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A Distinguished
Parliamentarian
By Leigh Hildebrand
Leigh Hildebrand accepted the 2013 Distinguished Alumna award and addressed the
delegates at the annual national convention in April at the Loews Vanderbilt Hotel in Nashville, TN. Hildebrand, after eight years in the Parliamentarian’s office, currently serves as
the senior assistant parliamentarian of the U.S. Senate. She was selected for Alpha Chi
membership in 1997 while an undergraduate student at Westminster College in Fulton,
MO, and this chapter nominated her as an exemplary representative of Alpha Chi’s ideals
of scholarship and service. Hildebrand graduated from the University of Georgia College
of Law and also served five years as an attorney for the Federal Election Commission.

G

ood morning! What an honor it is for me to receive this award and to be with you
here today.
Last week, I had the opportunity to return to Westminster College and attend the Honors Dinner hosted by the Missouri Delta chapter. Being back on campus and thinking about
what I wanted to say to them and to you has certainly given me opportunities for reflection.
While I’m not sure that I am deserving of these accolades, I’d like to share a bit with you
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about what a “day in the life” of a Senate parliamentarian is like but also how I got where I
am in life and some lessons learned along the way.
Not to go too far back into ancient history, my first job in the Senate was more years ago
than I like to admit. I was a page in the Senate as a junior in high school. That’s still probably the best job I ever had—and one that truly changed my life. The hours that I worked as
a page were grueling, but there were so many rewards. School started at 6 a.m., but it was
awesome to watch the sun rise each morning from the attic of the Library of Congress. After
two or three hours of school, we were off to a full work day in the Senate. Amazingly, my
hours are better now than they were when I was a page!
In my semester in
Washington, I soaked
up all the history that
was being made. I witnessed the confirmation
of Clarence Thomas,
the censure of a sitting
Senator, and the rise of
women in the Senate. I
attended my first State
of the Union address
and met the President
the next day—the first
President and Vice
President I ever met.
I could go on and
on, but I fell in love
with the city of Washington and the Senate as an institution during those months. And although I left to finish
high school, attend Westminster, and graduate from law school, I knew that I’d be back.
Fresh out of law school, I returned to Washington to work for the Federal Election
Commission. At the time, it was a much more relevant agency than it is now. And I had the
opportunity to try out being a litigator. That hadn’t exactly been my plan during law school,
but I was willing to give it a shot. It turns out that while I was a perfectly adequate litigator,
I didn’t really enjoy writing summary judgment briefs or having judges refuse to impose
much more than a slap on the wrist at clear violators of federal election law. I was able to
take depositions and argue in front of judges, but litigation was just not what I wanted to
spend the rest of my life doing.
So that’s when, with a little divine intervention I think, I ended up back in the Senate as
the most junior person in one of the Senate’s most important offices.
The Senate parliamentarians are, in a nutshell, the non-partisan advisors to the presiding officer on anything that is procedurally appropriate. Of course, that encompasses many
things. We, the parliamentarians, are basically the Senate’s referees—we keep time, tell
Senators and staff whether they’ve stepped out of bounds procedurally, and guide them to
the legislative goal line. We even call ourselves “Team Parls.”
Part of our duty is to preserve the values, mores, and integrity of the institution in ad-
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been three keys to
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dition to the daily tasks of helping the Senate function under its rules. Much has been
said and written about the Senate and its rules
lately—the Senate is too slow, it’s unconstitutional for the Senate to require a supermajority
threshold where the constitution doesn’t—but
as clichéd as it may sound, I really do think
that the Senate plays an important role as the
“cooling saucer” to the “hot tea” that is the
House of Representatives.
Since 1789, the rules have changed very
rarely—in fact, there are only forty-four Senate rules. What has changed over the years
is the way the rules are interpreted and how
they are used. Much of that is because of the
change in the people who are elected to the
Senate. This is one of the historically youngest Senates and almost half of Senators have
served less than one term.
