases—to go no farther than diplomacy—where too much sin-
cerity may be harmful, and other cases where a highly intelligent man may go
wrong and do incalculable harm to a society by forcing certain logical policies upon
it; whereas a stupid individual instinctively following beaten paths that have been
counselled by long experience may be a blessing to his country.
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in the efficacy of combinations (residue I-{): people felt instinctively
that there must be some way of controlling storms. Around that
nucleus clustered a number of residues relating to the mysterious
effects of certain procedures, the mysterious workings of certain
objects (residue Iy); and the result was a variety of magical rites.
In these other residues were incidentally involved—residues re-
lating to unusual things and exceptional occurrences (I-32), myste-
rious linkings of names and things (I42), mystery in general (I41),
and even residues of generic combination (I-a). Eventually, and
still incidentally, Class II residues (group-persistences) were intro-
duced. A very populous family of such residues was obtained by re-
sorting, in the quest for explanations, to personifications (II-y), such
as divinities, demons, genii. Rare the case where a family of that
sort does not figure somewhere in a group of derivations.

1399. We have already dealt with residues exhaustively, and so, as
regards the derivation, our only problem would be to determine
which residues are primary and which secondary. But that would
give us the mere substance of the derivation, and derivations may
profitably be considered from other points of view.

In the first place, with special reference to form, the relation of
the derivation to logic has to be considered—whether, that is, it is a
sound reasoning or a sophistry. That, however, would be a problem
in logic (§ 1410), and we are not called upon to deal with it in any
special way here. Secondly, there is a question as to the relation of
the derivation to experimental reality. A derivation may be strictly
logical and yet, because of some error in the premises, not accord
with experience. Or again it may be logical to all appearances, yet in
view of some indefiniteness in its terms or for some other reason
have no experimental meaning, or a meaning that has only a very
distant bearing on experience.! Now, all the while adding to our list
of derivations, we must go on and examine them in particular from
the subjective standpoint, from the standpoint of their persuasive
force. Still left then will be a third problem, the question of their
social utility.”

1399 * It was from this point of view that we considered a number of deriva-
tions in Chapters III, IV, and V, though we were not then calling them derivations.

1399 2 To the question of utility we shall come in Chapter XII. In any event, to

get a complete theory of derivations from the first two standpoints, Chapters III,
IV and V have to be taken in conjunction with our argument here. Deduction re-
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1400. Derivations will be differently classified according to the
standpoint from which they are considered (§ 1480). Just here we
are thinking of the subjective character of the “explanations” that
are given, through derivations, of certain behaviour, certain ways
of thinking; and of the persuasive force of such explanations. We
shall therefore classify derivations according to the character of the
explanation. Where there is no explaining there is no derivation;
but the moment an explanation is given or sought, a derivation comes
into play. The animal does not reason, it acts exclusively by instinct
(§ 861). It uses no derivations therefore. The human being, however,
wants to think, and he also feels impelled to keep his instincts and
sentiments hidden from view. Rarely, in consequence, is at least a
germ of derivation missing in human thinking, just as residues are
rarely missing. Residues and derivations can be detected every time
we look at a theory or argument that is not strictly logico-experi-
mental. That was the case in Chapter III (§ 325), where we came
upon the derivation in its simplest form, the pure precept, with no
explanation or demonstration offered. It is the type of argument
used by the child or the illiterate in the tautology: “We do thus and
so because we do thus and so.” Such a statement is a pure expression
of residues of sociality (Class IV). It really means: “I do as I do
(or others do as they do) because that is what is usually done in our
community.” Then comes a derivation somewhat more complex in
that a show is made of accounting for the custom, and one says:
“We do thus and so because that is what one ought to do.” Such
derivations are simple assertions. Let us put them in a class by
themselves, Class I. But already in the second of the derivations
mentioned an indefinite, somewhat mysterious entity, “duty,” has
put in an appearance. That is our first intimation as to a general
manner in which derivations are elaborated: by appealing, that is,
under one term or another, to various kinds of sentiments. But
going on from there, people are not long satisfied with mere names
such as “duty.” They want something more concrete, and they also
want somehow to account for their using the name. What in the
world is this thing “duty” that has suddenly popped up? Every-
traces the inductive path in inverse direction. Anyone using the two methods suc-

cessively must necessarily encounter some at least of the theories and arguments
upon which he came in his first survey.
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body has his answer—the illiterate, the educated man, the philoso-
pher, all alike; and we go from the childish answer of the plain
man to the abstruse, but from the logico-experimental standpoint no
better, theory of the metaphysicist. A first step is taken by appealing
to the authority of maxims current in the community that happens
to be involved, to the authority of individuals, and, with new elabo-
rations, to the authority of supernatural beings or personifications
that feel and act like humarr beings. That gives us another variety,
Class II. The thinking now grows more complicated: it becomes
abstruse, abstract, as interpretations of sentiments, abstract entities,
and the will of supernatural beings are introduced. That procedure
may yield long long sequences of logical or pseudo-logical inferences
and eventuate in theories that have the look of scientific theories.
Among them are to be counted theologies and systems of meta-
physics. Suppose we put them in a Class III. But we have still not
exhausted our supply of derivations. Still remaining is a large class
where we find proofs that are primarily verbal, explanations that are
purely formal but pretend to pass as substantial—Class IV.!

1401. Suppose we go back for a moment and translate into the
terminology of residues and derivations the matter we expounded
in §§ 798-803, where we used letters of the alphabet in place of words.
Concrete theories in social connexions are made up of residues and
derivations. The residues are manifestations of sentiments. The
derivations comprise logical reasonings, unsound reasonings, and
manifestations of sentiments used for purposes of derivation: they
are manifestations of the human being’s hunger for thinking. If that
hunger were satisfied by logico-experimental reasonings only, there
would be no derivations; instead of them we should get logico-
experimental theories. But the human hunger for thinking is satisfied
in any number of ways; by pscudo-experimental reasonings, by
words that stir the sentiments, by fatuous, inconclusive “talk.” So
derivations come into being. They do not figure at the two extreme
ends of the line, that is to say, in conduct that is purely instinctive,
and in strictly logico-experimental science. They figure in the
intermediate cases.

1400 1 We shall see as we go on (§ 1419) that these classes subdivide into genera,

and we shall deal specially with each such genus in turn. But before we come to
that, we had better consider other general aspects of derivations and derivatives.
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1402. Now the only things of which we have any direct knowl-
edge are the concrete reasonings that correspond to these cases. So
we analyzed many of them, distinguishing an element that is virtu-
ally constant, 4, from an element that is more variable, 5 (§§ 798 £.).
Those elements we have named, respectively, residues and deriva-
tions (§868), and we have seen that the more important element
as regards the social equilibrium is the residues (§ 800). But in that
we go counter to common opinion, which is controlled by the
notion that all conduct is logical, and is inclined to invert the rela-
tion and ascribe the greater importance to derivations (§ 1415). The
person who is influenced by a derivation imagines that he accepts
or rejects it on logico-experimental grounds. He does not notice
that he ordinarily makes up his mind in deference to sentiments
and that the accord (or conflict) of two derivations is an accord (or
conflict) of residues. When, then, a person sets out to study social
phenomena, he halts at manifestations of social activity, that is to
say, at derivations, and does not carry his inquiry into the causes
of the activity, that is to say, into residues. So it has come about that
the history of social institutions has been a history of derivations, and
oftentimes the history of mere patter. The history of theologies has
been offered as the history of religions; the history of ethical theories,
as the history of morals; the history of political theories, as the
history of political institutions. Metaphysics moreover has supplied
all such theories with absolute elements, from which it was thought
that conclusions no less absolute could be drawn by pure logic. So
the history of the theories has become the history of the deviations
observable in the concrete from certain ideal types existing in the
mind of this or that thinker. Not so long ago, some few scholars
sensed that that procedure was taking them far afield from realities,
and to get back to the real, they replaced such abstract “thinking”
with a search for “origins,” but without noticing that in so doing
they were merely replacing one metaphysics with another, explain-
ing the better known by the less known, and facts susceptible of
direct observation by fancies which, for the simple reason that they
related to times very remote, could not be proved; and meantime
adding on their own account principles, such as unitary evolution,
that altogether transcended experience.

1403. Derivations, in a word, are things that everybody uses. But
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the writers of whom we are thinking ascribe an intrinsic value to
derivations and regard them as functioning directly as determinants
of the social equilibrium. For us, in these volumes, they figure only
as manifestations, as indications, of other forces that are the forces
which really determine the social equilbrium. Very very often,
hitherto, the social sciences have been theories made up of residues
and derivations and furthermore holding in view the practical pur-
pose of persuading people to act in this or that manner deemed
beneficial to society. These present volumes aim instead at bringing
the social sciences wholly within the logico-experimental field, quite
apart from any purpose of immediate practical utility, and in the
sole intent of discovering the uniformities that prevail among social
phenomena (§86). If one is writing a book with a view to in-
ducing people to act in a given way, one must necessarily resort to
derivations, for they are the only language that reaches the human
being in his sentiments and is therefore calculated to modify his
behaviour. But the person who aims at logico-experimental knowl-
edge and nothing else must take the greatest pains not to fall into
derivations. They are objects for his study, never tools of persuasion.
1404. As regards the important réle that we ascribe to sentiment
in derivations, we meet here again a problem which we stated and
solved in Chapter III. If the réle that sentiment plays in derivations
is really of such great importance, how can the many men of genius
who have dealt practically and theoretically with human societies
have failed to notice the fact? We must answer here again that the
r6le played by sentiment has in fact been often perceived; but indis-
tinctly, so that it has never been given a complete theory and its im-
portance has never been accurately evaluated—and that for various
reasons, prominent among which is the preconception that the
leading réle in human activity is played by logical thinking.
Here again let us look at a few examples of the way in which the
subject has been conceived by one writer or another in the past.
1405. According to a very plausible theory Aristotle conceived of
the enthymeme as a judgment that is combined with a statement
of its reason.” The enthymeme of modern logicians is a syllogism
1405 ! [Century Dictionary, s.v. Enthymeme: “In Aristotle’s Logic, an inference
from likelihoods and signs, which, with Aristotle, is the same as a rhetorical syl-

logism.” Pareto wrote: “A judgement that rests on the cause that is the origin of
it”—which I find not very lucid.—A. L.]
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in which one of the premises is not stated. Let us accept the latter
definition, and it will at once be apparent that the consequences we
draw from it apply @ fortiori to Aristotle’s enthymeme.

1406. Derivations are often stated in enthymemic form. There are
reasons for that. If we think of the art of rhetoric, there is first of
all the fact that a piece of writing made up of syllogisms would be
cumbersome, tedious, unreadable. Then there is a consideration of a
more general order and which is as valid for the art of rhetoric as
for a scientific argument (or one passing as such). The syllogistic
form tends to reveal the logical weakness of a derivation—it stresses
its fallacies. It is advisable, therefore, not to use it in arguments made
up of associations of ideas or residues. The enthymeme ignores one
of the propositions in the syllogism, and things may be so arranged
that the proposition not stated is the one where the logical weakness
is most apparent. As a rule the proposition suppressed is the major,
in other words, the premise contains the middle term and the predi-
cate. The conclusion that is sought contains the subject and the
predicate, and the subject is of such importance that it is hard to
suppress the minor in which it is contained. When the middle term
is a non-experimental entity (§470), something is gained by sup-
pressing at least one of the propositions which contain it.

1407. Take, for example, an enthymeme [of unknown author-
ship] quoted by Aristotle, Rhezorica, 11, 21, 6: “Nourish not, being
mortal, immortal wrath.”* Taken literally the proposition is sense-
less. A man’s wrath ends, evidently, when he dies and vanishes from
the Earth. It is therefore useless to adjure him not to nourish im-
mortal wrath. But the proposition means something altogether
different: the advice is not to nourish a grudge for zoo long a time,
not to nourish a very long wrath, which however is called “im-
mortal.” The basic residue, 4, in the proposition is a residue of soci-
ality (Class IV). The residue that is introduced for purposes of
derivation is a residue linking names and things (I+). Two asso-
ciations of ideas are so obtained: first, a repugnance to combining
two contraries such as “immortal” and “mortal”; and second, a con-
fusion between “immortal” and “very long.” The weak point in the
argument lies in just that confusion, and it must therefore be made
as inconspicuous as possible.

1407 1 Freese, p. 282: *Abdvarov dpyiv ui) ¢bAacce Bugric v,



§ 1409 ARISTOTLE'S ENTHYMEME 893

1408. The enthymeme just quoted is an enthymeme in the Aris-
totelian, but not in the modern, sense of the term. In the modern
sense the complete syllogism would be: “Man is mortal. A mortal
cannot nourish immortal wrath. Therefore a man cannot nourish im-
mortal wrath.” But that is not at all what the enthymeme was
devised to show. The actual meaning was that a man cannot—or,
rather, ought not—nourish a grudge for too long a time. If that
meaning be stated in enthymemic form the wording will be: “Since
man is mortal, he must not nourish wrath for too long a time”;
and many persons will accept it in that form, because they will be
impressed by the contrast between the brief life of a human being,
and a Jong-protracted wrath. Now let us state the completed syl-
logism: “Man is mortal. A mortal must not nourish wrath for too
long a time. Therefore man must not nourish wrath for too long a
time.” The assertion that “a mortal must not nourish wrath for too
long a time” at once calls attention to the weak point in the argu-
ment. It had better be suppressed, therefore, to avoid the danger
that its fallacy may be perceived, and so the enthymeme is used
instead of the syllogism. That procedure is all the more useful in
the Aristotelian sense of the enthymeme. If on asserting a judgment
we limit oursclves to stating the reason that provokes, or apparently
provokes, it and drop the intermediate propositions, we place our-
selves in the more favourable situation for arguing by associations of
ideas, by residues, as opposed to strictly logical argument. Aristotle
instinctively sensed that when he said, Rhetorica, 1, 2, 8 (Freese,
p. 19), that the enthymeme was the orator’s syllogism. He was also
right, 1b:d., 11, 21, 3 (Freese, p. 279), in viewing a maxim as a
partial enthymeme. A maxim is, in fact, a syllogism reduced to
lowest terms, so that nothing is left but the conclusion.

1409. One must avoid the pitfall of imagining that a maxim is
accepted because it is part of an enthymeme and the enthymeme
because it is part of a syllogism. That may be true from the stand-
point of formal logic, but not as regards its persuasive force. Both
maxim and enthymeme are accepted in view of the sentiments that
they arouse, for intrinsic reasons, without reference to the completed
syllogism (§ 1399). Aristotle, 16:d., 1, 2, 8-9 (Freese, pp. 19-21), re-
enforces the enthymeme with the example as a means of persuasion.
The example is one of the simplest derivations. A fact is stated and
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then a residue of group-persistence (residue Il-e, persistence of uni-
formities, § 1068) is called in: the single case, that is, is represented
as the general rule.

1410. In his System of Logic, Book V, Chap. I § 3 (p. 513), John
Stuart Mill mentions—but rather by way of eliminating them from
his purview—two other sources of error in addition to the logical
fallacy, the one intellectual, the other moral. That approximately is
the distinction we make between our derivations B and & (§803).
Since he was dealing with logic Mill was right in not going into
those sources of error. They are however of the greatest importance
to the sociologist.

1411. When the logician has discovered the error in a reasoning,
when he can put his finger on the fallacy in it, his work is done. But
that is where the work of the sociologist begins, for he must find
out why the false argument is accepted, why the sophistry persuades.
Tricks of sophistry that are mere finesses in logic are of little or no
interest to him, for they elicit no very wide response among men.
But the fallacious, or for that matter the sound, theories that enjoy
wide acceptance are of the greatest concern to him. It is the province
of logic to tell why a reasoning is false. It is the business of sociology
to explain its wide acceptance.

1412. According to Mill there are, in the main, two sources of
ethical error: first, indifference to knowledge of the truth; and
then, bias, the most common case being “that in which we are
biased by our wishes,” though after all we may accept agreeable and
disagreeable conclusions alike provided they manage to arouse some
strong emotion. Mill’s “indifference” and “bias” would be what we
mean by sentiments corresponding to residues. But Mill handles
them very badly, being led astray by his preconception that only
logical behaviour is good, beneficial, praiseworthy, whereas non-
logical conduct is necessarily evil, harmful, blameworthy. He is not
in the least aware that he himself does most of his thinking under
the influence of just such a “bias.”

1413. A person who is trying to prove something is almost always
conscious of the purpose of his derivation. Not so, oftentimes, the
person assenting to the conclusion that the derivation reaches. When
the purpose is to justify some rule of conduct, the effort is to asso-
ciate the norm with certain residues by more or less logical argu-
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ments if the primary aim is to satisfy the hankering for logic in the
individuals who are to be influenced; by heaping up residues if the
primary appeal is to sentiment.

1414. Arranging these procedures in order of importance, they
may be represented as follows: 1. The purpose. 2. The residues with
which we start. 3. The derivation. A graph will make the situation
clearer. Let B stand for the purpose that is to be attained, starting
with the residues R* R” R’ . . . and working up to the derivations
R'rB, R'tB, R'vB. . . . In the case of a moral theory, the purpose,
let us say, is to establish the precept forbidding homicide. That
objective can be reached by a very simple derivation, namely, the
blood-taboo. One can also start
with the residue of a personal
god, and attain the objective by
way of many different deriva-
tions. One may start with a /
metaphysical residue, a residue
of social utility, a residue of per-
sonal utility, or some other resi-
due, and get to the point desired by way of a literally huge number
of derivations.

1415. Theologians, metaphysicists, philosophers, theorists of poli-
tics, law, and ethics, do not ordinarily accept the order indicated
(§ 1402). They are inclined to assign first place to derivations. What
we call residues are in their eyes axioms or dogmas, and the purpose
is just the conclusion of a logical reasoning. But since they are not
as a rule in any agreement on the derivation, they argue about it till
they are blue in the face and think that they can change social con-
ditions by proving a derivation fallacious. That is all an illusion on
their part. They fail to realize that their hagglings never reach the
majority of men, who could not make head or tail to them anyhow,
and who in fact disregard them save as articles of faith to which
they assent in deference to certain residues.' *

i
R R” R
Figure 16

1415 1 Political economy has been and largely continues to be a branch of litera-
ture, and as such falls under anything that may be said of derivations. It stands as a
matter of plain fact that economic practice and economic theory have followed
altogether divergent paths.

1415 2 Bayle, Dictionnaire historique, s.v. Augustin: “To anyone examining the
question without prejudice and with the necessary competence, it is so evident that
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1416. What we have just been saying leads to very important
conclusions with reference to that “logic of sentiments” to which we
alluded in § 480.

1. If the basic residue from which a derivation develops disappears
and is not replaced by another, the purpose also disappears.” That
is the usual case in logical reasonings based on experimental
premises: that is to say, a scientific theory is discarded in the light
of new facts. However, even in such a case it is often possible for a
conclusion to hold its ground if the erroneous premises can be re-
placed by new ones. But in non-scientific reasonings what usually
happens is that abandoned premises are replaced by new ones—one
residue gives way to other residues. Only in the exceptional case
does such substitution fail to occur. Between the two extremes come
intermediate cases. The disappearance of the residue from which a
derivation has been evolved does not eradicate the purpose en-
tirely, but merely weakens it, saps its vitality. The ideal remains but
is accepted with less fervour. It has been observed in India that
native converts lose the morality of their old religion without
acquiring the morality of their new customs and beliefs (§ 1741).

