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speaking. He bas been compared to Rensdn
The reremblance js not very unlike that be-
tween Erastuus and St. Panl. James Darmes-
teter was® born in 1849, and after the most
brillinnt academie suceesses was made Doctor
in Letters in 1877, He was a pupil of Bréal
and of Bergaipne. In 1885 he was made pro-
fessor at the Collége de France. In 1886 he
was voyaging in Afghanistan, and acquired
not only material for brilliant letters of travel,
but also for his books on the ‘Chants popu]uircjs
des Afghans,” and on the ‘Origir s de l‘n podsie
persane.” In 1870 he published a poem in prose,
‘La cbute du Christ,) which was repnutgd
with an additiopal part and an epilogue in
1890. The ‘Prophites d'Isracl’ came out in
1892, He contributed largels also to the Jour-
nal des Débats and other French periodicals,
and occasionally to the Academy in England
and to the Nation. For the last year he has
shared the direction of the Rerue de Paris
with M. Louis Ganderax, and>has written re-
peatedly in it. It is proper also to mention
that in 1888 he tran:lated the English poems of
Miss A. Mary I, Robinson, who, a little later,
became his wife. All this, surely, is work
enough to be the honor of a lifetime; but t‘o
those who have known James Darmesteter's
work, his name, hike that of his 1umched
brother Arstne, will always inspire the feeling
of something unachieved in science, or litera-
ture, or moral and religious life, which would
have been and which will never be.

SPINOZA'S ETHIC.

Ethic. Traunslated from the Latin of Benedict
de Spinoza by W. Hale Wright; translation
. revised by Amelia Hutebinson Stirling, M.A.
(Edin.). Second edition, revised, with a new
preface. Macmillan, 1894,
ALTHOUGH this purports to be only a second
edition, yet as it bas a new ‘“preface” of overu
hundred pages and the translation is improved
aund perfected, and as the bdok is immortal and
ever fresh, our readers will be glad to have
some account of the volume. Let us first la-
ment that the work has to be translated at all.
A scientific man may get along without Ger-
man, a.waiter in a restaurant without French,
a traveller in the Levant without Italixn, but
& metaphysician without Latin sever.” More-
over, Spinoza's langunge is beautiful, and
crammed with meaning that no ver:ion can
convey. Then, too, a student of philoso-
pby who does not know Latin cannot under-
stand the older English writers, whose term:-
nology is based on that of scholasticism—in-
deed, we may say he can have no accurate
knowledge even of the less modern literary
English. Needed, however, without doubt,
however unbappily, the English version was;
but we cannot help thinking that those who
will read it would have been helped in master-
ing the thought if the original had been print-
ed on the opposite pages. At the very least, the
Latin of important phrases should have been
addedin parenthesis. Forinstance, the opening
words are ‘* By cause of itself, I understand,”
ete. Now, this expression, like many others
of the treatise, is frequently quoted by philo-
sophical writers, and almost invariably in the
language of the original.
Spinoza, we need not say, is rated very high
by all the idealist schools—that is to say, by
all who go very deep into metaphysics; and he
is without question one of the most, if not the
most, difticult of such writers. His thought is

ciate it.  But that is not all, nor the worst of

it. Paradoxical as it may_ s:em, it may bAe

maintained that none of the very great phi- |
Josaohers  understand  themselves,  Crystal

Cleulrul’ss. such as we justly require in mathe-

matics, in law, in economics, is in philosopvhy

the characteristic of the second-rates. The

reason is that the strongest men are able to

seize an ull-impor\mnt conception lnng. befor.e

the progress of analysis has rendered 1b-po:~'51-

ble to free it from obscurities and (liﬂiculm\f.