In the eight years that I have been in the
Parliamentarian’s office, we have lost giants
of the Senate—Byrd, Kennedy, Stevens, Inouye. There is a vacuum waiting to be filled,
and in the meantime, part of our responsibility to the Senate is to help protect it. Senator
Byrd used to call freshman Senators into his
office and teach them about the Senate and would criticize them for reading or signing photos instead of listening to debate. Now it is left to us—who are unelected—to teach these
Senators on procedure and comity and decorum.
This has played out more recently with respect to the attempts to change the rules of the
Senate. We spent months advising Senators and staff on rules changes negotiations. Yes, we
wanted any changes to work but we also encouraged compromise by explaining to Senators what the Senate would look like if they chose a “nuclear” method rather than using the
Senate’s existing rules.
You might wonder where I learned how to do all of this. There is no “Parliamentarians’ school.” It is a real apprenticeship, and no one has been Parliamentarian of the Senate
who wasn’t first the most junior assistant. Someday, it is expected that I will be the next
Parliamentarian of the Senate, which is frankly a bit overwhelming to think about. But I’m
hopeful that lessons I’ve learned along the way will continue to guide me in my profession
and in life.
For me, there have been three keys to my success: hard work, overcoming hardship,
and help along the way.
There’s no way around it. If you want something in life—personally or professionally—you have to be willing to work hard for it. Thomas Edison famously said that “genius is
1 percent inspiration and 99 percent perspiration.” Now, I’m not going to lie to you—I wish
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that I would be happy and successful all without having to work hard. Maybe some people
can do that, but for the rest of us, hard work is necessary to achieve our goals.
As much as I love my job and as exciting as it sometimes can be, sometimes it’s also
just work—and hard work at that. Just before the Senate recessed for its version of Spring
Break, I worked a 70-plus hour week, including an all-night session, and spent almost every
waking moment reviewing hundreds of amendments. But after all that work, I feel like I understand the arcane Congressional budget process better than I ever
have. There are so many
Senators and staff who
are new to the budget
process that I had to step
up my game. A lot of
time and effort was the
only way to do that. And
as Jimmy Dugan said
in A League of Their
Own, “It’s supposed
to be hard. If it wasn’t
hard, everyone would
do it. The hard…is what
makes it great.”
But let me tell you
that even if you work as hard has you possibly can, sometimes you will fail. This is not a
room filled with people who have had a lot of failure in life. You are smart and successful
and have bright futures ahead of you, and that is why you have been selected as a member
of Alpha Chi and why you are here at this convention.
But no career, no life, is free of hardship. To again use Mr. Edison as an example—he
allegedly failed more than 1,000 times when trying to create the light bulb. His response:
“I have not failed 1,000 times. I have successfully discovered 1,000 ways to NOT make a
light bulb.”
For most of us, failure is a scary thing. It is for me and always has been. I think failure
is especially scary for those of us who have had a lot of academic success. It is a fear of the
unknown among other things. But please remember this if you remember nothing else that
I’ve said tonight. It is okay to fail. No, really, it is. If you never fail, you have never taken
a risk, and you will never realize your full potential until you try something new and try as
hard as you can and are out there on the edge of the cliff. And sometimes when you take a
big leap, you will fall.
One of the great things about education and being in school is that you have the freedom to try new things and to take chances, and you have the freedom to fail. Sometimes it
takes a failure for you to realize where you want to go next in life, or it may make you try
all the harder and smarter next time.
There are a lot of lessons to be learned from the stumbles in life. One of them is being
grateful for those who lend a helping hand when you’re struggling. There are a lot of great
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professors and friends here who will help you do that, even after you graduate. I would like
to take the opportunity today to thank one of these people who has helped me. With us this
morning is a person who has not only been my role model but without whom I wouldn’t be
where I am today. Please help me thank her today—my aunt, Wanda Hartz.
During my first year of law school, I was ready to throw in the towel. It was the first
time I had worked really hard and was still struggling academically and I didn’t know how
to learn what they were trying to teach me. I lived in a basement apartment that flooded
every time it rained. My life was a mess, and I was miserable. But with the support and encouragement of family and friends, I turned that hardship into an opportunity to learn—how
to be a better student and to be a tougher person.
I have also been discouraged from time to time when I lost a case or wasn’t offered a
job, but as I look back, I realize that everything has worked out and that I am exactly where
I’m supposed to be. The final key to reaching that stage, I think, is keeping an open heart.
