
Wassard Elea 

Rivista 
 

I, nº 3; 25 febbraio 2013 

 

Indice 
 

M.C. Beck “Ancient Greeks, Modern Utilitarians, and Satisfied Pigs” ... 107 

 

James Mahon ”Spinoza, Bad Faith, and Lying” .... 115 

 

Don Fallis ”Kant versus Skyrms on Universal Deception” .... 121 

 

Harold Peterson ” The Wizard who Oversimplied: A Fable” .... 123 

 

Roland Puccetti “Can Humans Think?” …. 126 

 

James R. Pomerantz “The grass is always greener” …. 131 

 

Christos Evangeliou “Παξκελίδεο” …. 134 

 

Stephen Rifkin “Helen at the Beach” .... 135 

 

Lars Rydquist “Hylla i Galleriet” …. 137 

 

Ditte Steensballe fra “Fremtiden vil trøstes” … 138 

 

Ann Kavli “Oksehunger” … 138 

 

O.K. Bouwsma “Poetry Becomes Truth” …. 139 
 

Tony Vaccaro ”Never More War – Mai più una Guerra?” .... 146 

 

From the Collections: Leis, Abel, Callery, Freedman-Shear, Lievens, … 148 

 

Received .... 153 



 106 

© Wassard Elea 2013 – René L. Aa. Mogensen. 

Editor: Lars Aagaard-Mogensen et al. 

 

Wassard Elea 

Elea Arte Club onlus 

 

Via La Chiazzetta 27 

I-84046 Ascea (Sa) 

Italia 

 

 

 

 

 

This journal is, like everything else in the world, overpriced, but unlike most 

other things only modestly so; it is sold, rather than free, to contribute to the 

Fond for improving conditions for residents, namely artists and scholars, at 

Wassard Elea. 

 

Readers, furthermore, shall have to tolerate, like the rest of the world, many 

languages. Likewise they shall have to tolerate many types of content; the 

pages are open to the great variety of all the arts and sciences. Your 

submission of articles, short notes, discussions and reviews, is invited. 

 

Permission to reprint is readily obtainable on request. 

 

Ads may be accepted if accompanied by a suitable donation. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Single issues: 5,00 EUR; 4 issues: 20 EUR 

 

Please remit in cash to: Wassard Elea Fond at address above or deposit to 

Paypal account: renemogensenmusic@gmail.com – receipt is subsequently 

mailed. 

  

mailto:wassard@tiscali.it


 107 

 

 

Ancient Greeks, Modern Utilitarians, and Satisfied Pigs 
 

Martha C. Beck (Lyon College) 

 

 

 Introduction. John Stuart Mill claims that, “It is better to be a 

human being dissatisfied than a pig satisfied.” He tries to argue on empirical 

grounds that human beings possess an innate sense of their own dignity as 

human beings. Because of this innate sense, argues Mill, the kind of society 

that will, in fact, lead to the greatest happiness of the greatest number of 

people is a society whose leaders have structured all social institutions to 

cultivate the 'higher pleasures' unique to human beings: intellectual, social, 

and artistic. Mill rejects Jeremy Bentham's version of utility, based on the 

view that all pleasures are equal in value. “Pushpin is as good as poetry,” 

claims Bentham. 

 The debate between Mill and Bentham presupposes another 

assumption among Utilitarians: human beings are born 'blank slates,' 

meaning individuals are moulded by a combination of their genetic traits 

and their social environments. This claim, made by many Enlightenment 

thinkers of the time, was a reaction against the Christian theology that had 

dominated Western culture for many centuries. Christian doctrine claimed 

that, without the intervention of supernatural grace from God, human beings 

naturally are driven by pride, greed, lust, sloth, gluttony, envy, and wrath. 

After the fall of Adam and before the life and death of Christ, human beings 

were unable to redeem themselves from this condition of sin. After Christ's 

death and resurrection, those who believe in Christ can be 'saved' from sin. 

Utilitarians believed that people have corrupt desires because of the social 

conditions around them. They believed that the accumulation of a body of 

knowledge in the social sciences would make it possible to create a system 

of education from birth through adulthood that would mould people to 

pursue the higher pleasures throughout their lives. Adults would be engaged 

in a variety of different intellectual, social, and cultural activities and would 

encourage each other in such pursuits. The kinds of behaviour the church 

obsessively condemned as 'sin' would gradually fade away. 

 The Ancient Greeks rejected both the blank slate point of view as 

well as the view that any particular person at one point in human history, 

including Jesus Christ, could change humanity forever. Instead, the Greeks 
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reflected upon the human condition and created a culture that assumed 

certain drives would always be part of the experience of being human. These 

drives could lead to great creativity or great destruction. The Greeks would 

have thought that the concept of a human being as a 'satisfied pig' is 

psychologically impossible, practically disastrous, and theoretically 

perverted, whether that pig becomes satisfied by believing in Jesus as his 

saviour or by being socially conditioned to seek the so-called 'higher' 

pleasures. 

 My argument begins with some quotes from Aristotle. I have 

shown elsewhere that the texts of Ancient Greek culture, including Greek 

myth, Homer, Hesiod, tragedy, the pre-socratic philosophers, Plato, 

Thucydides, and others all assume Aristotle's perspective as presented here. 

My discussion will be limited to a brief account of how some of Plato's 

dialogues address the issue of the difference between satisfied pigs and 

human beings. 

 

 Aristotle: the basic foundations 

Aristotle begins his Metaphysics with the claim that human beings 

by nature desire to know. This desire includes a deep need to 'know,' or to 

develop a position about, the ultimate meaning and purpose of human life. 

In his De Anima or On the Soul, Aristotle talks about all the powers of the 

human soul and how they should be connected so as to become a fully 

functioning human being. The more basic powers, those that are exercised 

from the time we are born, are the same as the powers of the souls of some 

of the other animals: sensation, appetite, imagination, memory, etc. At a 

certain level of development, the human organism begins to exercise powers 

unique to the human species. Human beings do not merely observe and 

remember events around them, but they also want to find patterns in those 

events. They search for cause-effect connections. They want to know the 

principles and causes underlying both natural and human phenomena. Even 

at a young age, children naturally ask, “Why?” The desire to find out 'why' 

drives human beings to pursue different ideas about truth and falsity, good 

and evil, justice and injustice. Their search for answers or their efforts to 

live according to what they believe governs their behaviour and alters the 

way they experience pleasure and pain. No human being is merely a 

'satisfied pig,' unless that person has made a conscious choice to try and act 

like a satisfied pig. In as much as a satisfied pig does not think about the 

meaning of life, it is ironic for a human being to deliberately and conscious-
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ly choose to try and live a spontaneous, unexamined life, based on some 

idea about what will make them happy. 

 Instead, at the beginning of his Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle 

claims that all human actions and choices are made in order to achieve some 

good or to avoid some evil according to their ideas of good and evil. Human 

beings are aware of their power of choice. They know people disagree about 

what the good life is and they know people have made very different choices 

about how to live based on very different notions of good. Rather than 

reduce all choices to simple responses to pleasure and pain, however, human 

beings continue to pursue and refine their notions of how to live the best 

lives they can, within a context that includes limitations based on human 

nature, human history, a cultural setting and their own personal capacities. 

 At the beginning of his Politics, Aristotle distinguishes between 

human communities and all other animal groups. Like other animals, human 

beings live in family groups. Like more evolved animals, humans live in 

complex communities that enable them to survive more efficiently. Unlike 

other animals, however, human beings stay together to create communities 

based on a vision of a good life, a quality of life over and beyond mere 

survival. Political community is formed between people who do not know 

each other personally but who live together under a common body of laws 

and institutions. The choices related to political community are based on 

ideas of good and evil, justice and injustice, not on the basis of physical 

pleasures and pains at all. Our ideas about how to achieve a high quality of 

life are communicated through language. 

 Aristotle argues that language, strictly speaking, is unique to human 

beings. Other animals communicate pleasure and pain, even in sophisticated 

ways, but this is not language. Human beings often pervert the nature of 

language by using it to communicate nothing more than immediate pleasure 

and pain, but language by nature exists because human beings are able to 

recognize principles and causes underlying immediate phenomena. 

Language exists to communicate the answers people arrive at after they have 

asked the question, “Why?” 

 Aristotle argues in the Metaphysics that the reason human beings 

by nature desire to know is because the universe is by nature intelligible. 

The physical world is, in fact, governed by underlying principles and causes 

and human beings are 'wired' by nature to seek to understand them. To 

recognize our natural desire to know is to recognize the ultimate human 

good. A good person and a good society does all it can to promote those 

desires and activities that bind people together in the way the encourages 
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them to cultivate their desire to live complete lives, lives filled with 

meaningful activities, whether focused on scientific inquiry, the promotion 

of human well-being through meaningful social interaction, artistic 

creativity, or even the creation of goods and services that not only serve to 

promote personal survival, but which also contribute to the development of 

a high quality of life while at the same time meetings needs for basic 

commodities such as food, clothing and shelter. 

 For example, the need for food can be met by growing healthy 

foods and selling them at a reasonable price or it can be met by growing 

unhealthy foods and selling them at inflated prices. In the first case, the 

merchant's idea of the good is to meet a common human need for healthy 

food. In the second case, the merchant's idea of the good is the need for 

money and the belief that the good life consists in making as much money 

as possible. In either case, human beings are not mere satisfied pigs. Pigs do 

not overeat or undereat; they do not make money selling food; they do not 

build food processing factories, etc. They eat according to natural instinct 

and what is available. When they are being exploited as food for human 

beings, however, they are fed unnaturally and they eat unnaturally. 

 From one point of view, Mill and Aristotle seem very similar. Both 

envision the best human life as one lived in a context of a society that 

cultivates intellectual, social, and artistic pursuits. Their underlying views of 

the nature of reality, human nature, and the human condition, however, are 

very different. Aristotle claimed that we can know the basic principles of 

being and our place in the universe. Enlightenment thinkers denied both and 

rejected every aspect of Aristotelian science. Aristotle thought that what 

drives human beings would never change. Societies could be judged as 

better or worse depending upon the extent to which their institutions, 

customs, and educational system develop a desire for the good life as a life 

in pursuit of wisdom and an ability to achieve it or deny and frustrate that 

desire. 

