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Cover design by Jonathan Wotka. The original cover of Overheard in Seville,
used in its first thirty-seven issues, showed an enlargement of the figure taken
from the emblem on the cover the Triton Edition of Santayana’s works. The
Triton Edition was named after the Triton Fountain (Fontana del Tritone) by
Bernini, which is in the piazza outside the Bristol Hotel, Santayana’s residence
for many years in Rome. The current design restores the emblem to its
approximate original size in relation to the cover, embedding it in a yellow
background that recalls the gold of the emblem on Constable version of the
Triton Edition. The dark blue color, the color that Santayana preferred, also
comes close to the blue background of Constable version.
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Editor’s Notes

The George Santayana Society has been especially active during 2021, the second
pandemic year. Two online discussion groups that began in the fall of 2020 contin-
ued throughout 2021. Each hosted 10-15 active participants twice monthly. The
group that read poems by Wallace Stevens in tandem with Scepticism and Animal
Faith finished in November. The group reading The Life of Reason continues in
2022 with Reason in Art and Reason in Science (see the schedule on the next page).
In January 2021, the Society held its annual meeting independently of the APA’s
Eastern Division meeting for the first time. The meeting included Nayeli Riano’s
Angus Kerr-Lawson Prize-winning paper (see below), Jessica Wahman’s response,
and David Dilworth’s remarks on the Epicurean roots of Santayana’s philosophy.
In September, The Society held a joint session with the Bertrand Russell Society,
in which Ruth Derham, the author of Bertrand’s Brother, a biography of Santa-
yana’s friend Frank Russell, presented a discussion of her subject’s reputation. Tim
Madigan of the Russell Society and Martin Coleman were commentators.

This thirty-ninth annual issue of Overheard in Seville: Bulletin of the George
Santayana Society is our largest yet. The Bulletin strives to be a journal where both
new scholars publish and senior scholars pursue further inquiries into Santayana’s
life and work. Four writers make their Overheard in Seville debut in this issue.

In 2021, Santayana scholarship lost two great contributors: Kristine Frost and
Henny Wenkart. Herman J Saatkamp, Jr, one of the founders of Overheard in Se-
ville, eulogizes both in this issue.

Since | became Editor in 2017, our editorial board members have reviewed and
proofread articles. Because we enforce blind reviewing, their work is mostly
anonymous. This issue, even more than its predecessors, has relied on their
conscientious labor, and I thank them greatly for their diligence. Thanks also go to
the authors for their painstaking efforts in producing their contributions and for
their patience and persistence throughout the revision process, which in some cases
involved several revisions. Above all, | thank the Associate Editor, Hector Galvan,
whose tireless work has made this issue possible.

In this issue, Lydia Amir continues her series on the Democritean tradition with
an analysis of Nietzsche and Montaigne. Editorial Board member Charles Padron
writes on Dominations and Powers. Nayeli Riano’s revised annual meeting presen-
tation, “The Psyche as the Aesthetic Arbiter of Politics,” appears with Editorial
Board member Jessica Wahman’s commentary. The literary critic and emeritus
professor Jerry Griswold, who moderated the Santayana-Stevens online group, pre-
sents his imaginative idea that Stevens last book of poems The Rock was inspired
by Scepticism and Animal Faith. With Griswold’s consent, Phillip Beard and I pre-
sent an alternative view. Eric Sapp, who proposed the online Life of Reason group,
examines the characters in Santayana’s dialogue “The Secret of Aristotle.” This
issue marks the first appearance in the Bulletin of Griswold and Sapp, along with
Adam Sopuck and Alba Stefanelli (see below). Sopuck writes about Santayana and
color theory while engaging in a finely tuned exploration of complex essences. Our
series of biographical sketches on Santayana 75, 100, and 125 years ago continues
with accounts of 1896, 1921 and 1946. This year, former Society president Glenn
Tiller pitches in with the story of Santayana in 1896. Martin Coleman, Larry Hick-
man, and Alba Stefanelli all review books: Coleman reviews Ruth Derham’s
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Bertrand’s Brother. Larry Hickman, the longtime director of the Dewey Center at
SIU-Carbondale, reviews Life of Scholarship with Santayana by Herman J Saat-
kamp, Jr, the founder not only of this Bulletin, but also of the Santayana Edition.
Stefanelli’s report of Giuseppe Patella’s recent Italian translation of The Sense of
Beauty nicely complements Tiller’s account of 1896, the year Santayana’s book
was published.

RICHARD MARC RUBIN
Editor and President, George Santayana Society

Online Reading Group on
The Life of Reason

Begun in the fall of 2020, the Life of Reason reading group (LR Group) continues
in 2022 with sessions on the last two books of the five-book The Life of Reason:
Reason in Art (LR4) and Reason in Science (LR5). The group meets monthly in
two sessions: Friday at 11 am US Eastern Time and Sunday at 1 pm US Eastern
Time.

Schedule for the LR Group, 2022

Friday Month Sunday Chapters

11:00 ET 13:00 ET
21 January 23 LR4 Ch I-11
18 February 20 LR4 Ch llI-IV
18 March 20 LR4 Ch V-VI
29 April/May 1 LR4 Ch VII-VIII
20 May 22 LR4 Ch IX-X
24 June 26 LR4 Ch X-X
15 July 17 LR5 Ch I-11
19 August 21 LR5 Ch llI-IV
16 September 18 LR5 Ch V-VI
21 October 23 LR5 Ch VII-VIII
18 November 20 LR5 Ch IX-X
16 December 18 LR5 Ch XI

Announcements about the meetings are sent out approximately one week before
with the connection information. These often go to the general George Santayana
Society email list (santayanasociety-l@list.iupui.edu) and always go to the email
list set up specially for the LR Group (santayana_read_grp-1@Ilist.iupui.edu). This
latter email list is not moderated and is open only to those on the list. From time to
time it has been the place for lively discussions between meetings. If you would
like to join this list, write to info@georgesantayanasociety.org.

Each LR Group session (or pair of sessions) is introduced by a different group
participant who typically prepares a set of questions or selected quotations to start
the discussion. The Friday and Sunday sessions are separate. There is no presumed
continuity from the Friday to the Sunday session.
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Report on the Santayana Edition

The Santayana Edition is a center for Santayana scholarship that has been produc-
ing critical editions of Santayana’s works for more than forty years.

The year of 2022 looks good for the Santayana Edition. We recently:

e  Received a one-year grant to fund Faedra Weiss as a full-time editor through
October 2022

e  Submitted an application to the National Endowment for the Humanities
(NEH) for a three-year grant beginning in October 2022 if funded

e Are finishing up work on the critical edition of Winds of Doctrine
e  Are focused on the critical edition of Scepticism and Animal Faith (SAF)

Work on SAF needs to be completed by October when either we begin NEH-funded
work on Realms of Being or we run out of money for Faedra.

We are extremely fortunate to have several people helping us with SAF: an ex-
perienced textual editor is working with Faedra to complete the critical text, John
Lachs is working on an introduction to the critical edition and Founding Editor
Herman Saatkamp is providing logistical advice. Hector Galvan (Texas A&M Uni-
versity—Corpus Christi) and Ricardo Miguel-Alfonso (University of Castilla-La
Mancha) are working with Faedra to research and compose Notes to the Text for
SAF. Paul Forster (University of Ottawa) and Glenn Tiller (Texas A&M Univer-
sity—Corpus Christi) are assisting with research for these Notes, and former direc-
tor Marianne Wokeck is coordinating efforts of this international group of collab-
orating scholars through monthly video meetings. We have established models for
the content and form of Notes to the Text that draw on the extensive work already
accomplished by the Edition under Herman and then Marianne.

After 2022 the prospects for the Edition are much less certain and the need for
support and assistance from readers of the Bulletin will be more important than
ever. We welcome help from interested individuals with the critical edition of
Realms of Being. Scholarly expertise can help with researching and composing the
Notes to the Text, or specialized editing skills can help us establish the critical text.
There may be other ways that working with the Santayana Edition could be part of
your research (and possibly fit with your own grant-funded work), for example,
researching the history and reception of a particular text. Please contact the Santa-
yana Edition at santedit@iupui.edu if you are interested in learning more about our
scholarly editing procedures and how you could volunteer to further our work.

As always, we welcome contributions to fund editors or graduate student interns,
and we would appreciate any information you could share on grants for which the
Santayana Edition can apply.

Most of all, we appreciate your continuing interest in and engagement with the
works of George Santayana.

MARTIN COLEMAN
Director and Editor, the Santayana Edition, IUPUI
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Santayana 75, 100, and 125 Years Ago

Santayana in 1896: The Sense of Beauty
and Studies in England

relations with Harvard were coming to a “crisis,” as he put it, and he resolved

to resign his instructorship unless he was promoted to assistant professor (LGS
10 November 1895). A critical factor in this decision was the fate of his manuscript,
The Sense of Beauty. Without a major philosophical publication to his name—his
book of sonnets published two years earlier would not do—he was sure not to be
promoted and likely not to be retained as an instructor at Harvard. Writing to his
friend Charles Loeser, his guide during his first visit to Rome and Venice the
previous year, he explained his situation and how he followed Loeser’s advice by
asking for a year’s unpaid leave from Harvard.