Be open to new experiences and whatever the universe has in store for you, now and in
the future. That can be tough. I am very impatient by nature myself. But being mindful in the
present and open to the possibilities of the future is truly a “truth that will set you free.”

Photo by Bill Clemente.
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Unity in the Genre,
Audience, and
Purpose of
Parliament of Fowls
By Michael Gordon Byrd

U

pon reading Chaucer’s dream vision, Parliament of Fowls, the modern reader may
face difficulties. Besides the language being Middle English and, therefore, a bit foreign
to the Modern English speaker, the reader may wonder about the poem’s genre. Knowing
the genre of the poem will categorize and help explain what the poem is doing. The genre
of a poem, although context-specific, is not the context of a poem, and so even with this
information the reader may still be confused about when and to whom the poem was written. Understanding the poem’s audience will help explain further issues, specifically the
language and the topic of the poem.
Without the supplemental knowledge of genre and audience, the modern reader may
be without a clue as to the purpose of the poem, but one larger problem still existing is with
this poem’s unity. A poem’s unity is important for a reader since it is one of the four maxims
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posited by H.P. Grice: relation. In Studies in the Way of Words, Grice focuses on interactions
using language. The meaning is lost if the discourse betrays an unspoken, unwritten rule of
consistency. The utterances should flow on a somewhat similar trajectory that the interlocutors have agreed upon. The agreement is simply a social contract to make meaning, which
involves both speaker/writer and listener/reader. The unity of a poem is what holds the
meaning, structure, or voice of the poem together, giving the reader a feeling of consistency
from beginning to end, a concern for more than just New Critics. In fact, the agreement to
make meaning, in Grice’s construct of language interactions, implies both author and reader
and thus defies the approach of New Criticism. No agreement is made when no author or
reader is present, only the text speaks, and if there is no reader to speak to, then no meaning is made. However, if the poem’s genre explains that unity is not an important element,
then this could explain the lack of a unified poem, but if it does not, then where does the
precedence come from and why? If the audience is not interested or concerned with unity,
then perhaps Chaucer did not feel he needed to unify the text. On the other hand, if the audience did expect unity, then why would Chaucer leave it out? If none of the previous lines of
inquiry answer the problem of unity, then can the poem be considered successful? Assessing
the success of a poem will involve determining if the genre called for unity or if the audience demanded meaning. Therefore, I propose an investigation into genre, audience, and
the success of the Parliament of Fowls with intent to answer these questions. I argue that
even though unity is an element of dream visions and is expected by Chaucer’s audience,
the poem is still successful.
A lengthy critical history of Parliament has focused on the unity of the poem.
Critics take positions on the unity of Parliament by finding patterns in different sections, characters, and themes within the poem and in its intertextuality. From a survey of the criticism it appears that this question of unity has baffled many in the field
of literature. No matter the critical lens, scholars have approached this text with many
varying ideas of unity. The differing approaches are separated into the two different areas of inquiry: genre and audience. This organization will focus my discussion
on the questions at hand and categorize the critical history into the terms of this study.
Genre
A starting point for a discussion on genre is the poetic form where the genre is situated. Donald Howard discusses the birth and growth of Chaucer’s poetic form in his book
Chaucer. Howard points out that the Parliament of Fowls is the first work besides smaller
experimental poems where Chaucer uses a five-stress line instead of the more popular fourstress line adopted from French. The five-stress line was invented by Chaucer to give a
more natural sound when spoken in English (Howard 265). When he used the four-stress
line, Howard says it is possible that Chaucer used “syncopation” to add an extra beat (265).
If this is the case, then an off-beat would have been placed in the line to make the rhythm
more English. From this adaptation, the four-stress line to the four-stress line with syncopation, the five-stress line emerged and was used for centuries afterwards, because it caught
the natural flow and rhythm of English speech.
The rhyme scheme of Parliament emerged simultaneously with the five-stress line.