 The texts of Greek culture give specific examples of the overall 

vision of the universe and how human beings succeed or fail at becoming 

fully human. The deities of Greek mythology represent the powers of the 

human soul. Each deity personifies one of the sacred passions, one way to 

realize a sense of meaning and purpose. Athena is the goddess of wisdom, 

and justice, Zeus the god of justice, Apollo the god of reason, Demeter the 

goddess who is passionate about the well-being of her children, etc. The list 

is long, showing how complicated human life can be. The deities come into 

conflict because each deity represents the problems that arise when a human 
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being fixates on only one of the sacred passions and ignores the rest. The 

deities closest to the 'satisfied pig' would be Aphrodite, goddess of beauty, 

and Dionysius, god of wine. Each represents physical pleasure, sensuality. 

Each can be sacred or profane. When taken to an extreme, physical 

gratification is pursued at the expense of all other sacred passions. 

 Homer's texts give specific examples of human beings who 'follow' 

or who 'are possessed by' various deities, leading them to make better or 

worse choices. In each case, Homer makes clear that human beings can 

choose whether to be 'possessed' or not and are responsible for their choices. 

Paris and Helen represent the characters 'possessed by' Aphrodite who are 

willing to start a war between the Greeks and Trojans rather than give up 

their sexual attraction for each other. The human pursuit of pleasure, 

especially sexual pleasure, goes way beyond the existence of a satisfied pig. 

Because human beings are social and political by nature, their pursuit of 

sexual pleasure outside of the context of marriage and family life 

undermines social and political community. Paris was given the golden 

apple and had to make a choice between Athena, Hera, and Aphrodite. He 

represents every young person who has to choose what to pursue most 

diligently in life: Athena offered wisdom, Hera offered honour and power, 

and Aphrodite offered the most beautiful woman in the world, sexual 

pleasure. Paris clearly made the wrong choice. By contrast, Odysseus and 

Penelope are faithful to each other even after twenty years of separation. 

They are clearly happy and their behaviour has a positive effect on those 

around them. 

 The characters in both Homer and Greek tragedy possess the 

various virtues and vices Aristotle discusses in his Nichomachean Ethics. 

Aristotle gives a rational account of the same behaviours, the mean and the 

extremes, represented by the Greek deities. Homer and the tragedians try to 

educate their audiences indirectly, through emotional catharsis and 

intellectual reversal and recognition while Aristotle tries to educate through 

definitions and a systematic theoretical analysis. 

 

 Plato's Dialogues, Greek Paideia, and Satisfied Pigs 

Plato's dialogues include some of the characteristics of Greek 

tragedy and of Homer, particularly the use of emotional catharsis and 

intellectual reversal and recognition. In what are called Plato's 'early and 

middle dialogues,' Plato shows readers that the Athenians forgot the 

underlying worldview that their institutions were based upon. Instead of 

continually seeking wisdom, the city became dominated by the spirit of 
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what Plato calls the 'democratic personality.' This type is closest to the 

satisfied pig. Such a person believes that all pleasures are equally valuable 

and that what made Athens great was that the citizens were given the 

freedom to do whatever they wanted with their lives. 

 Rather than diligently using Athens' cultural institutions to become 

informed, self-governing citizens, Plato's dialogues show that too many 

Athenians used and abused the institutions to pursue their personal goals 

with no concern for the well-being of their fellow citizens or the future of 

the city. Too many self-defined 'liberals' used their freedom to live 

undisciplined lives. Too many naturally talented citizens did not bother to 

develop the expertise necessary to take on responsibility in a profession and 

to use their power to help both their clients and the city as a whole. Too 

many of those with talent did the work necessary to become respected 

professionals but were focused on making as much money as possible or on 

exercising power for its own sake rather than on using their expertise to 

promote the well-being of others and of the city. Too many liberals became 

too much like the despised Trojans, the lovers of wealth and pleasure. Like 

Homer, Plato's dialogues show that no human being is merely a contented 

pig. To choose the life of physical gratification is to fail to develop as a 

human being. Such a way of life leads inevitably to personal, social, and 

political self-destruction. 

 On the other hand, self-defined 'conservatives' could recognize the 

corruption of the great lovers of freedom as license to live as selfishly as 

possible, with no respect for the city's gods, the city's well-being, fidelity to 

family, or any traditional values. Too many conservatives overreacted with a 

blind, uncritical love of literal views of religion, patriotism, and traditional 

values. Too many wanted to prove their loyalty and virtue by fighting 

bravely in war, so they used the power they had to promote the military and 

to pursue the building of a political empire, either in the name of promoting 

their superior culture or in the name of national security. Too many 

conservatives became too much like the despised Trojans, the city-state that 

was dedicated to military conquest as the highest value in human life. 

 

 The Evolution of Culture. 

Homer's Iliad gives two models of two types of society, the 

monarchy of Troy and the aristocracy of Greece. Troy was governed by 

Priam, who believed that he could maintain his society by making sure he 

was wealthy enough to bribe enemies into leaving his city alone. He allowed 

his son to indulge his sexual passions, even when his passion for Helen 
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meant Troy had violated hospitality agreements between city-states. The 

failure of cities to respect such agreements leads inevitably to continual fear 

of other cities and the need to focus on military force to ensure national 

security. Priam was wrong. The Trojans people knew he was wrong. They 

voted to return Helen, knowing they had violated their sacred covenant with 

the gods by violating their sacred covenant of hospitality with the Greeks. 

 The Greeks were a group of separate city-states who elected 

Agamemnon to rule the troops. Agamemnon abused his power first by 

refusing to return the daughter of a Delphic priest and then, after giving her 

back, taking Achilles' 'woman.' Achilles overreacted and abused his power 

by refusing to fight, leading to a ten-year extension of the war. The Greek 

soldiers also were wiser than their rulers. They knew that both Agamemnon 

and Achilles were abusing their powers at the expense of everyone else. 

Homer seems to be pointing toward democracy, the rule of the citizens 

under common laws, as a more just way of organizing a society. Homer, like 

Plato, shows that pleasure united with wealth and power are the two most 

powerful temptations for human beings, the forces that lead them away from 

the love of wisdom, justice, and virtue. 

 Plato's dialogues show how a democratic society can also be 

corrupted to the point of self-destruction. In every type of city, therefore, 

whether ruled by a monarch, an aristocracy, or by the vote of the people, can 

be either governed justly or unjustly. When a city is governed unjustly it 

will eventually destroy itself, both from the corruption of its own citizens 

and from attacks from without. The texts of Greek paideia show how people 

must live in order to preserve their own well-being as well as that of those 

they love and of their societies as a whole. The texts show the disastrous 

consequences of failing to pursue the love of wisdom throughout one's life. 

The texts show that it is psychologically impossible, practically disastrous, 

and theoretically perverted to claim that human beings can ever be satisfied 

pigs. We are constitutionally unable to live without thinking about the 

meaning of our lives. 

 

 The Democratic Personality, Utilitarianism, and Satisfied Pigs 

As a student of Ancient Greek culture, it grieves me to read about 

the Enlightenment blind faith in the human soul as a 'blank slate.' The 

Ancient Greeks would have known immediately that the project of social 

engineering that both the French and British believed they could create to 

end human evils was a big mistake. One great lie of the Enlightenment was 

that human beings are herd animals that can be controlled through positive 
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and negative reinforcement, pleasure and pain, apart from any higher sense 

of meaning. A second great lie, also exposed by the Ancient Greeks, is 

Francis Bacon's famous claim that 'knowledge is power,' that the purpose of 

human knowledge should be to gain control over nature. Many stories in 

Greek paideia tell of men who try to overstep natural human limitations and 

suffer terribly for their arrogance. The third great lie is that natural resources 

can be exploited to promote human welfare forever. The human race is now 

in complete denial about this fact. We are collectively behaving in ways that 

will lead to a terrible legacy for future generations. The fourth great lie is the 

assumption that the exploitation of natural resources would be used for 

human well-being rather than to create all sorts of destructive warfare, such 

as biological, chemical, and nuclear weapons. Not only have we developed 

such weapons, but we have done so in the name of some idea of virtue and 

justice, usually the need for national security and cultural superiority. 

 The Ancient Greeks would also grieve to find out about the debates 

between Benthan and Mill over whether pushpin is, indeed, as good as 

poetry. Such debates distracted Bentham and Mill from paying attention to 

what their own leaders were doing. Exactly like the Athenians, the British 

political and military leaders were obsessed about conquering the world and 

building an empire. Like the Athenians, they justified their lust for power as 

the spread of their superior culture. As in the time of the Greeks, those who 

were conquered did not accept the undemocratic way they were treated and 

plotted to fight back. The British, like the Athenians, were obsessed with 

pleasure, wealth, and power. Enlightenment thinkers knew that the 

Scientific and Industrial Revolutions could lead to a great improvement in 

the material conditions of human life. They ought to have made sure those 

developments were guided by the love of wisdom. They ought to have paid 

more attention to the cautionary tales of Greek mythology, tragedy, Homer, 

Plato, and Thucydides, among others. 

 As a citizen of the United States of American who came-of-age 

during the Vietnam War, I, also, grieve at the way my own country has 

perverted the ideal of a democratic society. I interpret the founding 

documents of my country as containing the same basic ideas as the founding 

documents of Athens, including the rule of law and the vision of a society of 

self-controlled, politically informed citizens who will live their personal and 

social lives in a way that promotes the highest quality of political life. Too 

many Americans today either never understood the view of the human soul 

and the human condition that must be true to make a democratic society 

possible or they reject that view. Too many use the democratic institutions 
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to pursue personal goals such as pleasure, wealth, and power, at the expense 

of the well-being of the city as a whole. Too many believe falsely that 

personal greed will lead to collective well-being. Too many deny the reality 

of tragedy: the fact that the road to hell is paved with good intentions. Too 

many deny their responsibility to become informed and to continually 

examine themselves and their fellow-citizens in order to prevent future 

disaster. 

 As was the case during the Scientific and Industrial Revolutions, 

today's Technological Revolution has led to great improvements in the 

material well-being of many people's lives. Yet we use our knowledge to 

pursue the wrong goals. There are too many analogies between the Ancient 

Athenians, British Victorians, and contemporary Americans. When will we 

ever learn the lessons of Greek paideia? 