If Kant had waited, before he wrote the * Cri-

tic of the Pure Reason,” until the-ideas with

which it chiefly deals had been accurately dis-

sected, he might, bad he lived, huave been _poP

tering over it to-day. But of Spinoza this is
true in a much higher degree. Not only has
he not mastered an altogether distinet appre-
hension” of his own thought, but he has o posg-
tively mistaken view of it. He thinks that he
reasons after the style of Luclid, and perbaps
there is some truth in that; but he thinks that
his reasoning has the form which Euclid un-
derstood his own to have, and that is a com-
plete delusion.  This apparatus of Definitions,
Postulutes, Axioms, Problems, and Theorems
is in geomotry itself merely a veil over the li'»:-
ing thought. Hence it is that Euclid's mani-
fold shps in logic have scarce cast a shudm.v
of doubt over the substantial truth of his
propositions, The histo?y'"nf n}nthematics j.us-
tifles the presumption that jugt in proportion
to the importance of a theorem is the demon-
stration of it likely to bo fallacious—or, at
least, it would be so were the proposition stated
in the absolute style of Euclid. Thus, the
fruitfulness of Cauchy’s work is intimately
connected with its logical inaccuracy. Dirich-
let's principle, which powerfully aided .the de-
velopment of modern mnthomutics.' is well
known to be logically unsound; and much of
the foundations of the theory of functions
which has never been called in question—even,
for example, the paseage from one branch of
a'function to another—cannot srustain cross-
examination. ’

have been worked odt with Babbage's analvti-
cal engine ; but did anybody ever suppose that
the subject could at all be really advanced b_y
such o machine? Yet the current notion is
that syllogistic reasoning is wholly mechani-
caly and that mathematics proceeds by syllo-
gistic reasoning. Neither, proposition is tl'l.l(}.
Evensyllogisticreasoning in its higher varieties
as they appear in the logic of relatives, requires
a living act of ch?ice based on (liscerument,. be-
yond the powerd of any conceivable machine:
and this sufficiently refutes the idea that man
is a mere mechanical automaton endowed with
an idle consciousness. Moreover, the real pro-
cedure of mathematical thought is not merely
syllogistic even in this loftier sense. Mathe-
matical thought advances chiefly by generali-
zation ; and the generalized conclusions are
made rigorously logical by the device of cor-
respondingly generalizing the premises. But
mathematical generalization is not the infan-
tile process which the logic-books describe ; for
they think of no relations between individuals
except those which consist in those individuals
baving common simple predicates, Let the
predicates be rolational, and generalization
means organization, or the building up of an
ideul system. Mathematical reasoning con-
sists in thinking bow things already remarked
may be conceived as making a part of a hitherto
unremarked system. especially by means of the
fntroduction of the hypothesis of continuity

It is difficult to find an illustration of theQ
assertions suited to cur columns, because it
would need to embrace a whole sequence of
theorems—such a sequence as mathematicinns
term a ** theory.” Nevertheless, we will essay
it. Euclid, or rather pre-Euclidean geometers,
easily saw that the three angles of a plane tri-
nn;;]é added up, very nearly at least, to two
‘right angles, while thase of a triangle drawn
on a level (and therefore spherical) surfage
were greater. The question therefore arose:
Are they exactly 180° in-the former case?
They drew a triangle with a lmrimnt.{ll base
aud a higher vertex. From the luit—hnyd
angle they drew aline bisecting the opposito
side, and then- conceived this line to bo‘
doubled. They assumed that the right hand
extremity ot this doubled line woull be higher
than the base of the triangle. There was no
logical proof of it. They knew © -ould not
always bu so upon a sphere. To ane it to
be so was therefore to beg the very iestion at
issue, namely, whether a trinngle on a plane
was like a trinngle on a level (and thereforo
spherical) surface, or not. Syllogistieally, it

was merely the ordinary procedure \vlu\ret.my
something is added to the original hypathesis.
Considered as physics, it was quite unjustitio-
ble to assume that their idea of space corre-
sponded precisely to the space of the real
world.
Here is a better example:  Boole discovered
that if he simply a~sumed 1 to signify what is,
and 0 what is not (and any other two numbers
would have equally answered th&“mitpose), he
could without any furthep assumption express
j\: @gebraical rules,

from which, by ordindr
the conclusion could be deduced. This was a
genuine, living thougbt, and as such is‘ quite
beyond the appreciation of seminary logicians,
ts value consisted in its bringine the concep-
tions of being and nothing into relation with
the system of numbers, aud especially exhibit-
ing them us the mere punctual terminations of