I n January of 1896, much was uncertain in Santayana’s life. His career and

You may be interested in news about my personal affairs. My book has been
refused by Macmillan and Houghton Mifflin (to whom | was persuaded to
send it next) and they both give me little hope of its publication by anyone,
except at my own expense. This I can’t undertake at present, as my future is
uncertain, and | must keep my savings to live upon until | find some other
place. For it is almost certain that | bid farewell to Harvard this year. They not
only refuse to make me assistant professor, but they hint that | must not expect
to stay on indefinitely as instructor. | have followed your advice and asked for
leave of absence for a year, but I think it will not be granted. It makes no
practical difference, as I shouldn’t come back anyhow, but it would be a more
graceful and easy way of leaving, and would not annoy my family so much
as a sudden rupture. (LL 25 January 1896)
Santayana thus prepared himself for a change of surroundings and a possible
change of career. No doubt he partly pined for such changes. Europe’s gravitational
pull was as constant for him as America’s oppositional force, and he had good
friends entreating him to come to London, not least among them Earl Frank Russell,
who wrote “How nice it would be to have you in London” (McCormick 119).* Yet,
his plans were vague. After completing the spring term at Harvard, teaching the
daunting-sounding courses “General Introduction to Philosophy, Logic, Psychol-
ogy, Metaphysics and History of Philosophy” (with James and Royce) and “The
chief types of Ethical Thought, with special reference to the schools of Socrates
and Kant”, he would “go to London for a year, and see what will turn up after that”
(LGS 10 November 1895). By the end of the year, he was indeed living in England,
though at Cambridge and not London, studying Plato and “dining with the dons”
(LGS 11 August1896; LGS 16 October1896). Judging by his letters from the sum-
mer and fall, it was one of the happiest times of his life. The summer spent at Ox-
ford filled him with “great joy,” he told Royce (LGS 16 October 1896). And the

1 For more on Frank Russell see “The Most Extraordinary of Santayana’s Friends” p.173
and Ruth Derham’s article “Ideal Sympathy? The Unlikely Friendship of George Santayana
and Frank, 2nd Earl Russell,” Overheard in Seville 36(2018):12-25)
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course of study he undertook at Cambridge was consequential. It shaped his phi-
losophy, settled his career, deepened friendships, and tilled the ground for his ref-
uge in England during World War 1. After his year in England, what turned up for
him was a return ticket to America. This time, for the third and final act of his career
at Harvard, his slow march from assistant to professor of philosophy.

Three years prior, Santayana had undergone another sort of crisis. The end of
his youth, the death of his father, and the unexpected death of his friend Warwick
Potter had all conspired to initiate his self-described metanoia or change of heart.?
After a spiritual “passage through dark night,” he found a kind of philosophical
salvation. He would live by the credo: “Cultivate imagination, love it, give it end-
less forms, but do not let it deceive you. Enjoy the world, travel over it, and learn
its ways, but do not let it hold you” (PP 427). Writing to a distraught friend, Henry
Ward Abbot, in November of 1896, Santayana dispensed some of his strong spir-
itual medicine. He wrote:

The world is full of sad and unaccountable things, of which the most hopeless,
perhaps, is that unfit persons like ourselves have been brought into it under
circumstances that make real satisfaction impossible for us. However, when
once the main thing is renounced, there are a variety of compensations and
incidental pleasures to be found; and what makes me a little out of sympathy
with your state of mind is that while you say you are without illusions you
refuse your intelligence its entertainment and your will its hard earned peace.
(LGS 19 November 1896)
After his metanoia, he rarely wavered from this attitudinal perspective. Of course,
as Santayana would be the first to admit, one cannot live on spiritual liberation
alone. He made his peace with the world by his early thirties, but he still had to find
his way through it. He needed a career and an income.

In the spring, things took a turn in Santayana’s favor. A friendly colleague in
the Harvard English department, Barrett Wendell, suggested sending his manu-
script to the publisher Scribner. Sometime in early March or late February, he did
so, and Scribner elected to publish The Sense of Beauty. The possibilities that were
closing at Harvard opened up again; the publication of his book earned him a
chance to stay on. He signed a contract on May 5, thus “establishing pleasant rela-
tions” with Scribner, his primary publisher “for fifty years” (PP 393). He immedi-
ately began working on revisions to his manuscript, gladly accepting advice from
Scribner’s editors. At the same time, he made corrections for a new edition of his
book Sonnets and added to it thirty new sonnets. By the end of the year, both The
Sense of Beauty and the new edition of Sonnets were in print, complimentary copies
were sent to friends, and review copies of The Sense of Beauty were dispatched to
major periodicals in America, England, Germany, and France.

Santayana’s first major scholarly publication in philosophy was by all usual
measures a success. The subject of aesthetics was still relatively novel in America,
and his book “was the first American treatise on [aesthetics], and among the first
in Britain or on the continent” (McCormick 127). By producing a treatise on aes-
thetics, he thereby acquired a philosophical “specialty” as demanded by Harvard

2 See “Santayana in 1893: The Metanoia,” Overheard in Seville 36(2018):4-5
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administrators, one that allowed him to carve out a niche within the philosophy
department (PP 393). The Sense of Beauty also established the philosophical natu-
ralism, albeit in a minor key, that characterized all of his subsequent writings. Ech-
oing Hume’s naturalistic, projectivist thesis that taste “gives the sentiment of
beauty and deformity” and has a “productive faculty” of “gilding or staining all the
natural objects with the colours, borrowed from internal sentiment” (Hume 135),
Santayana wrote that “Beauty is pleasure regarded as the quality of a thing” (SB
33) and the “aesthetic effect of objects is always due to the total emotional value of
the consciousness in which they exist. We merely attribute this value to the object
by a projection which is the ground of the apparent objectivity of beauty” (SB 146).

Contrary to Santayana’s assertion that The Sense of Beauty did not have “a
warm reception from the critics” (PP 393), there was much consensus amongst its
reviewers who praised both the book's substance and Santayana’s style. E. B Titch-
ener, in his review for Mind—in the same number that F.C.S. Schiller reviewed
William James’s The Will to Believe—began by distinguishing Santayana as a
“poet and essayist of no small merit.” He went on to say,

he has here laid aside construction for theory; and though his preface modestly
declares that the book “simply puts together the scattered commonplaces of
criticism into a system, under the inspiration of a naturalistic psychology,” the
theory shows much of originality, and sets many of the accepted canons in a
new and clearer light.” (Titchener 560)

Even the most potent criticism, such as the review in Science that lambasted
Santayana’s thesis (inspired more by ancient philosophy than contemporary psy-
chology) that aesthetic sensibilities are influenced by sexual passions, calling it a
“thesis so wide of the mark . . . as to be repugnant to the true artists as it is to the
clear brained psychologist,” was tempered and contextualized by “gratitude for so
much that is of value” in the book (C.L.F. 376). It is also fair to call Santayana’s
first philosophy book a success for the simple reason that it was his only book never
to go out of print during his lifetime. This fact was somewhat to his chagrin since,
in his estimation, the “humanism characteristic of The Sense of Beauty” lacked the
foundation of “a more explicit and vigorous natural philosophy” that he supplied
some thirty years later in Realms of Being (PGS 23-24). Still, the book had foun-
dations of another sort, and he collected the royalties from it for the remainder of
his long life.

Santayana accepted the Emersonian notion that the brutal facts of lived experi-
ence, once turned into essences in the realm of truth, may become benign objects
of contemplation. His account in his autobiography of the circumstances that led to
the publication of The Sense of Beauty, and its reception by reviewers, is not an
instance of this ideal. His later judgments on The Sense of Beauty and the circum-
stances under which it was published have a cynicism absent from his correspond-
ence in 1896. In his autobiography, he states that his book was the product of a
“sham course in ‘aesthetics’” (PP 393). And in the introduction to the critical edi-
tion of The Sense of Beauty, Arthur C. Danto reports visiting Santayana in 1950
and discussing the book's origins. According to Danto, when he asked Santayana
about The Sense of Beauty, Santayana replied: “They let me know through the
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ladies that I had better publish a book. On what? ‘On art, of course.” So I wrote this
wretched potboiler” (SB xvi).

How is it that Santayana later regarded his course on aesthetics, which he taught
no less than ten times at Harvard, as a “sham”? And why did he denigrate his trea-
tise on aesthetics by labeling it a “wretched potboiler”? After all, there was no rad-
ical change to Santayana’s general philosophical vision over the years. The main
ideas articulated in The Sense of Beauty are of a piece with his later philosophy,
even if they are not explicitly grounded in the ontology delineated years later in
Realms of Being. The fact is that in 1896 Santayana did not have such a dim view
of the subject of aesthetics, which he distinguished from the sort of late-Victorian
Paterian aestheticism that he disparaged. Even after his manuscript had been re-
jected twice and before it was accepted, he was giving invited talks on aesthetics
and reading from his manuscript. In March, he asked Scribner to send his manu-
script back to him. “If it is not now being read,” he wrote, “would you be kind
enough to send it back to me, as | had promised some time ago to read a portion of
it before a club in Philadelphia on April 22, thinking that by that time I should have
got it back again.” He closed his request by writing, “When I have selected and
copied the portions | wish to read, | can send the MS back to you, if you still care
to retain it” (LGS 10 March 1896). He evidently retained confidence that his ideas
about aesthetics had merit, even if potential publishers declined his work.