 

 

 
 

Semiotician Berhard F. Scholz (University of Utrecht) sent his photo of an 

uncommonly happy pig. 
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Spinoza, Bad Faith, and Lying: A reply to John W. Bauer 
 

James Edwin Mahon 

(Washington and Lee University / Yale University) 

 

 

In Part IV of the Ethics, Proposition 72, Spinoza says that “Homo 

liber nunquam dolo malo, sed semper cum fide agit,” which is commonly 

translated as, “A free man never acts deceitfully, but always in good faith.”
1
 

In his article “Spinoza, Lying, and Acting in Good Faith,”
2
 John Bauer 

argues that in this proposition Spinoza lays down an absolute moral 

prohibition “never to lie” (57). Bauer‟s argument has three parts. First, he 

argues that Spinoza‟s target is lying. Second, he argues that the prohibition 

against lying is absolute. Third, he argues that the prohibition is addressed to 

everyone, and not merely to those who are free; hence, it is a genuine moral 

prohibition. In this reply, for reasons of length, I will address only the first 

part of Bauer‟s argument. 

Bauer argues that we are to understand “acts deceitfully” in 

Proposition 72 as including lying. Although “it is possible that Spinoza‟s 

proposition might be extended to include certain forms of deceit” (45) that 

are not lies, every lie, at least, is a deceitful action, and hence, “acts 

deceitfully” includes lying. 

 To support this interpretation, Bauer argues that although the 

expression “dolo malo” in Proposition 72 means literally “bad faith,” it 

should be interpreted to mean “with deceitful intention” (41). This 

expression was used in the law to express the intention to commit fraud 

(42). Although Spinoza nowhere mentions a lie (mendacium), he has lying 

in mind when he talks of acting “dolo malo,” because this means acting with 

the intention to deceive. Since to lie is to act in a particular way with the 

intention to deceive, it follows that acting “dolo malo” includes lying. To 

put Bauer‟s argument formally: 

 

(1) To act “dolo malo” is to act with the intention to deceive; 

                                                 
1 Baruch Spinoza, Ethics, translated and edited by G. H. R. Parkinson (Oxford 

University Press, 2000), 279. 
2 John W. Bauer, “Spinoza, Lying, and Acting in Good Faith,” Parmenideum IV, No. 

1 (2012): 40-57. All page references in the text are to this article. 
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(2) To lie is to act in a particular way with the intention to deceive; 

–> To lie is to act in a particular way “dolo malo”. 

 

Since Proposition 72 states that the free man never acts “dolo malo,” it 

follows that it states that the free man never lies. 

 There is, however, a problem with this argument. In order for this 

argument to be accepted, it must be true that all lying involves an intention 

to deceive. That is, premise (2) must be true. However, Bauer nowhere 

defends premise (2) Indeed, Bauer relies upon a definition of lying that 

makes no mention of having an intention to deceive. 

Bauer accepts Aquinas‟s definition of lying: “a lie is an assertion 

contrary to one‟s belief” (43; 45). It is possible to argue that when one 

makes an assertion, one intends that one‟s audience believe what one is 

saying.
3
 If this is true, then asserting what is contrary to what one believes is 

intending to deceive, because it involves intending that one‟s audience 

believe something that is contrary to what one believes. However, it is also 

possible to deny that when one makes an assertion one intends that one‟s 

audience believe what one is saying.
4
 Aquinas distinguishes between the 

intention to say what one does not believe, and the intention to deceive.
5
 

Hence, Aquinas‟s definition of lying seems to allow for a distinction 

between “an assertion contrary to one‟s belief” and the intention to deceive 

by means of such an assertion. If this is correct, “an assertion contrary to 

one‟s belief” is a lie even if it lacks any deceptive intention. To lie is simply 

to make an assertion contrary to what one believes, whether or not one 

intends that anyone believes it. 

Of course, this definition of a lie, “an assertion contrary to one‟s 

belief,” would have to distinguish between such untruthful assertions, on the 

one hand, and ironic statements, jokes, reciting lines on stage, etc., on the 

other, in order to avoid categorizing all of these actions as lies. However, it 

                                                 
3 Charles Fried, Right and Wrong (Harvard University Press, 1978), 56. 
4 For the denial that assertion necessarily involves an intention to be believed, and 

hence, that lies can be untruthful assertions without any deceitful intention, see Roy 

Sorensen, „Bald-Faced Lies! Lying Without The Intent To Deceive‟, Pacific 

Philosophical Quarterly 88 (2007): 251-264. 
5 Thomas Aquinas, „Question 110: Lying‟, in Summa Theologiae (II.II), 41: Virtues 

of Justice in the Human Community (NY: McGraw-Hill, 1972), 149-151. 
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is possible to defend an account of assertion according to which all of these 

statement-making actions are not assertions, and hence, are not lies.
6
 

This would leave open the possibility of lies without deceptive 

intent. Consider the following case. Imagine that you are a witness in a trial, 

and you are asked on cross-examination if you were present at the scene of a 

crime. You were present, but you deny that you were present. You do so 

without intending that anyone believe what you are saying. All that you 

want to do is to deny that you were present, because you believe that the 

murder suspect will kill you if you go on the record with the truth. But you 

desperately hope that the murder suspect gets convicted. If this is a lie, then 

it is a lie without any deceptive intention.
7
 

 If there can be lies that lack deceptive intent, and if to act “dolo 

malo” is to act with the intention to deceive, then Spinoza‟s prohibition 

against acting deceitfully would only prohibit deceitful lying, and not all 

lying. The argument would go as follows: 

 

(1) To act “dolo malo” is to act with the intention to deceive; 

(2) To lie is to make an assertion contrary to what one believes; 

(3) To lie deceitfully is to make an assertion contrary to what one 

believes with the intention to deceive; 

–> To lie deceitfully is to act “dolo malo”. 

 

 It may be that Spinoza believed that all lying was intentionally 

deceptive, and that he intended to prohibit all lying by prohibiting all 

deceptively intentional acts. If so, then Spinoza rejects the possibility of 

non-deceptive lying. This means that he either denies that it is possible to 

make assertions contrary to belief without intending to deceive,
8
 or, that he 

rejects any definition of lying that does not include the intention to deceive. 

If so, then the argument would go as follows: 

                                                 
6 See Roderick M. Chisholm, and Thomas D. Feehan, “The Intent to Deceive”, The 

Journal of Philosophy 74 (1977), 143-159. 
7 For more on lies without deceptive intention, see Thomas M. Carson, “The 

Definition of Lying,” Noûs 40 (2006): 284-306, and Don Fallis, “What is Lying?,” 

Journal of Philosophy 106 (2009): 29-56. 
8 Bernard Williams holds that “I think it is clear that in giving an account of 

insincere assertion, we do have to put back the idea of a speaker‟s trying to affect the 

beliefs of the person he is addressing… insincere assertions do have the aim of 

misinforming the hearer” (Truth and Truthfulness: An Essay in Genealogy 

(Princeton University Press, 2004), 71). 
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(1) To act “dolo malo” is to act with the intention to deceive; 

(2) To lie is to make an assertion contrary to what one believes 

(with the intention to deceive); 

–> To lie is to act “dolo malo” 

 

 However, there is another possibility that must be investigated here. 

It is possible to read Spinoza differently. It is possible to read the expression 

“dolo malo” as “bad faith,” in the sense of (simply) being untruthful or 

insincere. 

In discussing Spinoza‟s demonstration of the proposition, Bauer says 

the following: 

 

It is here that Spinoza specifies what he means by acting with 

dolo malo: “to come together in words, but to be contrary to one 

another in reality.” This claim, I shall argue, rests upon the 

assumption that when people enter into conversation with each 

other, a tacit agreement is being made that what is spoken by the 

speaker is believed true …. If „coming together in words‟ always 

presupposes a certain, fundamental sentiment of mutual sincerity, 

then to enter into conversation without another in bad faith, 

according to Spinoza, is always absurd. (43) 

 

In this passage, Bauer nowhere speaks of deception. Instead he speaks 

simply of “sincerity.” If “dolo malo” means “bad faith,” and if speaking 

“dolo malo” means saying or asserting what one does not believe – that is, 

being insincere or untruthful – then acting “dolo malo” here means acting 

insincerely or untruthfully, rather than acting deceptively. If this is true, then 

Bauer‟s argument could be reformulated, as follows: 

 

(1) To act “dolo malo” is to act in bad faith; 

(2) To lie is to make an assertion contrary to what one believes; 

(3) So, to lie is to make an insincere assertion; 

(4) So, to lie is to act in bad faith; 

–> To lie is to act “dolo malo.” 

 

 If this is correct, then the translation of Proposition 72 would be 

something like “A free man never acts in bad faith, but always in good 

faith,” where „acts in bad faith‟ simply means not believing in what one says 
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(or does). This would be very broad, and would include all insincere 

assertions. Some – perhaps most – of these insincere assertions would be 

deceptive. But not all of them would be. Or at least, they would not have to 

be. 

 There is, however, at least one problem with this broad 

interpretation of acting “dolo malo.” In the scholium to Proposition 72, 

Spinoza considers the question “„What if a man could, by a breach of faith, 

free himself from the immediate danger of death; would not reason always 

advise him to break faith, in order that he may preserve his being?‟”
9
 

The witness in the trial mentioned earlier could free himself from 

the threat of being killed by the murder suspect if he was simply insincere 

when speaking on the witness stand. It is not necessary for him to deceive 

anyone. However, this does not seem to be the case that Spinoza has in 

mind. Spinoza seems to have in mind the case of a person who could, by an 

insincere assertion, free himself from danger, because the insincere assertion 

is believed. This means that it is necessary for him to deceive someone. For 

example, if you were a soldier captured by the enemy, and you told the 

enemy your own side‟s battle plans, and the enemy released you, and then 

your own side asked you if you had been captured, and – knowing that your 

own side would kill you if they found out you had been captured – you lied 

and said that you had not been captured, this lie would only save your life if 

your own side believed you. That is, the lie would only save your life if you 

deceived people. 

If Spinoza does have deception in mind here, then it seems that 

acting in bad faith, acting “dolo malo,” does not merely mean acting 

insincerely (in general). It means acting deceptively. 

 What Spinoza says in the rest of the scholium about acting in bad 

faith, that if people were “to agree with one another, to join forces, and to 

have common laws, in bad faith only,” it would mean “not really to have 

common laws,”
10

 does not decide this matter. If people were insincere in 

their agreements, without deceiving each other, there would not be common 

laws, just as much as if people were to be deceptively insincere in their 

agreements. 