According to Howard, the Italian style influenced Chaucer before Parliament, but later
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the Italian form and topic became a part of his own work also (266). It was the Italian
form that eventually took Chaucer away from the couplets and moved him to invent rhyme
royal (266). Eventually, Chaucer used the couplets for some characters and generally in
Canterbury Tales common speech, but rhyme royal was reserved “as a proper vehicle for
elevated discourse” (266). The original poems exhibiting Chaucer’s exploration into rhyme
royal may have been used for a Merchant contest called a “Puy” (267). These poems and
the merchant groups who used them were a tradition that predated Chaucer, but may have
influenced his style (Pearsall, “Canterbury” 104). The poems themselves are “close to the
aristocratic traditions of troubadour verse,” according to Howard, and he continues that the
poems may have been used to win the crown of laurels and the title of Prince during the
celebration. For whatever reason, the form of rhyme royal was invented, with its strong Italian influence. This influence on form carried over into the rest of the genre of the five-stress
line, rhyme royal, dream vision: Parliament of Fowls.
Though the form of Parliament is Italian influenced, the dream vision has a different
national heritage. Michael St. John, in Chaucer’s Dream Vision, introduces his topic with
the fact that Chaucer relied heavily on Romance of the Rose as an exemplary dream vision (4). St. John takes an approach to the dream vision as a pedagogical method for the
narrator and audience to learn from and interpret the dream. He argues that “Parliament
of Fowls and its design [are] encouraging the impressionable subject to adopt an active
critical attitude to its content” (124). However, St. John rightly hedges this approach by
recognizing that Chaucer encourages reading, but he is in no way praising book learning,
but rather reading as an enjoyable pastime. Since after the dream is done the narrator says,
I wook, and other books took me to
To rede upon, and yet I rede alwey;
I hope ywis to rede so som day
That I shal mete som thing for to fare
The bet; and thus to rede I nil nat spare. (694)
Analytical reading does not seem to be the lesson in Parliament but rather reading for
the experience.
Considering different readings of Chaucer, it is important to recognize an older reading
which graced scholarly criticism some eighty years ago. C.S. Lewis, in the Allegory of Love,
uses a critical reading of Parliament that is as bare-knuckled as it is brash, calling lines 52730 “the unintentionally and unjustifiably prosaic verbiage” (165). The harsh criticism is not
unapologetic, nor unbalanced. Parliament, for Lewis, was “the master-piece of Chaucer’s
early poems” (171). Lewis’ reading advances this search for unity in genre by exploring the
poem with a complete abandonment of the occasion, an approach popular during Lewis’s
work. Lewis says, “there is, indeed, no necessity to assume any such external stimulus as
a royal or noble marriage for the Parlement” (171). This reading, although dated, gives the
search an opportunity to focus on the poem without any outside influences which can carry
the argument to a more audience-focused solution rather than focusing on the genre.
The genre Lewis reads the Parliament in is the allegory genre. The reading of allegory
takes time to draw lines between the signifier and the signified to make sense of the poem.
The critic is trying to make the most simple and reasonable connections without twisting
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the meaning of a place, character, or action. The goal of explicating allegory is to show the
clearest picture of what each hue and shade represents in the story or poem. Lewis attributes
the garden with “love itself, love at rest” (174). This is as far as Lewis takes the allegorizing
of Parliament. From there he digresses into a conversation about the differences of Chaucer
and Boccacio, but where he leaves us Sara Emsley takes up.
Emsley contributes more genres that include the Parliament besides allegory and dream
vision. Emsley adds “love vision and… demande d’amour” and argues for the inclusion of
another genre: epithalamium. An epithalamium is a poem about marriage, celebrating a
marriage, or using the subject of marriage (Emsley 139-40). Building on Lewis’ argument
in the Allegory of Love, Emsely uses Lewis’ words, “the Thistle and the Rose is an allegorical epithalamium after the manner of Chaucer’s Parlement” (Emsley 140, Lewis 251). The
argument against this approach is the existence of courtly love in the Parliament. Emsley
replies, “[I]n the medieval tradition of courtly love, the garden may symbolize virginity and
sexuality; in the biblical tradition, the garden of the Song of Solomon is associated with love
and marriage” (142). In fact, the lover says to his Bride “[M]y sister, my spouse, is a garden
enclosed, a garden enclosed, a fountain sealed up” (4:12). Even though the courtly love
uses gardens to show sensuality, sensuality is very much a part of marriage; so to disqualify
Parliament from being a poem about marriage because it takes place in such a lusty place
as a garden is as absurd as skipping the honeymoon after the wedding.