- Some mathematical results, doubtless, could 1 the continuous quautity between them, This

Jast part of the-idea coincides with that of H'e-
gel's Becoming, though this latter, besides its
inconvenient lugging in of Time, is less useful
as being less dingrammatic. However, Hegel's
reasoning and Boole's were cssentially the
same, and this was nothing but an, example
of the ordinery mathcmntical proceeding,
Boole's form of statement ¢on easily be made
a theorem, and can be furnished with a de-
monstration of the usual degree of irrefraga-
bility, or the reverse, as you will. ‘But such
demonstration completely overlooks all that
there was of life and of value in the thinkiog.

All this is emineutly pertinent to SpinowL
It is more than pertinent—it is indispensablo
to the comprehension of " him.
{which these traunslators.call **ethic,” follow-
ing the ignorang corruption of ethica f_rorp e
neuter plural to a feminine singular) 1511]{_9—
wise drawn up in theorems, with demonstra-
tions which have always furnished a laughing-
stock to mathematicians. But you must pene-
trate beneath theso if you would enter the
living stream of Spinoza’s thinking. You then.
find that he is engaged in a somewhat mathe-
matical style in developing 4 conception of the
absolute, strikingly analogous to the metrical
absolute of the mathematicians. He thus ap-
pears as o .mathematical thinker, not im the
really futile, formal way in which he and bis
followers conceived him to be, but intrinsical-
1y, in a lofty, living, and valuable sense. Bub
whether or not this ideal absolute which he

so high and abstruse that nobody who has not
reflected long and to good purpose can appre-

where no continuity had hitherto been thought
of.

brings us to conceive has anything at all in the

was illogical. Considered as mathemnatics, it

the premises of ns_vl]ug‘i; n as two equations -

His * Ethics’ _
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real world corresponding to it, is a problem
which simple thinking cannot solve. That
must be brought somehow to the bar of expe-
rience, or remain a pure ideal. Yet, even so,
it would not do to-assume the speculation to
bo useless; for one might by the same reason
conclude muthematics useless, that being only
the study of ideal constructions, - Spinoza
himself of course roposed in childlise faith in
the objective truth of his ideas. , The “Ethies’
was written in the widst of those discussions
about the principies of dynamics wiich for

many years ‘occupicd the attention of the'

whole learned wordd, and which were brought
to a conclusion in Newton's ¢ Principia,

Now these discussiond related to matter of

fact : and yet theitvgfothod invariably was to
develop the writer's instinelive notions. Thus,
Galilen, secing that a falling body evidently
falls faster and faster, only stops a moment
to show’ that there would be serious difliculties
in the way of supposing the veloeity to be pro-
portional to the distance fallen from rest. and
then at onve adopts the Correct idea that the
incremental velocity s proportional to the
time that iverement oceupied.  Spinoza’s rea-
soming is precisely of the same nature. But
what he and all his school fail to remark is,
‘that the conclasions of the students of mecha-
nies are sureto he brougzlit to the test of experi-
meot in various ways and without any public
remark, unless the experiments fail. It is just,
that quict verification that mukes all the dif-
ference in the world, A hypothesis of any
kind has no poritive support until it has pre-
dicted something cnpable of being observed
and that prediction has been verified. Never-
theless, 1t must. be conceded that as so0on as
they bad learned to intraduce the idea of con-
tinuity, a very epnsiderable proportion of the
instinctive ideas of students about forges turned
out to be just, and the rest needed only shght
correction, )

Spinoza’s ideas are eminently ideas to afisct
buman conduct. If, in accordanco with thn
recommendation of Jesus, we are to judge of
ethical dﬁc’t.riues ul of philosophy in general
by its practical frus e cannot but consider
Spinoza as a very weighty uuthority; for prob-
ably uo writer of modern times has so much
determined men towards an elovated mode of
life.  Although his doctrine contains many
things which are distinctly unchristian, - yet
they are unchristian rather intellectually than
practically. In part, at least, Spinozism is,
after all, a special development of Christiani.
ty: avd the practical upshot of it is decidedly
more Christian than that of any current sys-
tem of theology.