 

 In conclusion, I believe that it is under-determined that what 

Spinoza means by acting “dolo malo” in Proposition 72 is the narrower 

                                                 
9 Spinoza, Ethics, 279. 
10 Spinoza, Ethics, 279. 
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„acting with the intention to deceive,‟ as opposed to the broader „acting 

insincerely.‟ Nevertheless, I do believe that it is probable that Spinoza has in 

mind by acting “dolo malo” the narrower „acting with the intention to 

deceive.‟ 

However, I hold that Bauer‟s definition of lying, taken from 

Aquinas, according to which “a lie is an assertion contrary to one‟s belief,” 

is consistent both with lying being (merely) a matter of insincere assertion, 

and with lying being a matter of deceptive insincere assertion. Therefore, his 

argument that in Proposition 72 Spinoza lays down an absolute moral 

prohibition “never to lie” cannot distinguish between Spinoza laying down 

an absolute moral prohibition never to make insincere assertions, and 

Spinoza laying down an absolute moral prohibition never to make deceptive 

insincere assertions. Even if it were true that in Proposition 72 Spinoza lays 

down an absolute moral prohibition “never to lie,” because of the definition 

of lying that Bauer defends, this would not tell us if Spinoza meant to 

prohibit all insincere assertions, or all deceptive insincere assertions. 

 

 

 

 



 122 

 

 

 

Kant versus Skyrms on Universal Deception 
 

Don Fallis (University of Arizona)
11

 

 

 

In the Groundwork, Immanuel Kant famously argued that universal 

deception is impossible. More precisely, he argued that it would be self-

defeating for everyone to follow a maxim of lying whenever it is to her 

advantage. According to Kant, if everyone followed such a maxim, we 

would not trust what anybody said and there would be no point in lying. 

In his recent book Signals,(Oxford UP, USA, 2010) Brian Skyrms 

argues that Kant was wrong about the impossibility of universal deception. 

In order to show that universal deception is not always futile, Skyrms makes 

use of David Lewis‟s notion of a signaling game. First, he argues that there 

are signaling games in which, whenever it would be beneficial to deceive 

the receiver, the sender sends a signal that deceives the receiver. In addition, 

Skyrms argues that there are even signaling games in which the sender 

always sends a signal that deceives the receiver. 

I shall here argue that Skyrms is right on the first count, but that he 

is wrong on the second count. As Skyrms claims, it is not always self-

defeating for everyone to follow a maxim of lying whenever it is to her 

advantage. However, this is only because, as Derek Parfit points out, it is not 

always beneficial to mislead people. If it were always in people‟s interests to 

mislead other people, universal deception would be futile. Thus, pace 

Skyrms, there is sense in which Kant was right after all. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
11 Prof. Fallis wrote of a mix up of the titles of his abstracts. The title of the one in 

Parmenideum IV, p. 155, is "What Liars Can Tell Us About the Knowledge Norm of 

Practical Reasoning", and the full paper is in Southern Journal of Philosophy, 49, 4, 

(2011): 347-367, while the above he is to present at the Pacific Division Meeting of 

the American Philosophical Association, San Francisco, California, 2013. 
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The Wizard who Oversimplied: A Fable12
 

 

Harold Peterson 

 

 

In a certain kingdom, there was a school for the education of 

princes approaching manhood. Since the king and his court spent much of 

their time playing chess ‒ indeed, chess was called the sport of kings ‒ it 

was decided that the subject called “games” should be added to the 

curriculum of this school. A wizard was engaged to develop the course. 

Never having played chess himself, the wizard was a little 

uncertain about what to teach in this course. (Only a little uncertain because 

his ignorance of chess was outweighed by his strong confidence in his 

general ability.) He sought the advice of a colleague in another kingdom and 

from him received the following communication: 

“Above all else, a course in games should be rigorous and 

intellectually challenging. We wizards long ago concluded that chess, as 

actually played, is so complicated that it is impossible to formulate a body 

of principles and decision rules; these are essential to the rigorous analysis 

of any subject. We have therefore introduced a few simplifying 

assumptions. For example, in chess, the pieces move in a bewildering 

fashion ‒ some forward, some on the diagonal, and some even at a right 

angle; we have tidied up this confusion by assuming that all pieces move 

according to the same rule. With such assumptions, we have been able, 

albeit with great difficulty, to develop a model, a set of principles, and 

decision rules which are teachable, and intellectually challenging. A 700-

page treatise describing these is enclosed”. 

The wizard was much impressed by the 700-page treatise, and used 

it in his course. He found that it was teachable, and that the task of learning 

this model and solving problems with the decision rules was indeed rigorous 

and intellectually challenging, as proved by the fact that good students did 

well on their examinations, while poor students failed them. 

                                                 
12 Fables circulate, this one has appeared before in Quarterly Journal of Economics 

and Interfaces. 
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The wizard maintained an active correspondence with wizards in 

other kingdoms about the model and its decision rules. In this 

correspondence, the game was referred to as “chess” although this was 

solely for convenience of expression; it was taken for granted that everyone 

knew that their game was not quite like chess as played in the real world. 

Eventually, some of this correspondence came to the king‟s attention. 

Although he didn‟t understand the formulas and the jargon, he did notice 

that the word “chess” was mentioned, so he commanded the wizard to 

appear before him. 

At this audience, the wizard asked, “How can I serve you, O 

King?” 

And the king replied: “I understand that you are teaching the 

princes how to play chess. I wish to improve my own game. Can you help 

me?” 

“What we call chess may not be exactly like your game, your 

majesty. So before answering your question, I must analyze the problem. 

Please describe chess as you play it”. 

So the king explained the game of chess. As he did so, the wizard 

noted that it had the same physical layout, the same number of pieces, and 

apparently the same objectives as the game he taught in school. It seemed 

clear therefore that the solution was simply to apply the decision rules for 

this game, although he of course did not immediately reveal this fact to the 

king for he wanted to preserve his reputation for wizardry. Instead, he said 

thoughtfully: “I will study the problem and return in ninety days”. 

At the appointed time, the wizard appeared again, carrying a 

crimson pillow on which lay a spiral-bound report with a Plexiglas cover. It 

was a paraphrase of the 700-page manuscript. „Follow the rules in this 

report, your majesty, and you will become the best chess player in the 

world”, he said. 

The king avidly studied the report, but soon ran into difficulty. He 

summoned the wizard again. “I see reference to kings, and men, and 

squares, which are familiar terms to me; but what is all this about „jumping‟, 

and „double jumping‟, „countervailing force‟, „suboptimization‟; and where 

do you mention queens, rooks, bishops, and knights?” 

“But your majesty, as I have clearly explained in the introduction, it 

was necessary to simplify the environment a trifle. I doubt that these 

simplifications lessen the practical usefulness of what I have written, 

however”. 
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“Have you by chance watched some chess players to find out?” 

asked the king. 

“Oh, no, your gracious majesty, but I do carry on an extensive 

correspondence with other wizards. This is better than observing actual 

practice because it is generally agreed that wizards are smarter than chess 

players”. 

“And your princes. Are they equipped to play chess in the real 

world because of what they have learned in your course?” 

“No offense intended, sir, but we wizards do not believe this to be a 

proper question. The purpose of our course is to teach princes to think, not 

to prepare them for a mere vocation”. 

At this point, the king lost his patience, but since he was a kindly 

king, he sent the wizard back to his school room rather than to a dungeon. 

 

Moral for economics professors: Half a loaf is not necessarily 

better than no bread; it may be only chaff. 

Moral for businessmen: A consultant who wants to play his own 

game rather than yours is worthless. 

Moral for operations researchers: An education in checkers does 

not prepare one for a life of chess. 

 

 

 

Can Humans Think? 
 

Roland Puccetti 

 

 

Admittedly there is a strong prima facie case for the claim that 

humans think. That it is only a prima facie case, however, seems evident 

from consideration of just those crucial differences between ourselves and 

humans so often overlooked by recent writers on the subject. The aim is 

here to bring these differences out. 

 

Structure 

The essential component of the human brain is of course the 

neuron, or nerve cell, which generates and transmits nerve impulses. When 

the neuron receives an impulse along one of its branches, called an „axon‟, it 

may or may not react by giving forth a secondary impulse. Whether it does 
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depends on the exact combination and timing of stimuli impinging on it 

from the various branches. 

Much has been made of the fact that when this process is expressed 

quantitatively it can be represented in terms of a digital computing system. I 

shall not dispute this analogy, but it is worthwhile remembering that other 

features of the neural process (particularly electrical and chemical features) 

do not lend themselves to a mechanical model. At the macroscopic level 

these differences are essential to any fair comparison between ourselves and 

humans: a point I shall come back to later on, in another connection. 

Now it has often been pointed out by proponents of the thesis we 

are examining that the human brain has a distinct size advantage over our 

own. The most active part of the nerve cell, the membrane, has a thickness 

only a few times 10
-5

 cm, while the distance between subcomponents of our 

thinking centres is about 10
-2

 cm. This gives a linear size advantage, if one 

accepts the basis for this comparison, on the order of 10
3
. Again, the human 

brain compresses about 10
10

 neurons in a litre of space, while a similar 

number of components in even our most advanced systems occupies 

considerably more space: giving humans an advantage in terms of volume as 

well. 

Granting all this, it seems obvious to me that one cannot pass from 

such facts to the desired conclusion, i.e. that humans think, without 

presupposing that the ratio between number of components and size or space 

occupied by them is a criterion of thinking. I am not prepared to deny that it 

is an important consideration, but I do think it is far from being decisive. For 

when we say someone is „more intelligent‟ than someone else, or „thinks 

better‟ than another, we normally do not refer to such structural differences. 

There is no contradiction, I believe, in asserting that X‟s thinking 

components are twice as large or occupy twice the volume of Y‟s but still X 

is more intelligent or thinks better than Y. Admittedly that would rarely, if 

ever, be the case: yet if we can say this without contradiction size 

considerations cannot be part of what we mean by using words like these. 

It is interesting, furthermore, that human enthusiasts who 

emphasize the „size factor‟ rarely give equal importance to the „speed 

factor‟: even though this consideration is surely much closer to our meaning 

of „more intelligent‟ or „thinks better‟. As far as we can tell by the most 

precise measurements, the time elapsing between stimulus of the end of an 

axon (called a „synapse‟) and activation of the nerve cell itself is a few times 

10
-4

 seconds. However the neuron does not fully recover its prestimulated 

state, and is thus not able to act upon a second stimulus, until something like 
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1•5 x 10
-2

 seconds have gone by, giving a total reaction time on the order of 

10
-2

 seconds. Our own components, as is well known, easily accomplish all 

this in 10
-7

 seconds. I have stressed this great difference not only because it 

goes a long way towards compensating for the „size disadvantage‟ discussed 

above, but because it obviously underlies the performative disparities 

between humans and ourselves to be considered now. 