Emsley brings in a social element of marriage into the argument:
The Parliament of Fowls is indeed a marriage poem and not a courtly
love poem; it incorporates many epithalamic conventions, most significantly the fescennine tradition; and in an age when marriage was not
highly valued and usually only aristocratic marriages were celebrated
by poets, Chaucer offers a poem that praises the very ordinariness of
marriage among commoners. (147)
Because Chaucer places the duck and the goose in the same chorus of avian creatures
as the noble falcon and even the royal eagle, he makes the subject of the debate common
to all of them. Each is heard. They all have opinions and arguments about love, marriage,
and sex. The noble and the common together experience with their mate this area: marriage.
It is not the high-minded courtly love reserved for royalty and dignitaries with gardens for
pleasure; it is the House of the Commons where this issue of marriage is debated—and not
just any marriage, but a royal union. Nature says, “I charge of every flok that ye on calle/ To
seyn the verdit for yow foulys alle” (524-25). Nature levels the playing field and opens the
discussion, “a conseyl,” to those birds of low and high regard (522). No one bird or species
could have amalgamated the different experiences of marriage for the tercel eagle; in fact
the great diversity of this poem reflects the same divergence of understanding. The gates to
the garden have a mixed message, showing the complexity of this thing called love. Each
suitor-eagle gives an offer or argument from a different assumption of what this marriage is
or should be. Nothing could be more multifaceted than this simple “verdit” (525). Nothing
about the collective sentiments of marriage is in accord, nothing unified about “unity” (in
marriage).
Lewis and Emsley go on to provide a discussion of the poem without giving attention
to the occasion of the poem’s writing. Lewis discusses allegory, instead of occasion or audience, affecting the poem. Allegory can be understood as both a genre and an approach that
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can be used in all works and can be a reading of any genre. Lewis’ and Emsley’s work does
not look into allegory as an interpretation of the dream, or an explanation of the external
sources that are directly referenced to understand the genre Chaucer was writing in. Additionally, they pay attention to the question of unity by showing the underlining structure
built on love and marriage. To Lewis Parliament is an allegory of love, and Emsley builds
upon this foundation to show the unity of the poem is the theme of marriage.
Dovetailing with their pursuit of the love allegory, Helen Cooney introduces another
facet to explain the goddess Nature in the garden. Cooney explains that Macrobius wrote
Somnium Scipio as a theodicy, proving the goodness of God so that men would model the
goodness (340). Using the connection that Chaucer made saying of Nature, “And right as
Aleyn in the Pleynt of Kinde / Devyseth Nature of aray and face, / In swich aray men might
hir there finde” (316-18), Cooney points out the “allusion to the philosophical origins of an
allegorical figure who immediately becomes caught up in a delightful and playful allegory
of love” (341). Following this observation, Cooney attempts to prove, I believe unsuccessfully, that Chaucer sought a justification of love. “Theodicy of Love” is an interesting
look at how doctrinal genres bleed into Parliament and can affect the understanding of the
poem. Chaucer’s use of love is an explanation of how love dwells in a world with excesses
of sexuality and other vices and still love is good, but Emsley and Lewis look at the whole
as an explanation that love comes with many goods and bads and is not a stark contrast
from them. My reading takes me not towards a positive appraisal of love from Chaucer’s
poem, but rather to a justification of nature. Nature appears as the order among those who
are sensually driven without any internal constraint. What is helpful about Cooney’s work
is her focus on Macrobius’ influence and the dream issuing from reading the insomniac’s
medicinal-purpose book.
