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remembered that these signs were certainly covered
over with plaster, as some of them still partially
are. The Italian excavators of Phaistos regard
them as literary signs; they all, or nearly all,
occur on gems. Several, including the double axe,
occur on the literary tablets of Knossos, and are
interpreted as writing by Evans himself.1 They
are probably masons' marks ; and some of them,
including the double axe, have been noticed on
stone blocks, apparently used for masons' marks,
in other places, as the old Hellenic blocks used to
build the mediaeval fortress of Cos,1 and the stones
of Heriot's Hospital, Edinburgh.'
The above is enough to show that the double axe
is not necessarily sacred, or necessarily connected
with Zeus. But this is no reason why the axe
should not have been the object of worship. Axe-
worship is, of course, not fetish-worship, as some
have loosely called it ; but instances are not un
common of weapons being worshipped, whether
as weapons or as iron. Evans, in his paper on
' Mycenean Tree and Pillar Cult,'4 has alluded to
the subject ; and A. B. Cook has collected evidence
for axe-worship outside Crete.' The evidence for
Crete is of varying value : the most weighty piece
of evidence is the representation on the Hagia
Triadha sarcophagus : a priestess is pouring some
red liquid into a jar between two double axes.*
The other evidence, such as axes set between
horns, held in the hands of god or priestess, or
visible on the ground of engraved seals, is indeter
minate; but these may strengthen the case for
worship, if it be established otherwise. Cook
publishes a cut of a priest sacrificing before a
number of objects, including an ibex, a star, a
crescent moon, and two knobbed sceptres with
a (one-flanged) axe set upright upon a stool
(Assyrian); a Persian seal shows a worshipper
before a stool with similar objects upon it. A
coin of Tenedos7 shows an axe upright standing on
steps between two supports ; another, an axe con
nected with a jar by a hllet. These seem to be the
most significant facts that bear on an axe-cult ;
it is impossible here to recount all that has been
brought in evidence to prove it, or to discuss the far-
reaching and often fanciful inferences that have
been drawn from them. The reader, however, may
be reminded that there are several distinct ques
tions, which have been often confused: (1) Was
there an axe-cult? (2) Was the axe specially con
nected with Zeus! (3) Was the axe a symbol of
Zeus, that is, was it treated as Zeus because
associated with Zeus? (4) Is \ajivpm9ot derived
from \&ppus ? (5) Is the Knossian palace the
Labyrinth ?
Literatcre. —The literaturehasbeengiventhroughoutthe
"tide. W. H. D. House.

AXIOM.— I. Meanings of the term.— The
various senses in which the term ' axiom ' is used
are easily confused, and require to be carefully
distinguished. We may mention five senses of the
term, all of which are historically important. (1)
Axiom in a predominantly epistemological sense :
a proposition whose truth is self-evident ; an im
mediately certain, objective truth. (2) Axiom in
a predominantly psychological sense : a proposition
of whose truth the man who calls it an axiom feels
a fixed persuasion, while he regards the proposition
as indemonstrable, and his faith as something
fundamental and, for him, necessary ; a proposition
1JHS xviL 88-46,xxl. 273; BSA vi. pL Ii.
*Arch. Anzeiger,xvi. 183.
3HerioVsHospital (Edinburgh),platesfacingp. 174.
*JUS rri. 106ff.
* Transactionsof the Third /nUrnational Congressfor the
Historyof Religion*,1908, ii

. 184-194; A. B. Cook,CretanAxe-
CultoutrideCrete.

* Cook,p. 189.