In his 1988 review of the critical edition of The Sense of Beauty, Willard E.
Arnett diagnoses Santayana’s reasons for his dismissive attitude toward his book
and its subject matter. Santayana’s course on aesthetics was a “sham,” Arnett writes,
“in part no doubt because [Santayana] was convinced that ‘a professor . . . has to
partly be a sham’” (Arnett 546, PP 189). Along with this reason, Arnett also notes
Santayana’s distaste for aestheticism and his surprising assertion in Persons and
Places that “I didn’t have, and haven’t now, a clear notion of what ‘aesthetics’ may
be” (PP 393). Arnett sums up his diagnosis, writing that “The Sense of Beauty was
a ‘wretched potboiler’ because [Santayana] wrote under the pressure of circum-
stances which demanded that he publish and which denied him time and oppor-
tunity to be clear in his own mind about a complex subject” Arnett 546. This sum-
mation reasonably explains Santayana’s later pronouncements. The only thing
missing is the depth of disgust and shame Santayana felt at having to go through
the official motions of becoming a philosophy professor when it was not his voca-
tion to be one and, more importantly, when he did not yet regard himself as having
earned the venerable title of philosopher.

It is hard not to see Santayana’s later disdain for The Sense of Beauty and aes-
thetics as almost wholly colored by his retrospective judgments concerning his ca-
reer at Harvard. He expressed mixed feelings about being a philosophy professor.
On the one hand, from a disinterested point of view, he saw the good in teaching.
“Teaching is a delightful paternal art,” he wrote, “and especially teaching intelli-
gent and warm-hearted youngsters, as most American collegians are” (COUS 42).
And he took his teaching seriously. He recognized its performative element and
that teaching must be, to use current jargon, “student-centered” and not ego-driven.
Writing to his former student, Horace Kallen, who had recently taken a position at
the University of Wisconsin, a place Santayana had visited and liked, he advised
him:
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Teaching must be adapted to the state of preparation and sentiment of the great
well-washed that flock to the University. You may guide them in whatever
direction you think best, but for their own sake, and starting from their actual
condition; it must not be a haughty display of your own sentiments such as
might wound and perplex them. It is not their faith that you must be consid-
erate of, but their innocence and their desire to work together and improve
themselves in the process” (LGS 1 July1911).

However, these virtuous pedagogical ideas are at odds with Santayana’s thoughts
about being a philosophy professor. In an unpublished letter from 1922, Santayana
wrote to one of his best friends, Baron von Westenholz, and in no uncertain terms
unloaded his feelings about his chosen career.* He noted that when he was 19, an
opportunity arose for him to study painting in Paris rather than philosophy at Har-
vard. He made his regrets abundantly clear. “I have always felt that to be a professor
was a disgrace, and this doubly,” he wrote. “It was a sham, because | am not a
learned man nor is philosophy a thing that can be taught; and then the whole busi-
ness of teaching in an institution was not my vocation, it was beneath me, it was a
mere concession to convenience, chance, and comparative ease in earning my bread
and butter. If | may upbraid myself for lack of courage, it is not having shaken off
that connection sooner” ( WL 12 May 1922). In response to the thought that stud-
ying philosophy at Harvard is precisely what made him a philosopher, Santayana
offered a rich retort: “You will say it is just as well, because then I shouldn’t have
become a philosopher. No: but I might have been one: and it is only now, twenty
years later, that I feel [ have attained that dignity” (ibid.). For a materialist philos-
opher like Santayana, these remarks are perhaps best taken as wishful protestations.
At the end of the same letter, he gave a more realistic appraisal of the actual condi-
tions that formed his philosophy. “However, I am not sorry on the whole,” he wrote,
“[since] the long years of lecturing no doubt gave me a technical facility which |
should not have acquired so easily—with my laziness—if I had always been free”
(ibid.). Santayana's repulsion at his chosen career is stark despite the nod to com-
pensation at the end of his letter. In his unhappy retrospection, The Sense of Beauty
is a casualty, reduced by time and memory to a mere instrumentality in a “conces-
sion to convenience.”

% Santayana shared pedagogical values, especially those of individualism and pluralism,
with his mentor Josiah Royce, even though philosophically and temperamentally they were
miles apart. Santayana’s advice to Kallen is strikingly similar to Royce’s views about teach-
ing. In 1893, Royce wrote in the Journal of Education:
The teacher should never apply an abstract method of teaching to all alike. He should
individualize; and especially when he is engaged in the really higher task of his em-
ployment; the development of the character and personality of each of his pupils; he
must respect the manifold variety of their individual traits and the personal element in
their mental life and growth (Royce 261).
4 Santayana wrote of Baron von Westenholz: “Westenholz was one of my truest friends.
Personal affection and intellectual sympathies were better balanced and fused between him
and me than between me and any other person” (PP 261). He a was also one of the “three
best-educated” persons, along with Bertrand Russell and Joe Trumbull Stickney, he had
ever known” (PP 442).
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Whatever Santayana may have felt about The Sense of Beauty in later years, he
was in excellent spirits in the summer of 1896. He wrote a playful letter to his friend
and recent Harvard graduate, Guy Murchie, from the Chateau Frontenac in Québec
City en route to England.

Dear Guy,

I can’t resist the impulse to write you a line from here, because I am thinking
of you, wishing you were here, and wondering where in the world you are. If
your father sold the mine in Newfoundland and you bought a farm in New
Brunswick, why are you in Newfoundland and not chez toi, if, as they tell me
now, you are in Newfoundland? I give it up: but of course it doesn’t matter if
in some way you are finding what will ultimate satisfy you. Let me know soon
what is up, for now when I pass the sad shores of Newfoundland I shall never
know whether to gaze upon them with moist eyes and wave a metaphorical
handkerchief in that direction, or whether the Mecca lies rather behind my
back. You see, in spite of this then [sic] pursuit of vain knowledge, even the
faithful need a little geography. (LGS 27 June 1896)
Buoyed by the first taste of freedom and year’s reprieve from teaching, he com-
mented favorably about his stop in Québec. “The people are peuple. These are the
long-sought peasants of America. | think it might be pleasant to live here: it would
be like Europe, in the country” (Ibid.). He also happily related the “great many”
social engagements—high-society dinners, farewells, and a wedding—that he man-
aged to enjoy “in the intervals of moving and packing” for his stay in England
(ibid.).

By mid-summer, Santayana was ensconced at Oxford. He was “reading in the
Bodleian and writing hard” (LGS 11 August 1896). He completed a play, Marriage
of Aphrodite, the title of which was later changed to The Marriage of Venus and
published posthumously in The Poet's Testament: Poems and Two Plays (1953).
He also completed two of his more well-known essays, “Cervantes (1574-1616)”
and the very fine “The Absence of Religion in Shakespeare.” He also managed to
“set down” some paragraphs on morals that were perhaps seeds for The Life of
Reason (LGS 11 November 1896). Writing to Conrad Slade, another friend, and
recent Harvard graduate, he reiterated his appreciation for Oxford. “This place is
lovely,” he wrote, “and I wish I could tell you how much delight I get from wan-
dering about in it and around it” (LGS 11 August 1896). It was not only the build-
ings, such as the towers of St. Mary’s and Magdalen, that entranced him or the
evening prayers at Christ Church that he attended; it was also the surrounding coun-
tryside and English towns. “[T]he country about is full of a quiet charm,” he en-
thused.

If you follow the towpath up the river you come to Witham, if you follow it
down to Iffley, both lovely villages, the latter for its church the former for
everything. You never saw such nests of neatness and foliage; flint walls over-
grown with ivy, thatched cottages with climbing rose bushes, little children
halfway between Kate Greenaway and Sir Joshua Reynolds, and inns with
very refreshing cider and bitters. And beyond the fields in both directions are
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low hills, which tempt you to a two-hour walk almost every afternoon (LGS
11 August 1896)

Before and after arriving at Oxford, Santayana seemed to have as many social
engagements as when he departed America. He may have been an outsider by birth,
but he worked his way well inside English aristocratic social circles, and he enjoyed
what he found. He found in England “a distinctive society, a way of living funda-
mentally foreign to me, but deeply attractive” (SE 4). He went to “Telegraph House”
in Hampshire Downs to visit Frank Russell and his “cousin” Mollie (Russell’s
eventual second wife), and her mother, who “was there to give respectability to the
party” (LGS 13 August1896). From there, Santayana went to Windsor to spend a
week with his friend and relative Howard Sturgis, where he found a house “filled
with people, a most entertaining and bewildering lot of them” (ibid.). These in-
cluded the daughter of the famed historian, John Motley, her husband, their daugh-
ter, and her fiancé. Santayana satirically described the latter two guests:

he a dapper nice little man of thirty nine with forty thousand pounds a year,
she a lazy big society belle of some two and twenty, without the rudiments of
anything but a colossal selfishness” (Ibid.).
Also in the social mix was the husband of the soprano singer, Emma Eames; the
English parliamentarian William Harcourt; “four Eaton boys,” one of them a future
member of the House of Lords; and a former professor from Harvard and his son,
a student at Harvard. (LGS 13 August1896)