The later influence on the dream of the narrator’s (Chaucer) reading in the beginning of
Parliament is the genre working within Parliament. Steven Kruger says Chaucer’s dream is
an “insomnium” (72). This category of dream is not considered prophetic or true, but rather
“a psychologically or physiologically determined dream” (72). The implication of using a
context which would invoke insomnium, an untrue dream category, is that Chaucer does
not want the audience to believe the events are actually taking place or will. The idea of
insomnium is that the dream should be interpreted as a dream “caused by mental or physical
distress or anxiety about the future” (Macrobius I.iii.4). What is not apparent in Parliament
is the distress or anxiety that is inflicting Chaucer. If in fact the dreamer is not under distress
or anxiety, then the Dream Vision should be introduced as a somnium. A somnium dream is
an unclear but true dream that has falsehoods intermingled with truth (Macrobius I.iii.10).
The somnium needs to be properly interpreted in order to understand it. The somnium dream
can mislead if it is interpreted incorrectly. Depending on Chaucer’s anxiety in the opening
of Parliament, the poem could be read as either insomnium or somnium, meaning that the
contents of the poem should be interpreted as either false or difficult to understand but true.
But whether the contents are true of false, unity, the purpose of this study, in a somnium or
insomnium dream is not required. Since Chaucer is writing the poem under the influence of
Macrobius, it could be assumed that he took on the rules of the dream interpretation rather
than the dream vision literary tradition. If the Parliament is a dream interpretation, then its
genre does not imply unity.
To further complicate the poem’s interpretation, the poem does not stay within the same
trajectory throughout the poem. If Chaucer opened the poem up as an insomnium dream, but
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drastically changed everything else as the poem progressed, then it is just as likely that he
altered the dream to a somnium later on. Robert Frank argues that the three parts are totally
disparate, but that this creates the unity of the poem (530). The reading in the beginning,
then the walk with Scipio through the garden, and finally a round table discussion about
marriage with some birds, could not be a more disjointed sequence of events. If one naturally or logically led into the other, but only one was fragmented from the rest, then no one
would notice the intent and the comedy would be lost; the unity of disparity would be lost.
Frank’s argument is that Chaucer is comically unifying his text by juxtaposing the moral
somnium of Macrobius with his own insomnium caused by reading the Scipoio’s Dream.
This deliberate “mischief” demonstrates a unity among the other two sections of Parliament (533-34). The irony continues in the second part of the poem, the garden scene, when
Chaucer approaches the gates to the garden. One side reads, “Thurgh me men goon into
that blissful place / Of hertes hele and deedly woundes cure” (127-28). And then the other
side of the gate reads, “Thurgh me men goon,” than spak that other syde, / “Unto the mortal
strokes of the spere” (134-35).
This juxtaposition of life being given with life being ripped away is the comedic unity
that Frank argues for. The similarity with Dante’s Divine Comedy is intentional and it adds
to the humor of the piece. Dante’s gate reads, “Through me is the way to the woeful city;
Through me is the way to eternal woe” (Canto III). Chaucer even includes a guide, as Dante
does, and Chaucer also composes the gate’s inscription in the first person. However, the gate
in Parliament differs in one very obvious way; it is conflicted in its message. The similarity
with the first part of Parliament is unified to the second part by continuing the running joke
of the somnium/insomnium juxtaposition.
Chaucer then moves into a new juxtaposition: Love in Court and Love actually. Frank’s
argument for the third part of Parliament is that Chaucer uses the demand d’amour as a
comparison to the low relationships of the common birds. In one sense, the common birds
are seen as simple and unable to realize the high demand d’amour so they squabble and fuss
in total confusion. Because of the rabble, it could be suggested that the formel eagle would
want to remove herself undecided. Frank hedges, saying, “[T]he result is not ridicule or burlesque, but a certain amusement at the expense of the form” (538). Chaucer’s intention was
to compose a love poem with more than the typical love scene, and Chaucer concludes with
just that (538). The debate ends and Nature turns the decision over to the formel eagle. This
returns the poem back into a conventional love poem, but with more (538). Frank says, “The
roundel of the birds returns the poem to the discipline of the form and resumes the pretense
that his poem is conventional” (538). It is through this constant relation to and deviation
from traditional genres of poems, the dream, and the love poem, that Chaucer establishes
Parliament’s unity.