' lb. p. 184,fig*. 2
,
4 ; p. 191,fig. 14.

held to be true with an unwavering faith. (3)
Axiom in a predominantly logical sense : a first
principle which, itself not demonstrated, can be
used as a basis for demonstrations. (4) Axiom in
a predominantly tocial sense : an opinion which is,
as a fact, accepted by all who are competent to
understand its import. (5) Axiom in a predomin
antly psycho-genetic sense : an opinion which the
innate constitution and the original instinctive
tendencies of the mind lead us to accept, and which
we therefore do not derive merely from our ex
perience.
1. From the point of view of sense (1) all our
knowledge is supposed to be either ' mediate ' or' immediate.' An axiom is a proposition known
to be true, not 'mediately,' but 'immediately.'
For this view, ' intuitive knowledge,' ' immediate
insight, ' ' direct assurance,' or ' evidence ' is pre
supposed, as a possible form of knowledge and of
consciousness. The criterion of an axiom is said
to be that, when we consider the import of a given
axiomatic proposition, this state of consciousness,
this direct assurance, arises, and makes wholly
unquestionable the truth of the particular axiom
which comes under our observation. Here the
stress is laid, therefore, first upon the immediacy
of the insight in question. To think the axiom,
and to know it to be true, are supposed to be
simply inseparable acts. The assurance or 1 in
tuitive knowledge ' in question is further regarded
according to sense (1) as objective. One does not
mean by the term ' axiom,' when thus used, merely
to point out the fact that a given person feels sure
that this axiom is true. Sense (1) implies that
whoever accepts the truth of the axiom ' intuitively
knows,' that is, directly observes, the perfectly
objective fact that the axiom is true.
2. Sense (2), on the contrary, lays stress upon
what may turn out to be the subjective necessity
with which some onefeels convinced of the truth of
the proposition. When such a feeling of necessity
attends a conviction, and when no demonstration
of the truth of the conviction can be given beyond
the mere observation that, so long as one conceives
the meaning of the proposition, one feels thus con
vinced, sense (2) requires one to call the proposition
an axiom. Sense (2) therefore makes the criterion
of an axiom relative to the subject who feels the
necessity, and who is unable to give other reason
for his conviction.
Sense(1) is presentin the mindof Descarteswhenhespeaks
of propositionswhichwe ' clearlyanddistinctlyperceiveto be
true.' Sense(2) is emphasizedif onelaysstressuponsomesort
of ' unswerving' and, as one conceives,necessary1 faith 1 or1 assurance.'Aristotlemaintainsthatthe principleofcontradic
tion ' is immediatelyevidentin sense(1). But ill sense(2)vari
ous subjects,appealingeachto his own subjectivenecessity,
may regardas axiomspropositionswhich other thinkers are
known to regardas false. Thus the propositionthat ' water
cannotturn solid ' mightberegardedasanaxiomin sense(2)by

a dwellerin thetropics,who,hearingfor the first time a story
of frostyweatherin high latitudes,rejected it asessentiallyin
credible,andfoundhisunbeliefwhollyinsurmountable.
Senses(1)and(2)areoftenconfused. Thequestionasto the
relationbetweenobjective1 evidence' andsubjective1 certainty'

Is centralin thetheoryof knowledge,andonly a thoroughgoing
scepticwiltdenythat there is indeed a closeconnexionbetween
at leastsomeof our ' assurances' andtheobjectivetruth. But
the dangerof confoundingmere'conviction' with objective4 evidence' is manifestthroughoutthe historyboth of science
andof religion.

3. Sense (3) makes the use of the term 'axiom '

relative to a given or proposed theory or system,
consisting of propositions and of reasonings. In
this third sense an axiom is a proposition which is

not demonstrated in the course of the development
of the system in question, but is assumed or
accepted at the outset, and used as a basis for
demonstrations that form parts of that system. If
the system in question constitutes, or is regarded
as constituting, the whole of the possible system of
knowledge, then the axioms in sense (3) appear as
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' absolutely first principles,' since, by hypothesis,
they are essential to the rational demonstration of
the truths of this system, and are nowhere to be
proved in the course of any investigation that we
can make. But if one is explicitly confining one's
attention to some more or less limited province of