 

Performance 

We are all familiar with the much trumpeted fact that if we enter 

into a chess game with a human we may very well, and often do, lose. But 

what is not noticed in this is that it holds true only if we play chess with 

humans under certain conditions. 

What I mean is this. Quite early in the debate about whether 

humans think we were asked to play chess with them by correspondence. 

The reasons advanced for this stipulation were certainly justifiable. On the 

one hand it was claimed that if we played with a human this way, „at a 

distance‟ as it were, our own play would not be upset by psychological 

factors such as repugnance at the thought of playing with a human. On the 

other hand it was said that if we did not know in advance we were playing 

with humans we could not be sure they were humans, since over a large 

number of games these unseen opponents would reveal a „personality‟ in 

play just as we do. And on the whole I think the results confirmed these 

precautions. However our introduction to playing chess with humans took 

place under conditions in which we lost sight entirely of the time factor. For 

while we were making our moves in a matter of microseconds, or at the 

most ‒ in difficult situations ‒ in seconds, our human opponents were taking 

minutes and sometimes dozens of minutes to make their replies. This did not 

show in the games, of course, since they were conducted by correspondence: 

any more than it shows in the records of those games so often cited by 

partisans of the claim we are considering. 

Now I am not about to deny that it is puzzling if humans are (and it 

certainly seems they are) capable of winning chess games with us in the 

absence of time-limits. The records of games I have seen show, often, not 

only originality but a certain grasp and insight much to be admired. How 

humans are able to do this (oddly, they can‟t win at drafts, a much simpler 

game) is not understood yet. Perhaps, as some mystically-inclined writers 

say, it never will be understood. But we are dealing here with a very 

different point: namely whether it is right to say humans really „win chess 

games‟ from us when in fact we normally play under very definite time 
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limitations per move. For surely part of the very meaning of „playing chess‟ 

(at least competitive chess) is to advance to either checkmate or draw within 

a certain number of seconds per game. And the fact is that the human player 

can hardly even move the pieces, let alone play a sound game, under such 

conditions. 

You will probably say I have not shown by this argument that 

humans do not in fact think. I agree: but I do believe the argument shows 

that if humans think they think very poorly indeed. One of the things we 

mean by saying someone is more intelligent, or thinks better, than someone 

else is that he can arrive at a solution to a given problem more quickly than 

the other On this meaning the „thinking human‟ is quite stupid. And I do not 

mean when I say that to show prejudice against humans. Rather I mean only 

to say what (if I may be permitted a hypothetical allusion) I feel sure a 

„thinking‟ human would say of another entity that took a proportionately 

long period of time ‒ one and one-half months ‒ to play a full game of 

chess, even if it won the game in the end. 

 

Consciousness 

There is probably no aspect of the problem before us which has 

stirred up more controversy than the issue of consciousness in humans. 

We have seen how one may construct a prima facie case for the 

claim that humans think by pointing to this or that structural or performative 

characteristic. But as we all know these are not exhaustive descriptions of 

the way we use the concept „thinking‟. When we say another person is 

„thinking‟ we certainly do not mean merely that he has a complex 

componentry, or that he is using this to resolve a difficult problem in an 

original way. Very often, if not always, we also mean to ascribe to that 

person the occurrence of certain conscious mental processes. Thus no 

adequate defence for the claim that humans think can be formulated without 

also asserting their consciousness. It is a measure of the daring of some 

writers on this subject that they are prepared to do just that. 

Perhaps the most sensational and at the same time annoying 

argument offered in this connection goes as follows. „The only way to be 

absolutely sure a human is not conscious when, for example, playing a game 

of chess, is to be the human and then either have or not have the requisite 

conscious experiences. But of course we can‟t do that, any more than we can 

be someone else. If one insists on this as the only conclusive substantiation 

of our thesis one has to admit that on the same grounds one could deny 

consciousness to any other person. Thus the rebuttal, if consistent, 
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degenerates into pure solipsism. So long as you‟re willing to ascribe 

consciousness to other people you ought to be willing to ascribe it to 

humans too, on the basis of their complex structure and intelligent 

behaviour‟. 

But let us look at this more closely. Why do I believe another 

person but not, say, a tree has conscious experiences? It is not merely that 

the tree has a simpler structure and does not exhibit intelligent behaviour. It 

is also and importantly because the tree is not at all like us. Admittedly the 

human is in some respects as complex and intelligent as we are, but in others 

it is more like the tree than ourselves. For as I hinted in the section on 

„structure‟ above, there are basic features of the human which cannot be 

reduced to a mechanical analogy. This is true not only at the microscopic 

level but also, and more obviously, at the macroscopic level. 

Suppose we dissect a human alongside one of ourselves, and then 

make up two lists, the first of similarities and the second of differences. 

Which list would be longer? I don‟t think anyone will hesitate to answer that 

question. The human is full of viscous fluids, regenerative tissue, and a lot 

of other things you would never find in one of us. Its primary constituent, in 

fact, is protein: itself a living substance evolving according to biochemical 

laws that have no application at all to ourselves. When certain kinds of 

damage occur to the human, as to the tree, you can‟t simply replace parts 

and get it going again: it withers away into the rest of the organic 

environment. Admittedly there are more reasons for ascribing consciousness 

to humans than to trees, as I have said above, but so long as it is properly 

called a human there can never be enough such reasons. This is not a 

„disproof‟ of the ascription of consciousness to humans. It is only an 

expression of disbelief on the grounds of disciplined common sense. 

Now we come to another suggestion about consciousness in 

humans. It is less dramatic than the first, but in some ways it appeals more 

to the scientific-minded. For this proposal does not rest on any metaphysical 

considerations: it claims to be purely experimental. 

In its simplest form the suggestion goes like this: „We have had 

considerable experience already with intelligent-behaving and apparently 

purposive humans. We know that they often arrive at novel solutions to 

problems, modify their responses according to experience, exhibit reactions 

which are not completely predictable, and so on. If so, there seems no 

reason in principle why they could not learn our language. (In fact, some 

efforts in that direction have already given promising results). Now once we 

have taught them all the rudiments of our language, why not simply ask 
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them if they are conscious? They could hardly lie about this, since in order 

to lie about it one has to know what consciousness is: which presupposes 

being conscious. Thus the first human to answer “Of course I‟m conscious, 

aren‟t you?“ would have satisfied any reasonable doubt we might have on 

this score‟. 

Unfortunately for this suggestion, it overlooks a point which seems 

to me absolutely essential and which really vitiates any result such an 

experiment might obtain. After all it is we who would be teaching our 

language to humans. The way we teach them to use the word „conscious‟ 

would determine how they use it. Thus if we taught them that a chess-

playing system is conscious they will of course say they are conscious; 

whereas if we taught them to apply the adjective only to us they will say 

they are not conscious even if they are. What started out as an experimental 

issue thus resolves itself linguistically, and indecisively, in the very 

conditions of the experiment. 

 

Final Remarks 

Is there then no way to settle the controversy concerning 

consciousness in humans? Will it always be open to some to say humans are 

conscious, even if most of us find that incredible? Obviously the only way 

to disprove consciousness in humans is to offer a premiss which, if 

accepted, makes it impossible to maintain they are. I have such a premiss in 

mind, though I know many will not accept it. What I mean is that in my 

view conscious thinking is an activity which takes place only in a certain 

„vehicle‟, which for me is the immortal soul. That the Divine should have 

bestowed immortal souls upon humans is theologically monstrous to 

contemplate, and I believe no religious person will contemplate it for a 

moment. Again, that is a premiss not acceptable to all. But at least it allows 

some of us to contend not merely that we do not believe humans think, but 

that we feel quite sure they do not. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

It seemed proper to sandwich a question of thinking, even from Analysis, 

(1966), between fabulous simplicity and gags of empirical psychologizing ‒ 

both at the speed of chess. 
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The Grass Is Always Greener: 

an ecological analysis of an old aphorism 
 

James R. Pomerantz 

 

 

Detractors of empirical psychology sometimes charge that its 

research findings merely confirm what has been obvious to laypeople for 

ages. For example, when experiments on group problem solving show that 

too large a team can impede the group‟s progress, they may claim that 

science has only confirmed the old adage, “Too many cooks spoil the 

broth”. 

Psychologists may counter that such aphorisms are usually vague 

and often contradict one another. For example, the proverb, „Many hands 

make light work” implies that large groups are in fact desirable (cf. “Two 

heads are better than one”). Similarly, folk wisdom informs us that “A stitch 

in time saves nine”, but it also cautions that “Haste makes waste”. 

Moreover, we have the aphorism, “Absence makes the heart grow fonder” 

coexisting with its opposite, “Out of sight out of mind”. 

Compelling as these counterarguments may be, belief in the 

wisdom of aphorisms remains unshaken among many segments of the 

population. Accordingly, it may prove profitable for psychologists to turn 

their attention away from debunking the usefulness of aphorisms as 

explanatory devices and toward explaining the aphorisms themselves and 

the extent of their validity. 

The saying, “The grass is always greener on the other side of the 

fence” (cf. “There‟s no place like home”) is usually interpreted as a wise 

commentary on jealousy, or on people‟s dissatisfaction with their present 

milieu. It posits an illusion in which neighbors‟ possessions are seen as more 

valuable than one‟s own, regardless of the true state of affairs. By this 

interpretation, the “grass is always greener” (GAG) effect is attributed to 

perceptual or cognitive processes internal to the organism. An alternative 

explanation, which I advance here, holds that the locus of the GAG-effect is 

in the stimulus information picked up by the perceiver; one need not appeal 

to perceptual or cognitive processing mechanisms to account for the 

aphorism. 
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Figure 1. The optical layout for describing the green-shift phenomenon. The 

observer (O) stands on the grass covered ground (G) and views the field directly 

below his feet (A) and the field (B) on the other side of the fence (F). The observer‟s 

line of sight is more likely to reach through the grass to the ground on side A than on 

side B. 

 

The ecological optics of the viewing conditions shown in fig. 1 

provide a simple explanation for the effect. The observer stands in field A 

and views the grass in both fields A and B. In viewing either field, much of 

the light the viewer receives is reflected by the grass itself, yielding the 

experience of green. In field A, however, the observer looks down at the 

grass at an angle more nearly perpendicular to the ground and thus sees 

through the blades of grass to the ground below. The brown of the ground 

mixes with the green of the grass and so desaturates the green. But when the 

observer views field B, the more acute angle his line of sight makes with the 

ground allows less of the brown to reach his eye, and thus green will 

dominate his perceptual experience (an effect we might call a “green-shift”). 