2. In the case of a scientific argument, if it can be shown that the
conclusion does not follow logically from the premises, the argument
the doctrines of St. Augustine and Jansenius, Bishop of Ypres, are one and the
same, that one can hardly keep onc’s temper at the thought that the Court of Rome
could boast of condemning Jansenius and mcantime kecep the Saint secure in all his
glory. The two things are altogether incompatible. Not only that: in condemning
Calvin’s doctrine of free-will, the Council of Trent necessarily condemned the doc-
trine of St. Augustine. . . . There are people who regard it as a very happy circum-
stance that the masses at large take such little interest in the vicissitudes of doctrine,
are in fact incapable of doing so. If they did, they would be rising more often
against theologians than against usurers. ‘If you do not know,’ thcy might say to
them, ‘that you arc deceiving us, your stupidity deserves your being sent to till the
soil. If you do know what you are doing, you deserve prison on bread and water
for your wickedness.” . . . [In that Bayle is mistaken. A person may be as intelli-
gent as one could wish and yet assent to contradictory derivations in the best of
faith. That happens every day, and especially on such matters as “free will.” Bayle
is right in what follows:] But there is little to fear. All the masses ask is to be led
along the beaten paths; and even if they wanted more than that, they would not be
capable of mastering the subject. Their daily occupations have not permitted them
to acquire sufficient competence for that.”

1416 * That is a particular case of the general theory of the reciprocal influence
of residues and dcrivations upon each other. That theory we shall elaborate in

§§ 1735 £.
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falls. But in an unscientific reasoning, if one form of derivation is
demolished, another immediately is brought forward. If it is shown
that the reasoning which connects a given residue with a given
conclusion (the purpose) is unsound, the only result as a rule is that
a new derivation takes the place of the old one which has been over-
thrown. That comes about because the residue and the purpose are
the basic elements in such reasonings. The derivation is secondary,
often very very secondary. The various Christian sects have doctrines
as to good works and predestination that, from any logical stand-
point, are altogether different and sometimes even antithetical or
contradictory. Yet there is no difference between them as regards
practical morals. A Chinese, a Moslem, a Calvinist, a Catholic, a
Kantian, a Hegelian, a Materialist, all refrain from stealing; but each
gives a different explanation for his conduct. In other words, it is a
case of a number of derivations connecting one residue that is opera-
tive in all of them with one conclusion which they all accept. And
if someone chances to invent a new derivation or refute one of the
existing ones, his achievement has no practical consequences and
the conclusion remains the same.

3. In scientific thinking the most stable conclusions are obtained
by drawing strictly logical inferences from premises that have experi-
mental verifications which are as nearly perfect as possible. In un-
scientific thinking the strongest conclusions are those which rest on
powerful residues without any derivations. Next come conclusions
that are obtained from strong residues supported, in the form of
derivations, by residues which are themselves relatively powerful.
In proportion as the distance between residue and conclusion
lengthens, in proportion as residues are replaced by logical reason-

_ings, the security of the conclusion lessens, except for some few
scholars. The plain man is convinced by the plain Christian cate-
chism, never by fine-spun theological disquisitions. The latter exert
but an indirect influence at the most. The plain man, to be sure,
admires them without understanding them, and that admiration
serves to endow them with a prestige that is carried over to the con-
clusions. That was the case in our day with Marx’s Capital. Some
few Socialists in Germany may have read it, but those who can
possibly have understood it must have been as rare as white black-
birds. But the devious and obscure disquisitions in the book were
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admired at long range and so conferred prestige upon it. That
admiration helped to determine the form of Socialist derivations,
but not the residues or the conclusions, which existed before the book
was written and will continue to be there after the book has been
forgotten, and which are common both to Marxians and non-
Marxians.

4. From the logical standpoint two contradictory propositions
cannot hold side by side. From the standpoint of non-scientific
derivations two apparently contradictory propositions can very well
stand together in one individual, one mind. The following proposi-
tions seem to be contradictory: “It is wrong to kill,” “It is right to
kill”; “It is wrong to appropriate other people’s property,” “It is
right to appropriate other people’s property”; “Wrongs must be
forgiven,” “Wrongs must not be forgiven.” And yet they can be
accepted at one and the same time by one and the same person in
virtue of interpretations and distinctions that serve to explain the
contradiction away. So, from the logical standpoint, if 4 = B, it fol-
lows inexorably that B = A but no such consequence is necessary
in a reasoning by derivations.

1417. In addition to derivations made up of one group of basic
residues and a second accessory group of residues used for purposes
of derivation, one finds simple combinations of a number of residues
or groups of residues that are brought together into a new unit group
of residues. We also have the logical, or presumably logical, implica-
tions of considerations of individual or collective interest, but these
are in the nature of scientific inferences, and we are not concerned
with them here.

1418. The proof of a derivation is very often different from the
reason for its acceptance. Sometimes again the proof and the reason
may coincide. A precept may be demonstrated by appeal to authority
and accepted in deference to the same authority, but then again the
two things may be altogether at odds. When a person proves a
proposition by taking advantage of the ambiguity of some term in it,
he most assuredly does not say: “My proof is sound because of the
trickery involved in my juggling of words.” But the person who
accepts the derivation is unwittingly taken into camp by that verbal
trickery.
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1419. CLASSIFICATION OF DERIVATIONS

CLASS I: ASSERTION (§§ 1420-33)

I-a. Assertions of facts, experimental or imaginary (§§ 1421-27)
I-3. Assertions of sentiments (§§ 1428-32)
I-y. Mixtures of fact and sentiment (§ 1433)

cLass 1: AUTHORITY (§§ 1434-63)

II-a. Of one individual or a number of individuals (§§ 1435-46)
II.3. Of tradition, usages, and customs (§§ 1447-57)
IIyy. Of divine beings, or personifications (§§ 1458-63)

CLASS III: ACCORDS WITH SENTIMENTS OR PRINCIPLES (§§ 1464-1542)

IIl-a. Accord with sentiments (§§ 1465-76)

III-3. Accord with individual interest (§§ 1477-97)
I1Iy. Accord with collective interest (§§ 1498-1500)
II1-§. Accord with juridical entities (§§ 1501-09)
IIl.e. Accord with metaphysical entities (§§ 1510-32)
III.{. Accord with supernatural entities (§§ 1533-42)

CLASS 1IV: VERBAL PROOFS (§§ 1543-1686)

IV-a. Indefinite terms designating real things; indefinite things
corresponding to terms (§§ 1549-51)

IV-3. Terms designating things and arousing incidental sentiments,
or incidental sentiments determining choice of terms (§§ 1552-
55)

IV-y. Terms with numbers of meanings, and different things desig-
nated by single terms (8§ 1556-1613)

IV-§. Metaphors, allegories, analogies (§§ 1614-85)

IV-e. Vague, indefinite terms corresponding to nothing concrete

(§ 1686).

1420. Class I: Assertion. This class comprises simple narrations,
assertions of fact, assertions by accord of sentiments. They are offered
not as such, but in an absolute, axiomatic, dogmatic manner. They
may be mere narrations or indications of experimental uniformities;
but they are often so worded that it is not clear whether they are
mere statements of experimental fact, or expressions of sentiment, or
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somewhat of both. In many cases, however, their composition may,
to a certain degree of probability, be determined. Take the collection
of maxims by Publilius Syrus. The first four are of the I-atype: “We
mortal men are equally nigh unto death.” “Expect from another
what you have done to another.” “Extinguish with tears the wrath of
him who loves you.” “To quarrel with a drunken man is to quarrel
with one absent.” Then comes a maxim of the I-3 type: “It is better
to receive a wrong than to inflict one.” Then come four maxims
again of the I« type, and one of the I-3: “He who loves his wife
licentiously is an adulterer.” Finally a maxim of the I-y type: “We
all ask, ‘Is he rich?’ No one asks, ‘Is he good?”” That maxim con-
tains an assertion of fact (I.a) and a censure of the fact (I.3)." Or
further, consider the maxims of Menander: “It is agreeable to pluck
everything in its season” (I-a). “Neither do nor learn aught that is
shameful” (I-3). “Silence is an ornament to all women” (I-4y).

1421. I-a: Assertions of facts, experimental or imaginary. The as-
sertion may be subordinate to experience, and in that case it is a log-
ico-experimental proposition and has no place among derivations.
But the assertion may also subsist of itself by virtue of a certain in-
herent persuasiveness independent of experience. In that case it is a
derivation.

1422. As we saw above (§§ 526, 1068), a simple narration and the
assertion of a uniformity are different things. Both may belong to
logico-experimental science or to derivations, according as they are
subordinate to experience or subsist of themselves.

1423. Oftentimes a person following the method of the logico-
experimental sciences will begin with a derivation and proceed to
subject it to experimental test. In such a case the derivation is just
an instrument of research and may have its place in logico-experi-
mental science—though never as an instrument of proof or per-
suasion.

1424. When a uniformity is asserted on the basis of a fact, or a
number of facts, the residue which is brought in for purposes of
derivation is connected with a feeling that relations between facts of
nature are constant (§ 1068). That procedure is scientific, provided
one remember that there is nothing absolute about a uniformity so

1420 ! [In Lyman, p. 13, the numbers of the maxims read in order, 1-5, 10; in
Kremsier, they are, respectively, 2, 19, 12, 669, 343, pp. I, 4, 3, 157, 69.—A. L.]
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obtained. It is a non-scientific derivation of the I3 type if the con-
stancy of natural “laws” is regarded as something absolute, or if
the statement is in any way considered as transcending experience.

1425. The blunt assertion has little or no demonstrative value, but
sometimes it has great persuasive force.! However, the assertion pure
and simple is a rare thing, especially among civilized peoples. There
is almost always some adjunct, some derivation, however rudi-
mentary.”

1426. Frequent, on the other hand, in times past and present, is
the re-enforcing assertion that is appended as a sort of exclamation
to other derivations. In the Bible in issuing commands to His people

1425 1 That is why we come upon the assertion here just as we came upon it
some distance back (Chapter III) when we were investigating the ways in which
people try to convince themsclves and others that non-logical conduct is logical. We
did not meet with it when we were considering demonstrations (Chapter IV).

1425 2 Seneca discusses the utility of precepts in his Epistulae, 94. That is not
our problem here, but some of his observations hit the mark as to the character
and the appeal of the assertion: “Adiice nunc quod aperta quoque apertiora fieri
solent.”” (“Then again what is obvious usually becomes more so.”) He is met with
the objection that if a precept is questionable it has to be proved, and in that case
the useful thing is tue proof, not the precept, and he replies: “What do you say to
the fact that the very authority of the mentor has its effect (prodest) quite apart
from any proof? So it is with the dicta of jurists, even when they give no reasons.
Besides, the maxims imparted to us have a great weight all by themselves whether
they are elaborated in verse or arc compressed into the proverb in prose, such as
Cato’s famous maxim: ‘Emas non quod opus est sed quod necesse est. Quod non
opus est asse carum est” (“Buy not what you need but what you have to have.
What you do not need comes dear at a farthing”—Reliquiae, 4 (8), p. 17.) So with
the responses of oracles or things of that kind, such as ‘Tempori parce!” ‘Te nosci’
What proof do you require when someone quotes to you lines such as: ‘Iniuriarum
remedium est oblivio, ‘Audentes fortuna iuvat,” ‘Piger ipse sibi obstat’? Such max-
ims nced no advocate. They touch us in our inner emotions and stimulate us by
their own natural force. [So Parcto. “Natura vim suam exercente proficiunt”: perhaps
“by force of our very natures”; Gummere: “because nature is exercising her proper
function”; Morell: “Let nature exert her own power, they cannot but do good.”—
A. L.] The sceds of all nobility lie in our souls, and they are stirred to life by the
admonition, much as a spark when gently fanned unfolds its inner flame.” To be
quite exact the last sentences need retouching: “The sceds of certain things lie in
our souls, and they are stirred to life by simple assertions, much as, etc.” Seneca goes
on to say: “Some things moreover are present in our souls but in a state of slug-
gishness, and they become supple and active (in expedito) when they are expressed
in words. Some things lie scattered about so that an untrained mind cannot bring
them together; and so they have to be assembled and organized before they can be
useful and inspiriting to the soul.” That is all very sound and well describes the
cffects of simple assertions.
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through Moses, Jehovah now and again exclaims as it were by way
of re-enforcement: “I am the Lord your God.”* Frequent in our
time are assertions to the effect that this or that measure means
“progress” or “democracy” or that it is “broadly human” or “makes
for a better humanity.” The assertion is less a derivation, in just that
form, than a mere device for evoking certain sentiments. But by
being repeated over and over again, it eventually acquires a force
of its own, becomes a motive of conduct, and is to all intents and
purposes a derivation.

1427. The simple assertion also figures in the taboo without sanc-
tion, to which we have already alluded (§§ 321 f.). Simple deriva-
tions of that sort can be detected in a great many compound deriva-
tions—rare, indeed, the concrete derivation that fails to contain one.
The arbitrary assertion generally finds some little place among exper-
imental assertions; or else it creeps into an argument or dissembles
its presence there to usurp for itself the assent that is accorded to the
other propositions among which it lurks.

1428. 1-3: Assertion of sentiments. The assertion may be an in-
direct manner of expressing certain sentiments, and it is accepted as
an “explanation” by people who share those sentiments. In such a
case, therefore, it is a mere manifestation of the secondary residues
that go to make up the derivation.

1429. When a uniformity or precept is derived from an individual
sentiment, the residue brought into play for purposes of derivation is
the one that transforms subjective facts into objective realities (resi-
due 1IZ, § 888) along, oftentimes, with residues of sociality (Class
IV). A man sees other people run and he runs. That is an instinctive
act, a reflex action such as is observable in animals. He hears some-
one shout, “Run!” and he runs. We are still in the same case. Ask
him, “Why did you run?” and he answers, “Because I heard people
shouting ‘Run!” and I thought that one oxgh? to run.” In that we get
a first glimmer of the derivation, which will become more compli-
cated if the man undertakes to give a reason for the “ought.” A man
reading a poem exclaims, “It is beautiful” Were he to say, “It seems
beautiful to me,” he would merely be stating a subjective fact. Using
the language, “It is beautiful I” he makes the subjective fact objective.

1426 1 Lev. 14:3, and passim: “And ye shall fear every man his mother and his
father and keep my sabbaths: I am the Lord your God.”
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Furthermore, anyone hearing the exclamation has a feeling that
anything that is rcputed beautiful ough to make an impression of
beauty upon him, a residue of sociality interposing. That is the reason
why people as a rule share the tastes of the community in which they
live.

1430. An assertion is accepted and gains prestige through the
sentiments of various kinds which it excites in those who hear it, the
sentiments so acquiring status as “proof.” It convinces because it is
stated in a doctoral, sententious tone, with great assurance, and in a
choice literary language. It will be more effective in verse than in
prose, in print rather than in manuscript, in a book rather than in
a newspaper, in a newspaper rather than in the spoken word
(§ 1157).

1431. The causes that account for the persuasiveness of the asser-
tion fall into three categories: 1. A vague feeling that a person who
expresses himself in such a form must be right. In that the derivation
is reduced to a minimum and is to be taken as the distinctive type
of the I3 variety. 2. A feeling that such a select form is authoritative.
In that the derivation is somewhat more evolved and belongs to
Class II (and see below, §§ 1434 f., authority). 3. The more or less
vague notion that the authority is justified. The derivation still be-
longs to Class I (§ 1435), and may develop to the point of yielding
a logical reasoning.

One might guess, in the abstract, that the sentiments in 3 gave
rise to the sentiments in 2, and those in 2 to those in 1: that first, in
other words, one is shown that certain circumstances confer author-
ity; that then the authority is accepted in gencral terms; and that,
finally, and quite apart from any authority, comes a feeling of
reverence for the manner of expression used. That may sometimes
be the process; but in reality the three groups are often independent,
each having a life of its own; and when a relation does exist be-
tween 2 and 3, it is the reverse of the one indicated. In many cases
the person accepting the assertion expressed in the forms mentioned
does not do any very extensive thinking: he says, “I see by the
papers . . .” and for him that is proof enough." It is a I-3 derivation,

1431 1 Journal des Goncourt, Vol. V, p. 9 (Jan. 10, 1872): “Today the news-

paper has replaced the catechism among the French. A leading article in the Jour-
nal de Paris by Tom, Dick, or Harry becomes an article of faith that the subscriber
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but only in case the sentiment of respect for the printed or written
word is made implicitly or explicitly to serve as an explanation or
justification of the assent that is given to what is printed or written.
If the sentiment is merely expressed (as when something printed or
written is taken as a fetish, or amulet) or is merely regarded with
reverence and no inferences are drawn from it, we get a residue that
we discussed some distance back (§§ 1157 f., authority of symbols).
The observation is of general bearing: a sentiment finds expression
in a residue. If the residue is then used to explain, justify, demon-
strate, we get a derivation. In the case where a person takes his
opinions from the newspaper that he habitually reads, there figure,
along with the I-3 derivation, a cumulus of other derivations and
residues, notable among which are residues of sociality (Class IV):
the newspaper expresses, or is taken as expressing, the opinion of
the community to which the reader belongs. In other cases the con-
cept of authority figures (§§ 1157£.), now in combination with the
residue of sociality, now independently of it. Finally, in a case rela-
tively rare, sentiments justifying the authority also come into play
(§ 1432). But as a rule a person first has the sentiment of authority,
and then goes looking for ways to justify it.

1432. From the logico-experimental standpoint, the fact that an
assertion is made in a tone of great assurance may be an indication,
slight though it be, that it is not to be doubted. The fact that it is
made in Latin proves, unless it be a parrot-like repetition, that the
person who makes it has a certain amount of education, and that
may create a presumption of legitimate authority. In general, the
fact that it is expressed in language that not everybody could use
may be an indication, though often enough misleading, that it comes
from a person better able than others to know what he is talking
about. An assertion made in print, as in newspapers or books, may
almost always be regarded as publicly made, and so as more readily
susceptible of refutation than an assertion made in private and
passing from mouth to mouth. So if the refutation fails to materi-
alize, the printed assertion has greater plausibility than the spoken
word. But people are seldom influenced by considerations of that
kind. Not logico-experimental reasonings but sentiments prompt

accepts with the same absence of free thought that the mystery of the Trinity used
to get from the old-fashioned Catholic.”
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them to lend credence to assertions that are made in those manners.

1433. I+y: Mixtures of fact and sentiment. Our I-aand I-3 varieties,
which we separated in the abstract, nearly always appear combined
in the concrete and so give rise to this present genus. To be sure, a
person giving an explanation may, though such a thing rarely hap-
pens, be free of the sentiments he exploits in giving it. But in gen-
eral the person who assents to it does share those sentiments—other-
wise he would not give his assent. It follows from that that most
Class I derivations in the concrete are of the Iy variety, and that
statements of fact and expressions of sentiment are so intimately
blended in them as not easily to be distinguished. Often sentiments
of authority figure.