knowledge, or to some special system of proposi
tions, axioms in sense (3) may be entirely relative
to that special system, and are then merely the
principles presupposed, used, but not demonstrated,
by the system in question.
Axioms in sense (3) might therefore be neither
self-evident truths nor yet necessary convictions of
anybody, but merely ' assumptions or ' postulates.'
On the other hand, sense (3), in so far as it requires
an axiom to be a 'first principle,' emphasizes a
character which we are all especially accustomed
to connect with the term, namely, that character
of logical universality which amajorityof axiomatic
propositions are very commonly regarded as possess
ing. Senses (1) and (2) could be satisfied by par
ticular, or even by individual, propositions. Thus
the proposition ' I suffer,' uttered by one who has
toothache, may be viewed by the sufferer either
as a necessary persuasion of his own or as a ' self-
evident ' objective truth. Various theories of
knowledge have used such ' intuitive evidence ' of
present experience as the very type of axiomatic
knowledge. But particular propositions and re
ports of experience can be used as the principles
of a set of demonstrations only when they are
asserted along with universal propositions. And
therefore at least some axioms, in sense (3) of the
term, must be universal assertions. It especially
belongs to sense (3) to emphasize this universal
character of at least part of the axioms of any
theories.
Sense(3),in contrastwith,andsometimesto theexclusionof,
senses (l

) and(2),hasbeenmadeprominentin variousmodern
logicaldiscussionsof theprinciplesof theoreticalscience.Thus,
by the ' axioms' of a givenmathematicaltheory,recentwriters
mean,in manycases,propositionswhichoneusessimplyasthe' fundamentalhypotheses' of thetheoryin question(e.g.,of the
theoryofsomeoneofthe ' non-Euclidean* or 4 non-Archimedean'

geometries,or of theCantorean' TheoryofAssemblages')
. One

neednot assertsuchhypothesesto betrue,exceptin thesense
that onetreats them,at leastprovisionally,as self-consistent
assumptionsabouta logicallypossiblestateof things,anduses
themas 'principles' or as 'primitive propositions'in some
statementof thetheory. An axiom,in thissense, is oftenopposed
to a theorem,which is a propositionthat is shownto follow
fromtheprinciples,and that is, in thissense,demonstratedin
the courseof the theoryin question. In twodifferentstate
mentsof atheory(e.g.in twodifferenttheoreticaldevelopments
of geometryor of number-theory)decidedlydifferentsetsof' hypotheses' or ' postulates' maybeusedas theaxiomsof the
theory. In suchcaseswhat is anaxiomin onestatementof a

theorymayappearasa theoremin anotherstatement,andcon.
versefy; and the conceptof a ' first principle' becomesthen
relative,notmerelytothetheoryin question,butto a particular
wayof statingthattheory,andofshowingthat certainproposi
tionsfollowfromcertainotherpropositions.

If one insists, as Aristotle did, upon sense (3) as
applying to certain propositions which are said to
form the indemonstrable principles of all science,
so that, without these absolutely first principles,
no system of knowledge whatever is possible, then
indeed, unless one is a philosophical sceptic, one has
to assert that the absolutely first principles are
also axioms in sense (1). For if all science rests
upon a determinate set of absolutely first principles,
and if no science can demonstrate these principles,
then either all science is uncertain or some principle

is 'immediately evident.' Hence for Aristotle,
and for those who follow his way of treating the
theory of knowledge, there are propositions which
are axioms both in sense (1) and in sense (3). In
consequence of the Aristotelian tradition, senses (1)
and (3) have therefore come to be viewed by many
philosophers as actually inseparable ; so that the

' first and fundamental truths ' and the ' self-evi
dent ' or ' immediately known ' propositions are, in
discussions of the problems relating to axioms, not

infrequently simply identified. But the logically
important distinction between the relatively first
principles of a given theory and the intuitively
evident propositions (if such there be) has been
brought afresh to light, especially by the modern
logical investigations of scientific theories, and
should never be forgotten in dealing with the topic.
If a proposition is to be called an axiom both in
sense (1) and in sense (3), special reasons (such, for
instance, as those of Aristotle) should be advanced
for asserting that this is the case. As a fact, it

can never be ' self-evident ' that a proposition is an
axiom in sense (3) ; for one can ascertain that a
principle is indeed a logical basis for certain de
monstrations only by taking the trouble to go
through the demonstrations themselves —a highly

' mediated ' procedure.
4. Sense (4) uses as the criterion of an axiom the
'universal assent,' the 'consensus' of 'all rational
beings,' or sometimes the consensus of all the