Theroe are at lonst three good translations of
the ‘Ethics’ into Enplish—that of R. Willis,
M.D., afiixed to his interes ife of Spinoza
(Tritbner, 1870); that of Daniel Drake Smith,

.published separately (Van Nostrand, 1876); and
the present one, which originally appeared in
Tritbner’s ** English and Foreign Philosophical
Library.” The latest is distinctly the best of
the threo translations. None of them prints
the Latin. The long ‘Preface” ig occupied
chiefly with an analysis of the development in
_Bpiuoza’s mind of the deotrine of the ‘Ethics*
as shown in his earlier *vork, *A Short Treatise
upon God and Man's Well Being,’ and in his
correspondeuce. This is interesting and throws
sowe lig:hit upon the doetrine itself. Thers js
no really thorough book about Spinoza in our
language, though there are several that con-
tain mach that is valuable, especially those of
Frederick Pollock and of Caird. The best edi-

of Spindza to the philosophers who went before
him, much has been done in special directions,
one writer urging his indebtedness to Descar-
tes, another that to scholasticism, a third that
to the Jewish pbilosophy, a fourth that to
Giordano Bruno. But no really good compro-
hevsive view has ever been published ; nor,
singularly enough, has anybody remarked, as
far as*we are aware, the very obvious indebt-~

Iness of Spinoza to Hobbes, to whose wooden
mpchanicalism he was naturally inclined.

Troliope. 2 vols., Dodd, Mead & Co. 18941,
Or all bouks of travel that have appeared
during the twelvemonth, this sixty-year old
classic ought to be read with the greatest,
avidity by Americans, for it ig history in
its most taking form. THe style ix that of
a bright, cultivated Loglishwoman, with a
‘‘conscious incapacity for description,” but
with a very unusual capacity for it, never.
theless. She writes not from memory but from
notes made on the spot, and with a manifest
desire to be moderate and truthful. She over-
steps her theme (pace ProfaPeck, who writex
an introduction to this reprint); and whenever
she does so to express her views of an estab.
lished chureb, government by the few, the
American Constitution, and our political in-
stitutions generally, she is less edifying if no
luss entertaining. By exception. on the sub
jeet of slavery, which might be classed either
‘as domestic or politicul, she speaks admirably
and without the least exaggeration. But in
this, and in all other particulars save reada-
bility, she is_(puce Mr. Peck again) inferior
to her more powerful-minded successor, Miss
Martineau, whoso stay, though briefer, was
vastly moro profitable, if only because of the
greater scope of her observation. Mrs. Trol.
lope saw nothing of New England, and no
place so long and so continuously as Cincins
nati. She entered the country by the dreariest
of back-doors, the mouth of the Mississippi,
and made the asednt of that river by way of
M.»mphis to the Ohio city, already a pork
sha mbles, Her affairs did not prosper; sho
constently encountered the anti-British spirit
reviveq by therecent war of 1812, and intensi-
fied by tu > newly published work on America
of Capt. L sil Hall; she contrasted the crudi-
ties, excesse, ill-breeding, discomforts of a
frontier civiliz 1tion with the polished society
she had left belind her; she had some just
cause for personai vesentment, and she could
not resist the temy‘'ation to hold up to the
world (including the Jnited States) the cant,
and conceit and thin-skiy nednessof this people.
No wonder that she bro. cht down upon her-
self the abuse heaped upor Capt. Hall, Yet
nothing is clearer than tha. she would fain
have praised. Compare ber ¢ “ght in Wash-
ington with Bacourt’s loathing t. it tem years
later, and you perceive that she -ns belped
to overlook its really shabby counditi by ber
sense that the lines had been laid fo: - mag-
nifleent future metropolis. The self-sat fac-
tion displayed in the secretary of state’sc. ~e
at the obvious superiority of a gold or silve
box destined for Russia, with the American
seal enclosed, to those received from our Euro-
pean allies, pleased her as foretokening a time
when America would “give a fair portion of
her attention to the arts and the graces that
embellish life.” She admits the beauty of our
men and women, though she cannot admire
their carriage or their gait or their motions