Along with these visits, Santayana also found time to see “young Bertrand Rus-
sell at his father-in-law’s, Mr. Pearsall Smith’s” (LGS 10 October 1896). His de-
scription of this visit contains a comical vignette of the sort that Santayana often
drew in letters to friends. Russell’s in-laws, he explained

[are] a family of Philadelphia Quakers long settled, or unsettled, in England.
When the old lady, who delivers temperance lectures and now has Armenia
on the brain, goes off to Evangelize something, the old man at home takes the
opportunity to dis-evangelize himself, and declare he is not a Quaker at all,
but a Buddhist. For, he says, the suffering in the world is appalling, and the
best thing we can hope for is extinction and peace. He has accordingly re-
moved himself as far as possible from earth already by building a hen-coop,
covered with glass, up in a tree, where he squats, and, | believe, spends the
night. He directed me to the place through the woods, and | had the curiosity
to climb up to it, not without imminent danger of transmigration. There are
wires stretched all around a circular ladder, by way of balusters in which one
is sure to get caught. Perhaps they symbolize the Veil of Maya. (Ibid.)
Santayana would not have to brave the hen-coop again. Russell’s marriage would
be dissolved by 1901. However, another incident would prove premonitory. In the
same letter, Santayana explained how “the Wicked” Earl Frank Russell, embroiled
in a lengthy, costly, acrimonious separation from his first wife, Mabel Scott, re-
ceived a summons for an assault he allegedly committed against a servant nine
years earlier. A defense was quickly prepared, and Russell, Santayana, and several
others were driven to court by the Vicar of St. John’s. The court was “packed,”
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wrote Santayana, “and we,—a dozen of us a [sic] least,—had crowded it still more”
(Ibid.). In the end, little drama unfolded that day. The case was dropped because it
lay outside the jurisdiction of Winchester. Santayana offered a less technical reason
for its dismissal, namely, that

at the time [of the alleged assault] . . . both Burke [a friend] and | were with
Russell at Winchester, and he was staying at the College with Mr & Mrs Rich-
ardson. With the testimony of other servants, that remained faithful, it would
have been possible to prove an alibi, and expose the malice of the accusation.
(Ibid.)
This event was far from the end of legal battles for Russell, however. The following
year, Santayana would testify on Russell’s behalf at London’s Old Bailey in a suc-
cessful libel case brought against Lady Scott, Russell’s former mother-in-law.

As fall approached, Santayana was planning to move from Oxford to Cambridge.
His enchantment with Oxford was such that he “should remain in Oxford indefi-
nitely were it not that, being a University town every one [sic] says | ought to be in
a college” (LGS 13 August 1896). However, he could only join a college as an
undergraduate, which he deemed unsuitable given his age and experience. Fortu-
nately, another possibility presented itself. His friend, Nathaniel Wedd, who was a
tutor and lecturer in classics at Cambridge, helped secure admission to Kings Col-
lege “with the MA standing,” permitting him to “dine at high table, and meet the
Dons daily on a friendly footing” (LGS 10 November 1896). For lodging, he had
comfortable rooms on Silver Street, although he did not share his landlady’s “aes-
thetic sense” and had to “banish” her “worsted roses under glass bells” (LGS 1
November 1896). He reported that his study was particularly “cheerful, with run-
ning windows on two sides looking up and down the main street, in the very midst
of things, so that | may not feel out of it” (LGS 10 October 1896). All in all, his
situation at Cambridge was “very pleasant” and “well arranged” (LGS 1 November
1896). As always, he set down to work.

The most significant work Santayana did during his post-doctoral year was stud-
ying Plato under the tutelage of the classical scholar Henry Jackson, who he de-
scribed as “courtly, magnificent in his ample stiff silk gown, hospitable, universally
informed, and learned” (PP 439). His study of Plato and ancient Greek philosophy
would provide the philosophical foundations for The Life of Reason, Platonism and
the Spiritual Life, and essentially all of his philosophical writings. Rightly or
wrongly, he would often be called a “Platonist.” Equally important were his philo-
sophical friends at Cambridge: Bertrand Russell, G. E. Moore, and John M. E. Mac-
Taggart. Santayana had genuine respect for these philosophers, even if he disagreed
with them, as was certainly the case with the Hegelian idealist MacTaggart. Moore
and Russell he felt closer to, and they helped him “grind fine and filter Platonic
Ideas into my realm of essence” (PGS 587). His respect for Moore and Russell was
such that he would return to Cambridge fifteen years later for some productive
“three-cornered” talks about the ideas for his book on “Three Realms of Being”
(LGS 13 February 1912; and LGS 2 August 1912). His year of study at Cambridge
also helped secure his position at Harvard. He would return to the American Cam-
bridge not only with a well-received book in hand but training in Greek philosophy.
After 1897, a class in Greek philosophy would be a regular part of his repertoire.
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By the end of November, Santayana was making plans for the holidays and the
following year. He would “go to Paris for the Christmas holidays and to Italy after
the Lent term. In the summer | expect to be still in Italy, possibly Spain, and to be
back in Boston in August or early September” (LGS 19 November 1896). He would
make good on his plans to go to Paris and Italy, and he would be back in Boston by
fall. For the time being, however, all his “exertions” were “directed to Plato.” “It’s
hard stuff,” he wrote, “—Parmenides and Philebus—but very interesting to me on
account of the deep logical and metaphysical questions involved” (LGS 1 Novem-
ber 1896). These deep logical and metaphysical questions concerning the nature of
“Being, the One, the Many, etc.” would command his attention well into the new
year (PP 439). His answers to them would help draw out the latent philosophical
system within him.

GLENN TILLER
Texas A&M-Corpus Christi

Santayana in 1921: Madrid, Avila, Paris,
Rome (“All Roads Lead There”)

antayana began 1921 in Madrid, and in a January letter to his publisher he

offered his response to the suggestion that he revise his earlier works in light

of later developments in his thought. Of highest concern was The Sense of
Beauty (1896). He noted, as his publisher had already observed, that he had sup-
plemented what he had written there in The Life of Reason (1905-06) and also in
the “Soliloquies in England” appearing in the Athenaeum, which he suggested
might make “a small book.” The soliloquies were a series of short essays published
in magazines between 1915 and 1920. During the summer he worked earnestly on
making them ready for publication as a collection, which appeared in 1922 as So-
liloguies in England and Later Soliloguies. The Soliloquies contain intimations of
the new articulations of his philosophy that had become the focus of his attention:
“T am at work—slowly—on a much more considerable book, in which | endeavour
to clear up, as far as | can, all the fundamental questions.” (LGS 23 January 1921).
These efforts were to be embodied in Scepticism and Animal Faith (1923) and more
extensively worked out in The Realms of Being (1927-40).

The new year could be understood as an inauguration of a new phase in Santa-
yana’s literary evolution. The dominant interests after 1921 become clearer when
compared to the three publications that appeared in 1920: Character and Opinion
in the United States: With Reminiscences of William James and Josiah Royce and
Academic Life in America, Little Essays (ed. by Logan Pearsall Smith), and the
collaborative Critical Realism: A Co-Operative Study of the Problem of Knowledge,
to which Santayana contributed “Three Proofs of Realism.” This last one is not
discontinuous from what came after, but the professional context of its publica-
tion—largely epistemological and academic—suggests interpretations of Santa-
yana’s later work that miss his ontological and spiritual concerns.
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By late March he had gone from Madrid to Avila, where he spent a few days,
and then on to Paris, to the apartment of a close friend since college, the philosopher
and psychologist Charles Augustus Strong. In a passage that stresses the new San-
tayana (one projected towards the future and the realms, superseding the strictly
naturalistic lenses of the life of reason) he writes to Strong, who was not in Paris at
this time:

There is, however, a sentimental self-consciousness in which a man identifies
himself, not with this animal psyche in his body, but with his experiences and
brooding thoughts, with his inner discourse: and if you call that the Self, the
self will be impotent, except vehemently to be what happens to be. Certainly
when | was young, even when | wrote the Life of Reason, | was given to this
“introspective” or romantic way of thinking more than | am now: | lived more
transcendentally, more egotistically: and I put off to a distance (without deny-
ing them) the hypothetical world and the hypothetical psyche that by their
interaction produced this life-long dream in me. | am glad that you like my
new manner better: | like it much better myself, and think it more respectable.
There is something disreputable in sentimental self-consciousness (LGS 28
March 1921).

On this note of moving ahead with his mature philosophy, Santayana wrote to
Logan Pearsall Smith, who edited the recently published Little Essays, that “I am
quite aware that it is my fault if the technical side of my philosophy is not treated
very seriously. I haven’t treated it very seriously myself, as yet, but I assure you
there is solidity in it, if its skeleton were properly laid bare, as I hope before long
to do, as a counter-poise to my excursions into the realm of fancy” (LGS 9 June
1921).