1434. Class II: Authority. Here we get a tool of proof and a tool
of persuasion. With authority as a means of proof we have already
dealt (§§583f.). Here our more particular interest is in authority
as an instrument of persuasion. The various derivations in this class
are the simplest next after assertions (Class I). As in many other
derivations, the residues that are used for purposes of deriving are
residues of group-persistence (Class II), II- residues that represent
sentiments as objective realities being supported by residues of other
kinds, as, for instance, II-3 residues (surviving authority of a dead
parent, or of the forefathers), residues of tradition (II-a); of persist-
ing uniformities (II-€), and so on. As a rule Class I residues sooner or
later come into play to elongate and complicate the derivation.

1435. 1l-a: Authority of one individual or of a number of individ-
uals. An extreme case would be the derivation that is strictly logical.
It is evident that in a given connexion the opinion of an expert has
a greater probability of being verified by experience than the opinion
of a person who is ignorant of the matters in hand or but slightly
acquainted with them. That is a purcly logico-cxperimental situa-
tion and we need not linger on it. But there are other kinds of der-
ivations in which the individual’s competence is not experimental.
It may be assumed to exist from misleading evidence or be alto-
gether fictitious. In the case least remote from the logico-experi-
mental situation the authority is presumed on grounds that may or
may not be sound, it being a question of a greater or lesser degree
of probability (§1432). Next to that would come the case where
the competence is stretched, through sentiments of group-persist-
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ence, beyond the limits within which it is experimentally valid. The
situation dealt with in the familiar maxim, “Cobbler, stick to your
last”—Sutor, ne ultra crepidam—is of all times and places.!

1436. Because he is a first-class politician, Theodore Roosevelt is
sure that he also knows history; and he makes bold to deliver a lec-
ture in Berlin in which he makes brilliant display of his perfect
ignorance of Greek and Roman history. The university that once
listened to the lectures of Mommsen confers on him the title of
Doctor honoris causa. He makes the discovery—and it is a feat
indeed—that the apothegm, 87 vis pacem, para bellum, is George
Washington’s—and he becomes a corresponding member of the
French Institute of Moral and Political Sciences.* Now indubitably
Roosevelt is a past master in the art of manipulating elections. He
knows all the ins and outs of publicity. He is not a bad hunter of
the white rhinoceros. But how can all that make him competent to
advise the English on how to govern Egypt, or the French on the
number of children they should have? Undoubtedly political con-
siderations and considerations of rather undignified adulation fig-
ured in the honours that were conferred upon Roosevelt by the
French Institute and the universities of Berlin and Cambridge, to
say nothing of flattery which he received from influential statesmen
in the course of his rapid flight through Europe. But even where

1435 * Bentham, Tactique des assemblées législatives, Vol. 11, pp. 23-24, expresses
an altogether erroncous opinion: “Authority has been the support over countless
centuries of the most discordant systems, the most monstrous opinions. [Such opin-
ions are supported by residues and explained by derivations, among which the
derivation of authority.] The religions of the Brahma, of Foh, of Mohammed, rest
on nothing else. [Not at all! Authority is only one of many derivations that are
called in to logicalize the various group-persistences.] 1If authority is a thing that
cannot be questioned, the human race that peoples those vast territorics has no hope
ever of escaping from darkness.” In that we get, first of all, the usual error of as-
suming that all conduct is logical and that beliefs are products of reasoning. The
fact is—they are dictated by sentiment. Implicit, secondly, is a conflict between the
Religion of Progress in which Bentham believes and the “‘superstition” of authority
that he combats. To adopt the superstition would be tantamount to renouncing every
hope of progress for the peoples of Asia; and since such a thing is inconceivable,
the superstition has to be rejected. That is one of the usual confusions between the
question of the utility of a doctrine and its accord with experimental facts.

1436 ® [And yet why not George Washington, as well as some other modern? For
the phrase has no classical authority. Vegetius, De re militari, 111, proemium, said,

“Qui desiderat pacem, pracparet bellum”; and Cicero, Philippicae, VII, 6, 19, “Si
pace frus volumus bellum gerendum est.”—A. L.]
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those considerations were not operative there was plenty of admira-
tion for Roosevelt’s fatuous chatter. The feeling was that there was
a man who was man enough to get himself elected to the presi-
dency of the United States and to make a terrible noise in that office,
and that therefore he must surely be competent in any matter re-
lating to the historical and social sciences. It was the feeling also
that a man who is competent in one thing is competent in every-
thing; along with a sentiment of generic admiration, which prevents
people from distinguishing the respects in which a man is competent
from the respects in which he is not.*

In a day gone by the prestige of the poet intruded upon every
field of human activity, in many cases with some slight logico-ex-
perimental justification, since the poet was often a scholar. That
consideration no longer applies to the poets and literat: of our time.
Yet in many cases such men are reputed authorities in matters alto-
gether stranger to them. Here is a Brieux, who “solves” some “social
question” for us in every one of his dramatic productions. He “dis-
covers” a thesis that has been a commonplace from times most an-
cient and in the footsteps of Plutarch and Rousseau solemnly tells
mothers that they ought to suckle their children. That wins him
loud applause from hosts of men and women of no great brains.
Anatole France is a novelist of the very first rank, a great stylist,
and a master of literary form. He has written in marvellous lan-
guage novels distinguished for a keen psychological insight and
sagacious irony. In all such connexions his authority is not to be
disputed. And then, one fine day, he takes it into his head to extend
that authority to matters about which he knows much less. He sets
out to solve questions of politics, economics, religion, history: he
becomes Dreyfusard, Socialist, theologian, historian; and people
flock in throngs to him in all of those varied metamorphoses. The
sentiment of authority re-enforced by political passions was so strong
in his case that it resisted all proofs to a contrary in itself more plau-

1436 1 The public attentions showcred on Roosevelt were to a certain extent logi-
cal actions. It was believed at the time in Europe that Roosevelt would again be
President of the United States, and the idca was to work for favours from him.
Those calculations went amiss, however: Roosevelt was not re-elected. To counter-
balance such fawning, the Pope rcfused to reccive Roosevelt, a Genoese nobleman

denied him entrance to his palace, and Maximilian Harden wrote an article lam-
pooning German adulators of Roosevelt.
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sible. Andrew Lang, in his time, called attention to the serious and
astonishingly numerous errors that France’s Jeanne d’Arc contains,
some childish, some unintentional, and some that cannot, unfortu-
nately, be called unintentional. In spite of everything the book still
has hosts of admirers and enjoys not a little prestige.?

1437. The residue of veneration (§§1156f., inferiors for su-
periors) often contributes to lending weight to assertions. The senti-
ment may show varying degrees of intensity, running from simple
admiration to deification outright. It serves for purposes of deriva-

1436 %2 Andrew Lang, La Jeanne d’Arc de M. Anatole France, pp. 95-102, Chap.
IX, The Forest of Errors [Lang’s review was written in French and seems never to
have appeared as such, in English. It contained material that Lang had already put
forward against Anatole France in The Maid of France, Being the Story of the Life
and Death of Jeanne d’Arc, London, 1908.—A. L.]: France states that “the tax
imposed . . . upon the population of Domremy amounted to not less than £220 in
gold.” Lang informed France before the definitive publication of the Jeanne d’Arc
that “for the tax to have reached such a sum, we should have to assume that Dom-
remy had as large a population as Orléans. . . . I had already called M. France’s
attention to this error, but it has not been corrected in the revised edition. . . .
M. France obstinatcly maintains that a certain young woman whose son was god-
son to Jeanne ‘ridiculed her because of her devoutness,” mentioning the testimony
of the woman as proof. Now there is not a suggestion of any such thing in the
woman’s testimony; and I am not alone in having called M. France’s attention to
that fact. That is how he bases his work on ‘the most reliable sources,” to use the
words of his new preface, and ‘interpreting them with all the insight of a real
scholar,” to believe his good-natured critic, M. Gabriel Monod!” Lang notes other
crrors of minor importance but which go to show that France took the writing of
his book not overseriously: “In a short passage from the celcbrated letter of Gerson,
every sentence as translated by M. France becomes nonsense. A versified proverb of
Dionysius Cato, ‘Arbitrii nostri non est quod quisque loquatur,! becomes in the
book of M. France, ‘Our arbiters are not what each one says.” Of the false rumours
current regarding Jeanne, Gerson says, ‘S multi multa loquantur pro garrulitate sua
et levitate aut dolositate aut alio sinistro favore vel odio. . . ” M. France translates
that as follows: ‘If several witnesses have testified to Jeanne’s garrulousness, and to
her frivolousness and shrewdness . . .’! In the sentence next following Gerson al-
ludes to the words of the Apostle, ‘Non oportet servum Dei litigare,” and M. France
translates, ‘It is not meet to involve the servant of God in this question.”” Noting
another important error on France’s part, Lang comments: “While M. France was
finding in Dunois’s testimony things that were not there, it was quite natural that
he should fail to observe that D’Aulon was a member of the Royal Council and
had been summoned by the King along with the other Councillors to pass on
Jeanne’s first petition—a thing that must surely strike us as altogether natural. But
it is very regrettable that after his attention had been called to these points by the
‘praiseworthy conscientiousness of Mr. Andrew Lang,’ he should have allowed his
fabrication to stand in his revised edition.” Though Salomon Reinach shows him-
self very kindly disposed towards Anatole France, he is forced to admit the latter’s
errors: Cultes, mythes et religions, Vol. 1V, pp. 311-12: “I am going to say at the
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tion in all its forms, but in the higher reaches it often appears as
authority of verbal or written tradition.*

1438. With derivations of this Il-a type are to be classed many
pseudo-experimental assertions that are current in all periods of his-
tory and are repeated parrotwise by everybody. Sometimes they carry
a suggestion of proof in some more or less intelligent, some more or
less accurate, attestation; but oftentimes again they are destitute of
even that support, and keep afloat no one knows how, without a
shadow of foundation, whether experimental or otherwise. Exam-
ples without end might be mentioned. Open any book of ancient
times and one will soon be encountered, and the chances are just
as good among modern writings. We have seen many specimens
already. Let us look at just one more. St. Augustine, De civitate Dei,
XXI, 2, sets out to prove against unbelievers that the torment of
hell-fire will really be visited upon the damned. He has been met
with the objection that it is incredible that flesh should burn on
for ever without being destroyed, and that a soul should suffer so
much without dying. That difficulty he meets with the rejoinder
that things just as marvellous have happened and that they would
be incredible if they were not certainly true; and he mentions a long
list of them. We need not go into the major issue, the argument
outset that M. Lang is often right in his criticisms of M. France, though he is in-
clined to attach a great deal of importance to small matters.” But he concedes, p.
320, that France did not rectify errors that had been called to his attention: “In
spite of the improvements M. France has made, his book is still very inaccurate.
Perhaps we ought to assume that M. France shared his labours with others, using
what we call a ‘négre,” and not a very trustworthy ‘négre.”” As rcgards the Cato
proverb in dispute between Lang and France, France should have remembered that

in the Distica Catonis, a work well known and greatly admired in centuries past,
the proverb reads, 111, 2:

“Cum recte vivas ne cures verba malorum:
arbitrii non est nostri quid quisque loquatur.”

(“So long as you live rightly, give no thought to the words of the malicious. It is
not within our power to control what people say.”)

1437  Maimbourg, Histoire de I'Arianisme, Vol. 1, pp. 17-18: “I am well aware
that one is not always obliged to believe in the extraordinary things called visions,
especially when they are not vouched for by some celebrated author whose name is
in itself genuine proof. But I am also not unaware that history, leaving us full lib-
erty to believe what we will, cannot without excessive meticulousness (délicatesse)
and without a certain meanness of spirit suppress visions that have been accepted
as true for ages and ages and by people whom oae could not accuse of frailty with-
out losing one’s own reputation.”
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being utterly fatuous on both sides. The question of the reality of
hell-fire transcends the possibilities of experimental verification and
experimental science can therefore in no way discuss it. But it is a
very curious thing that nearly all the examples mentioned by the
Saint are imaginary; so much so that had his own argument been
made by an adversary, one might suppose that the intention was to
disprove the miracles which the Saint thinks he is proving. Using
the very same “facts,” one might say to the Saint: “We accept your
challenge: we grant that the miracles you speak of are as true as
the wonders with which you compare them. But, alas, they are all
false!” For one of the wonders in question, the allegation that the
flesh of the peacock never rots, there is a pseudo-experimental basis.
In the other cases the proof is by derivations based on authority.

The Saint, in all that, is a predecessor of our present-day worship-
pers of the goddess Science. He says that he believes only what is
proved by the facts, so denying credence to pagan mythology. In our
day, the convinced Positivist-Humanitarian asserts in his turn that
he believes only what is proved by the facts and refuses credence to
Christian mythology. Unfortunately, however, in the one case as in
the other, the facts are pseudo-experimental and nothing more.

After all, some slight doubt as to the “facts” creeps into St. Augus-
tine’s mind, a thing that seems never to happen with our worship-
pers of democracy and humanitarianism. God’s omnipotence is, at
bottom, the best proof of miracles for St. Augustine. And in that
he is right; for in taking the question out of the logico-experimental
field, he avoids the objections of logico-experimental science, which,
however, retain their full vigour against anyone who obstinately in-
sists on remaining in that field." *** (For footnotes 2-4 see pages gr2-
913.)

1438 * To begin with, the Saint asserts that he will take his stand in the experi-
mental field: “Unbelievers will not allow us to ascribe this thing to the power of
the Almighty, but challenge us to persuade them by some example.” He undertakes
to do so; but unluckily the unbelievers are such obstinate and perverse creatures that
they demand proofs even of his new assertions: “We might tell them that there
are animals which are certainly corruptible because mortal, yet which nevertheless
remain alive in fire. We might tell them that a species of worm is to be found in
hot springs which are so hot that nobody can touch the water without harm—
whereas the worms not only live there without damage but cannot live anywhere
else. But even if we told them such things they would not believe them unless we
were able to produce them before their eyes [Unreasonable creatures!]; or if we
were able to produce them or to prove them by trustworthy witnesses, they would
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1439. The residue of authority comes down in derivations across
the centuries without losing any of its vigour. After a talk in our
day with an admirer of Eusapia Paladino, or Cesare Lombroso, or
William James, one can only admit that it is as strong now as it ever

still not budge from their unbelief, but contend that anyhow such animals do not
live for ever and that the heat occasions them no suffering.” If such an objection
was really raised, the Saint was right in rejecting it. But the existence of the animals
still remains to be proved! Authority comes to the Saint’s rescue: “According to
writers who have investigated the nature of animals with the greatest care, the
salamander lives in fire.” And if a soul can suffer without perishing, lost souls can
really suffer in hell-fire eternally. Then there is the fact that God can endow flesh
with a capacity for not being consumed by fire, for he has made the flesh of the
peacock immune to decay. On that point the Saint had made an experiment him-
self. He had set aside a piece of pcacock’s breast that had been cooked. After a long
enough time for any other cooked meat to have rotted, the peacock’s breast was
brought to him. His sense of smell was in no way offended. Thirty days later it
was found in the same condition, and so again after a year, except that by that time
it was rather dry and shrivelled—*nisi quod aliquantum corpulentiae siccioris et
contractioris fuit.” Another marvel is the diamond, which resists iron and fire and
any other force except ram’s blood. When a diamond is set beside a loadstone the
latter no longer attracts iron. But the unbelievers still stand adamant and will have
the rcasons for the miraculous things described by the Saint: “But when we assert
divine miracles past or future and are unable to demonstrate them tangibly (ex-
perienda) before their eycs, the unbelievers insist on our explaining the reasons for
them; and since we are unable to do that, surpassing as they do the powers of the
human mind, they conclude that what we say is false. But in that case suppose they
try themselves to account for all the wondrous things that we see or may sec if we
choose.” So far the Saint is right. The fact that we do not know the cause of a
thing proves nothing as to its reality. But the existence of the thing still has to be
proved by direct obscrvation. That is where St. Augustine falls short. Nearly all the
things he represents as authentic facts are purcly fantastic: 1. When the salt of Agri-
gentum (Sicily) is thrown into fire it melts as in water. In water it crackles as in
fire. Pliny’s account, Historia naturalis, XXXI, 41, 2 (Bostock-Riley, Vol. V, p. 505),
is somewhat different: “Agrigentinus ignium patiens ex aqua exsilet” (resistant to
fire it effervesces in water). 2. In the Garamantian district (Africa) there is a spring
where the water is so cold by day that it cannot be drunk, and so hot by night that
it cannot be touched. And cf. Pliny, Ibid., V, 5, 6 (Bostock-Riley, Vol. I, p. 399):
“At Debris there is a spring in which the water is boiling hot between noon and
midnight and freezing cold for the same length of time from midnight till mid-
day.” 3. There is another spring in Epirus where, as is usual with other springs, a
burning torch will go out if it is dipped in the water; but, as is not usual with
other springs, an unlighted torch can be lighted by dipping it in the water. And cf.
Pomponius Mela, De situ orbis, 11, 3, 53 and Pliny, I16:d., 11, 106 (Bostock-Riley,
Vol. I, p. 133). Lucretius tries to explain something very similar in De rerum na-
tura, V1, vv. 880-89. 4. Asbestos is a stone found in Arcady. It is so called because
once set on fire it can never more be cxtinguished. Pliny, Ibid., XXXVII, 54 (Bos-
tock-Riley, Vol. VI, p. 442), notes simply that it is a stone from Arcady. Solinus,
Polyhistor, V11, 13 (Leipzig, pp. 74-75), says the same and adds: “accensus semel
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was in the day when Lucian wrote his “Lover of Lies.” Nor are the
fabulous wonders that Lucian ridicules so very different from those
current today, and in Lucian’s time, as in ours, they were justified
on the authority of people who were reputed to be intelligent and
responsible. Long before Lombroso and William James ever prom-

extingui nequit.” 5. The wood of a certain fig-tree in Egypt does not float in water:
it sinks to the bottom, and then, after a certain time, it returns to the surface again.
Cf. Pliny, Op. cit., XIII, 14 (7) (Bostock-Riley, Vol. III, pp. 180-81). 6. In the Sodom
district there are certain fruits that if touched with lips or hand, seeming to be
ripe, vanish into smoke and ashes. Cf. Josephus, De bello Judaico, 1V, 8, 4 (27)
(Opera, Vol. V, p. 371; Whitson, Vol. V, p. 315). 7. In Persia there is a stone that
catches fire if it is pressed hard between the hands. For that reason it is called
“pyritis.” Cf. Solinus, Op. cit., XXXVII, 16 (Leipzig, p. 227); Pliny, XXXVII, 73
(Bostock-Riley, Vol. VI, p. 460): “Pyritis, though a black stone, burns the fingers
when rubbed by them.” 8. Also in Persia is a stone called “selenite.” It has an
inner brilliancy that waxes and wanes with the Moon. Cf. Pliny, Op. cit., XXXVII,
67, 1 (Bostock-Riley, Vol. VI, p. 456): “Selenitis is white and transparent with a re-
flected colour like that of honey.” 9. In Cappacodia mares are fertilized by the wind,
but their foals live not more than three years. (Cf. § 9278.) 10. The island of Tilon
in the Indies is blessed above all others, because the trees there do not lose their
foliage. This last statement is the only one of the list that has the slightest probabil-
ity of being true, provided it be taken as applying not just to one island but to all
the tropics.