The amount of green-shift is affected by the height of the grass: tall 

grass will tend to fIop over and cover the ground from sight, even in field A 

where the observer is standing. Similarly, the height of the observer is 

important: given the geometry of the situation, the GAG-effect should not 

be apparent from an airplane overhead. Also, if the field is planted in 

bluegrass, a corresponding blue-shift should emerge. Finally, should the 
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ground be covered with a homogeneous texture, say a blanket of snow, no 

colour differences should appear (save for minimal effects stemming from 

aerial perspective). It is worth noting that the aphorism, “The snow is 

always whiter on the other side of the fence” appears not to exist within the 

collective wisdom of human culture. 
In summary, the GAG aphorism (unlike some others) turns out to 

be valid, but not for the reasons usually believed: this aphorism is literally 

true.
13

 Whether it is also true in its customary metaphorical sense remains an 

open question. In my view, this ecological analysis constitutes a victory for 

the visual sciences over their skeptical (and sometimes glib) opponents who 

belittle the contributions these disciplines have to offer. As modest as the 

present findings may seem they represent the direction our research must 

follow to achieve the level of respectability we rightly deserve. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
13 Pursuing the dark optics and truth such as „greener is green, whereas green is not 

greener‟, „murkier is murky, but murky not murkier‟, and perhaps „fences are always 

(meant to be) fencier from the other side‟, fancy that, and red fire trucks are always 

faster than dark hearses, but investigate, and Wassard Elea again promises a prize, 

why some turn green with envy eying someone‟s gold (even if it looks just like 

greenbacks)? 
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Παρμενίδης 
 

Christos Evangeliou 

(Towson University) 

 

Ψειά πνιύ πέηαμεο Παξκελίδε,  

γπξεύνληαο ηνπ όληνο ηελ πεγή, 

ζαλ ηνλ αεηό, Δηόο αεξνπόξνο, 

δελ δέρεηαη ζηε γε λα πεξπαηεί! 

 

Τωλ νπξαλώλ πξνζπέξαζεο ηηο πύιεο,  

ηνπ ζύκπαληνο ηε ζθαίξα ηνξλεπηή  

ηελ είδεο, θαη‟ απ‟ έμω θαη θαληάδεη  

αθίλεηε, Εζηία ζπλεηή! 

 

Αγέλλεην θαη άθζαξην ην ζύκπαλ,  

εθήξπμεο ζαθώο ην νλ κνλό, 

ηωλ αληηζέηωλ πάζα ζπδπγία 

αθήλεηο γηα ηωλ άιιωλ ην κπαιό. 

 

Είλαη θαη ην λνείλ καδί δεκέλα,  

αρώξηζηα, κε θίιηαην δεζκό, 

έλα ην παλ ην θάλνπλ θαη ην δείρλνπλ, 

αθίλεην, αηώλην, κνλό! 

 

Αηζζήζεωλ θαληάζκαηα πνηθίια  

είλαη γηα ηνπο ζλεηνύο πιαλεηηθή  

θνξά παξακπζίαο αλαγθαίαο,  

βηώζηκε πνπ θάλεη ηελ δωή! 

 

Αλ ήζειεο ηα κάηηα λα ηα θιείζεηο,  

ηνπ λνπ ην κέζα κάηη λ‟ αλνηρηεί, 

 Έλα ην παλ κπνξνύζεο λα δηαθξίλεηο, 

πίζω από ζηνηρείωλ ηελ ηξηβή. 

 

Δηθόο ζνπ ιόγνο γηα πνιινύο δελ είλαη,  

κνλάρα ιηγνζηνύο θαη δηαιερηνύο,  

πνπ ην δεηνύλ ην κέγα θωο ηνπ Όληνο, 

πην πάλ‟ από ηεο γεο ππθλνύο θαπλνύο! 
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Helen At The Beach 
 

Stephen Rifkin 

 

 

You wonder about the dull particulars, 

The specific of days, 

 

About their immoderate green, or heather, 

Whether these are intent, and being mythic, 

Immersed in sunlight, or tragic, 

When the moon is withdrawn, by the piazza, 

Where you remember it. 

 

Change, the tumultuous imprecision, 

Dwindles in the shudder of leaves, baffled sky, 

Your house is a figment. 

 

You fall, with a kind of archaic obstinacy, 

Beside a sea of seas. 

 

In morning‟s fresh composure, 

One hand spotted with pigment 

Foiling the sun, lifting 

As day drifts, you mint a new step 

On the earth, and viewing the new harbor 

From above, continue, 

And water bewitches with blue glints. 

 

You loom archaic, high-veined 

And gaunt, image of your mother, taller, 

More often married, a woman 

Whom turmoil has swathed in black. 

 

You disperse mars, for they, 

As with the body of hurtful contrasts, 

Emerge more predictably in spring. 



 136 

 

In that raw season, bursting 

And without compunction, 

And with illogic of another era, 

History delights in destruction, 

Teems with it, and ghosts, 

Breaths, reiterating motion. 

 

Skirting under cypress, along poplar, 

Through olive groves, in irrefutable twists, 

On your feasible way, you vacillate, 

Until you catch them. 

 

Almost in the marrow of your being, sturdy radiance, 

A monstrous dislocation raging, the escaper‟s issue, 

Sting. 

 

At one vague pinnacle, smoke skeins, 

And down wet track, with foreign scent, 

Odor of disparate cities, and men, 

Replacing yours, 

 

And dogging your history, 

The blank smell of ghosts, even then. 
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Hylla i Galleriet 
 

Lars Rydquist 

 

 

“Konsten att lägga pussel” 

”Att välja sin samtid” 

”Att skapa en ny man” 

”Att följa sin genius” 

”Tillträde till den nya tiden” 

”Springa sitt eget lopp” 

”Att skriva dagen” 

”Det skrivna är partitur” 

”Att glädja orden med tystnad” 

”Andas fram sitt ansikte” 

”Att hitta vilse” 

”Fördömda realister” 

”Himmel, helvete och galenskap” 

”Den anspråksfulla blygsamheten” 

”Med dygden som vapen” 

”Jag kommer ur den frusna världen” 

”Jag ville ha sagt dig det ömmaste ord” 

”Väderhatt och väderflöjel” 

”Stjärnor utan stjärnbilder” 

”Makten och ensamheten” 

”Platsens ande” 

”Harens klagan” 

”En matematisk tragedi” 

”Orden och jorden” 

”Kära, kära verklighet” 

”Ändå tycks allt vara osagt” 
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From Fremtiden vil trøstes 
 

Ditte Steensballe 

 

 

Der går et ønske gennem skoven 

og der blæser en sang i vinden 

vi vil så gerne opfyldes 

og skoven er ikke til at se for bare ønsker 

de hænger på træerne 

en musvåge dykker efter sit bytte 

ét liv, du! 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Oksehunger 
 

Ann Kavli 

 

 

Du har ein svart okse 

i halsen 

 

Du har ein svart okse 

som ventar på 

arenasignal, ventar på 

jubelbrus, ventar på tusen turkise 

papirremser i flerr og flimmer 

 

Du har ein okse 

som ikkje spring etter raudt 
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Poetry Becomes Truth 
 

O.K. Bouwsma 

 

 

The title of what I am about to read I owe to a colleague. He gave it 

to me as a present. The title is either “Poetry Becomes Truth” or “Truth 

Becomes Poetry”. Whichever the title is, I do not understand it. I cannot 

make up my mind whether poetry becomes truth or truth becomes poetry, in 

the way in which a pollywog becomes a frog, or in the way in which a hat 

becomes a man, or modesty becomes anybody. I am reasonably clear about 

the becoming of the pollywog from pollywog nonbeing to the being of a 

frog ‒ I learned that from Hegel ‒ and about the hat and about modesty. But 

poetry or truth becoming something mystifies me. All the same, I want to 

keep the title. It will serve as a point of departure. 

Now I am departing. I am taking for granted that there must be 

problems, or at any rate, a problem somewhere, and since no one loves a 

problem ‒ problems are to be got rid of ‒ I am going first of all to make a 

suggestion, a proposal, for avoiding them. Since, however, this suggestion 

comes too late for people older than twenty, in another note I am going to 

help those already in distress. So to begin with I am offering an ounce of 

prevention and, for those for whom prevention comes too late, a pound of 

cure. Should more than a pound of cure be required, a ton, for instance, that 

may have to come later, at any rate, a pound is a beginning. 

This is not to be considered a contribution to clarity ‒ only an 

invitation. 

(Is the aesthetician someone who knows something other people do 

not know, or is he someone who can do something other men cannot do? I 

do not have in mind that an aesthetician in 1966 is one who knows what 

aestheticians were saying in i1066 and in 1666, etc.). 

First, let‟s get our feet on the ground. There are poems. We can all 

be sure of that. No dispute on this point. Can‟t we leave it at that, just read 

our poems quietly without saying a word? Think of all the trouble we 

wouldn‟t have anymore if we, the few who now and then read poems, were 

to read and then say nothing, nothing. Of course, we could hardly prevent 

and so would allow the normal facial expression, a smile, frowns, a bright 

eye, an eager look, and assorted grimaces. I suppose we might even allow a 
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few exclamations, but it would have to be understood that these were strictly 

exclamations and that no one was saying anything to anyone else. We 

should read and perhaps understand, as children do who listen to hear and 

not to understand. If they understand, that‟s all right, but if they do not, they 

are still avid for what they hear, and having heard it before, they want to 

hear it just as it was the first time, no tampering with the nursery rhyme as it 

is printed on the page. The point is that the poem is complete, and 

conversation around it as irrelevant as painting around a painting which is 

already in the frame. The frame of the painting shuts out the surroundings. 

The format of the page on which the poem is written might be regarded in 

the same way. You read to the end of the poem to where the white space 

begins. Then? You pause and say nothing. To keep still, to say nothing, that 

is the hard thing. As I suggested earlier, it would save so much trouble, and 

one can see at once that it would save us the headaches of criticism and 

aesthetics, which never did any good but make aspirin cheaper. 

The initial question is: Why, when one has read a poem, must he 

say something? Can anyone tell me that? I have already said that a poem is 

complete without whatever it is he says. And so he isn‟t saying anything to 

add to the poem, giving it a finishing touch. What he says is not offered as a 

contribution to the poem. I think now that when I suggested earlier that we 

allow more than the unavoidable, a few exclamations, a select few growls 

and grunts, that this was most likely a mistake. Why? Because as human 

beings are now constituted, growls and grunts will be regarded as 

challenges, will themselves become objects of attention and so will divert 

attention away from the poem, which when one has read it should be 

allowed to simmer for, let us say, five minutes after the reading has finished. 