In July Santayana sent to Wendell T. Bush, professor of philosophy at Columbia
and editor of The Journal of Philosophy in New York, his “long Soliloquy—the
longest in the book if I don’t cut it down” (LGS 1 July 2021), “On My Friendly
Critics.” It is quite clearly another facet to Santayana’s emotional farewell to the
United States, and this some nine years after he had sailed on the ocean liner Olym-
pic, from Boston to Plymouth (England) on 24 January 1912, never to set foot in
the United States again.

Santayana spent a little over seven months in Paris, from late March to late Oc-
tober at Strong’s 9, avenue de I’ Observatoire apartment. From there in August he
wrote to Pearsall Smith that he was entertaining a return to England “for the rest of
my days” (LGS 17 August 1921). Yet, by early November he had made it to Rome,
where he confronted a situation of “no trains, newspapers, no trams, fascisti march-
ing about and a general feeling of helplessness” (LGS to Charles A. Strong, 11
November 1921). The Partito Nazionale Fascisti (National Fascist Party) had been
founded in Rome during the three days that preceded this letter at the Third Fascist
Congress.

By 16 November, when services had been restored, and the restless fascisti
were less evident, he stated that he was beginning a “profound meditation on the
Realms of Being” (LGS to Charles A. Strong, 17 November 1921).
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The year ended with Santayana in Rome. Passages from two different letters in
the last two months of the year suggest changes in Santayana’s understanding of
his identity. The first concerns his lifelong relationship to his native Spain. He
wrote again to Wendell T. Bush, who was in Europe: “It is enterprising of you to
plunge into Spain, and | hope your experiences in my native land will be agreea-
ble. . .. Sometimes I love Spain, but not always” (LGS 22 November 2021). In the
second, to Pearsall Smith again, he confessed:

It does not seem to me that we can impose on America the task of imitating
Europe. The more difficult it can come to be, the better: and we must let it
take its own course, going a long way round, perhaps, before it can shake off
the last trammels of alien tradition, and learn to express itself simply, not
apologetically, after its own heart. (LGS 2 December 1921).

He did not even feel secure as to how many more years, being fifty-eight at this
moment, he desired to live: “I don’t intend to die for at least ten years” (LGS to
George Sturgis, 17 December 1921). The physical space where he wanted to estab-
lish a sense of home was itself up in the air. The following years would bring this
last uncertainty into even greater focus.

To be sure, Santayana had spent roughly four months of 1920 (January through
April) in Rome. But his arrival in November of 1921 was the start of longest stay
so far. He remained until late April of 1922. Rome had not yet become his center
of gravity, but it had become a very compelling lure. He wrote to Westenholz from
Paris, on 13 October, prior to leaving for Rome:

When | walk through the via Sixtina and the piazza di Santa Trinita del Monte,

| often remember your sister, who used to stay at a house there. It would be

very nice if you and she could both return to Rome this winter. All roads lead

there, and from there roads seem to be open to everything, in the past or the

future, that is really interesting. (WL 13 October 1921)
And on 21 November he wrote to Strong that in Rome “here is all the country that
one can desire, within the walls of Rome” (LGS 21 November 1921). Santayana
undeniably had found a needed, somewhat liberating ambience that allowed him to
remain solitary within the crowd, and to make headway on his most pressing work
at hand: The Realms of Being. Or, as he wrote in early December of “this taste of
mine for living in the midst of a noisy, vulgar rush of people, most of them ugly,
with whom | have nothing to do” (LGS 2 December 1921).

It is in this general frame of mind, living his mostly secluded life and plugging

away during his working hours on his mature euvre, that Santayana’s 1921 came
to a close at the Hotel Marini.®

CHARLES PADRON

® Today this former hotel houses the offices of the Chamber of Deputies, the lower house of
the Italian parliament.
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Santayana in 1946, Part 1:
Parcels, Family, Visitors, Health, Politics

There is so much information about this year in Santayana’s life that time and space
do not permit us to give a full account. In 1946, although his money in England and
America was still tied up, his main financial concerns were resolved: a pension for
Mercedes Ruiz de la Escalera (an old family friend in Madrid), money for his as-
sistant Daniel Cory, and a donation to the Little Company of Mary hospital in a
southwest Chicago suburb to make up for his stay in the order’s Rome branch dur-
ing the war. Cory managed to make it to England and receive the fellowship San-
tayana’s friend Charles Augustus Strong had set up for him. By April, Scribners
published The Idea of Christ in the Gospels, the book Santayana had written during
the war when he was unable to communicate with the Allied countries. The details
of these events and others, such as Santayana’s continuing relationship with the
poet Ezra Pound—by then confined to a mental hospital in Washington DC— will
be postponed until the next issue. In this issue, the attention is on Santayana’s re-
lationship with his overseas correspondents, especially his family members and,
among them, his niece-in-law Rosamond Sturgis and her son Bob; on the poor state
of his health at the start of the year; on his continued reception of visitors; and on
his renewed work on the decades old Dominations and Powers.

Little luxuries

antayana has given us a glimpse of his life at the start of 1946 in letter to

Rosamond Sturgis. She had been the wife of his then late nephew George

Sturgis, who had divorced Rosamond and remarried another shortly before
his death at the end of 1944. In his letter, Santayana wrote:

| prefer the sun. | am writing at this moment, 10.30 a.m., by a wide open

window, with great comfort, wearing lined boots and a great winter coat, as

well as a rug over my knees. (LGS 8 January 1946)
He was in the hospital and convent of the Little Company of Mary (the Blue Nuns)
where he had lived since the fall of 1941. He was explaining to Rosamond that the
slippers she had sent him did not fit, but his feet were staying warm with the boots
that Daniel Cory had sent. The boots were too large when they arrived, but his
doctor gave him “a pair of felt soles to put into them, which,” as Santayana put it,
“have made them feel quite tight and warm” (Ibid.)

Cory had sent him pajamas in the fall. Cory knew not to send striped pajamas,
because, as Santayana reminded him, “I wear pyjamas all day, with a tie like a shirt”
(LGS 3 January 1946). Santayana had asked for a solid color but was surprised to
find that Cory had sent him white ones. He wrote to Cory that he had expected

some plain colour, grey or dull blue or khaki. I never thought of white, but
aesthetically it is just as truly a colour, and you were within my specifications
in choosing it. The only objection is that it soils more visibly, and my linen
being always scanty, | like to make it serve as long as possible. (Ibid.)
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Also, the pajamas had no collars, which did not suit his desire to wear them during
the day with a tie, so Santayana had taken to wearing some short sleeve shirts with
collars that Cory had also sent him.

Correspondence between Italy and the United States moved faster in 1946 than
in the time following Rome’s takeover by the allied troops in June of 1944. By
1946 letters could travel by air from America to Italy, but not the other way. In
several cases, Santayana responded to letters within two weeks of their being sent,
a marked difference from the fall of 1944 when letters often took two months to
travel. In late April Santayana wrote to Cory:

Dear Cory: My letter of some days ago had just gone when | received yours

of April 14 (postmark April 16) which got here in the record time of four days®;
and the day before yesterday came, in just one month, your splendid parcel of
March 23 with quantities of tea, coffee, dates, prunes, peaches, shaving cream,

and soap. (LGS 26 April 1946)

In 1946, it was still difficult to purchase many items in Rome, so Santayana
welcomed gifts from his friends and relatives, and had taken to specifying what his
special needs were. Cory and Rosamond Sturgis were the two correspondents who
most often sent him parcels. He relied especially on Cory, who by then had received
some of the royalties Santayana had been struggling to provide him in spite of the
meddling by attorneys. He counted on Rosamond for back up. He wrote her in Jan-
uary:

Cory can send me only one parcel a month, and doesn’t always do so, because
he knows | should ask for things if the need were real. It is the extras and the
little luxuries that give one the pleasant excitement of receiving all these pre-
sents. (LGS 8 January 1946)

He added that the presents were welcome not just for him alone, but because they
enabled him to contribute to his community:

Tea and coffee now count as luxuries here, though | get them daily; but some-
times I feel that I may be sponging on the Sisters’ own gifts, and being Irish
they love tea, and love it strong.

In 1945, Santayana had used the occasion of the arrival of gifts to reflect on
their philosophic significance. Then, it had been tea and the ceremony of taking it
in the late afternoon that merited his praise. In 1946, he continued these light-
hearted reflections, but took the opportunity to focus on coffee, which he thought
to be a passable substitute for an imaginary scientific instrument that could measure
his writing proficiency:

6 Santayana’s previous letter to Cory is dated “April—21—Easter—1946.” It is unlikely that
mail would have been delivered or picked up on a Sunday, especially Easter. If not, he prob-
ably mailed the letter and then received Cory’s on Monday, 22 April, six days after Cory’s
was postmarked. Further investigation may find that there was special delivery on Easter
Sunday during the postwar period. The reader might note that the visit of the two soldiers
related on p.26 also took place on Easter.
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Your parcel of groceries sent from S. S. Pierce on January 10w arrived yester-
day, in a little over two months. Everything was most acceptable, especially
the generous quantity of coffee, which when | have it in the morning instead
of the ordinary extract of brown-beans, stimulates my imagination and prob-
ably improves the quality of my writing for that day. | wish we had a medical
thermometre for style, so that | could take my literary temperature when | sit
down to write, and be reassured when it indicated blood heat, or average ra-
tionality, and be warned off and take a rest or a glass of something strong if it
indicated dangerous fever, involving bad language, or vitality lower than 36°
threatening platitudes and imbecility. Yet in the absence of scientific diagno-
sis it is a resource to take some good coffee which will probably do good; or
at least make foolishness unconscious. (LGS to Rosamond Sturgis, 15 March
1946).