1438 28 The Saint continues: “Hosts of things arc recorded in books [Explicit
derivations of authority.] not as having been done and then having passed away,
but as still existing in their various localities, so that if anyone were minded and
able to go there, he could see for himself whether they be true.” There the deriva-
tion of authority is implicit. To say that anyone might go and see whether such
wonderful things were true is equivalent, in that context, to saying that “it was
believed” that such a verification was possible. As a matter of fact, a person actu-
ally going on such a mission could not possibly have verified facts that were not
facts. But the obstinate unbelievers lay a trap for the Saint as regards the written
record: “To this, perhaps, they will straightway answer that these wonders do not
exist, that they do not believe in them, that those who have spoken and written of
them have spoken and written falsely; and they argue that if such things are to be
believed then one ought also to believe the other things that are described in those
same books, such as the story that there was, or is, a certain temple to Venus where
one may see a candelabrum with a lamp standing out in the weather, but which
no storm, no rain, can extinguish.” In that argument the Saint’s critics were trying
to place him in the dilemma either of denying the miracle of Venus and so dis-
crediting the evidence he had adduced in behalf of his own wonders, or of admit-
ting the existence of the gods of paganism. But he wriggles free by pointing out
that he is not obliged to believe everything the heathen writers say: “non habemus
necesse omnia credere quae continet historia gentium”; for, as Varro notes, they are
at variance with one another on many points. We believe, he says, the things that
they do not dispute (“quae non adversantur libris”) and which we can prove by
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ised to return after death and communicate with their friends, the
wife of Euchrates had returned from the other world to have a talk
with her husband. The philosopher Arignotus tells of even more
marvellous things, and the incredulous Tychiades, betraying the fact
that he does not take overmuch stock in them, is adjudged a man

good witnesses. He does not name his witnesses, however, any more than the wor-
shippers of the modern goddess Scicnce name theirs when they assert the equality
or solidarity of all men. The Saint now resumes the offensive. With the miracle of
the lamp of Venus he associates the many miracles of magic, which cannot be de-
nied without offence to the authority of Holy Writ: “Either the lamp in question
is devised by human art, with asbestos; or what is seen in the temple is the work
of magic; or else a demon, going under the name of Venus, has wrought with such
efficacy that this prodigy has been made manifest before all men and has endured.”
And he concludes that if magicians can do that much, we should be all the more
ready to believe that God, who is so much more powerful than any magician, can
work greater wonders still: “quanto magis Deus potens est facere quae infidelibus
sunt incredibilia sed illius facilia potestati’”—since He was the creator of that stone
(asbestos) and of the virtues of other things, of the intclligence of the men who use
such virtues in wondrous ways and of the angelic natures, which are far more
powerful than all earthly creatures. But that is all a reasoning in a circle, a manner
of thinking seldom missing in concrcte derivations of the Augustinian type. To
offer the testimony of the Scriptures to people who deny their authority, the mira-
cles of a devil Venus to people who deny miracles, the might of the Christian God
to people who deny His existence, is to take the conclusion of one’s arguments for
the premise.

1438 * As for St. Augustine’s doubts: “I do not ask that these facts which I have
mentioncd be accepted out of hand (zemere) as true. I do not believe them myself
to the extent that no doubt whatever is left in my mind, except as to those things
which I have cxperienced myself or which it would be easy for anyone to verify.”
An excellent resolve, to which unfortunately the Saint does not remain very faith-
ful! In addition to wonders that are only partially true, he takes exccption to two
of the less credible marvels, the story about lighting the torch in the spring in Epi-
rus, and the story about the fruit at Sodom. As for the spring in Epirus he con-
fesses that he had known no eyewitnesses; but he had met people who had seen a
similar spring at Gratianopolis (Grenoble). “As for the fruit-trees of Sodom, not
only are they vouched for by books altogether trustworthy, but so many writers
speak of them of their own experience that I cannot doubt them.” Interesting the
Saint’s way of giving and taking back at the same time, a common device in many
such derivations. It arises from the need of influencing sentiments, disregarding
contradictions, which would become apparent enough in a logico-experimental
argument. St. Augustine begins by representing his wonders as facts. He says indeed
that anyone who chooses may verify them, and in the matter of the diamond he
calls the jewellers of his city to witness. Then, when the effect of that has sunk in,
he ventures a certain amount of doubt that he may save both the goat and the cab-
bages. So nowadays worshippers of solidarity begin by pointing to a solidarity-fact:
and then when that has done its work, they deign to admit that their solidarity-fact
is the opposite of their solidarity-duty (§ 4501).
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of poor sense in not deferring to such authority.! To find similar
comments one has only to dip at random into any one of the many
books that deal with marvellous occurrences.”

1440. Such beliefs still exist in our day. Many people believe in
cures by prayer (§ 1695%). A great many live in holy fear of our
hygienists, who are modern saints defending wretched mortals from
the evil machinations of demons now become microbes. A text-book
on morals (!) in use in public schools in France teaches that “to be
in good health one must never touch alcohol or alcoholic beverages.
One must never swallow a single drop of brandy, cordial, absinthe,

1439 ! Lucian, Philopseudes, 17, 32 (Harmon, Vol. 1II, pp. 347, 369)—the in-
credulous Tychiades speaking ironically: “Oh, I said, how could I fail to believe
Euchrates, son of Deinon, a man of sober years, who discourses with authority on
any subject that happens to interest him—in his own house. . . . When Arignotus,
a famous, nay an inspired, sage, began telling such talcs, there was not one in the
company who did not call me a lunatic because I took no stock in them. Imaginel
Things vouched for by Arignotus! But I, without that much respect for his shaggy
locks and great renown, I cried: ‘O Arignotus, so you too—you promise us truth,
and feed us prattle! You make the proverb come true, “We seek a trcasure and
ashes we find.”” ‘“Very well,” answered Arignotus, ‘if you believe not my words, nor
Dinomachus, nor Cleodemus, nor Euchrates himself, come, tell us of a man of
greater authority to gainsay what we have just said.” And I, ‘Yes, by Jove, and a
wonderful man—Democritus of Abdera!””

1439 2 Mentioning numberless cases where human beings had turned into wolves
and then back into men again, Bodin expresses his astonishment that anyone could
doubt a thing enjoying such universal consensus: De la démonomanie, 11, 6 (Paris,
f. 99; Frankfurt, pp. 239-40): “We read further in the history of Johann Tritheim
that in the ycar 970 there was a Jew by the name of Baian, son of Simcon, who
could turn into a wolf whenever he chose and also make himself invisible. Now
that is a very strange thing, but I find it stranger still that there should be people
who do not believe it, seeing that all the peoples on earth and all antiquity stand
in agreement in the matter. Not only did Herodotus write of it 2,200 years ago
[Historiae, IV, 105], and 400 years before the time of Homer, but there is Pom-
ponius Mela [De situ orbis, 11, 1, 13], there is Solinus, there is Strabo, not to men-
tion Dionysius Afer, Marcus Varro, Virgil, Ovid, and countless others.” Father Le
Brun, Histoire critique des pratiques superstitieuses, Vol. 1, p. 118, tries to steer a
middle course. One ought not, certainly, believe everything, but “obstinacy in un-
belief ordinarily comes of an excessive pride that inclines one to esteem oneself
higher than the most respectable authorities and to prefer one’s own lights to the
wisdom of the greatest men and most judicious philosophers.” Following just such
principles Don Calmet remarks, Dissertations sur les apparitions, p. 63, that “Plu-
tarch, a man of recognized seriousness and wisdom, often speaks of spectres and
apparitions. He says, for instance [Theseus, 35], that at the famous battle of Mara-
thon, against the Persians, several soldiers saw the shade of Theseus fighting with
the Greeks against their enemies.”
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or apéritif.”* There is no reason to suppose that the author of the
text-book did not believe precisely what he says—otherwise the ex-
ample would be truly deplorable in a text-book on “morals”! He
believes—and his reader must believe by virtue of his authority—
that to swallow “a single drop of brandy or cordial” will impair
one’s health. It is a very easy matter to test the assertion and sece
whether it be true that after drinking @ single drop of liquor one
feels that one’s health has been impaired. In that case as in many
others it will be apparent that experience gives the lie to the au-
thority. But there is better yet. A certain individual declares as a
fact of experience that if a man is a drinker his daughter will lose
her ability to suckle a child and that that capacity is forever lost to
succeeding generations. In this case the substitution of authority for
experience is brazen and belies itself. To show experimentally that
the capacity for nursing a child is lost forever to succeeding genera-
tions, the generations must, obviously, have been examined for a
number of centuries at least. And how is that possible? Where are
the statistics of centuries now past to show whether a man was or
was not a drinker, or that the women descended from him were
or were not able to suckle children? Let alone the fact that if what
the gentleman in question says were true no wine-growing country
would show a single woman able to nurse a child! A pair of eyes
and a walk through such a district are all that is required to be con-
vinced of the contrary.’

1440 * Bayet, Lecons de morale, p. 33, a text-book in the Aulard Collection. The
Aulard in question is the same gentleman who rebuked Taine for insufficient schol-
arship and accuracy. It should be noted that a bill for “the defence of the lay school”
recently brought before the Chamber of Deputies proposes a penalty for anyone
daring to influence minors in the direction of disbelicf in such fine doctrines.

1440 2 For the hereditary effects of alcohol on mother’s milk, see Journal de
Genéve, Apr. 29, 1909: “In collaboration with more than a hundred physicians
from Switzerland and abroad [There you have the authority that requires deference
from everybody.], he has studied 2,051 families. On the basis of very considerable
data he concludes as follows: ‘When the father is a drinker, the daughter loses her
capacity to nurse a child and that capacity is irremediably lost for the following
generations. [This gentleman may know little enough about the past, but he has
learned all about the future—probably through some trance medium.] So with
moderate drinkers (less than one litre of wine or two litres of beer per diem), the
alcoholization of the father is the main cause of the woman’s inability to nurse her
children.” ” There must be mighty few women in Germany who are able to nurse

their children; for few the men in that country who do not drink as much as two
litres of beer a day. As usual derivations serve equally well to demonstrate the pro
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1441. And here is another gentleman who says—and he finds peo-
ple to believe him—that a pint of wine or a quart of beer will dimin-
ish capacity for mental work by from 25 to 40 per cent. If that were
true, German universities, where professors and students regularly
drink more than that amount of beer or wine, would show a very
small capacity for mental work. Abel, the great mathematician, ac-
tually abused alcoholic beverages. He should have turned out an
idiot—but it is very hard to notice it. Bismarck, too, should have had
a microscopic capacity for mental work." * (For footnote 2 see page
917.) _

1442. Many of the bclievers in this modern Prohibitionist religion
are bitterest enemics of the Catholic Church and ridicule its mira-
cles, not observing that their own miracles are as miraculous as the
Catholic, and that if belief in both sorts of miracles is dictated by
sentiment it has, after all, its justification in authority. But there is
a difference, and it is not in favour of the Prohibitionists. There is
no means available today for proving by experiment that a miracle
that took place ages ago was false. Whereas anyone can perform
experiments or make observations to prove the falsity of the mira-
cles of our present-day Prohibitionists.

1443. The residue of authority also appears in the devices that are
called into play to discredit it. That fact is apparent enough in al-
most any quarrel on theological, moral, or political questions.
and the contra. When the idea is to induce mothers to nurse their own children,
the argument changes, and complaisant statistics show just as convincingly that
mothers arc, or are not, ablc to supply their young with milk. Ibid., Oct. 27, 1910:
“Mlle. Louise Hedwige Kettler has observed some 1,700 maternity cases and reached
many interesting conclusions. . . . Absolute inability on a mother’s part to nurse
her child must be considered very rare. 93.42 per cent of the mothers obscrved by
Mlle. Kettler over a three years’ period were able to attend to that duty. Physical
causes preventive of such nursing are on the whole not very numerous. Mothers
should look out. In their resorting to artificial feeding there is risk of their rearing
a generation of women unable to nurse their children.” One needs only a superficial
acquaintance with Geneva to be certain that 93 per cent of the women in that town
are not daughters of parents who drink neither wine nor other alcoholic beverages.
But in the logic of derivations two contradictory propositions may be true at one
and the same time.

1441 * The report of a lecture by a Geneva physician in the Journal de Genéve:
“With painstaking documentation and taking into account researches conducted at
the Heidelberg School . . . Dr. Audéaud showed that the amount of alcohol con-
tained in about half a litre of wine or two litres of beer was enough to diminish

capacity for mental work by from 25 to 40 per cent. The falling-off is due to the
paralyzing, stupefying effects of alcohol. They arc observable for several days after
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1444. From the logico-experimental standpoint the soundness of
the proposition 4 = B is independent of the moral qualities of the
person who asserts it. Suppose tomorrow it should be discovered
that Euclid was a murderer, a thief, in short the worst man that
ever lived. Would such a thing in the remotest degree affect the
validity of the proofs in his geometry?

1445. Not so, however, from the standpoint of authority. If the
statement 4 = B is accepted only in view of the authority of the
individual who asserts it, anything that discredits that authority will
also discredit the proof that 4 = B. One of the tricks of the de-
bater, furthermore, is to locate in the field of authority a proposi-
tion that properly belongs in the logico-experimental field.

1446. For the very reason that they have no logico-experimental
force such devices lose their effectiveness when they are used too
freely. We know in our late day that when one theologian says of
another that he is a rogue and ought to be in jail, all it means is
that the two men have different opinions. When a newspaper calls
a man in public life a malefactor, it means simply that the paper
has reasons of personal or partisan interest for combating him, or
even a different opinion. That method of discrediting authority may
be an utter failure in politics at the present time.

the absorption of the poison. . . . Dr. Audéaud’s results are the fruit of long years
of laborious experiment and careful observations.”

1441 2 On Bismarck and alcohol sec Busch, Tagebuchblitter, Vol. 1, p. 68 (Eng-
lish, Vol. I, p. 58), Aug. 12, 1870: “Cognac, Bordeaux, and a light sparkling wine
from Mainz stood on the table. Someone mourned the absence of beer. ‘No harm!
cried Bismarck. ‘Too much beer-drinking is deplorable from every point of view.
It makes one stupid, lazy, good for nothing. Beer is responsible for all these demo-
cratic idiocies that are being passed around the tables in the cabarets. Take my word
for it, a good rye-whiskey does much less harm.”” Ibid., Vol. III, p. 280 (English,
Vol. 11, p. 519), Mar. 22, 18go: On his fall from power, Bismarck rctires to Fried-
richsruh and commissions Busch to move his effects thither: “ “There,” he said, ‘are
my maps. Put the letters inside and roll them up. . . . They will go along in the
moving van with the other things. I have some three hundred trunks or boxes and
more than thirteen thousand bottles of wine.” He told me he had a lot of fine sherry
that he had bought when he was rich.” Palamenghi-Crispi, Carteggio di Francesco
Crispi, p. 446: “Otto von Bismarck to Crispi, Friedrichsruh, Jan. 7, 18go: ‘Dear
Friend and Colleague: I was deeply touched by the new proof of your friendship
on learning that you have shipped to me a case of your splendid Italian wine. I
appreciate it all the more since the high quality of last year’s vintage leads me to
look forward to all that it will be. A good wine is never without its influence on
the quality of the drinker’s statesmanship.”” Poor Bismarck! What a pauper in
capacity for mental work he must have beenl
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1447. 11-3: Authority of tradition, usages, and customs. Such au-
thority may be verbal, written, anonymous, of a real or a legendary
person. In such derivations residues of group-persistence play an
important part. In view of them, “the wisdom of the forefathers” in
a day gone by, the “traditions of the party” in our time, take on an
independent existence of their own. Derivations by authority of
tradition are exceedingly numerous. No city or nation but has its
traditions. Even particular societies cannot do without them. They
play an important role in all social life. To explain a thing by tradi-
tion is a very easy matter; for among the many legends that exist
or can be invented if necessary one can readily be found that, in
view of some resemblance more or less distant, some accord of senti-
ments more or less vague, can be made to fit the thing for which
an “explanation” is sought.’

1448. Custom is at times indistinguishable from tradition; and not
infrequently the person observing a given custom can give no other
reason for his conduct than the fact that “that is what people do.”

1449. Traditions may come to constitute independent residues
(§ 877), and if these are at all powerful the society becomes, as it
were, crystallized and rebuffs virtually everything new. But tradi-

1447 1 Of that type are derivations 4, 5, 6, and 7 in the following example from
Ovid, Fasti, IV, vv. 783-806. We saw in § 1266 4 that Ovid is there describing the
purification rites that were practised during the feast of the Palilia. He sets out to
find their “origins,” to “explain” them—in other words, he goes looking for
derivations, and he finds no less than seven: 1. Fire purifies cverything. 2. Water
and fire are the opposite principles that constitute all things. 3. Those clements are
the principles of life. 4. The firc and the lustral water commemorate respectively
the adventure of Phaeton and Deucalion’s flood. 5. Shepherds discovered fire with
flint. 6. Aenecas ran through flames in his flight and they did him no harm. 7. In
memory of the foundation of Rome when the hovels in which the Romans had
lived up to that time were burned. This last is the explanation that Ovid himself
prefers. The first three derivations derive their persuasiveness from certain meta-
physical sentiments (Ill-¢) ; the last four, from tradition (II-8). Obviously still other
derivations of the kind might be found—they are the variable element in the phe-
nomenon. The need of purification (residues V-y, restoration of integrity) and the
instinct of combinations (residues Class I) are the constant element, and it is the
more important one, the variable element deriving from it. Note further that
within the constant element the need of purification, of restoring integrity, is the
main thing, the combinations designed to satisfy it being secondary. So we get
as a whole: 1. Residues made up of, @, main residues (purification) and, &, sec-
ondary residues (combinations). 2. Derivations designed to explain the sum of
residues as a whole, and which, in general, aim at “explaining” the secondary
residues, &.
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tions are often mere derivations, and in that case the society can in-
novate little or much, and even in opposition to the substance of
the tradition, the accord persisting in mere forms. That has been the
case with many sects of Christianity.

1450. Derivations, as we have repeatedly remarked, are on the
whole flexible, and derivations by tradition present that trait to a
very conspicuous degree. In the book that creates a tradition one
can find anything one pleases. The Greeks found everything imag-
inable in Homer, and the Latins, in Virgil. So Italians today find
many things in Dante. The case of the Bible and the Gospels is
truly remarkable. What has not been found in those books would
be hard to imagine. Different and even contradictory doctrines have
been based on them in vast numbers; and they furnish proofs for
and against with equal ease.

1451. Of course every sect is convinced that it has the one “true”
interpretation and scornfully rejects every other. But that sort of
“truth” has nothing to do with experimental truth, and there is no
standard of reference to help decide who is right. In such disputes
there are advocates in plenty but no judges (§ 9).

1452. It may be determined, cxpcrlmentally, that this or that in-
terpretation departs from literal meanings. But the person of “living
faith” is not worried by that. He disregards the literal sense quite
deliberately. If the Song of Songs were part of some book other
than the Bible, everybody would take it as a matter of course for a
love-poem (§ 1627). Faith sees something else in it; and since it
takes its stand outside experience, no objection can be raised against
it by anyone electing to remain inside that field.

1453. So long as tradition serves merely for purposes of deriva-
tion, criticism of it has but slight effect on the social equilibrium.
One could not go so far as to put it at zero, but, saving some rare
exception, it is never very great.