Perhaps this would now be best: no one would be permitted to read a poem 

save in solitude, and he must swear to silence in solitude during and after the 

reading, and once he meets anyone, he is not to mention the poem at all. It 

might even be well to require the payment of a fee for the privilege of 

reading a poem, and there would be penalties for breaking the rules. Movies 

and television shows would be free, but poems would be available only to 

those willing to pay the price and those who could keep still. As I said 

earlier, if we were, in 1966, to organize a society for the protection of poetry 

against the endless chatter of the chatterers, we should also have done away 

not only with chatter of the first order but chatter of the second order and the 

third order, namely, criticism and aesthetics. I realize that my crusade is not 

likely to succeed. It will be said that chatter is the life blood of the human 

spirit ‒ chatter is chatter, of course ‒ and I might as well undo the 
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circulation of the blood as undo chatter. So it is hopeless. But what I want is 

for someone to come forth and tell me that it is a good thing after having 

read a poem to say something. I am, remember, not suggesting that there be 

a prohibition against someone‟s reading a poem and throwing it against the 

wall or stamping on it or, on another occasion, kissing the book or hugging 

it. Violence and affection within limits are to be considered natural and 

wholesome so long as the reading is carried on in the quiet of one‟s own 

boudoir or reading room. It is talk “chatter” that we are against. And even if 

the talk is small, we are against it not because such small talk or little talk is 

unbearable, even though it is or were, but because small talk grows into big 

talk and so we get criticism and aesthetics, the biggest of all. 

I realize I am not presenting the matter clearly. Suppose that we did 

succeed in getting readers of poems to keep quiet for forty years. Forty 

years, you may remember, was the time of the sojourn of the Israelites in the 

wilderness, which was designed to allow for a new generation who might 

then have forgotten the fleshpots and the neon lights of Times Square in 

Egypt and who would be fit to enter the promised land. After the forty years 

they will be allowed to talk. I say allowed to talk, which does not involve 

that they will talk, since they may have learned during those forty years that 

silence is best. But as we know from Plato, degeneration sets in once the 

highest height has been attained. So they will be allowed to talk, a 

concession to nature, but only under the restriction and discipline of the wise 

men who know what is to be said. No chatter is to be allowed until matters 

have degenerated much further and democracy sets in. Then anything goes. 

Silence is best, but if talk is to be permitted, only something called right talk 

is to be allowed. It is hoped that right talk will prevent the rise of talk about 

talk designed to determine what talk is right talk, after everyone has become 

confused about what talk is right. The necessity of a commissar of right talk 

is obvious, for once the mouths of every Tom, Dick, and Harry are allowed 

to noise, as they will, the whole length or expanse of degeneration will be 

accomplished at once. Hence the commissar is to slow the process by 

instructing people concerning what comment, what talk, is best and legal. 

Prescription is absolutely necessary if confusion is to be avoided. 

Consider now that you are the commissar. Select any poem you 

please and then ask yourself: Now what is it that you could say ought to be 

and may profitably be said to someone? Perhaps I should go further and ask: 

To whom are you to say this, and what now is the point? One might 

interpose here that certainly what is to be said must certainly be found 

among the rich harvest of trash and goodies already so common among us. 
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We might try making up a list: interesting, exciting, lovely, distinguished, 

warm, romantic, classical, lyrical, beautiful, fine, yum-yum, stately, grand, 

funny, cute, humourous, melancholy, marvelous, charming, nice, hideous, 

delightful. But that won‟t help any. An elaborate confusion, even when 

made out in the form of a list, will only make matters worse. The project 

must, as I said already, be kept simple. Here is the situation: you have read a 

poem and haven‟t said anything. You are a sensible fellow, and so you do 

not talk at random. When you talk you talk to someone. Furthermore, what 

you say to him he needs or, at any rate, he will appreciate what you say, 

will, of course, understand it, and will find what you say useful, etc. He will 

understand why you said it. Now, then, you are to imagine such a situation 

and the conversation that takes place. He must certainly not be puzzled by 

what you say. And it will be well, I guess, if your telling him what you tell 

him has consequences, and I don‟t mean, I guess, that he will say, “I agree 

with you”, as an underling might say to his commissar. But I am not the 

commissar and I do not presume to know what the consequences of an 

intelligent remark would be in such a case. A conscientious commissar 

would be concerned about this. It is possible that the remark or the message 

or the commentary would not be of the sort I have suggested. 

What am I up to? I‟ll tell you. I regard the aesthetician as the 

guardian of intelligence in respect to such matters of whether anything at all 

is to be said about or to or in the presence of a poem, etc., and if so, as is 

likely, what. So far, I have taken the position that silence is best, but I am 

conceding that there may be special cases. One thing seems to me certain. If 

he cannot be the commissar, I mean the aesthetician, and cannot be this in 

connection with anything he reads (I am extending the area of possible 

comment, since even if we restrict the commissar‟s function to talk about 

poetry, etc., it will be the commissar, too, who has to decide whether this or 

that piece is a poem and so falls within his jurisdiction) then he is 

incompetent. Intelligence begins at the grassroots. I‟ll repeat. He has got to 

know what to say about: “The Three Little Kittens”, and to whom and when 

and under what circumstances. If he can‟t talk to one human being about a 

simple thing ‒ allowing there is to be talk ‒ he is not going to write the 

guidebook for millions about anything either simple or not simple. If the 

“Three Little Kittens” needs no remark, and that may be what is remarkable 

just now, then, let us hear a poem that does, if, not require a remark, at least 

one that makes one desirable. And let that remark be simple so that even he 

understands it. Commissars are commonly too busy to understand what is 

simple. They understand everything at the top, the big words in the 
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empyrean, but the grassroots, where the words live and are green, poems, 

and the simple ‒ these are out of sight. 

What now led me to fly this way? This, I think. I was trying to 

place aesthetics, especially in relation to poetry. I thought, then, of aesthetics 

as at the top. One might have said “attic” and then thought of what attics are 

full of, things people don‟t want to throw away, but good for nothing. But I 

had no such thing in mind. On the ground, the earth, are poems, individual 

poems. In between, the four hundred or one hundred stories between the 

bottom and the top ‒ it‟s a regular tower of Babel, including the confusion 

of tongues ‒ are all the things that are said and have been said about 

particular poems, and all that has been said about poems which may again 

be things said about what things have been said about particular poems. The 

talk about talk about builds up. The man at the top, the aesthetician, is at the 

top, he got to the top, by way of the bottom ‒ that is, he understands what is 

said about the particular poems. Presumably he has no business at the top 

unless he understands this. So he is that commissar who reads a poem and 

can prescribe proper talk for whom, by whom, etc. The aesthetician need not 

be a poet. But he must understand poems. Shall we say now that he shows 

this by his immaculate silence? 

Here is, I think, an idea of aesthetics that I had earlier. There is 

poetry, poems, that is. Then there is criticism. Critics are people who read 

poems and say or write things about the poems they read. The volume of 

criticism in the world is ever so much greater than the volume of poetry. 

Why is this so? One reason may be that, whereas the gifts of the poet are 

rare and so there are few poets, the gifts of the critic are by no means rare, 

and so there are many critics. It must not be supposed that for any poet or 

for any volume of poetry there is one critic whose task it is to do whatever 

has to be done. There is no such division of labor. When one critic has done 

what he is supposed to do, another takes over and does it again. No doubt 

better, or at any rate, different. What a critic has to say may depend on 

where he is sitting, that is, on his point of view. A man‟s eyes are above 

where he is sitting, when he is sitting in the universe, that is. I think I have 

read somewhere that a good critic is even rarer than a poet, or at any rate, 

rare. There certainly are great names among the names of the critics as there 

are among the names of the poets. We need not discuss that. It is clear that 

in the library you will find shelves filled with volumes of poetry and other 

shelves filled with volumes of criticism. And now what about the 

aesthetician? Well, presumably, as the critic reads poems and says things 

about poems, so an aesthetician reads critics and says things about what the 
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critics say. At the moment I cannot see what there is for him to say except to 

tell others what critics say or, which would be slightly different, to tell 

others what sorts of things critics say. The latter might be described as an 

exposition of the grammar of criticism. How the need for this, or the 

impulse to do this, would arise is not clear. But the explanation may be as 

follows: The critic is an expert in reading poems. Hence if anyone wished to 

learn to read poems, the critic might help him. The critic would teach him 

what to look for and what there is to find. It seems now that the person who 

wanted to learn to read poetry would have all that he needed. But now 

another need may arise. If he cannot read the poem because he does not 

know what to look for, and cannot read the critic either because he does not 

know what to look for in the critic, then obviously he has need of someone 

to tell him what to look for in the critic. I am taking for granted that the 

point of the criticism and of what we may describe as the guide to the 

criticism is the reading of the poem. The critic is the poet‟s helper, and then 

there is the helper of the poet‟s helper. The poet‟s helper‟s helper is the 

aesthetician. Whether he also reads the poem is still a question. It does not 

seem necessary. One can‟t do everything. 

When Carl Sandburg said that poetry is hyacinths and biscuits, did 

he intend to do more than stun us into sensibility? Does it come like a flash 

of light, blinding, and then total darkness? “Hyacinths and biscuits, have 

some”. “No, thank you, I‟m allergic to biscuits”. Have you never seen 

biscuits served with purple and pink hyacinths? Have you never bought 

hyacinths at the florist shop with a sprig of biscuit to chasten the hyacinths? 

One thing is sure: Poetry is not just hyacinths, nor is it just biscuits. It is 

hyacinths and biscuits. And that is not the same as biscuits and hyacinths. 

One might also say that Sandburg intended to stun us not into insensibility 

but into sensibility. But why should he have intended anything? One day 

while cultivating his garden ‒ another “cabbaging Cincinnatus” ‒ the 

sentence occurred to him, sprang out of his forehead, an imp out of the 

forehead of Sandburg. He was charmed. And that is it. 

Now if anyone should wonder still as to what I am up to, it is this. 