Three weeks later, the arrival of heating pads provided the chance to reflect on
the energetic nature of matter and its influence on spirit.

Dear Rosamond: Yesterday came your parcel with heat pads and soap. Thank
you very much. Soap is always in season, and not to be bought here except (I
suppose) in the black market. The heat pads are late for the winter of this year,
but will be useful when the autumn comes and interesting as a mechanical
novelty—an application, as it were, of atomic bombs for the home and for the
stomach. My critics used to upbraid me, when I said | was a materialist, by
urging that matter was something passive and dead, but | hope they are now
discovering that it is surprisingly explosive. When | warm my feet or my
stomach with your pads, | shall meditate on the kindly way in which iron
particles can communicate their secret vitality to torpid old age and to a lazy
spirit. (LGS 5 April 1946)

Bob Sturgis

Santayana was fond not only of Rosamond, whom he called his niece-in-law,
but also her three sons, Robert, Neville, and Nathaniel. Their aunt Josephine Bid-
well, Santayana’s niece, also had three children: Arthur Eldridge and David and
Jane Bidwell. Santayana welcomed news about all these young people to whom he
was a great uncle, but the one who received the greatest share of his attention was
Rosamond’s eldest, whom Santayana called Bob and whose full name was the same
as his grandfather, Santayana’s elder brother: Robert Shaw Sturgis. Bob had visited
Santayana in Rome three times during the war while he was a soldier.

On New Year’s Day 1946, Santayana made a point of writing his first letter of
the year to Bob. Bob, having returned from the army, resumed his studies at Har-
vard in the fall of 1945. At the end of October 1945, Santayana wrote to him eager
for news of his life and of life at Harvard and in Boston. It had been thirty-four
years since Santayana had been there. Bob sent him a card for Christmas and San-
tayana took the New Year as an occasion to reply and, expecting that anything he
wrote would be shared with Bob’s mother, to reply also to a recent letter from Ros-
amond. Perhaps knowing that Bob shared an interest in architecture (Bob became
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and architect and Santayana in his youth thought he might become one), he
launched into a commentary on a photo Rosamond had sent him:

Tell her that the photo of the Park Street Church corner seems to represent
something much newer and tidier than the old corner so well known to me
seventy years ago. The church was then all painted or whitewashed a dingy
grey: now it seems to have been scrubbed to show the red brick—I hope pink
brick—and the pure white belfry and trimmings. Very good. There also seem
to be fewer trees . . .. (LGS 1 January 1946)

When Santayana was an undergraduate and met Frank Russell for the first time, he
entertained the wayward young earl by describing the bleakness of the Harvard
landscape. In 1946, relying on some recent photos he was able to find something
favorable:

I have looked up Leverett House in a book of Harvard Views that an old friend
sent me some years ago. It looks pleasant, and the arrangement of most of the
Houses with courts open to the south, to let in the sunshine into their depths
seems reasonable, especially as the buildings had to be higher than the courts
in the English colleges were originally meant to be.
The height of the buildings in comparison with the English colleges led to an unfa-
vorable observation: “In some of these, now that a third storey has been added, the
courts look cold and dingy.” This thought brought on a comparison of Harvard with
Cambridge in England:

The river fronts here remind one inevitably of the Backs at the English Cam-
bridge; but the Cam is like a canal there—a Venetian effect—except that the
banks are green and wooded, as perhaps the banks of the Charles are meant
to become in time. Or is the openness and the meandering line of the water’s
edge an effect intended to be permanent? | should like to see the colour of
these Houses—red brick and white? Pink brick and yellow? Anyhow the
scene will always be much brighter and less poetical than the Backs, with their
crumbling grey stone and towering dark verdure.

Bob wrote Santayana a letter on 7 January that prompted an enthusiastic reply:

Dear Bob, Your long letter of January 7th leaves me with a desire that it were

much longer, because it gives me a panoramic view of what occupies you now

but leaves many points of interest unexplained. (LGS 28 January 1946)
Santayana continued, revealing his affection and explaining why he wished to
know more:

You see, although | feel that | know you intimately and that in spite of the
immense difference in our ages we understand each other easily, in fact most
of your life you have been only a name for me, and two days or three that we
talked together (under the handicap of my deafness) were not enough to fill a
blank of twenty-two years.
In maintaining that their age difference was no barrier to closeness, he also sug-
gested a philosophic affinity:



22 OVERHEARD IN SEVILLE

As to this extreme contrast in age, however, | rather think it is less an obstacle
than one would expect, because a very old man is out of the scramble of con-
trasting plans, friends, and likes and dislikes that separates each generation
from those immediately before and after it. Especially when the old man is a
philosopher who believes (as apparently you do also) in the relativity of mor-
als, and besides has been living with young friends almost all his life.

Bob had written for the Harvard newspaper, the Crimson, in 1941 before the
United States entered the war. In his January 7" letter Bob informed Santayana that
he had been elected president of the Crimson (a title that meant being head of the
editorial board). The Crimson had suspended publication in 1943 and resumed in
April 1946. Santayana was eager to see copies and to read what his nephew had
written. In mid-April Rosamond wrote to say she would soon be sending a box with
some of Bob’s articles in the bottom. On May 3, Santayana wrote:

Dear Rosamond: Another box has arrived from you—you are indefatigable—
with a jar of apricot jam and a large fruit-cake. In the bottom was a newspa-
per—the Crimson, I supposed, with Bob’s articles: but no: it looked rather
crumpled and the title was The Christian Register. What a disappointment!
Perhaps the Crimson will come next time. (LGS 3 May 1946)

In a letter written eleven days earlier, Santayana reflected on the implications
of Bob’s journalistic advancement:

I am delighted that he has been elected President of the Crimson. That proves
two things that I daresay were well known, but which [ hadn’t been told about.
One is that he is given to writing for the public. That is excellent, if the public
consents; otherwise far from keeping one’s mind sane and in sympathy with
the age, it confirms one’s irritability. The other thing that being elected Pres-
ident of anything proves is that a man is able to recommend himself to others
and to take practical responsibilities. | was never elected President of anything,
and never learned to write for the public, although so many of my things,
written to make myself conscious of my own opinions, have been thrust be-
fore the public on spec. (LGS to Rosamond Sturgis, 22 April 1946)

He then added:

If Bob devotes himself to both literary composition and architectural design
he will have two strings to his bow easy to play together to advantage. (Ibid.)

In early June the first issue of the Crimson finally arrived. Santayana wrote a
long letter to Rosamond commenting on Bob’s two articles. He ended it saying,
“This letter is also for Bob.” After sending two long letters in January, Santayana
hesitated to write Bob directly, as he presumed he was quite preoccupied. But in
October he found a reason to write:

Dear Bob: Soon after getting your letter of Sept. 6 | began an answer, then
tore it up and decided not to bother you with a correspondence, since in writ-
ing to your mother | could tell you anything that | wished, even more frankly,
without laying on you, who are already over-busy with urgent matters, the
needless weight of having an unanswered letter from an aged relation hanging
over you like an unpaid bill. . . . But now after receiving the two numbers of
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the Crimson, and reading your leading article . . . I really have something that
I want to say. You needn’t feel obliged answer at once or at all. I am writing
for my own pleasure or impulse to let out what strikes me as true. (LGS 21
October 1946)

The occasion was to offset Bob’s concern about encountering despairing attitudes
and to argue that pessimism can be a positive way of coping:

You seem to be beset by pessimistic people in regard to public affairs and the
future; and as responsible editor and representative of healthy public opinion,
you feel bound in any case to be hopeful and encouraged. Now what | feel is
that there is never any occasion to deprecate bad omens or unpleasant possi-
bilities. If the apprehension is groundless, it may be disregarded or laughed
at—refuted by good sense; but if it is well-grounded, that fact does not under-
mine your moral principles or opportunity to live up to them. You can do just
as much good in bad times as in prosperous times, perhaps more. There is no
occasion, therefore, for being confused by the uncertainty of the future. You
may be able, when things threaten to disappoint current hopes, the better to
revise your borrowed opinions and discover what you really value, even if it
should not be destined to prevail. (Ibid.)

Visitors and health

One reason we know a great deal about Santayana’s life in 1946 is that several
people have left accounts of visiting him. In March Santayana wrote:

I have received a great number of visitors, more than | ever did in my life;
chiefly army-men who had read “Persons & Places” or “The Last Puritan”,
and in one or two cases | have actually made new friends . . . . (LGS To Mary
Potter Bush, 8 March 1946)
Santayana’s previous letter to Mrs Bush was in June 1945, so this report may have
included the second half of 1945. In the early months of 1946, Santayana had not
been feeling well, yet, as we’ll soon see, the visitors continued. But first, let’s look
at his reports about his health.