1454. From the eighteenth century on the Bible has been attacked
with a formidable artillery of science, scholarship, and historical
criticism. It has been shown very convincingly that no end of pas-
sages in the book cannot possibly be taken in their literal senses.
The unity of the Bible has been demolished, and in place of the
magnificent edifice so greatly admired of yore only formless heaps
of literary materials are left. And yet, reverence for the Bible has in
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no sense diminished, nor are believers any the fewer—they are still
to be counted by the millions and millions; and then there are peo-
ple who criticize the Bible as history but otherwise fall on their
knees before it and worship it. Derivations change, residues endure.!

1455. Numbers of good souls in our time have imagined that
they could destroy Christianity by proving the historical unreality
of Jesus. They have made many fine holes in the water. They do
not observe that their disquisitions never get beyond a very small
circle of scholars, never reach the public at large, nor even the major-
ity of believers. Ordinarily they persuade people who are already
persuaded.

1456. So there have been people to imagine that by proving that
Joan of Arc was a hysteric or a lunatic, they could destroy Catholic
patriotism in France and so contribute to the stability of M. Clemen-
ceau’s bloc and the Radical-Socialist régime. They caught the ear
only of the public that was already of their opinion. Far from dimin-

1454 ! Gauticr’s Introduction a I’ Ancien Testament is a book rich in lcarning and
historical criticism. Now in his “conclusion,” Vol. II, p. 507, he is replying to
critics who have censured him on one point or another: “I wish finally to deal with
one last notion that is continually recurring in the dispute now raging: [Higher]
criticism, it is held, ‘is attacking and ruining the authority of Scripture.” T have
already had occasion to say that it is important before anything else to under-
stand what one means by the word ‘authority.” If one means external authority
[A euphemism for objective statements.], the charge mentioned is well founded;
but if the authority is of the domain of the inner life, of the spiritual order [Eu-
phemism for subjective propositions. That language helps to conceal the petitio
principii involved in the believer’s believing in the Bible only what he reads into
it, only what is already in his own mind.], one may baldly assert that the
authority of the Bible is in no way compromised. [Quite so! A tautology is never
falsc.] Everything depends on our being clear on onc fundamental point, that the
authority in religious matters is the authority of God, and in the more special
sphere of evangelical truth, the authority of Christ. [Quite so! But now we must
be shown how those two wills are to be recognized: if by criteria extrinsic to
us, they may be independent of anything we think or say; if only by criteria
intrinsic to us, we are merely baptizing our wills with the name of divine will.]
That authority is exercised upon heart and conscience, though at the same time
appealing to the whole sum of our facultics in virtue of the very unity of our
being. It is something quite above discussions of a litcrary or historical order. It
can neither be shaken nor consolidated by purcly intcllectual arguments. [Quite
so, but only in the sense that residues are independent of logic. But we still
have to be shown that they are “divinc.” And what if there were one or two
“diabolical” ones among them, as certain heretics claim?] It is in no way affccted
by the fact that on problems of authenticity or historical exactitude solutions are
reached which are at variance with traditional views.”
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ishing the admiration of their adversaries for Joan of Arc, they have
helped to increase it.!

1457. Books that are viewed with reverence often end by acquir-
ing mysterious powers and being used for purposes of magic. That
has been the case with the Bible, with the poems of Virgil, and other
books still.

1458. Il-y: Authority of divine beings, or personifications. If one
were to keep strictly to substance, derivations of this variety would
be classed with derivations by tradition, since really the will of a
divine being or of a personification can be known only through
human beings and by way of traditions. But looking at forms, the
introduction of supernatural forces is important enough to merit
classification by itself. The interposition of a deity gives rise to three
different types of derivation: 1. Once the will of the deity is assumed
to be known, a person may obey it out of simple reverence for the
deity, without splitting hairs very finely as to the reasons for his
conduct or, at the most, adding some few words on one’s duty to
respect it. That gives our present variety, II+. 2. Or a person may
obey the divine will out of fear of some punishment that threatens
transgressors of divine commandments. There individual interest
comes in, and we get actions that are logical consequences of the
premise. In cases where individual interest is replaced or supple-
mented by the community interest, derivations of that sort belong
to our III-3 (individual interest), or III-y (collective interest) vari-
eties. Or, finally, a person may accommodate his conduct to the
divine will out of love for the deity, from a desire to act in accord
with sentiments that the deity is assumed to feel, or on the belief
that such conformity in itself and regardless of its consequences is
good, praiseworthy, a matter of duty. That yields derivations of our
III-¢ type (accord with supernatural entities).

1459. As we have repeatedly observed, in analyzing a thing we
distinguish in the abstract elements that stand combined in the syn-

1456 1 The importance that “free-thinking” worshippers of the goddess Science
attach to the mattcr of Joan of Arc is something extraordinary. Needless to say, to
those who believe in the divine mission of the Maid, as well as to those who make
her a saint of the patriotic religion, every detail of her life is of the greatest
interest. For the strict followers of experimental science, Joan of Arc is a historical

figure like any other, and the problems raised in connexion with the minuter
details of her life are of very scant significance.
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thesis of the concrete. Concrete derivations in which a supernatural
being figures very very often combine the first two types just men-
tioned, and in such a way indeed that it is difficult to distinguish
them. Often also they bring in the third type; but that is already
on the road to metaphysics and is more commonly the case with
thinkers. Many individuals have a complex feeling of reverence,
fear, and love for the supernatural being and they themselves would
not be able to analyze it into simpler elements. Catholic controver-
sics with regard to “contrition” and “attrition” are not unrelated to
such distinctions as we have just been making between varieties of
derivations.!

1459 1 St. Thomas, Summa theologiae, Supplementum, qu. 1, art. 3 (Opera, Vol.
XII, Suppl., p. 4): “The principle of attrition is servile fear, but of contrition filial
fear.” Canones et decreta Concilii Tridentini, sessio X1V, 4 (Richter, p. 77; Schaff,
Vol. 11, pp. 144-46): “Contrition . . . is the sorrow and detestation of the soul for
the sin that has been committed, accompanied by a resolve not to sin again. . .
But as regards that imperfect contrition which is called attrition, since it is com-
monly conceived either in consideration of the disgrace (turpitudinis) of sin or in
fear of punishment in the other world, it [the Council] declares that if it pre-
cludes the desire to sin through hope of [God’s] forgiveness it not only does not
make man a hypocrite and a greater sinner but is a gift of God and an impulse
from the Holy Spirit . . . with the help of which the penitent opens a way for
himself to holiness (justitia).” Gury, Casus conscientiae, Vol. 11, pp. 182-83: “Con-
fession finished, Albert is asked by his confessor just why he feels sorry for his sins.
The penitent answers: ‘I am sorry for my sins because I am afraid that God will
punish me in this life with tribulations or sudden death, and in the life to come
with eternal torments.” ‘Tell me, child,” says the confessor, ‘was that the reason
why you were sorry for your sins heretofore when you came to confession?’ Albert
nods. Whereupon the confessor adjudges those confessions invalid as wanting in
divine love and inspired by nothing but fear. . . . Whence our Question I: As fo
whether attrition be sufficient. . . . And the answer is: Attrition is sufficient, and
perfect contrition is not required for justification in the sacrament of penance.”
Ménage, Ménagiana, Vol. IV, p. 157: “M. Boileau Despréaux was calling one day on
the late First President [Chicf Justice] at Basville. Some casuists [Jesuits] were there,
and they were vigorously contending that a certain well-known author had been
right in publishing a whole book for the sole purpose of showing that we were
not obliged to love God and that those who held the contrary were thrusting an
unbearable yoke upon the Christian of which God had freed him by the new
dispensation. The argument was waxing warm when M. Despréaux, who had so
far said not a word, exclaimed, rising to take his leave: ‘What a thought! So on
the day of the Last Judgment Our Lord will say to the elect: “Come, you beloved
of my Father, for you have loved me not. Always have you kept others from
loving me, and always have you dealt roundly with those herctics who would have
obliged all Christians to love me. But you, O accursed of my Father, get you into
the outer darkness, for you have loved me with all your heart and you have begged
and encouraged all others to love me.”” * ”” And ¢f. Boileau, Epitres, XII, Sur U'amour
de Dicu.
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1460. In all three of these types of derivations it is important to
observe the ways in which the divine will is supposed to be known
or the accord with the deity’s sentiments determined. Barring some
few exceptions, they are generally simple in the first two types and
much more complex in the third. The ancient science of divination
had a special branch devoted to discovering the will of the gods.

1461. An abstract entity may sometimes provoke derivations of
the type proper to a divine being. That is the case when, in virtue
of residues of group-persistence, the abstraction is acquiring definite
personality—is, so to say, a deity in the making.

1462. The derivation that appeals to the alleged will or sentiment
of a supernatural being is the more persuasive, the stronger the resi-
due corresponding to that being. The way in which the will or senti-
ments come to be known is quite secondary. There is always some
expedient for making the deity will whatever the petitioner has most
at heart (§ 1454"). People often imagine that they act in one way
or another in deference to the will of some supernatural being.
Really they invent such a will as a result of their acting in that way.
“It is God’s will” (“Dieu le veut”), cried the Crusaders of old.
Really they were under the sway of a migratory instinct such as the
ancient Germans felt—a longing for adventure, a passion for some-
thing new, weariness with an orderly humdrum life, eagerness for
casy money. If swallows could talk, they too might just as well say
that they change climes twice a year in obedience to the divine will.
In our day certain individuals appropriate the goods of other in-
dividuals, or aid and abet those who do, in obedience, they say, to
the “laws of Progress,” “Science,” “Truth.” Their real inspiration
is a very natural hankering for the property in question or for the
goodwill of those who are appropriating it. A new divinity has of
late been enthroned on the Olympus of “Progress.” It has been given
the name of “Vital Interests” and it presides over international rela-
tions. In barbarous ages one people made war upon another, sacked
its cities, and carried off what loot it could without any great pala-
ver. In our day the same thing is done, but always in the name of
“Vital Interests,” and the new way represents, it is said, a great im-
pfovemcnt in civilization. To the layman in such matters, the brig-
andage of European countries in China may seem no whit different
from the raids of Attila upon the Roman Empire. But experts in the
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casuistry of derivations can see ofthand that there is a world of dif-
ference between the two. So far “Vital Interests” has made few con-
verts among footpads and other exponents of private initiative in
brigandage. They are satisfied with a humbler divinity, and justify
their exploits by saying that they are trying “to live their own
lives.” *

1463. Sometimes the complex derivationr ends by acquiring inde-
pendent status and comes to constitute a residue (§882) or else a
simple derivation of the II+ type here in hand. That is often the
case with abstractions which are deified but not personified—a cir-
cumstance that prevents their being credited too explicitly with a
personal will, so that they have to be satisfied with some “impera-
tive” or other. Examples are abundant in all periods of history—
there is a very interesting one in our own. The automobile enjoys
the protection of Progress (which is a god, or what amounts to that)
very much as the screech-owl enjoyed the protection of the goddess
Athena in ancient Athens. Worshippers of the god Progress have
to respect automobiles just as Athenians had to respect screech-
owls. If in our day of triumphant democracy the automobile did not
enjoy the protection of the god Progress, it would be proscribed. It
is used chiefly by people of wealth, or at least by people in com-
fortable circumstances. It kills many children and not a few adults

1462 * For the comparison between the Crusaders and the ancient Germans, sce
Tacitus, Germania, 14: “If their home tribe (civitas) grows humdrum (forpeat)
through a long period of pecace and inactivity, not a fcw nobles and young men
move on to other tribes which are at the time engaged in some war or other.”
Michaud, Histoire des croisades, 1877 ed., Vol. I, p. 28 (Robson, Vol. I, pp. 54-56):
“Certainty of impunity, hope of a better lot, licentious hankerings and yearning for
relief from most sacred burdens, attracted multitudes to the standards of the
Crusade. Personal ambitions were not altogether stranger to their devotion to the
cause of the Lord Jesus. If rcligion held out its rewards to those who went to
fight in its behalf, fortune also promised worldly wcalth and power [To such as
were knights.]. Crusaders returning from the East spoke in glowing terms of the
wonders they had seen, of the rich countries they had visited. It was generally
known that two or three hundred Norman pilgrims had conquered Apulia and
Sicily from the Saracens. . .. Robert of Friesland, second son to the Count of
Flanders and therefore destined not to share in the property of his house, said
to his father: ‘Give me men and ships and I will go and conquer a state for
myself from the Saracens in Spain.” That sort of harangue is common enough in
the fiction of the Middle Ages and faithfully reflects prevailing states of mind:

‘Beau sire, baillez-moi hommes suffisans pour me faire estat ou royaume. ‘Beau
fils, aurez ce que demandez.’”



§1463 PROGRESS 925

of the poorer classes and prevents the children of the poor from
romping and playing in the streets. It fills the homes of poor farmers
and country-dwellers with dust. All that is tolerated in deference to
the god Progress (in appearances at least; in reality the interests of
innkeepers and automobile manufacturers have a little something to
do with it). The thing is carried so far that people who fail to ad-
mire the automobile are treated as heretics were treated in a day
gone by. In Switzerland, the Grison Canton voted not to allow auto-
mobiles on roads built with public funds. Priests and worshippers
of the god Progress at once went on the war-path and in horror
truly holy loudly condemned such a heretical and sacrilegious act.
The Confederation was hounded to compel a canton tainted with
such dire heretical depravity to open its roads to automobiles; and
with that in view an amendment to the federal constitution was
proposed and it almost got to the referendum stage.’

It is interesting that in this connexion a derivation turns up that
is commonly found in other religions: the individual is blamed for
what actually is a consequence of the general order of things. An
accident occurs. Actually it is a consequence of the great speed at
which automobiles are allowed to run. But the blame is laid on the
chauffeur, who is appropriately rebaptized for the occasion as a
chauffard. In that way the real cause is kept out of sight and the
danger of any reform avoided. So in countries where political cor-

1463 1 Says Emile de Saint-Auban in Figaro (reprinted, Guazette de Lausanne,
Mar. 29, 1912): “Let a school-teacher cuff a sulking schoolboy and he looks like a
savage today: he has violated the rights of the brat and the citizen. He is a sinner
against our accepted type of civilization. He is more vigorously denounced than
his associate ncxt door who denies his country in open class-room. But the hit-
and-run driver (écraseur), who cultivates the seventy-miles-an-hour average in
contempt of the insignificant pedestrian, is guilty of just a peccadillo. There is
absolution, or almost that, for the automobile whose sins are mortal only for the
silly people it kills. I personally witnessed the exploit of the tremendous auto-bus
that went zigzagging down the rue Notre-Dime-des-Victoires like a drunk on a
tear (comme un pochard) and hit two children. Some who saw it were enraged.
But one gentleman could not understand that: ‘It's not the bus’s fault!” he pro-
tested. ‘That man is learning to drive!” The auto-bus was just going to schooll
The auto-bus was having the mumps! The remark took. A humourist got it into
his column. What solicitude for human life!” As regards traffic legislation the
Italian parliament looks after the interests of automobile manufacturers and
companies with loving eye. In 1912 it passed a law depriving the pedestrian of

what little protection he still had left under the old law against owners and drivers
of automobiles.
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ruption is rife frequent investigations and prosecutions are con-
ducted in order to give the impression that the few gnats who get
caught in the net are to blame and to prevent any discredit being
cast on the system that is responsible as a whole.

1464. Class III: Accords with sentiments or principles. Often-
times the accord is with the sentiments of the persons producing or
accepting the derivation and merely that, but it is represented as an
accord with the sentiments of all men, the majority of men, all good
men, and so on. Such sentiments eventually become detached from
the subject experiencing them and stand as principles.

1465. 1l-a: Accord with sentiments (of a larger or smaller num-
ber of persons). With these derivations we have already dealt
(8§ 591-612) from the standpoint, more especially, of their relations
to experimental reality. Some further remarks will be in point here
as to the forms they assume.

1466. The accord with sentiments may arise in three manners, as
was the case with deference to authority (§ 1458): 1. An individual
may make his conduct conform with the sentiments, real or as-
sumed, of human beings, or of mind in the abstract (“the mind”),
out of simple reverence for the opinion of the majority or of experts
who are spokesmen for “the mind.” That gives us derivations of the
IIl-a variety. 2. Or an individual may act as he acts out of fear of
harmful consequence to himself or others; and so we get derivations
of our III|3, IIl+y, III-§ types (accord with individual interest; col-
lective interest; legal principles). 3. Or finally an individual may
be impelled to such conformity by a mysterious force—in an extreme
case there is an “imperative” operating through occult powers of its
own. That gives derivations of our III-e and III{ types (accords with
metaphysical and supernatural entities). Prominent here among the
residues used for purposes of derivation are the residues of sociality
(Class IV).

1467. With this IIl-o variety accord with the sentiments of the
author of the derivation are also to be classed. He reasons not ob-
jectively but by mere accord of sentiments (§ 1454 '), making lavish
use of combination-residues (Class I). 4 bears some remote and
fantastic resemblance to B. But that is enough for him. He uses 4
to “explain” B by a vague accord of undefined sentiments. When
there is a certain amount of definiteness and the sentiments seck
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expression in metaphysical forms, we get derivations of our Ill-e
type. Often derivations by accord of sentiments take on a merely
verbal form, the accord subsisting between the sentiments that are
associated with this or that word. In that case the derivation belongs,
strictly, to Class IV.

1468. In concrete cases the three attitudes distinguished in § 1466
are often combined; but the second (fear of consequences), which
is very important when divine personifications are involved, is often
barely perceptible or entirely missing in derivations by accord of
sentiment, especially in those of the metaphysical type. Furthermore,
in many derivations by accord of sentiments one notes a compact
group of sociality residues (Class IV), sentiments of reverence for
the community on the individual’s part, a tendency to imitate, and
so on. In that powerful aggregate lies the great sentimental force
that impels people to accept opinions which enjoy the consensus of
“the majority,” or of “all” men.?

1469. The accord of sentiments often stands by itself, no explicit
attempt being made to give an exact definition to the relationship
in which it stands towards objective reality. It is for metaphysics to
find that exact definition, and it often takes the form of an assertion
that the accord in ideas is identical with an accord in the objects cor-
responding (§§ 504-95). The contention more or less is that “if a
notion exists in the minds of all men, or of the majority of men, or
in mind in the abstract (in ‘the mind’), it necessarily corresponds
to an objective reality.” Often, however, that is not stated—it is tac-
itly taken for granted: in other words it is left implicit, not made
explicit, no verbal form being given to the II-§ residue to which it
corresponds. Sometimes it is stated, now in one form, now in an-
other, as something that is evident or axiomatic—a favourite method
with metaphysicists. Then again a show of proof will be given for
it, so lengthening the derivation. It will be said, for instance, that
what exists in every human mind was put there by God and must
therefore necessarily correspond to an objective reality. That is the
favourite procedure of theologians, though it is used by other

1468 1 That is the answer to the question raised in §§ 597-98 (as to the reasons
for the wide-spread acceptance of certain metaphysical theories that are in them-

selves meaningless). Here we must confine ourselves chiefly to accords of senti-
ments that may be taken as operating of their own intrinsic force (IIl-a).
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thinkers too. Then there is the very pretty theory of “reminiscence,”
and no end of metaphysical theories of the same sort.