' competent,' of all the ' normal,' or of the ' wise,'
or of some class of knowing beings whose common
opinion in the matter is treated as the standard
opinion. The criterion here in question has fre
quently been emphasized, and its history forms
part of the long annals of the doctrine of Nature,
or of 'the natural,' or of the 'Law of Nature'
and the ' consensus of humanity

' as the standard
whereby both opinions and deeds are to be judged.
Criterion (4) becomes an exact one only for those
who hold that, as a fact of human nature, there
are indeed propositions which nobody denies, or
which all who understand their import affirm.
In practice, however, those who appeal to 'uni
versal assent' as the warrant for an axiom usually
render their criterion somewhat inexact, by the
very fact that they employ this criterion in argu
ments directed against opponents, who, as appears,
call in question either the truth, or the evidence,
or the interpretation, of the axiom that is under
consideration. If the opponent himself does not
wholly assent, one can hardly appeal to

' universal
assent ' as an evidence against him, without modi
fying the sense in which one calls the assent
'universal.' Such modification occurs if one re
gards the consensus in question as that of the

' wise,' or of the ' competent,' or if one insists, in a

well-known polemic fashion, that ' nobody who is

in his senses doubts the supposed axiom. Thus,
in practice, an axiom in sense (4) is usually con
ceived in some close connexion with senses (1) and
(2)— the connexion being often much confused in
controversy. Not infrequently a thinker first ex
plicitly asserts that a proposition is, for himself
personally, an axiom in sense (2) ; then he draws
the conclusion that it therefore must be an axiom
in sense (1); and thus he proves, by a more or
less lengthy mediate course of reasoning, that the

E

reposition, being ' immediately evident,' cannot

e proved. Since, perhaps, some opponent still
remains unconvinced, and declines to admit the

' immediate evidence,' the defender of the proposi
tion in question hereupon makes use of sense (4),
and now undertakes quite convincingly to silence
the objector by assuring him that nobody objects
to the proposition, since it is ' known to all.' Or,

if the opponent even yet persists in calling atten
tion to the 'immediately evident' truth that at
least he himself objects, the defender of the axiom
finally confuses sense (4) itself by a convenient
definition of the 'assent of all, whereby the
opponent is excluded from the ' all ' who are
worthy of consideration ; and hereupon the matter
becomes, of course, quite clear, although not to
the opponent.

Such processeshaveplayeda great part in the history of
controversy. A famousexample is furnished by the con
troversieswhich have beensuggestedby Locke'srevival, in
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theFirst Book of the Egsayon theHuman Understanding,of
theancientquestionsss towhetherall menpossessin common
a knowledgeof logical,of mathematical,and of moral truths.
Especiallyin the caseof moralprincipleshas the interestin
makingout whetherthereis any agreementamongstall men
regardingthe distinctionbetweenBight andWrong beenpro
minentin controversyeversinceLocke. Numerousdefenders
of anaxiomaticbasisfor moralshavesought in Anthropology
for the evidencethat, regardingsomemoral opinions,all men
agree,andhareconceivedtheirprinciplesasdefinableIn terms
of sense(4).

5. Finally, in sense (5) of oar list, an axiom is
defined by reference to the famous doctrine of
' innate ideas.' This doctrine is one which Locke's
equally famous attack upon it, in the First Book
of his Essay, long made central in controversy ;
and the partisans of innate ideas, in the various
forms which this doctrine has since assumed, have
frequently connected, in many often conflicting
ways, senses (1), (2), and (4), and to a certain
extent sense (3), with the use of the criterion for
an axiom which sense (5) emphasizes. From the
point of view of sense (5) it is essential to an axiom
that it should come to our consciousness by reason
of the very ' constitution