tlon of his works is by Van Vioter and Land
(The Hagite, 1888). In regard to the relation

in the dance. She raves over our flowers and

Domestic Manners of the Americans. By Mrs. -

chewing and spitting, shirt sleeves in court
and at the theatre, heels on .table or on the
window sill, vulgar familiarity towards all
ranks, revival and camp-meeting religiosity,
and so on. She roports both ‘what she seey
aml what she is told, and as an observer few
would pow deny that she was honest and
trustworthy. When she could uot-bring her-
self to discover a great actor in Forrest, and
relates that she was advised not to “state it
freely in America, ‘for they would not bear
it,"” we judge her veracity by the sulmequent
Astor Place riot against Macready. On the
other hand, that she is not merely reserving
her applause for her countrymen on the Ame-
rican stage will appear by comparing her ap-
preciation of Mr. and Mrs. Alexander Drake
at Cincinnati with that, equally laudatory, of
the Jate E. D. Mauvsfiold in his * Personal Me-
mories’ (1870, from whiclh work we will quote
a passage on another subject (p. 187). He iy
speaking of a large party:

*There was no regular set supper-table. But,
as was cu-temary at that day, there were in
the back rooms tables for gentlemen, covered
with the most solid dishes of meat and game,
while the waiters carried to the Jadics the hest
of cakes und confections, with whatever else
they desired  With them remained the young
gentlemen, who had then even more gallontry
than they have now in commending theni-
selves to the graces of the ladies. But with
the old, =edate, and unfashionable gentlemens
the back rcom was the churnr There stood
the tubles, with bam and beef, aud venison,
turkey, and quail, with bottles of brandy and

wine, and there were chrds for those who
wanted tokill time.”

Here is Mrs, Trollope's more lively account
of the same custom in the same city at the
same date, reinforced with a lithographic pic-
ure sugyested by her own peneil (., p. 214):
* The arrangemejts for the <upper wero
very singular, but eminently characteristic of
the country. The gentlemen had a splendid
entertainment spread for them in another Iarge
room of the hotel, while the poor ladies had
each a plate put into their bands, as they pen-
sively promenaded the ball room during their
absenee: and shortly afterwards servants ap-
peared  braring trays of sweetmeats, cakes,
and creams, The fdir creatures then sat
down on a row of chairs placed round the
walls, and, each making a table of her knees,
began eating her sweet but sad and sulky re-
past. The effect was extremely comie; their
gala drosses and the decorated room<€orming
o contrast the most unaccountable with their
uncomfortublé and forlorn condition.

* This arrangement was owing neither to
cconumy-nor want of & room larpe enough to
accommodate the whole party, but purely be-
cause the gentlemen liked it better. This was
the answer given me when my curiosity
tempted me to ask why the lndies and gentlo-
men did not sup together. )

The separation of the sexes struck our Bri-
tish critic very painfully, Again and again
she refers to it as making domestic life dreary
through the suppression of conversation. Her
instances of false delicacy and prudery grow-
ing outof thisare moreineredible now than any-
thing else in her narrative; and altogether we
are helped to au understanding of the boldness
of her transatlantic voyager, ¥rances Wright
(Mr. Peck seems to know no more about this
hi-torie lady than what he finds in our author),
in lecturing publicly to mixed audiences. and
of the scandal caused by it, as later by the
nti-slavery addresses of the Grimké sisters,
« 1 by the abolitionists ignoring sex in waking
up mmittees. This prudery wasto be metwith
on be h sides of Mason and Dixon's line, and
Mrs. 1. “lloparecoris a manifestation of it on

the borde s of the Potomac:

“Iouco w,”shesayy, -a young lady who,

when scated . table between & male and a fe-

our scenery. She draws the line at tobacco-

male, was ind: ~d by ber modesty to intrude
on the chair of 1. - female neighbor to avoid
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