1470. Suppose we look at a few concrete examples. For long ages
great importance was attached to “universal consensus” as demon-
strating the existence of the gods, or of God. That result may be
obtained in the manner indicated. God first imprinted a certain con-
cept on the human mind, which now in its turn reveals it to us; or,
working the other way round, one may start with the concept and
in virtue of some metaphysical principle conclude that God exists.”
“Grecks and Barbarians,” says Sextus Empiricus, “recognize that
there are gods”;* and Maximus of Tyre, Dissertationes, XVII, 4-5
(Taylor, Vol. I, pp. 6-7), adds to the list: “That is admitted by
Hellene and Barbarian, by continental and islander, by wise man
and dunce.” Maximus admits that there is the greatest variety of
opinion as to the nature of God and of what is “good” or “evil,”
“shameful” or “pure”; but in a discord so great, he says, all men
agree that there is one single god, sovereign and father of all things,
along with other gods, his children and helpers. An excellent exam-
ple of a writer’s objectifying a subjective theory of his own! How

1470 * Gousset, Théologie dogmatique, Vol. 1, p. 325: “All races of men have
preserved a more or less distinct conception of the oneness of God. As Bergier says,
Dictionnaire de théologie, s.v. Dieu: ‘It must be either that that idea has been en-
graved upon all minds by the Creator Himself or that it is a remnant of a tradition
going back to the origins of the human race, since it is found at all times as
well as in all countries of the Earth.’” Gousset, Op. cit., p. 309: “Prophecics are
possible . . . The Jews and the Christians have always believed in prophecy.
The patriarchs and the heathen held the same belief. All peoples have preserved
some memory of predictions foretelling a Messiah to whom the nations could look
forward. . . . The possibility of prophecies must therefore be conceded. The peo-
ples would never have agreed in believing them possible if the belief did not rest
on tradition, experience, reason.” It is the same with prophecy as with miracles.
1bid., pp. 342-43: “Belief in the immortality of the soul goes back to the infancy
of the world . . . it has been a fundamental dogma of religion with the Hebrews,
the Christians and the patriarchs. The same belief is to be found among other
peoples, even the most uncivilized peoples. . . . And that belief has been handed
down to the moderns. When European travellers discovered America and other
far-away countries, they found no race of people that did not have its conception
of a life to come.”

1470 ® Contradictiones, 1X, Adversus physicos 11, De diis, 60 (565) (Opera, Vol.

I, p. 565).
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many people there were at that time who were far from seeing eye
to eye with Maximus of Tyre!*

1471. Maximus of Tyre tries to answer an objection that is gen-
erally raised in such cases: that, as a matter of fact, from the “all”
who are said to hold certain views quite a few persons who do not
hold them have to be excepted; and he extricates himself from the
predicament with a form of derivation that is as general as the objec-
tion (§§ 592 £.): he bluntly bars them as unworthy of consideration.
People who do not think as Maximus thinks are rabble, not to say
worse: therefore all who are not rabble or worse agrec with him:

1470 2 Sextus, loc. cit., continues: “Those who believe that there are gods justify
their thesis on four grounds: one is the consensus of all men; the second is the
order of the world; the third is the absurdum into which those who deny gods
are drawn; the fourth and last is the confutation of thosc who deny. And they
argue from common opinion, for all men, Greeks and Barbarians, believe that
there are gods.” Scxtus’s second reason is based on a Class II residue (group-
persistence). Plato’s proofs of the existence of gods, De legibus, X, 886 (Bury,
Vol. II, p. 301), are: “First, the Earth, the Sun, and all the stars, the beau-
tiful order of the seasons, the distinction of the years and months. And then, all
men, whether Grecks or Barbarians, believe that there are gods.” Many passages
in works that go u~der the namc of Plato express the contrary view that the
opinion of the majority is worth little or nothing: e.g., Alcibiades, 1, 110-11; and
¢f., Laches, 184 (Lamb, p. 27): “Socrates: ‘What is to be judged rightly has to be
judged by competence, I suppose, and not by numbers [of votes].” Melesias: ‘Cer-
tainly.” ” Cicero, De natura deorum, 11, 2, 4, puts into the mouth of Lucilius
Balbus arguments very much like Plato’s. In his Ouneirocritica (Interpretation
of Dreams), 1, 8, in distinguishing custom that is general from custom that is
particular, Artemidorus mentions as general customs: worship and honour of the
gods, “‘since no nation is without gods, just as none is without government,” and
then, on the same footing, the rearing of children, waking by day and sleeping
by night, sexual love, eating, and so on. Delicious is St. Augustine in imagining,
in a diatribe against the Donatists, Epistolae, LXXXIX, 5 (Opera, Vol. 11, p. 3115
Works, Vol. VI, p. 378), that the whole terrestrial globe thought as he thought
as to the effectiveness of baptism. Eminent doctor that he was, he did not realize
that the vast majority of men living on Earth at that time had not even dreamed
of the existence of such a theological problem. “Some timid souls may chance to
be influenced by what they commonly say of baptism [that it has to be adminis-
istered by a priest of unblemished character] . .. for the whole world accepts
the very obvious evangelical truth proclaimed by John when he says . . .” [Healy
amends “the whole world” to “the whole Christian world.”—A. L.] According to
Plutarch, De placitis philosophorum, 1, 6, 9 (Goodwin, Vol. III, p. 117), the idea
of worshipping gods came from three sources: from the philosophers, through
nature; from the poets, through poctry; and from the consensus of the practices
of the cities.
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“In course of time,” he says, Op. ciz., XVII, 5, “there may have been
two or three abject and stolid atheists, whose eyes see crosswise and
whose ears hear amiss—spiritual eunuchs, idiots, sterile, fatuous peo-
ple, so many lions without courage, so many bulls without horns,
so many birds without wings! But even from them you will learn
that the divine exists.” Abuse of one’s adversaries is fatuous from
the logico-experimental point of view. It may be very effective in-
"deed from the standpoint of sentiments."** (For footnote 3 see page

931.)

1471 1 The circular argument is common enough even today, as examples in
surfeit show; e.g., Tolstoy, The Four Gospels, Vol. 1, Preface, p. xx: “I have found
good people, not in one, but in all churches and sects, and saw how they were all
guided in their lives by one and the same idea, that had its foundation on the
teaching of Jesus.” Who are these “good pcople”? If Tolstoy is using the words in
their ordinary meanings, he cannot be unaware that there are plenty of “good
people” who are far from agreeing with him and who in particular withhold
their assent from such of his doctrines as condemn all war, incite to evasion of
military service, and under pretext of “non-resistance to evil” recommend leaving
a free hand to criminals; and since he insists that those doctrines of his are based
on “the teaching of Jesus” it is clear that not all “good people” live according to
the teaching of Jesus. So if Tolstoy’s statcment is to be saved, the meaning of his
“good people” has to be changed. For it to have any meaning, the class of people
whom he styles “good people” has to be defined and the definition, furthermore,
has to be independent of any acceptance or rejection on their part of his doctrine.
For if the proviso that “good people” are people who live according to “the
teaching of Jesus” as interpreted by Tolstoy creeps into the definition in any way
at all, even implicitly, it will not be hard, it is true, to demonstrate that “all good
people” live according to the “teaching of Jesus”; but the demonstration, it is
no less true, will be a mere tautology. As a matter of fact Tolstoy and admirers of
Tolstoy care not a fig for all that. With them sentiment takes the place of logic
and observation of facts. They have a certain notion of what seems to them to be
“good.” First thcy exclude from the category of ‘“‘good people” all individuals
who have different notions. They, necessarily, are “bad people.” On the other
hand they believe, or imagine, that they are deriving their notions from the teach-
ings of a man whom they revere, love, admire: really, they are making his teach-
ings over to fit notions of their own. In the case of Tolstoy and his followers the
man happens to be Jesus; but it would make no difference if he were some other
person—Buddha, Mohammed, Socrates. Tolstoy’s statement simply means: “By
‘good people’ I mean people who subscribe to doctrines in which I think I
recognize the teaching of Jesus as I choose to conceive that teaching.”

1471 ?Plato, like Maximus of Tyre, gets out of the same predicament by
abusing his adversaries: De legibus, X. There were those who denied gods and
therefore made it necessary for him to prove their existence. He calls them insuf-
ferable people, properly to be hated. Wroth as he is against them, he musters his
self-control and tries to give the floor to such corrupt, sensuous, and silly persons,
some of whom go so far as to say that the stars are not divinities but masses of
earth and stone! A fine example, that, of the difference between that knowledge



§1472 DERIVATIONS 11I-a: ACCORD WITH SENTIMENTS  Q3I

1472. The assertion that all peoples had some conception or other
of gods was not left unanswered. It was doubted or even flatly de-
nied. The question itself has little bearing on the matter here in
hand. We need simply note that, as usual, “gods” and “God” are
not very sharply defined terms. One can find or not find the concept
in the mind of this or that people as one chooses.*

of “things in themselves,” which the divine Plato had and which his modern
imitators after him possess, and the experimental knowledge of modern astron-
omers. Nco-Hegelians would confer a great favour on us by explaining just how
they reconcile the ‘“absoluteness” of their knowledge with such changes in science.
Or is it, perhaps, that they still hold to Plato’s conception and think the stars
are gods?

1471 ® Bayle, Continuation des Pensées diverses, §18, quoting Father Rapin,
Comparation de Platon et d’Aristote. Says Rapin, p. 425, § 11: “This general con-
sensus of all pcoples, no one of whom has ever been found without belief in some
god, is an instinct of nature and cannot be mistaken, being so universal. It would
be silly to listen on such a matter to the opinions of the two or three libertines,
at the most, who have denied the Divinity in every age in order to live more
tranquilly in their licence.” He had said just previously, p. 423, §§ 7-8: “That
truth . . . is disputed only by a few minds that have been corrupted by sensuous-
ness, presumption, and ignorance. Nothing more monstrous than atheism is to be
found in nature: it is a mental disorder conceived in libertinage. No respectable,
sane, and reasonabl. man will ever think of doubting religion.” Journal de
Genéve, June 11, 1913, reporting the award of a prize of the French Academy
to Romain Rolland: “The most inflexible opponent of Romain Rolland was, it
is said, a member who years ago was onc of the supplest and most emancipated
intelligences of his time, but who with advancing age became so partisan in his
views as to see in Tolstoy only an unfortunate who had gone morally bankrupt
and was worthy at the most of pity.” We are therefore placed in the dilemma
either of accepting Tolstoy’s theories, which many people regard as not at all
sound, or of being declared “partisan.” But why do people use such cardboard
artillery? Evidently because there are other pecople who are as afraid of it as of
the real, and who, instead of laughing as they ought, feel of their ribs at every
detonation to make sure they have not been hurt.

1472 ! Cicero, De natura deorum, 1, 23, 62-63. Vclleius had taken general con-
sensus as proof of the existence of the gods. Cotta replies: “You say that the fact
that that has been the opinion of all races and nations of men is sufficient reason
for us to admit that there are gods. That would be a trifling argument even if it
were not false. In the first place, how do you know what the ideas of the various
races arc? For my part I imagine that there are many pcople so barbarous that
no conception of deity is to be found among them. And how about Diagoras,
who was called an atheist, and after him, Theodorus? Did they not openly deny
divinity (nonne aperte deorum naturam sustulerunt)?” Diodorus Siculus, Bibli-
otheca historica, 111, 9, 2 (Booth, Vol. I, p. 156), asserts that some few Ethiopians
denied the existence of gods. Miot remarks on the point in his notes to his trans-
lation of Diodorus, Vol. II, pp. 478-79: “The ancients believed that there was no
people on the surface of the Earth that professed atheism, and the unanimous con-
sensus of all peoples on the point has always been taken as one of the main proofs
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1473. A further distinction seems to be drawn between “all peo-
ples” and “all men”; for it would in fact be convenient to distinguish
between simple souls who represent general opinion and certain in-
dividuals who are for ever splitting hairs. The atheists would fall
within the latter group, and their opinions could then legitimately
be met with the good sense of the majority.

1474. Again as usual, the derivation answers both “yea” and
[13 k3] . .

nay”; and the failure of universal consensus has been used by some
to impugn the existence of the gods and of moral laws. Plato accuses
the Sophists of doing that. What in brief they seem to have said is
that the gods did not exist by nature but by “art,” being different
among different peoples; that the beautiful is one thing according
to nature and another according to law; that the just does not exist
by nature, since men never agree as to what it is and make new
laws every day.

1475. Majority consensus is often taken for granted—that is to
say, it seems to be so obvious that things stand thus and so that one
assumes, without feeling called upon to say as much, that things
must scem thus and so to all men, or to the majority. Sometimes
consensus is put forward explicitly as proof (§§592£.). Then again
it is in its turn demonstrated by reference to some other metaphys-
ical principle. Such reasonings have ever been met in vain with the
experimental fact that many general beliefs, such as astrology, have
been mistaken. The metaphysical adjunct to the principle of uni-
versal consensus serves primarily to satisfy the demand of educated
people for logical explanations.”
of the existence of God.” That was written in the year of grace 1833! Two
passages in Strabo’s Geographica refer to godless peoples: 111, 4, 16 (Jones, Vol.
II, p. 109): “Some say that the Callaicans are atheists”; and XVII, 2, 3 (Jones,
Vol. VIII, p. 147): “Some [peoples] of the torrid zone are deemed to be atheists.”
The passages have often been quoted against the proof by universal consensus of
the existence of gods. But as evidence they are of little if any value. In the first
place Strabo is very guarded in his assertion: “some say,” “are deemed.” Then
even if he were altogether positive there would still be the question of his authori-
ties. Finally—and it is the weightiest consideration—the existence or non-existence
of universal consensus proves nothing.

1475 * Cicero uses both methods (offering consensus as proof, and proving the
consensus with a metaphysical adjunct). Velleius says in De natura deorum, 1,
17, 44: “That to which all men by nature consent is necessarily true (De quo

autem omnium natura consentit id verum esse necesse est).” That might be suffi-
cient in itself. Since he began by saying that all men have some notion of gods,
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1476. Analysis of nearly all concrete derivations yields a deriva-
tion of universal consensus or a consensus of the majority, the hon-
est, the wise, of the human mind, of Right Reason, of the balanced,
sensible man, and so on. Very very often it is implicit: then again
it is disguised under one formr or another in impersonal expressions
such as “It is believed,” “It is understood,” “It is thought,” and the

the conclusion logically follows: ‘“Therefore it must be admitted that there are
gods (Esse igitur deos confitendum est).” But Velleius is not satisfied with that
much: he wants further to explain, I, 16, 43, how and why men came by the
notion, and he praises Epicurus for demonstrating the existence of the gods in an
experimental manner that quite contrasts with the senseless vagaries of other
philosophers: “For he was the first to see that there were gods from the fact that
Nature herself had imprinted the concept of divinity on the minds of all men
(Solus enim wvidit primum esse Deos, quod in omnium animis eorum notionem
impressisset ipsa natura).” He would be saying exactly the same thing had he
said simply that the notion of divinity is present in the minds of all men; but he
drags in our old friend Dame Nature, because that metaphysical entity gives a
semblance of authority to his assertion. However he does not stop there: the
notion is a “pre-notion,” loc. cit.: “For what race, what family of men, is without
as it were a foreknowledge of the gods quite apart from any learning? That
is what Epicurus calls mpéinyrg, in other words, a notion of a thing that is
held in advance (anteceptam) by the mind and without which nothing can be
known and no investigation, no argument, is possible.” From that, and from the
principle that everything enjoying universal consensus is true, Velleius goes on
to infer, I, 17, 45, that the gods are immortal and live in bliss, just as he could
infer any other pretty thing, if he chose: “From that we therefore conclude that the
gods are blessed and immortal; for that same Nature which gave us our knowledge
of the gods [Dame Nature is an accommodating soul and will say anything one
would have her say.] has also graven it upon our hcarts that they are eternal and
blissful.” Balbus rcpeats, 1I, 4, 12, that the main issue is agrced upon by “all men
of all nations; for the belief that gods exist is innate in all men and as it were
engraved upon their souls.” The existence of the gods, he avers, II, 2, 4, is self-
evident. Opinions differ as to what they are like, I, 5, 13, but no one denies their
existence: “Quales sint, varium est: esse nemo negat.” However he allows himself
to be enticed into giving a proof, II, g, 23: “But though I began otherwise . . .
and held that the point did not need discussion, since it was self-evident to every-
one that the gods exist, I should nevertheless prefer that it be corroborated by
reasons of physic.” Cotta then makes a remark that should be repeated in every
similar situation—that Balbus keeps bringing on new proofs because he feels that
his demonstration has not been conclusive, III, 4, 9: “You have seen fit to prove the
existence of the gods with those many arguments because you are not sure that
it is all as obvious as you would like to have it.” And he goes on flatly to deny
that the opinion of the majority, or of all men, is to be considered, III, 4, 11:
“Do you insist then that so many things should be determined by the judgment of
the ignorant majority—you especially who keep repeating that the majority of
men are altogether brainless?” This argument of Cotta’s is most interesting, be-
cause it is of general bearing and applies to many other cases of the kind.
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like; or by using epithets or names, “Such and such a thing is X,”
which means simply that the author of the derivation has found
for the thing a name that fits the sentiments he happens to hold.
Proverbs, adages, sayings, generalities, when offered as proofs, also
as a rule conceal an appeal to a consensus, real or presumed, of the
majority.

1477. 111-B: Accord with individual interest. To induce a person
to do a certain thing 4, which he would not do of his own accord,
various devices may be used and not all of them are derivations.

1478. Not derivations are the following: 1. The person does not
know that it would be advantageous for him to do 4. He is shown
that it would be. To show just such things is the function of experi-
ence, of the trades, of science. Experience shows that one should
save in times of prosperity in order to be prepared when hard times
come. A trade will show how to get iron for a plough; science, how
to realize now this purpose, now that. 2. The person is commanded
to do A by an external and real authority wielding a real sanction
(if the power or the sanction or both are unreal, we get a deriva-
tion.) It is the function of civil and criminal legislation to establish
such real sanctions. Simple usage and custom also have sanctions, in
the censure that falls upon the person who violates them and in the
hostility he incurs from other members of his community. 3. The
doing of A is required by the person’s own temperament so that
failure to do it brings him remorse or sorrow."

1479. Derivations, instead, are the following: 4. The blunt asser-
tion that doing A will be advantageous (in reality it will not be)
to the person in question and that refraining from doing 4 will be
detrimental to him." This device corresponds to 1 above, provided
the inferences are not logico-experimental. The typical case is the
taboo with spontaneous sanction inherent in the taboo. The residues
exploited in such derivations are those, on the whole, that are used
in derivations of assertion (Class I) and authority (Class II). 5.
Doing—or not doing—4 is required by an external authority wield-
ing a sanction—the power or the sanction, or both, being unreal.

1478 1 [The elliptical argument in 3 will be clearer from rereading the first
quarter of § 1400. The conduct here would be a purely instinctive matter. No deriva-
tion would figure until some explanation or justification were attempted.—A. L.]

1479 * Here we are considering from the standpoint of derivations, strictly, a
particular case of a theory that is general. It will be elaborated later on in §§ 1897 f.
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This device corresponds to 2 above, there both the authority and the
sanction being real. 6. It is asserted, but cannot be proved, that the
person will feel remorse or sorrow if he does, or does not, do A.
This device corresponds to 3 above.