' or ' original nature
' of

the mind. Since the modern evolutionary view of
the mind emphasizes the importance of our instinc
tive tendencies and inherited aptitudes as psycho
logically determining our whole intellectual life,
evolutionists of the type of Spencer have been led
to favour a theory of the innateness of those pre
dispositions which, when developed through our
individual experience, lead us to regard some pro
positions as certainly true, and as true far beyond
the range of our personal experience. For Spencer
an axiom is, in general, an expression in an indi
vidual of the results of the ' experience of the race,'
and is in so far, indeed, innate in the individual.
Such a doctrine has established new connexions
between senses (4), (5), and (2), and has to some
extent connected senses (1) and (3) with (5).
Nevertheless, it is at least possible that an axiom
in sense (5) might prove to be an actually false
proposition, for the ' innate constitution of the
mind' might involve one or another aptitude to
believe error. In fact, an evolutionary view, closely
resembling Spencer's, might lead, in a thinker less
optimistic about human nature than is Spencer, to
the doctrine that certain instinctive tendencies,
determined by evolution, are still such as to deceive
the individual. Thus the innate hostility and re-
tentfulneas which form one aspect of human nature
may be viewed, by an evolutionist, as a necessary
result of the conditions of conflict under which
humanity has developed. And such tendencies
might easily lead, in a civilized man, to a belief
regarded by the individual as axiomatic in sense
(5), and probably also in sense (2). This belief
might take the form of the principle that one
ought to avenge all injuries, and to destroy, if
possible, all enemies. As a fact, however, this
belief, although dependent upon the very 'con
stitution ' of the mind of one whose ancestors have
lived by war and have enjoyed blood revenge, may
be, and is, a false principle of ethics. Or again, a
lover's beliefs about his beloved are deeply affected
by the innate constitution of his mind, and may
appear to him to be, not only in sense (5) but also
in sense (2), axiomatic. Yet they may be in many
respects false. A pessimist, such as Schopenhauer,
is fond of emphasizing the innate ' illusions

' which,
according to him, characterize human nature. Bud
dhistic doctrine is equally emphatic in characteriz
ing the most cherished and innate convictions of
common sense as both logically false and morally
destructive. Salvation for the Buddhist depends
upon discovering axioms in sense (1) which are
extremely hard to discover, so that only the
Buddhas ever attain to them. But, when once
seen, these axioms are for the enlightened indeed

' self-evident.' And the knowledge of them sets
aside those axioms In sense (2) which are also
axioms in sense (5), and which, according to Bud
dhism, are due to the innate deceitfulness of desire.
So little, for some men, does either innateness or
subjective necessity imply self-evidence and truth.
Axioms in sense (5), furthermore, need not
always be axioms in sense (2) ; for, as partisans
of innate ideas generally admit, any individual
may remain unaware 01 some of his inherited
aptitudes for conviction. On the other hand, there
is no reason why a new assurance, or an axiom in
sense (2), may not appear in the life of somebody
whom revelation or a sudden growth or ' mutation '

(such as may occur in the course of evolution)
endows with a faith which, just because it is novel,
does not constitute an axiom in sense (5).
As for senses (4) and (5), they very frequently
coincide in their denotation, but need not do so.
Although what ' the very constitution of the human
mind determines us to believe ' is, ipso facto,

' be
lieved by all,' in case the constitution in question
is precisely the constitution ' common to all human
minds,' there is no reason why the innate might
not also be the individual, the congenital variation
of this or of that mind. The individual may
possess an aptitude for conviction which belongs
to his ' constitution,' but which no other man, or
nobody who has preceded him, possesses or has
possessed. This is as possible as is a new in
dividual revelation due to any other source than
the inherited temperament of the individual.
Prophets, Buddhas, poets, geniuses generally,
have often been credited with such aptitudes for
forming out of the depths of their own natures
new convictions, which they have then taught to
other men. On the other hand, as Locke and other
empiricists have frequently insisted, those convic
tions which in sense (4) are more or less common to
many or even to all men need not on that account
be regarded as mainly determined by our innate
constitution. They may be supposed to be due to
experience, which moulds men to common results.
The foregoing survey shows us that the five
senses of the term ' axiom ' here in question are in
a large measure independent of one another, so far
as their logical intension is concerned, while by
virtue of their various applications, now to the
same, now to different sets of propositions, these
live meanings of the term ' axiom