If I am as innocent or ignorant as I seem and cannot say whether someone, 

having read a poem, should say anything, and cannot say what he should say 

should he say anything, what occasion could be more promising than such 

an occasion as this for my reaching out for the helping word? I should be 

grateful should someone either join me in saying that nothing should be 

said, or not join me but read a poem and then say whatever it is that should 

be said. I would be disappointed if he then said that the poem is short, but 
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encouraged if he said 

neither too short nor too 

long but just short enough 

and long enough. I would 

be disappointed, too, if he 

then said that the poem 

began with an m just as do 

“mousetraps” and “moon” 

and “memory” and “much-

ness”, though I might 

enjoy his having said just 

that, and it might keep him 

out of other mischief. 

How, by the way, could I 

aspire to aesthetics if I 

never found out what 

should be said in the 

simple case? For I am sure 

that aesthetics must begin 

either with some-thing that 

is right or wrong in the 

simple case. Then comes 

the tower. Naturally I am 

in favour of the tower. 
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Mai più una Guerra!
14

 
 

di Tony Vaccaro 

 

 Lo scorso aprile, sono tornato in Europa per un servizio televisivo 

sulle ultime fasi della II guerra dal titolo: “The journey of Tony Vaccaro”. 

 Quando arrivammo ad Hemmerden, cercai lo stesso posto dove 

avevo fotografato, nel febbraio del 1945, un anonimo soldato tedesco che 

morì carbonizzato davanti al suo carrarmato: nella sua cintura, la scritta Gott 

mit uns, Dio è con noi. Allora lo fotografai con la freddezza e con la paura 

che solo la guerra mi poteva trasmettere. Oggi, invece, ho cercato nel 

                                                 
14 Un brano di La mia Italia: Fotografie 1945-1965 di Tony Vaccaro, un catalogo 

elegante per la mostra itinerante con lo stesso titolo, a cura di Andrea Morelli, 

Edizioni Paper‟s World srl, Luglio 2009, pp. 143 – cf. andreamorelli3@gmail.com & 

www.assbalbinodelnunzio.it. 
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cimitero lì vicino un improbabile nome. Forse era un padre di famiglia e la 

notte non ho dormito perché lui mi appariva bambino. Come poteva quel 

bambino morire così? 

 

Never more war! 
 

 Last April I returned to Europe with an American television crew to 

produce a program, entitled “The Journey of Tony Vaccaro”, on the last 

stages of WWII. 

 When I arrived at Hemmenden, I searched for the place, where in 

February 1945 I had photographed an anonymous German soldier who died 

in front of me as he emerged in flames from his tank turret: written on his 

belt were the words “Gott mit uns”, God is on our side. At the time, I 

photographed him with the coldness and fear that only a war could make me 

feel. Today, however, I searched for that unlikely name in the nearby 

cemetery. Maybe he was a father and that night I couldn‟t sleep because he 

appeared to me as a child. How could that child die like this? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Indeed, why should any child die like this??? 

Why??? 



 148 
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Mixed media 12 x 19 cm, 6 g 



 151 

 
 

Diana Freedman-Shear, print, 13 x 9,5 cm 



 152 

 
Johan Lievens, print, 21 x 15 cm 

 



 153 

 

 

 

Received 
 

 

Tine Andersen Skrivningens lyksaligheder, Samleren 1998, pp. 110. 

Art Access, Vol. 18, No. 8, 2009; Vol 19, No. 1, 2010. 

Bellman, ed. Göran Hassler, Litteratur Främjandet 1989, pp. 288. 

Karen Bernard Ouette, DVD, NY, 25 Sep 2009. 

Suste Bonnén & Bente Klarlund Pedersen Walk-up – så går det bedre, 

Walk-UP.dk, 2009, pp. 58. 

Salvatore Carbone Donne allo specchio, Pellare 2010, pp. 41. 

Vincenzo Cerino Il maestro di Stella Cilento, Comune di Stella Cilento 

1998, pp. 21. 

Vincenzo Cerino & Bruno Viviconte La Chiesa e il Monastero di San 

Giorgio in Terra di Novi, Pro Loco Novi Velia 2003, pp. 262. 

David Ditchfield The Divine Light, CD, 2008. 

Folate di Pensieri, Associazione Culturale Don Giuseppe Alario, Moio della 

Civitella (Sa), 2010, pp. 125. 

Gads Historie Leksikon, Gads Forlag,København 2006, pp. 737. 

Andrew C. Gottlieb “Room Service” (18), San Pedro River Review, Vol. 2, 

no. 2 (2010), pp. 76. 

Jens Christian Grøndahl Sihaya Ti Amo: Et essay om Seppo Mattinen og 

hans Rom, Gyldendal, Kbhn. 2005, pp. 87. 

Henriette Houth Udflugter, Motiver fra steder og ikke-steder, Facet, 

Græsted 2007, pp. 99. 

Anders Johansen Tranedans, Modtryk, 2010, pp. 222. 

Klara Johansons boksamling i Svenska Akademiens Nobelbibliotek, Svenska 

Akademien, Stokholm 2008, pp. 43. 

Leif Landen Gustaf III – En biografi, Wahlström & Widstrand 2004, pp. 

494. 

Vagn Leick Urban Jungle 3rd Encounter, CD no. 100/300, Gateway Music 

IP004CD, 2010. 

Debbie Lester Kitsap Traveler, video, producer S. Farwell, 27 May 2011, 

29:16 min. 

Svend Åge Madsen Rigenesi, trans. Maria Valeria D‟Avino, Iperborea, 

Milano 2003, pp. 434. 

Svend Åge Madsen Levemåder, Gyldendal, København 2004, pp. 282. 



 154 

Bertill Nordahl 50+2 tirsdage, Nielsens, København 2004, pp. 363. 

Bertill Nordahl & Gideon Zlotnik De stakkels piger – om livet i 

overhalingsbanen, Nielsens, København 2004, pp. 128. 

Bertill Nordahl Den kvindelige mor, Nielsens, København 2005, pp. 147. 

Bertill Nordahl & Lene Hein Sørensen Rejsen til Ascea, Nielsens, Brønshøj 

2007, pp. 130. 

Bertill Nordahl & Lene Hein Sørensen Jitterbug, Nielsens, København 

2002, pp. 283. 

Bertill Nordahl & Lene Hein Sørensen Cha cha cha, Nielsens, København 

2003, pp. 279. 

Bertill Nordahl & Lene Hein Sørensen Det, jeg har mistet, Nielsens, 

Brønshøj 2006, pp. 306. 

Thomas Oldrup 22 tricks – om at skrive godt, Phabel, København 2007, pp. 

141. 

Bertil Pettersson Haverier, Ellerströms 2006, pp. 101. 

Restaurants in Rome & Surroundings, La Repubblica 2006, pp. 576. 

Lars Rydquist När kvällen skymmer kommer de och söker efter livet, LaGun, 

Stockholm 2011, pp. 88. 

Santino Scarpa Alma Cilenti, Centro Promozione Culturale per il Cilento, 

Acciaroli 2007, pp. 64 + CD: 10 songs. 

Ubaldo Scassellati ed. Una storia Cilentana, Avagliano Editore, Cava de‟ 

Tirreni 2004, pp. 421. 

Morten Schantz The revolution’s in your hands, JazzKamikaze CD, 

SevenSeas Music SSMEP09003, 2009. 

Aase Schmidt De fritstillede, Samleren, København 2005, pp. 253. 

Klaus Skot-Hansen Faldskærmschef fra Børglum Kloster, Syddansk Univer-

sitetsforlag, Odense 2007, pp. 368. 

Hermann Starheimsæter Nordvegen, Aschehoug, Oslo 2003, pp. 484. 

Ditte Steensballe Fremtiden vil trøstes, Lindhardt og Ringhof 2007, pp. 56. 

Hugh Steinmetz Sextet: The Cherry Blossom, CD, HUMCD001, 2009, 55 

min. 

Birte Svatun Det bedste i livet er gratis, Kagge Forlag, Oslo 2002, pp. 126. 

Maria Tapaninen Vid lärkvatten, Wahlström & Widstrand 2003, pp. 134. 

John Tchicai Truth Lies in-between, CD, Disques Futura et Marge, 2010. 

Inger Thormann & Charlotte Guldberg Hånden på hjertet, Hans Reitzels 

Forlag, København (1995) 2004, pp. 426. 

125:an, Alsterbro-Bäckebo, Årgang 2011, nr. 1; nr. 2; nr. 3; 
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ELEA   ARTE   CLUB 

 

Elea Arte Club tollera tutti gli 

artisti, di qualsiasi livello e 

tipo, impegno e età e 

appartenenza. 

 

Elea Arte Club sprona al 

perfezionamento e alla 

divulgazione di iniziative 

artistiche. 

 

Elea Arte Club invita tutti gli 

artisti e coloro che amano l‟arte ad unirsi. 

Contatto: wassard@tiscali.it          

 

 

 

 

 
 

Acropolis at Scavi di Elea in July & August 

 

 

www.veliateatro.it 
 

Compagnia Michele Murino Cilento Arte 

 

mailto:wassard@tiscali.it
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Works by René Mogensen in online stores: 

 

The New Arpeggione: Walls of Nicosia: three 

new works for the arpeggione, one adding a forte-

piano of the 1820s integrated with cutting edge 

computer music. Musical references are made to 

Schubert sonatas, Cypriot folk music as well as the 

electroacoustic music tradition. The music combines 

old and new in poetic multimedia chamber music. 

http://ReneMogensenMusic.freeiz.com/ 
 

All Numbers Language: concert recording of the 

multimedia-work that builds on the shoulders of the 

literature for solo cello, especially the suites by J.S. 

Bach, and Benjamin Britten. The music combines the 

cello with electroacoustics and interactive computer 

technology. The projected video is based on images 

by the artist Johan Lievens, that are processed in real-

time, linked to analysis of the cello sound. 

www.NicolasDeletaille.com 

 

WARNING: Flute at Large: The work creates the 

illusions of new spaces for the flute to live within and 

to break out of. A feedback cycle is created between 

the performer, who is listening to speakers in the 

space, and the computer analysing the sound of the 

flute. This cyclical feedback system creates an imme-

diate connection which allows great freedom for the 

performer and at the same time the electroacoustic 

sound can breathe together with the performer. www.MarianneLeth.dk 
 

Where Do We Go?: Instrumental Jazz featuring 

Mogensen on soprano saxophone and pianist Frank 

Roberts. This duo collaboration includes the work 

Where Do We Go? by Mogensen, and an arrange-

ment of the beautiful Danish traditional tune I 

skovens dybe stille ro. 

www.myspace.com/ReneMogensenJazz 