All these derivations are of great importance to human societies.
They aim primarily at obviating possible conflicts between individ-
ual interest and the collective interest. One of the devices most com-
monly used to attain that end is to confuse the two interests by
derivations, asserting that the interests are identical and that in
working for the good of the community the individual is working
for his own good (§§ 1903-98). Among the many derivations used
for that purpose are the derivations which we are examining here.
Identity of interests is obtained automatically through derivations
4 and 6, and through the interposition of an unreal power in the
case of 5.

1480. In Chapter III (§§ 325f.) we classified precepts and sanc-
tions with special reference to the transformation of non-logical into
logical conduct (§ 1400). Let us see the correspondence between that
classification and the one given above. The cases in Chapter III were
designated as 4, 4, ¢, 4. In 2 no demonstration of the precept exists;
a therefore involves not a derivation but residues. In & there is a
demonstration, but it has been suppressed. If it is restored, and in
the measure in which it is restored, & takes its place among the
derivations, provided the demonstration is pseudo-experimental. In
such a case it corresponds to method 4 above, or even to 6. If the
demonstration is logico-experimental & corresponds to 1 and also
to 3. In ¢ the precept has a real sanction enforced by a real power.
We are therefore in the case of 2. In 4 either the power or the sanc-
tion or both are unreal, and that class therefore corresponds to
method 5. Suppose we now look more closely at devices 4, 5, and 6,
each in turn.

1481. Device 4: Pseudo-experimental demonstration. The type is
the taboo with sanction. We have already discussed the taboo with-
out sanction (§§ 321 f.). The idea is that violation of the taboo ex-
poses a person to disastrous consequences, such as befall a person
who violates a prescription not to drink of a poisonous beverage.
In both cases there are antidotes for avoiding consequences. In the
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case of the taboo both consequences and remedies are pseudo-ex-
perimental (4). In the case of the poison they are experimental (1).
Thinking more particularly of residues we mentioned (§1252%)
certain remedies which were used on the Island of Tonga to ob-
viate the untoward consequences of violating a taboo. In that con-
nexion our main concern was with the restoration of individual
integrity; and from that point of view we placed the violation of a
taboo and its remedies on a par with the Catholic’s violation of pre-
cepts of his religion, which he remedies by confession and penance.
But from the standpoint of derivations, which we are considering
here, the two cases have to be distinguished. The first envisages evils
and remedies that though pseudo-experimental in substance are real
in form, whereas the second envisages evils pertaining to a future
life and therefore unreal, and remedies of a spiritual character—a
sinner’s contrition. The simple taboo is re-enforced with new deriva-
tions. Where some concept of a supernatural being is handy, it is
associated with the taboo, as indeed with every other important
operation in life. Then again the automatic functioning of the taboo
is changed into an action that is artificially procured. Without wait-
ing for the injurious effects of violation to ensue as a matter of
course, a public authority provides for the punishment of the trans-
gressor.'

1481 * Europeans arc often misled in regarding the taboo as a consequence of
the divine intervention. Really, the latter is a consequence of the taboo. Domeny
de Rienzi, Océanie, Vol. 1, pp. 53-54: “More than any other inhabitant of Poly-
nesia the New Zealander is blindly obedient to fapox (taboo) superstitions, and
that without having in any way kept any conception of the moral principle on
which that practice was based. [He has not kept it because it never existed.] He
belicves simply that the tapou is pleasing to the atoua (God), and that is sufficient for
him as a determining motive. [A derivation added to the taboo.] He is convinced,
furthermore, that any object, whether a living creature or of inanimate matter,
when tabooed by a priest is thenceforward under the immediate control of the
divinity and by that very fact under interdict of any profane contact. [In all that
the religious preconceptions of the European are apparent enough. De Rienzi talks
of a “priest” and in the next breath notes that any chief may impose a taboo.]
As one may well imagine, the taboo will be all the more solemn and impressive
according to the importance of the person from whom it emanates. The plain
man, who is subject to all the taboos of the various leaders in the tribe, can impose
a taboo at the most upon himself. . . . The chiefs and arikis (priests), of course,
always manage to get together to guarantee the full inviolability of the taboos.

The chiefs are for the most part arikis themselves. At the very least the arikis are
closely connected with the chiefs by ties of kinship or marriage.”
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1482. Reinach® is inclined to think that the biblical injunction to
honour father and mother was a taboo. In its primitive form it was
something to this effect probably: “Insult not (strike not . . .) thy
father or thy mother, or thou shalt die” (the spontaneous conse-
quence of the transgression). So too—still according to Reinach—
touching the Ark of God resulted ipso facto in death. When Uzzah
dies after touching the Ark (II Sam. 6:6-7; I Chron. 13: 10-11) “it
is not,” says Reinach, “that the Eternal strikes the innocent Uzzah
dead. Uzzah has committed an imprudent act. He dies very much
as a man touching a live electric wire dies of the shock.”

1483. The taboo of this type is very powerful because, directly and
without any hair-splitting, it sets the residues of combination
(§ 1416-3) in motion; and, in fact, its prevalence is observable not
only in ancient times but in a day more recent.” On the other hand,
such specific sanctions run the risk of being discredited by observa-
tion. So, as the use of logic and observation becomes more general,
the taboo has to be transformed. In a first stage, the sanction is made
more indefinite and therefore less susceptible of being discredited.
In a second stage, a twin development takes place. The sanction is
transferred to a supernatural world and so is able to serve just as
well for plain and educated man alike. Then again a fog of meta-
physics is draped about it, till it becomes incomprehensible and there-
fore irrefutable, since the existence of a thing cannot be disputed
when nobody knows what it is. Among the ancients the fact that the
wicked prospered in this world was an argument dear to the atheists
as proving that there were no gods. The Christians broke that
weapon in their hands. No one ever returned from Hell or Paradise
to report just how the wicked and the good were faring; for, to tell
the strict truth, the journey of Dante and other journeys of the kind
do after all transcend the limits of the experimental world.

1484. King Rio-Rio abolished the taboo in Hawaii by publicly
demonstrating that it could be violated without harmful conse-
quences. His experiment had the effect he desired because physical

1482 1 Cultes, mythes et religions, Vol. 1, pp. 6, 4.

1483 1 Bayet, Legons de morale, p. 57: “To be happy one must love all men.
But above all one must love one’s parents.” That from a non-religious, scientific

ethics, a brand that is said to be a great improvement on the religious! M. Aulard’s
ethics makes a point, morcover, of never plagiarizing biblical morals.
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consequences were involved. It would have failed had the threat-
ened effects been supernatural or metaphysical.!

1485. The taboo or precept with supernatural sanction need not
concern us here; nor need we linger on those theories which,
through verbal or other sorts of sophistry, eliminate in reality that
individual interest which is said to be the one thing they hold in
view (§§ 1897 f.). Here let us keep strictly to derivations that present
the outstanding trait of reducing to the principle of individual in-
terest conduct which seems to have no bearing whatever upon it.

1486. We may take Bentham’s theory as typical. At first blush
that theory seems to obviate every possible misunderstanding and,

1484 ! Domeny de¢ Rienzi, Ocdanie, Vol. 1I, pp. 39-40: “The final abolition of
idolatry and the taboo was . .. the work of Rio-Rio, son and successor to the
great Tamea-Mea. . . . The suppression of the taboo, that time-honoured symbol of
inviolability, required still grcater adroitness on Rio-Rio’s part. He first began
working at the chief priest . . . and was lucky enough to win him to his idea.
In inaugurating the reform the taboo that affected women was first dcalt with.
The King waited for a gencral holiday when the natives gathered in throngs about
the palace to attend the royal banquet. The rugs being arranged and the foods
appointed for the men set thercon, with the food for the women on other rugs,
the King came up, selected a number of delicacies that were forbidden the women,
went over to their side, and began to eat of them and to invite the women to
share. Straightway loud cries of horror arose on all sides: ‘Taboo!” ‘Taboo!’ But
Rio-Rio paid no attention and continued eating. The priests came hurrying from
the morai, whence they had been summoned by the crowd. ‘That in fact is a
manifest violation of the taboo,” they said. ‘But why do the offended gods not
inflict their own vengeance? . . . Either they are good-for-nothing gods or false
gods.” ‘Come, ye people of Hawaii,’ cried the chief priest at this point, ‘let us
have done with this annoying, absurd, and barbarous form of worship!” And he
took a torch and himself set fire to the principal morai.”” The missionaries, says
De Rienzi, applauded. But could they have been sure that their own taboos
would have stood the test of experiment any better? Draper, History of the Conflict
between Religion and Science, p. 77: “Though her [Rome’s] military renown
was thus recovered [after the victories of Heracleus], though her territory was re-
gained, there was something that the Roman Empire had irrevocably lost. Re-
ligious faith could never be restored. In face of the world Magianism had insulted
Christianity by profaning her most sacred places—Bethlehem, Gethsemane, Calvary
—by burning the sepulchre of Christ . . . by carrying off, with shouts of laughter,
the cross. Miracles had once abounded in Syria, in Egypt, in Asia Minor: there
was not a church which had not its long catalogue of them. Very often they were
displayed on unimportant occasions and in insignificant cases. In this supreme
moment, when such aid was most urgently demanded, not a miracle was worked.
Amazement filled the Christian populations of the East when they witnessed these
Persian sacrileges perpetrated with impunity. . . . In the land of miracles, amaze-
ment was followed by consternation—consternation died out in disbelief.” And
see § 19481,
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as regards definiteness, to leave nothing to be desired. “I am a be-
liever,” says Bentham," “in the principle of ‘utility’ . . . when I use
the terms ‘just,’ ‘unjust,’ ‘moral,” ‘immoral,’ ‘good,” ‘bad,’ as collective
terms standing for the concepts of certain pains and certain pleas-
ures, without attaching any other sense to them, I want it distinctly
understood that I take the words ‘pain’ and ‘pleasure’ in their ordi-
nary senses, without inventing arbitrary definitions to except certain
pleasures or deny the existence of certain pains. There is no subtlety
in my use of the words and no metaphysics! There is no need of
consulting either Plato or Aristotle. ‘Pain’ and ‘pleasure’ stand for
what each person feels as such, the peasant as well as the prince, the
plain man as well as the philosopher.”*

1487. One could not speak more clearly! But at that point a prob-
lem at once arises, as is always the case in theories of that kind:
“How reconcile the principle of absolute selfishness with the prin-
ciple of altruism” (§ 1479) which Bentham is unwilling to aban-
don? Some get out of the difficulty by introducing sanctions of an
earthly or supernatural power; some by changing the meanings of
terms; some by resorting to the verbal subterfuges that Bentham
scorns; some, finally, take back what they have conceded in defer-
ence to one principle in virtue of some other principle. And that is
the method adopted by Bentham.

1488. Bentham’s first step is to throw public approbation or dis-
approbation into the balance. That gets the altruistic principle in!
But it is not enough. It has to be reconciled with the first principle
(absolute selfishness). So Bentham points out that the disapproba-
tion of others is harmful to the individual, so that it is to his advan-
tage to avoid it." And with that he has withdrawn the concession

1486 1 Traité de législation civile et pénale (Dumont), Vol. I, p. 4 (Atkinson,
Vol. I, p. 4).

1486 2 He goes on to say, 14id., Vol. 1, p. 317 (Atkinson, Vol. I, p. 268): “It is
absurd to talk of human happiness save in terms of the desires and sensations that
human beings actually feel. It is absurd to try and show by computation that a man
ought to be happy when he knows that he is miserable.” Yet that is the very thing
that Bentham does. And c¢f. Deontology, Vol. 11, p. 121: “Every man is able to
form the best estimate of his own pleasures and his own pains.”

1488 t Deontology, Vol. 1, p. 84: “. .. It might happen that the act which
promises the present pleasure might prove prejudicial to others in the society to

which you belong, and they, having sustained an injury at your hands, would,
if prompted by sclf-preservation alone, scek to avenge themselves by the inflic-

4 o~
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he has made. If a thief is told, “If your theft is discovered, you will
be disliked and suffer from it,” he can answer: “Weighing the pleas-
ure I will get from the thing I want to steal against the probable
pain I may suffer, I find the pleasure greater than the pain.” In that
case we can make no answer without going counter to the principle
we posited, that “pain and pleasure are what each person feels as
such,” and without deserving the criticism that it is absurd to dis-
cuss the happiness of men otherwise than according to their own
desires. One gets a clear conception of this theory of Bentham’s in
an imaginary practical situation which he devised. Really, it is one
of the stories that are told to children to frighten them with the
bogey-man. One of the best possible refutations of it was made by
Mark Twain with his two playful stories of the good boy and the
bad boy.”

tion of pain equal or greater in amount than the pleasure enjoyed.” The fallacy
lies in the assumed consequence: 1. It is not enough for pecople to be disposed to
avenge themselves: they must also have the power to do so. Bentham treats those
two things as one. 2. How can Bentham be sure that the pain which people who
have sustained an injury at our hands may inflict upon us will be “equal or
greater in amount than the pleasure enjoyed”? And what has become of the case
where the pain would be less than the pleasure? 3. And suppose someone should
say: “The actual pleasure that I experience from the conduct from which you are
trying to persuade me to refrain is, in my estimation, greater than the future and
mercly probable pain which will be the consequence of it? According to your own
principle it is absurd to try to deprive me of it by reasoning on my happiness
otherwise than by consulting my own desires and inclinations.” What could
Bentham say in reply that would not involve him in a self-contradiction?

1488 2 Deontology, Vol. 1, pp. 118-20: “Timothy Thoughtless and Walter Wisc
are fellow prentices. Thoughtless gave into the vice of drunkenness. Wise ab-
stained from it. Mark the consequence. 1. Physical sanction. For every
debauch, Thoughtless was rewarded by sickness in the head; to recruit himself he
lay in bed the next morning, and his whole frame became enervated by relaxation;
and when he returned to his work, his work ceased to be a source of satisfaction
to him.” But Wise, whose health was not good, improves by temperance and is
happy. “2. Social sanction. Timothy had a sister, deeply interested in his happiness.
She reproved him at first, then neglected, then abandoned him. She had been to
him a source of pleasure—it was all swept away.” But what if he had had no
sister? Or suppose he had one and she had stood by him? And what if she were
the sort of person whom it is better to losc than to keep? Walter, instead, has a
brother who has been indifferent to him but who eventually becomes very fond
of him. “3. Popular sanction. Timothy was a member of a club which had money
and reputation. He went thither one day in a state of inebriety. He abused the
secretary and was expelled by an unanimous vote. The regular habits of Walter
had excited the attention of his master. He said one day to his banker: ‘That
young man is fitted for a higher station.” The banker bore it in mind and on the
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1489. So this first line of proof is not very convincing, and its
weakness seems not to have escaped Bentham altogether;* for he
resorted thereafter to a second proof, utilizing another principle,
“the greatest happiness of the greatest number,” and so calling into
play our residues of sociality (Class IV).” In many connexions this

first opportunity took him into his service. He rose from one distinction to an-
other and was frequently consulted on business of the highest importance by men
of wealth and influence.” One begins to suspect that Bentham must have been
living in Cathay or the land of Cockaigne, where all well-behaved individuals were
rewarded in that way. “4. Legal sanction . . .” Timothy is sentenced to deporta-
tion. Walter becomes a judge. It is now certain that Bentham was living in
Cathay, or some other blessed country where sin is always punished and virtue
recompensed. There are countries where things do not run that smoothly. “5. Re-
ligious sanction.” Timothy lives in fear of the life to come. Walter looks forward
to it with feelings of hope and peace. [For the Mark Twain allusion, see Index,
s.w. Clemens—A. L.]

1489 1 Deontology, Vol. I, p. 52: “By accident, no doubt, good repute may
attend upon ill-desert, and ill-repute upon good. But if this disastrous state of
things be possible, if it sometimes be witnessed, its continuance is of rare occur-
rence. Were there even more truth in it than there is, the use of such an argument
little becomes a moralist.”” So then, even if it is true, it must not be pressed; and
that may very wecll be; but, in that case, Bentham ought to decide what he is
trying to do—whetber he is preaching a sermon or sustaining a scientific thesis.

1489 * Deontology, Vol. 1, pp. 298, 319, 328; Vol. II, p. 11. Bowring, the col-
lector and publisher of Bentham’s works, appends to the first volume a “History of
the Greatest Happiness Principle.” Says he: “Dr. Priestley published his Essay on
Government in 1768. He there introduced, in italics [p. 17], as the only reason-
able and proper object of government, ‘the greatest happiness of the greatest
number.”” [The epithets “proper” and “‘reasonable” carry us back into the meta-
physics that Bentham thought he was avoiding.] That theory went “beyond all
notions that had preceded it. It exhibited not only happiness, but it made that hap-
piness diffusive. It associated it with the majority, with the many.” [Asso-
ciated? It replaced one happiness with the other. For it is obvious enough
that this second principle is in many cases antithetical to the first.] “The phrase
‘greatest happincess of the greatest number’ was first employed by Mr. Bentham in
1823, in his Codification Proposal (Works, Vol. 1V, pp. 5351.). Every suggestion
there put forward is made to turn upon the requirements of the ‘greatest happi-
ness of the greatest number.”” Well and good, but that teing the case, why do
you pretend that every man is sole judge of his own happiness; or that one “may
wear out the air with sonorous and unmeaning words: those words will not act
upon the mind: nothing will act upon it but the apprchension of pleasure and
pain.” However, Bentham seems not to have been entirely satisfied with his new
formula: “In the later years of Mr. Bentham’s life the phrase ‘greatest happiness
of the greatest number’ appeared on closer scrutiny to be wanting in that clearness
and correctness which had originally recommended it to his notice and adoption
. .. but though it ... did not satisfy Mr. Bentham, one may doubt whether
there be sufficient grounds for rejecting it.” [Priestley’s actual phrases, referred
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new principle is antithetical to the first. By using the two principles
together one eliminates but does not solve the ethical problem that
Bentham had set himself, of finding a way in such cases to reconcile
the individual’s utility with the utility of the greatest number. We
have here stumbled by chance upon one of those problems in which
one feels intuitively that there is a certain “maximum” of happiness
or advantage for the individual, and a similar maximum for the
community. But like all intuitions, it leaves the subject as it were
cloaked in fog.’

1490. Bentham makes a curious application of the principle of
“the greatest happiness of the greatest number” to the matter of
slavery. According to Bentham slavery might be defended if there
were but one slave to each master.” That might lead one to suppose
that he would end by proposing legislation in that direction. But no:
he is in favour of the gradual abolition of slavery! That makes it
clear enough that the derivation has a predetermined goal which it
must willynilly attain, and Bentham, moreover, or at least his editor,
does not disdain the procedure of appealing to the opinion of the
greatest number and then excluding adversaries from that favoured
list. Says he: “Slave-owners who have not been deprived of their
good sense and humanity by personal interest readily admit the ad-
vantages of liberty over slavery.” But Bentham had banished “good
sense” and “humanity.” What are they doing here? And besides, if
the slave-owner were “humane,” that alone would suffice to abolish
to by Bowring above, are: “the good and happiness of the members, that is of
the majority of the members, of any state”; and, in italics, “zAe good of the whole.”
—A. L]

1489 8 We shall dispel the fog in due course (Chapter XII) by trying to reduce
the conceptions involved to exact definitions.