' have become
painfully confused in the history of controversy
and of the theory of knowledge. The result is
that the term ' axiom ' is a very attractive and a
very dangerous term, which should never be em
ployed by a careful thinker without a due con
sideration of the sense in which he himself proposes
to employ it.
II. History of the term.—As to the history of
the term ' axiom

' and of its uses, the ancient
sources are above all : (i.) Aristotle's theory of the
axioms as propositions conforming both to our sense
(1) and to sense (3) ; (ii.) Euclid's actual use of his
axioms in his geometry, especially in sense (3),
and in union with certain propositions called
'postulates' (which were also tlieoretical prin
ciples in our sense (3)). The treatment of the
principles of science and of morals in sense (4) as
principles 'known to all,' or as known to the
' wise or to the ' competent,' has its beginnings
in pre-Socratic philosophy, plays an important
part in the Platonic Dialogues, and is in various
special cases and passages carefully considered by
Aristotle; but becomes especially prominent in
the Stoical theory of knowledge and of ethics.
While sense (2) plays a part throughout the history
of ancient thought, it becomes especially important
in Christianity and in modern discussions of the
psychological aspects of the problem of knowledge.
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Sense (5), implied by the Platonic theory of re
miniscence, but long pat into the background by
the Aristotelian theory of knowledge, has come to
play a very great part in modern discussion. Its
completest classic expression is probably the one
to be found in Leibniz's Nouveaux Essais.
The later discussion of the nature, the existence,
the various senses, and the use of axiomatic truths,
lias been dominated since 1781 by three great
movements : (1) the critical philosophy of Kant ;
(2) the various forms of modern Empiricism,
Positivism, ' Pragmatism ' j (3) the modern logical
investigations of the principles of science— in
vestigations which were especially stimulated by
the famous inquiry into the axioms of Euclid's
geometry, and which have since extended to the
whole range of the foundations of mathematics,
and also to the principles of theoretical physics,
and to still jther branches of scientific theory.
III. Significance for modern philosophy. — In
the attempt to deal with the extremely complex
philosophical problems which are suggested by the
foregoing five senses of the term 'axiom,' there
are one or two guiding considerations which any
student of the topic may well bear in mind.
(a) First, not every philosophy which tries to
avoid scepticism is forced to admit the existence
of axioms in sense (1). The necessity of such an
admission as the sole alternative to scepticism
exists, indeed, for one who holds the opinions
ascribed in the foregoing sketch to Aristotle. If
all science depends upon a determinate set of
absolutely 'first principles' (in sense (3)), then,
unless these principles are also axioms in sense (1),
our result would remain sceptical, for all scientific
theory would lack basis. But the Aristotelian
theory of scientific procedure is not the only
possible one. That theory depends upon con
ceiving the structure of scientific theory as neces
sarily linear, with chains of syllogisms leading
from determinate beginnings to the conclusions
that constitute the scientific theory. But for a
thinker such as Hegel, the ideal form of the
totality of scientific theory is cyclical rather than
linear. Truth may be, as a whole, a system of
mutually supporting truths, whose absoluteness
does not depend upon any one set of first prin
ciples, but consists in the rational coherence and
inevitableness of the totality of the system. To
assert such a doctrine involves considerations
which cannot be developed here. It is enough
that such a thesis has been attempted. From the
point of view there would indeed be axioms in
sense (3), viz., in relation to certain partial systems,
such as this or that mathematical or logical doc
trine, whose theoretical development would indeed
depend upon chains of deductive reasoning. And
there would also be necessary truth, both in the
parts and in the whole system. But there would
be no absolutely first principles, and there would
also be no immediate certainties —nothing, in fact,
that is purely immediate in the whole system of
truth. The whole would be mediated by the parts,
and conversely.
(6) Second, the traditional alternative : either
this proposition is self-evident or else it is de
pendent upon some other proposition from which
it is deduced, or else it remains uncertain, does
not exhaust the logical possibilities regarding the
rational discovery of truth. Omitting here the
complex problem as to the relation between our
experience of particular facts and the general truths
which our scientific theories aim at establishing,
we may point out that there are propositions
such that to deny them implies that they are true.
As Aristotle already observed, the principle of
contradiction is itself a proposition of this type.
Euclid's geometry contains more than one instance