Health reports

On his birthday of 16 December 1945 received a package from Horace Kallen.
Just after Christmas, Santayana wrote to Kallen that his package “caught me when
I was being caught again with a bronchial catarrh that has dogged me for years, but
that T had escaped during the four previous winters in this house in Rome” (LGS
26 Dember1945). In his New Year’s letter to Bob Sturgis, Santayana said:

I have had an attack of my chronic catarrh, lasting the whole month of De-
cember, and probably through the winter, but it has not been severe, and |
have been able to be up every day and to read a lot: only the writing of any-
thing more than letters has had to be suspended. (LGS 1 January 1946).

On 18 January, Santayana wrote to Rosamond that the catarrh “still drags on mildly.”
He added,
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It hasn’t kept me in bed, but it has interfered a good deal with my usual writing,
since when the weather is cold and there is no sun, I stay in bed in the morning.
But the sun is now on its upward course, and | am almost well again. (LGS to
Rosamond Sturgis).

But by early March his health had grown worse. He wrote to Cory:

I have not been very well, and not inclined to sit down to anything in particular.
Since the beginning of December | have had a return of my old bronchial

catarrh, with fits of coughing; and lately | had another attack of heart failure,

or the threat of it, with a desire to vomit on an empty stomach, which Dr.

Sabbatucci explained to me for the first time intelligibly, although in all | have

had it four times since the winter at the Grand Hotel 1940-41. The heart being

weak, he explains, the circulation is arrested, or partly arrested, at the neck

(precisely where | have on two of those occasions, but not this last time, felt

a sort of seizure); and this somehow provokes nausea and the false effort to
vomit: also panting for breath. It is a bad turn, and might | expect be easily

fatal; but thanks to injections | have recovered quickly—in half an hour—in

all the cases so far: and this time, after a two-hours sleep, | at once felt per-

fectly well again, and was about much a[s] usual the next day. But of course,

such an attack leaves me weaker, and disinclined to make any effort. However,
I have been reading book upon book. (LGS 9 March 1946).

Just a week and half later, on 20 March, he was able to write to Cory, “My health
is better with the better weather,” and a month after that he repeated the report with
an additional comment: “My health is much better, as is the weather. Only mankind
is incorrigible” (LGS to Cory, 21 April 1946). He wrote of continued improvement
to Rosamond in May and by June he could write to Cory, “with the pleasant June
weather that has set in after good rains, | have had a decided turn for the better in
health and spirits. (LGS to Cory 19 June 1946).

Despite the downturn in his health during the winter, we know that Santayana

continued to receive visitors, because he wrote to John Wheelock at Scribners in
March to explain his delay in responding to letters:

I have been less well this past winter than on the other winters that | have
spent in this house, and also more interrupted by letters and visits; all of which
has made me slack and remiss in correspondence and also in regular work.
(LGS 22 March 1946)

Visitors
On 8 March, the day before he wrote Cory of the grim state of his health, he

wrote the letter to Mary Potter Bush in which he said he had had more visitors “than
I ever did in my life.” He did not mention his health in this letter, but he did describe
his fitness for having company:

I am now not fit for society, having grown deaf in a partial but disturbing way,
in that voices deafen me and the more they sound the less | can make out what
they are saying. With one clearly speaking person near me, | get on nicely,
but a person across the room, or two at once, confuses me completely. (LGS
8 March 1946)
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The visitor who might be best known is the literary critic and author Edmund
Wilson, who on 6 April 1946 published an account in The New Yorker of his pil-
grimage to see Santayana in Rome after he received a signed copy of Persons and
Places a year earlier. Wilson had already reviewed Persons and Places for The New
Yorker on 8 January 1944 (five months before Santayana learned the book had been
published). In his review Wilson wrote that Santayana had

an artistic effectiveness so sure that he might have been writing novels all his
life. He is able to immerse us so thoroughly in each of the social milieux in
turn that the change is like a physical sensation. . .. His prose is here at its
best. It is sometimes the privilege of a foreigner who has learned English to
write it with a kind of brilliance that a native could hardly achieve. He scruti-
nizes the words and stores them up as treasures; he slips less easily into the
instinctive banalities; and he is aware of values in the language which habit
has obscured for the native. (Wilson 1944, 65)

Wilson concluded his appreciative review with a remark about Santayana’s persis-

tence in the midst of war:

It is one of the astonishing: anomalies of the time that, at the moment when
all human purpose seems to have been reduced to the coercion of the body
through violence, this aloof and luminous mind should be able to go on living
in a realm of contemplation and persuasion that no crashing of bombed cities
can jar, and that his loom should keep turning out fabric of the finest color and
weave without a dropped stitch or a rip. (Wilson 1944, 66)

“I seem to remember a review of Persons & Places by Edmund Wilson,” San-
tayana wrote in a letter at the end of March 1946 (LGS to David Page, 28 March
1946). This uncertain recollection took place some time after Wilson’s interview’.
At the start of that interview Santayana said he had no memory of having sent Wil-
son a copy of his book, nor of who Wilson was. “I have a poor memory for names,”
he told Wilson. He attributed the signed copy Wilson had received to the efforts of
a soldier who had brought him several copies with a list of people the soldier
thought might like to have them. It may well be that Santayana learned of Wilson’s
review only after Wilson visited, but Santayana’s fogginess when they met proved
no obstacle to conversation. According to Wilson, “All he felt he needed to know
about me in order to talk about himself was that [ was one of his readers” (Wilson
1946 60). Wilson had been told that Santayana was something of recluse—“inac-
cessible”™— but found:

One of the wonderful things about him was, on the contrary, the readiness and
grace with which he lived up to a classical role: that of the sage who has made it
his business to meetand to reflect on all kinds of men and who will talk about the
purpose and practice of life with anyone who likes to discuss them—as with me,
whom he didn't know from Adam—since these are matters which concern us all.
On hisdignity and his distinction he did not need to insist: he let them take care of

" Wilson may have visited Santayana in 1945. In the New Yorker, he gives eighty-one as
Santayana’s age. Santayana turned eighty-two on 16 December 1945.
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themselves; and his attitude toward a visitor—an attitude rather rare with the literary
and the learned—was simply that of a man in the world who was trying to make
some sense of it, as you were. (Wilson 1946, 64).

Many of Santayana’s visitors were
soldiers and former soldiers. Two who
visited him were Lt. Lawrence James
Wathen and his friend James Turnure, a
former sergeant. In a letter to John
McCormick,® Turnure described how
Santayana appeared to visitors. Wathen
had driven them to see Santayana a few
times. On the first visit, they offered to
take Santayana on an excursion into the
city or out to the country. “He refused,”
Turnure wrote, “nicely, but I recall ra-
ther firmly, as if somehow the idea was
really quite out of the question.”
Wathen, being of higher rank, did more
of the talking, which might have been
an advantage given that Santayana said ¥
his deafness made it hard for him to un- ]
derstand more than one interlocutor. Lt LJ Wathen and George Santayana

Of Santayana’s habitat and dress Photo by James Turnure, Easter 1946
Turnure wrote:

His room gave out onto greenery, a garden, I think, into which we could and
did walk freely. Each of the times that | saw him he wore a comfortable
slightly worn bathrobe over a shirt and trousers. Once he wore a necktie; an-
other time he did not.
Turnure quoted the opening lines of Santayana’s poem “A Minuet on Reaching the
Age of Fifty”: “Old Age, on tiptoe, lays her jewelled hand/ Lightly in mine,” and
then continued his portrait:

He was shortish in height, perhaps 5° 6” or so, somewhat stooped, but he held
himself erect. | sensed a certain pride there, a bit of refusal that the jewelled
hand had touched him.

This sense of composure continued as Turnure recounted his movements:

Santayana walked slowly and deliberately. But he did not give an impression
of frailty, suggesting that he once had been built rather solidly.

8 McCormick quotes parts of this letter of 22 November 1984 in his biography. The Santayana
Edition sent me a copy of the complete holograph of the letter. In his biography John McCor-
mick used a phrase from Turnure’s letter as the title of the chapter covering this period.
Turnure could not remember if he had heard Santayana say it or if he read it elsewhere:
He remarked that the “Tiger of the flesh” (sensuality/sexuality) never dies.
Presumably then it had not died in him, in spite of his advanced age.
For more on Santayana’s sexuality, see Rubin 2020, 11-13 and Dawidoff 2011.
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There was also a measure of tenacity in conversation:

He was polite to me. He could, however, be crisp in his remarks, direct and
highly articulate. I don’t remember an example; but | think he could be sharp
if provoked.