1490 ! Traité de législation civile et pénale, Vol. 1, p. 323 (Atkinson, Vol. I,
pp- 269-73). He had said just previously, p. 318: “In any case if slavery were estab-
lished in such proportions that there would be but one slave for each master, I
might hesitate before pronouncing on the balance between the advantage of the
one and the disadvantage of the other. It might be that all considered the sum of
happiness by that arrangement would almost equal the sum of pain. But that is
not the way things go. The moment slavery is established it becomes the lot of the
greatest number. . . . The advantage is all on the side of the one, the disadvantage
on the side of the multitude.” On that principle one might find a majority can-

nibalism defensible. The disadvantage would belong to the few, the advantage to
the many.
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slavery and no theory based on strict personal interest would be re-
quired.”

1491. Bentham’s stumbling-blocks are primarily two: 1. He tries
to make all conduct logical, and so loses touch with reality, many
human actions being non-logical." 2. He tries to reconcile by logic
principles that are logically antagonistic, the egoistic and altruistic
principles.

1492. The logico-experimental value of Bentham’s theory is very
slight; * and yet it enjoyed a great vogue. Why? For the same reason
that other theories of the kind have met with similar success: be-
cause it combines residues of personal integrity with residues of so-
ciality. That is enough for people and they are not very particular
as to just how they are brought together—as to the derivation, in
other words. Bentham is inclined to include animals in his “greatest
number”; and so also is John Stuart Mill, who believes that “the
general principle to which all rules of practice ought to conform,
and the test by which they should be tried, is that of conduciveness
to the happiness of mankind, or rather of all sentient beings.” ?

1493. Spinoza® has another very handsome derivation designed,
as usual, to reconcile the egoistic and altruistic principles. “If two
persons of the same mind (natura) come together, they form an in-
dividual twice as strong as either. Nothing, therefore, is more useful
to man than man. Men, I say, can choose no course better calculated
to preserve their being than to agree all in everything.” If two men
are starving and there is one loaf of bread, they would discover right

1490 21In Op. cit., Vol. 1, p. 11 (Atkinson, Vol. I, p. 10), Bentham disenfran-
chises the “arbitrary principles” of sympathy and antipathy, and condemns appeals
to “Conscience or Moral Sense” and “Common Sensc.” At the time of his Intro-
duction to the Principles of Morality and Legislation (Works, Vol. 1), Bentham
admitted the principles of sympathy and antipathy. He changed his mind later on
and rejected them.

1491 ! Deontology, Bowring’s Preface, Vol. II, p. 11: “There are, properly speak-
ing, but two parties in morals or politics and in religion. The one is for the un-
limited exercise of reason, the other is against it. I profess myself of the former.”

1492 11 have not the remotest intention of dealing with the intrinsic merits of
Bentham’s theory or any other in these volumes (§ 1404). I touch on the question
of its accord with the facts only for the light it throws on the subject of derivations.

1492 2 Deontology, Vol. 1, pp. 13-15. For Mill, see his System of Logic, Bk. VI,
Chap. 12, § 7 (p. 658). For a theory of Herbert Spencer designed to reconcile the

egoistic and altruistic principles see my Manuale, Chap. 1, § 29.
1493 1 Ethica, IV, 18, scholium (Latin, p. 216; Willis, p. 575).
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away that nothing is more detrimental to a man than another man.
And the same sentiment would be shared by the man who found
that the woman he loved had another lover. Both lover and starving
man would suffer from the fact that other men were “of their same
mind (natura).” But Spinoza drives ahead and says that from his
principle it follows that “men who are governed by Reason [Need-
less to say anyone not agreeing with Spinoza is not ‘governed by
Reason.’], that is to say, men who seek their own welfare under
guidance of Reason desire nothing for themselves that they do not
desire for other men, and so are just, honest and of good faith.”*
So the derivation changes in form, but the substance is still the
same: one achieves one’s own welfare by achieving the welfare of
others. The same argument recurs in other writers of the eighteenth
century and turns up again in the modern doctrine of “solidarity.” *

1494. Burlamaqui begins by finding a sanction for natural laws
in the harm that comes in natural course upon those who violate
them. That is a derivation like Bentham’s. But, shrewd soul that
he is, Burlamaqui has a feeling that one should not trust Dame Na-
ture too implicitly to enforce her laws, the good lady having fits of
absent-mindedness at times. So he brings in the sanction of a super-
natural life, and, stepping outside the experimental world, evades
the objections that might be urged against him within it.!

1493 2“Si enim duo, exemplo gerendo, eiusdem prorsus naturae individua in-
vicem iunguntur individuum componunt singulo duplo potentius. Homini igitur
nihil homine utilius; nihil, inquam, homines praestantius ad suum esse conservan-
dum optare possunt quam quod omnes in omnibus ita conventant . . . ex quibus
sequitur homines qui Ratione gubernantur, hoc cst, homines qui ex ductu Rationis
suum utile quaerunt, nihil sibi appetere quod reliquis hominibus non cupiant, atque
adeo eosdem iustos fidos atque honestos esse.”

1493 3 Cf. Holbach, Systéme de la nature, Vol. 11, p. 436: Chap. IX, “The True
Meaning of the System of Nature”: “The purpose of man is self-preservation and to
lead a happy life. Experience teaches him that other people are necessary to him.
It shows him how he can make them useful to his designs. He sces what is ap-
proved and what causcs displeasure. Such experiecnces give him a notion of
what is just. Virtue, like wickedness, is not founded on convention but on
relationships obtaining between the members of the human race. The mu-
tual obligations of men derive from their need of using means apposite to the
objectives which their nature sets them. It is by contributing to the happiness of
others that we bind them to contribute to ours.”

1494 * Eléments du droit naturel, Pt. 1, Chap. 6: “A just remark that one may

make . . . is that exact observance of natural laws is ordinarily accompanied by a
number of very considerable advantages, such as a strong and healthy body, clarity



§1495 SANCTIONS OF NATURAL LAW 945

1495. Other writers, such as Pufendorf, Hobbes, Spinoza, and
Locke, think that there is a sanction for natural laws in the fact that
the individual who violates them does harm to society and conse-
quently to himself as a member of society. That is all well enough
in general (§ 2115), but the quantitative question, the amount of the
individual’s advantage, which is direct, and the amount of his harm,
which is indirect, have to be considered. Instead of doing that those
writers, and others too, resort to an argument that recurs in a vast
number of derivations and which might be termed the “fallacy of
apportionment.” Given an individual who is a member of a com-
munity and who is doing a certain thing, 4, that is harmful to the
community, the idea is to show him that if he thinks of his own
interest he will refrain from doing 4. So he is reminded that as a
member of the community he will share in the harm he does to it.
The conclusion is that the conduct A is harmful to him, so that if
he does 4, it can only be out of ignorance. Whence the further con-
clusion, that the misapprehensions of men as to what constitutes
their own good are the sources of all evil.”

and tranquillity of mind, the affection and goodwill of one’s fellows. Violation of
those laws is ordinarily attended by a number of disadvantages, such as physical
weakness, discases, prejudices and errors, the hatred and contempt of one’s fellows.
However, such natural rewards and punishments do not seem sufficient for es-
tablishing a very solid sanction for natural laws. For, firstly, the inconveniences
ordinarily accompanying violation of natural laws are not always great enough
to hold men to the path of duty. Secondly, it often happens that the good are
unfortunate in this life, whilc the wicked enjoy the fruits of their crimes in peace.
Thirdly, there are times even when the virtuous man cannot do his full duty and
comply with natural laws without exposing himsclf to the greatest of natural mis-
fortunes, to death.” Burlamaqui then gives a long proof of the immortality of
the soul and of the necessity of believing that God rewards the good and punishes
the wicked, and finally concludes: “All we know, thercfore, of the naturc of man,
the nature of God, and the designs He had in creating the human race [How on
earth does Burlamaqui know what those designs were?], all concur in proving that
there arc natural laws, that they have a sanction, and that there is a future life
where that sanction will be applied through rewards and punishments.”

1495 ! Novicow, La morale de lintérét, pp. 20, 49-56: “The fundamental basis
of morality is absolute respect for the rights of one’s neighbours. But it is in no
sense out of love of one’s neighbour that one should respect his rights, but only
and strictly out of love for oneself. . . . The idea that one can get rich more
quickly by robbing one’s ncighbour than by working seems to be true but is not
really so. The directly opposite fact, that the quickest possible way to get rich is
scrupulously to respect the rights of one’s neighbours, is the only one that conforms
to realitics. [No one of course has ever been known to get rich except by strictly
moral means!] ... Every time a working-man uses violence to exact a wage
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1496. The fallacy lies: 1. In disregarding amounts of gain or loss,
on the assumption that 4/l individuals are to act in one way or a//
in another, and in not considering the case where some individuals
are to act in one way and some in another. 2. In going to extremes
along the line of the above and considering gains only, or losses
only. In fact, let us adopt the premise that if 4/ individuals refrained

higher than the natural market-pricc [What on earth can such a natural market-
price be?], he robs himself. Every time an employer uses violence to force on the
worker a wage lower than the natural market-price, he robs himself. Try to imag-
ine what the world would be like if men should find it more in conformity with
their interests not to rob their neighbours and to refrain from doing so under any
form whatsoever! From that moment there would be no more locks, no more
strong-boxes, fortresses, battle-ships, no more watchmen, no more judges, lawyers,
police, no more soldicrs by land or by sea ([In a note]: I am speaking of civil
actions of course—there would still be crimes of passion). In such a socicty there
would be no litigations, no strikes, no sabotage, no lock-outs, no shady specula-
tion. . . . In a word, in a non-robbing socicty, there would be the greatest and
most rapid production that can possibly be attained on this earth, and wealth,
therefore, would reach its culminating point. Now wealth, comfort, happiness, and
interest are synonymous terms. But then again, morality and absolute respect for
the rights of one’s neighbour are also identical concepts. Since, therefore, our
interests are best satisfied when our manner of conduct is the most moral, how can
the identity of morality and interest be disputed? [The fallacy of the argument in
general becomes strikingly apparent in a particular case:] Is it really to a judge’s
interest to accept a bribe? Certainly not, and when he does accept one, it is from
his failure to understand that there is no advantage in his doing so. ... Ex-
perience shows that judges draw the highest salaries in the very countries where
they do not sell their consciences. . . . Incorruptibility on the part of judges con-
tributes very considerably to increasing social wealth, and the greater the social
wealth, the better paid can public officials be. So a judge who is ill informed thinks
that he will get a larger return by selling justice. A judge who is well informed
knows that it is just the contrary. But a judge who knows that he will get larger
returns by avoiding corruption understands that it is to his interest to avoid cor-
ruption.” Suppose we adopt the somewhat arbitrary premise that judges are better
paid when there is no corruption, and keep to the logical errors in the argument.
1. The dilemma assumed by Novicow does not exist. We are not necessarily con-
fined to a choice between a situation where all judges are corrupt and a situation
where no judges are corrupt. There are intermediate situations. If all judges but
one are incorruptible, the one enjoys the general advantage plus the individual
profits of his corruption. If all but one are corrupt, the onc suffers the general loss
plus the particular loss of the profits of his corruption. 2. It is not enough to show
that honest judges are better paid than corrupt judges. It must also be shown that
the general gain is greater than the particular gain from the corruption. Honest
judges receive, let us say, $10,000 a year, corrupt judges $2,000. But one of the
corrupt judges is offered $30,000 for a decision. He would be the loser if he refused
the money on the remote, in fact the very remote, and uncertain chance of some
day being advanced to $10,000 a year.
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from doing A4, every individual as a member of the community
would derive a certain advantage. But now if all individuals Jess one
continue refraining from doing A, the community loss is very slight,
whereas the one individual doing 4 makes a personal gain far
greater than the loss that he incurs as a member of the community.
The fact that the fallacy is not recognized at once is due to a residue
which usually interposes in such arguments implicitly and gives rise
to the first half of the fallacy. It is assumed, but not stated, that all
individuals are to act like the individual doing A. In such a case the
loss is distributed, while the direct gain, in great part at least, is
eliminated. The answer would be that the person who does 4 in no
sense wants others to do 4. That answer, however, cannot be made
without giving offence to the residue of equality and it is therefore
lost sight of in the argument. Take a thief, for instance. Our idea is
to convince him that stealing is against his personal interests. So we
point to the loss that society in general suffers because of his theft,
and explain that he too suffers his share of it. We might specify
expenses for police, judges, prisons, and the like; or the losses re-
sulting from lack of personal security. It is certain that if no one
stole, society would be the gainer and that every member of society
would share in the gain. But the thief can reply: 1. That the direct
gain which he derives from the theft is greater than the indirect loss
that he incurs as a member of society, especially considering the fact
that if he refrained from theft it would by no means follow that
everybody else would do the same. 2. That it is true that if every-
body, or even many people, turned to thieving, his indirect loss in
many cases would probably be greater than his direct gain; but that
he has not the remotest intention of encouraging everybody to turn
thief. In fact, what he earnestly hopes is that everybody else will be
honest, and he the one thief*

1496 1 A jest that is variously recounted by various writers appears among the
Facetiae of Poggio Bracciolini as follows, II, 158: “A usurer of Vicenza kept
urging a monk of great reputation who was regularly preaching to the people to
deliver some strong sermons on the subject of usury and roundly to condemn such
a great vice, which was especially rife in that city; and he pestered the monk
to the point of annoyance. One day, in surprise that he should be so insistent on
having a trade by which he himself lived rebuked, a certain person asked him the

reason for his great solicitude. And he: ‘So many people are plying the trade of
the usurer in this town that I am getting very few customers and am carning
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1497. A similar derivation was for some time used in defence of
“solidarity.” All men were held to be interdependent—indeed, to
give greater force to the argument, all Creation (§499), animals
being made dependent on the vegetable world, and plants in turn
on minerals. The conclusion was that since one individual is de-
pendent on other individuals he can realize his own welfare only by
working for the welfare of others. The trouble with the argument
is that the enumeration is incomplete. There is the kind of depend-
ence where A realizes his own welfare by working for the welfare
of B, C. . . . But there is also the kind of dependence where A real-
1zes his own welfare at the cost of B, C. . . . The wolf realizes its
welfare by devouring the sheep, the slave-owner by exploiting the
slave.” The argument in favour of solidarity is peculiarly childish,
and could never have convinced anybody who was not already con-
vinced.

1498. l4y: Accord with collective interest. If the interest is real
and the individual acts logically to favour it, there is no derivation:
it is a case of plain logical conduct designed to attain an end desired
by an individual. Class IV residues (sociality) do to be sure stimulate
the individual in such conduct. More often, however, the objective
end differs from the subjective purpose (§§ 13, 151), and we get
non-logical conduct justified by derivations. This type of derivation
is very generally used by people who want something and pretend
to be asking for it not for themselves but in behalf of the commu-
nity. A certain number of politicians want something for themselves.
They ask for it in the name of party, city, country. Certain factory-
hands want better conditions. What they demand is a betterment in
the conditions of the “proletariat” or the “working-classes.” A group
of manufacturers want a favour from the government for their par-
ticular industry. They ask for it as a help to business in general or as
a benefit to the working-classes. For more than a half-century past,
“speculators” (§ 2235) have been astute enough to win favour after
favour from our various governments, and bigger and bigger ones,
by asking for them in the interests of the labouring classes or even
in the “public interest.”
nothing. If the others could be persuaded to go out of business, all their earnings
would come to me.”” [Cf. Bandello, Novelle, Pt. 111, no. 53, on the usurer Tom-

masone, this time at Milan.—A. L.]
1497 1 For the detailed refutation see my Systémes socialistes, Vol. 11, pp. 225 f.
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1499. Examples of that sort of derivation turn up before one has
read very far in any article written in support of a protective tariff,
or of an increase in public expenditures, or of one of the many
measures whereby the “speculators” get their hands on money be-
longing to people who live on fixed, or virtually fixed, incomes
(§ 2235). In politics all ruling classes have at all times identified their
own interests with the “interests of the country.” When politicians
are afraid of a too rapid increase in the number of proletarians, they
are for birth-control and show that Malthusianism is to the interests
of public and country. If, instead, they are afraid a population may
prove inadequate for their designs, they are against birth-control,
and show just as conclusively that their interest is the interest of
public and country. And all that is accepted as long as residues re-
main favourable. The situation changes as residues change—never
in view of arguments pro or contra.

1500. This type of derivation is well known, so much so that vir-
tually all other derivations are commonly brought under it, on the
assumption, explicit or implicit, that a person who uses an unsound
argument does so in bad faith, and would use sound ones if he were
in good faith. That view is altogether out of touch with realities,
as may readily be seen from the many exceedingly important deriva-
tions that we have been identifying in this chapter.

1501. 111-: Accord with juridical entities. A person living in a
civilized society becomes familiar with certain moral or juridical re-
lationships that are continually shaping his life, with which his mind
is gradually saturated, and which end by becoming part and parcel of
his intellectual personality. Eventually, through group-persistences,
through his inclination to take what is relative as absolute, he carrics
them beyond the limits within which they may have been valid.
They were adapted to certain circumstances, certain cases, merely;
he makes them serve all cases, all circumstances. So concepts of an
absolute morality and an absolute law come into being. Then he
goes on and imagines that those relationships which arose and de-
veloped in a given community existed before the community, nay,
gave rise to it; and we get theories of a “pact,” or “social contract,”
of “peace under law,” of “solidarity,” with its adjunct of the “debt
to society” and the like. In another direction the juridical and moral
relationships obtaining among human beings may be extended to
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animals, living creatures in general, and even inanimate things.
Indeed the power that speech sometimes exercises over human be-
ings is extended to things—whence the notion of the magical chant,
and the spoken or written word becomes a potent instrument for
working upon things and is thought capable of moving or halting
the Sun and the other stars. A part is played in such phenomena by
residues of our I-Br variety (likeness and oppositeness) whereby, in
view of certain analogies real or imaginary, the traits and properties
of one object are carricd over to another. The substance in such cases
is supplied by group-persistences, the forms by the derivations that
are devised to account logically for the non-logical conduct. In con-
crete cases we ordinarily get mixtures of non-logical conduct of one
sort or another and derivations and logical conduct designed to de-
rive some advantage from the non-logical conduct—the effort serv-
ing merely to demonstrate the existence of the non-logical conduct,
since only something that exists can be used and turned
to account. Given a group-persistence whereby juridical re-
lationships are extended to cases with which they have nothing to
do, individuals will turn up to take advantage of the situation for
ends of their own; but it is evident that they could not do that if
the group-persistence in question were not already there. The shrewd
take advantage of any weapon that comes into their hands. In the
Middle Ages prosecutions of animals and of persons who were dead
were so exploited. Nowadays it is “solidarity.” Tomorrow it will be
something else.

The records show that juridical penalties have been inflicted upon
beings other than human, in all countries, in all periods of history.
There are examples in Athens and among the Hebrews in ancient
times, and in Western countries in the Middle Ages and even in
times more recent. As usual if we knew only one group of such
facts, we should not be able to decide which of the elements in them
was the constant element (residues) and which the variable (deriva-
tions). But the doubt vanishes as we examine the various known
types and see that the derivations used for one type do not serve
for others. In the case of the action for damages—the noxalis actio—
in Rome, the group-persistence that is brought into play seems in the
main to be the relationship of the head of the family to the liberi
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under his authority, or to his slaves." If cases of that sort were the
only ones known to us, we would not be able to say whether jurid-
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