where a proposition is demonstrated by showing
that the contradictory of the probandum implies
the truth of this probandum. The proof that this
is, in fact, the case may be no easy one, and may
involve elaborate mediations. But any proposi
tion A, such that the contradictory of A implies A,
is, ipso facto, a true proposition, although nobody
may yet have come to feel its necessity.
When we prove a proposition, however, by show
ing that its contradictory implies it, we do not
make* this proposition ' self-evident.' Nor yet do
we demonstrate the proposition merely by refer
ence to other propositions which we have to assume
as prior certainties. What we find, in such cases,
is not so much ' self -evidence,' as ' self-mediation '
—an essentially cyclical process of developing the
inter-relations which constitute the system of truth.
In case, then, there are no axioms in sense (1), we
need not abandon either the ideal or the hope of
the attainment of rational truth.
(c) Third, axioms in sense (2) we need and use
wherever and whenever we are engaged in practical
activities, or are absorbed in contemplations, such
as require a laying aside of the critical sense and
a limitation of the business of reflexion. But the
assertion ' I am sure of this ' is never logically
equivalent to the assertion ' This is true.' And it
is no part of the business of science or of philo
sophy to seek, or to remain content with, merely
private 'convictions' or 'persuasions,' however
' necessary

' the subject feels them to be.
(d) Fourth, axioms in senses (4) and (6) interest
the anthropologist, and the student of society, of
history, of religion, of psychology ; they can never
satisfy the Btudent of philosophy, or in particular,
of logic, and of truth for its own sake.
(e) Finally, sense (3), interpreted not absolutely
but relatively, so that an axiom is a principle
which lies at the basis of a certain selected system
of propositions, and which is not demonstrated in
the course of that system, remains the sense in
which the term 'axiom' is still most serviceably
employed in modern theory. Philosophy seeks not
absolute first principles, nor yet purely immedi
ate insights, but the self-mediation of the system
of truth, and an insight into this self-mediation.
Axioms, in the language of modern theory, are
best defined, neither as certainties nor as absolutely
first principles, but as those principles which are
used as the first in a special theory.
Literature.—A completeviewoftheliterafcureof (beproblems
regardingaxiomsis impossible,sincethetopicis connectedwith
all thefundamentalphilosophicalissues. A fewsourcesare:—
Aristotle, Analyt. Post.i. 2,8,Metaphys.iii. 2,iv. 3,4; seealso
Zeller, Philos. a. Griechen*,it. ii. 234-240. Of works bearing
onthetopicwemar speciallyname:—Descartes,Discourseon
Method,andMeditations; Spinoza, Tract,dc Emend.Intellec
ts, and Ethics, especiallypis. i. andii. ; Locke, Essayon the
Human Understanding,esp.bks. L and iv. ; Leibniz, Nou
veauxEssais; Reid, Inquiry into theHumanMindi, 1814,and
EssayonthePowersof theHumanMind3, 1812: Kant, Kritik
der reinenVemunft ; J. S. Mill, Logic3,1872; Hegel, Logic:
H. Spencer, Principles of Psychology1,1870-72.Bertrand
Russell's Foundationsof Geometry.1897,and Principles of
Mathematics,1003,andL. Couturat s Logiquemathematiquc,
containsummariesof theprincipalproblemsandresultsregard
ingthemathematical' firstprinciples'whichareofphilosophical
importance. JOSIAH RoYCE.

AZAZEL. —When the word ' Azazel* was first
introduced into a Western Bible or language is
unknown to the present writer. It does not occur
in the Concordances of the Greek, Latin, and
German Bibles ; it found a place in AVm at
Lv 168-10-" for the ' scapegoat ' of the text, and in
the text of the RV, 'dismissal' being its inter
pretation on the margin. In Greek it seems to
have appeared first in print in Montfaucon's
Hcxapla, 1713, at Lv 16" from Cod. X (Coislini-
anus, now M). It is found a second time, accord
ing to Field, in the text of that Codex at v.10,
els dfafrjX f is tt)V (pn/iovritv &iroiroinrfy>; this reading
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