And then, Turnure described Santayana’s laughter:

Oh, yes, one more detail: he laughed frequently, a laugh difficult to describe.
It was more in the nature of a high-pitched, nasal remark, as much [a] part of
his conversation as his words—and one was expected to join him. It was a
laugh as sharply directed as it was frequent, a pointed laugh, composed of a
giggle, chuckle, and a bit of neigh, delivered conspiratorially, as if we two
shared some secret. °

Focus on politics

At least one visitor called attention to Santayana’s interest in world affairs. The
New York Times published an anonymous report with a dateline of 19 October 1946.
It appeared under the heading, “Santayana Sees All-Red Europe.” The writer
quoted Santayana as saying:

I believe that Russia soon may dominate all of Europe , with Germany and
France going communistic willingly and other nations following. (New York
Times 20 October 1946)

Santayana was not thrilled. In December, he wrote:

Several inquisitorial reporters, disguised in the lamb’s clothing of soldiers,
have inveigled me into “interviews” which I took at first for innocent conver-
sation. No great harm came of it, as far as | know, except that my English was
transformed into the dialect of [the] day. You can’t catch me so easily in writ-
ing. (LGS to Christopher George Janus, 19 December 1946)

The writer of the New York Times article reported that Santayana was reading
Stalin’s Questions of Leninism translated into Italian. By the end of March, Santa-
yana had begun telling several correspondents that he was reading Stalin’s book.
This news is a sign that after many years, he could once again obtain books. In early
March he wrote:

In the matter of books my isolation is now over, since | get them again from
America and also from England. The Times Literary Supplement to which
apparently | was subscribed when war broke out, has spontaneously begun to
arrive again . . .. | have written to Blackwell in Oxford, where | had an ac-
count, asking for particular books and catalogues. This removes one of the
greatest privations that I, personally, had to put up with during the war. (LGS
to Mary Potter Bush, 8 March 1946)

® For more on Santayana’s laughter, see Amir 2019.
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The New York Times interview had him say, “Russia was the logical nation to
lead any move to one world government.” His apparent sympathy with the idea of
a single government for the world led an officer of the Americans United for World
Government to write Santayana and invite him to join their effort. This writer, Ar-
thur J Goldsmith, had taken courses with Santayana at Harvard, but Santayana did
not remember him. Santayana wrote back:

Naturally | recognize the good intentions of your movement, but it is not one
in which | can take part personally, first because | am not legally an American,
and then because it does not seem to me that your methods are applicable to
any society beyond the Anglo-Saxon area. Discussion does not lead to agree-
ment but to the discovery of disagreements that perhaps were unsuspected,
latent, and harmless. No form of government can be final, or the “right” form
for ever and for everybody. (LGS 6 December 1946)

Santayana was reading Stalin and many other books on politics and history be-
cause he had begun working on Dominations and Powers, the work on politics that
he had started three decades earlier before the first World War. As he explained in
a letter:

A mass of manuscript exists, and | have now imposed a plan on it which,
though an afterthought, I think will help me to arrange and rewrite the whole,
if I live long enough. It was always called “Dominations and Powers”, the
point being to distinguish beneficent from vexatious government. (LGS to
Ervin Paul Hexner 21 April 1946)

To this end, Santayana acquired several books. These included two by the recently
deceased RG Collingwood, Karl Popper’s The Open Society and Its Enemies, and
three volumes of Arnold J. Toynbee’s A Study of History. Of Collingwood’s The
New Leviathan (1943), he wrote that it is “very interesting and important, and a
good check on my Dominations & Powers, the philosophy being opposed to mine,
yet the inspiration sympathetic” (LGS to Cory, 21 April 1946). In Popper’s book,
he found several quotations from Toynbee, whom he had not heard of. Unable to
get any of the volumes from Blackwell in London directly, because his London
bank account was still controlled by war regulations, Santayana appealed in Octo-
ber to Cory, who by then was in England. Cory sent him the first three volumes (of
an eventually twelve-volume work) and they arrived by early November. Soon after,
he wrote to Wheelock that Toynbee’s book

interests me very much in detail, although the philosophy that guides him
seems to me negligible. However, it does not spoil the liveliness of his reflex-
ions on the relation of historical events to one another; and his quotations are
very instructive. (LGS 27 November 1946).%°

Santayana’s reading of Stalin was, from our perspective seventy-five years later,
oddly sympathetic. He wrote that he found him “refreshingly dogmatic” (LGS to
Cory 21 April 1946). The October New York Times report that he thought “Russia

10 Katarzyna Kremplewska in her recent book, George Santayana’s Political Hermeneutics,
makes much of the influence of Toynbee on Dominations and Powers. See Kremplewska
pp. 108-109, 117-119, and 130-131.
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was the logical nation” to bring the world to a unified government must have struck
many readers of the Times as rather curious. Santayana was surprised to find his
stray conversational remarks turned into political commentary for all the world to
read. Nevertheless, he assured Goldsmith: “As to this interview, it represents fairly
the sense of what | said (though the diction and grammar are not mine) and the
spirit of it” (LGS 6 December 1946). This sentiment is especially striking as he had
published the essay “Why I am not a Marxist” (1935) eleven years earlier. The
Columbia philosopher Ernst Nagel once told me that when he visited Santayana in
Rome (most likely around that time), he told Santayana that his own hope for the
future lay in Soviet Russia. Santayana said to him that while he did not share that
opinion, he understood it to be a natural outgrowth of Nagel’s background and cul-
ture. Nagel’s opinion later changed. In the thirties, he was not yet aware of Stalin’s
homicidal nature. Much of what we know of the mass murders that took place under
Stalin’s rule came to light after his death. Yet, Santayana in 1946 was not oblivious
of that aspect of Stalin. He put it rather elliptically in a letter to his former student
Andrew Onderdonk: “He paints like the Chinese and Japanese, without shadows.
In a picture that seems all right to your old friend.” (LGS 26 May 1946). In an
earlier letter, he made the point directly:

I am deep in the works of Stalin, and much impressed. It is a pity they should
be cruel. If they were home-staying and peaceful, like Quakers or Boers, they
(the Bolsheviks) would be admirable: so clear, so strong, so undazzled by fin-
ery! (LGS to David Page, 12 May 1946)

When the then work-in-progress Dominations and Powers appeared in 1951,
the cruelties and conflicted nature of the Soviet regime had become apparent:

There is a militant thirst for the political assimilation of all peoples to the
social regimen of Russia, which in that claim forfeits all rational authority.
Rational authority, according to my analysis, can accrue to governments only
in so far as they represent the inescapable authority of things, that is to say, of
the material conditions of free life and free action. In the Marxist theory this
almost seems to be involved in its materialistic character; yet in Russian prac-
tice it is not the authority of things but nominally the material class interests
and militant Will of the proletariat and really the ambition of the self-ap-
pointed inner circle of the Communist party that not only rule absolutely but
intend to keep the whole world unanimous by “liquidating” all dissentients.
(DP 459)

Having rejected Russia, he then speculated that the nation most fit to take the lead

in world affairs was the United States!

But that judgment, like his previous speculations about political direction was a
judgment of the moment. His fascination with Stalin was playful engagement with
someone he found “refreshingly dogmatic”—rather the opposite of himself. In an-
other article, I said that to appreciate Santayana’s philosophy of art, you often have
to bypass many of his egregious judgments about specific works and even whole
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genres.! The same is true of his political philosophy. Santayana knew that his own
opinions about concrete matters were a product of his nature, his history, and his
circumstances. His philosophic concern was to consider how societies might be
best organized to permit the many and various forms of human nature to flourish.
In a December 1946 letter, after alluding to the New York Times article “Santayana
Sees All-Red Europe,” Santayana said, “If people really cared to know what | think
about politics in America, they would read the last chapter of my old ‘Character &
Opinion in the U.S,”” which, he noted had been quoted in another New York Times
article (LGS to Christopher George Janus, 19 December 1946). That other article
summarized Santayana as saying, “English liberty is a progression from our animal
will to possess absolute liberty” (Adams 1946) and quoted him saying:

Enthusiasts for democracy, peace, and a league of nations should not deceive
themselves; they are not everybody's friends; they are the enemies of what is
deepest and most primitive in everybody. (COUS 219, quoted by Adams)

The ideas that governments need to grow out of natural circumstances and that
no one form of government is best for everyone are key principles in Santayana’s
political theory. It follows from this that democracy when imposed militantly on a
people may not be the blessing its imposers imagine. Santayana made this clear in
his letter to Bob Sturgis in October. After assuring him that he need not despair at
the prevalence of pessimistic attitudes, he added something:

There is something else, perhaps, in your feeling: a sort of obligation to be-
lieve certain matters of fact, about the triumph of democracy, for instance,
even if the evidences were against it. In a little book written by Julien Benda
(a French Jewish philosopher) in New York during this war, | have found a
clear statement on this point, given in a quotation from our Harvard sage
Perry*?. Democratic principles, says Benda, are dictated by the conscience,
not by experience or custom. And he quotes Perry to the effect that a 100%
American cannot admit the possibility that democracy should disappear. Any
suggestion to that effect causes “bitter resentment” .. .. Puritan and Jewish
sentiments are still prevalent. Politics rests on a “Covenant” with God, so that
fidelity to a special revealed law and everlasting, prosperity and victory are
inseparable. This is what in the book I am now writing, “Dominations and
Powers” I call a militant as against a generative society; that is, one intention-
ally chosen and imposed, rather than one that has grown up by an unintended
concourse of circumstances and interests. In this respect democracy is intol-
erant and totalitarian: that is, it claims exclusive rightness for its system re-
gardless of natural growths and diverse ideals. Benda, who is a doctrinaire,
doesn’t mince matters on this point. Nor do the Russians. (LGS 21 October
1946).

RICHARD MARC RUBIN

11 See Rubin 2016.

12 Ralp