Frank’s reading is helpful, but it assumes pretension is intertwined in the text. Comedy
accomplishes a powerful message, but it also brings levity and frivolity to a poem that may
be deeper and more complex. Derek Pearsall says, “The sense of something elusive and baffling, the absence of any exposition of purpose, suggest [sic] a meaning embedded in and
inextricable from the structure of the poem” (Life 122). Assuming that juxtapositions are
the unifying element holding the poem together, then the reader is still left wondering what
Chaucer is doing. Pearsall agrees and says, ‘[T]he question is open, and it is necessary that
we should be puzzled” (Life 123). But if the poem is for the occasion of a king’s marriage
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arrangements, then it is possible a royal audience would like to have unified texts that they
can make sense of, to know whether or not the poem warranted a promotion or an execution. Determining the unification and meaning of the poem for us becomes irrelevant if the
intended audience found it unified, or if they cared. For this query, we will turn to studies on
the audience for whom Chaucer wrote.
Audience
Parliament owes a great deal to Italian influences. Pearsall attributes Chaucer’s influence to at least two manuscripts of Boccaccio he returned with from his second trip to
Italy (Life 118). “The impact of the Italian writer upon Chaucer was profound and for a
number of years he worked under this stimulus,” Pearsall says (118). Chaucer’s second
trip to Boccaccio’s nation happened in 1378. It is after this date that many believe Chaucer
wrote Parliament (Pearsall, Life 118; Lynch 93; Williams 148; Howard 265; Turner 17). It
is this date and shortly after it that gives us a context for the world Chaucer was in when he
wrote the piece. London in 1378 was tense, but the scene allowed for a vibrant literary life
to emerge.
The suggestion that Parliament was written on the occasion of King Richard II’s engagement are advanced by the fact that on or after 1378 Chaucer received “The King’s Affinity” (Strohm 24). Being in one of three “concentric circles” to whom the King gave his
attention and favor was beneficial for Chaucer’s literary and civil servant career (Strohm
25). However, having the favor of the King was not always positive. Strohm points out
many divisions among the aristocracy that resulted in the king losing his crown and his supporters losing their heads (26). Chaucer found himself in a hard place, since “as a person of
his time and as a professional courtier and civil servant, he had no choice but to participate
in factional politics” (26). During the years when it is surmised Parliament would have
been written, Chaucer’s associates were members of the Appellants, marked for treason,
and the loyalists (Strohm 27-33). Considering the tension, it is no wonder Chaucer does not
point any mocking fingers at the King’s court, but rather at the Parliament, an arguably less
dangerous community to offend.
The Parliament in Parliament was very close to the actual House of Commons during the time when Chaucer would have sat among its members. Marion Turner notices the
political discourse of the poem, saying that “the lower-class bird’s attack on the discourse
of courtly love as a genre that goes nowhere could be read as a political statement about the
vitality of the common people as opposed to the decaying aristocracy” (18). The impression from Turner and Chaucer is that the House of Commons was a chaotic place filled with
constant noise and interruptions. It is Chaucer’s audience, some of whom were doubtless
members of Parliament, where the imitation and satire, if Lewis will allow me to say so, is
aimed. Who else could appreciate the scene more than a group of people who have sat under
the diligent punishment of furious opinions being shouted over a hundred other boisterous
sentiments. A multitude of birds squawking on about love and sex is silly to anyone, but
most poignantly so for the MPs who have endured similar noise-making over other topics.
Perhaps this is an audience who can appreciate the beauty and accord of disunity, disunity
in a poem or in a Parliament.
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Discussion
The search for unity in Parliament has not come to the desired end. Unity was sought
for in the genres of Parliament. Even though these genres may require unity or unity is precedent in these genres, they do not explain or show Parliament’s unity. Howard’s explanation
of the new rhyme-scheme Chaucer uses in Parliament does not hint toward a unity of the
themes in Parliament, even though it does show the unity of the meter. The dream vision
genre exhibits unity in other poems, and it is expected that Parliament would also since it is
so clearly in this genre. Lewis explains how Parliament is an allegory of love, or at least one
section is, but the rest of the poem is not important to his overall direction and unity is therefore not the problem he seeks to resolve. The epithalamium is a convincing genre that would
include Parliament, but it brings us no closer to unifying the whole poem since it is mainly
focused on the final section and only refers to the reading in the beginning as the stimulus
for reading the whole poem as a tribute to marriage. Cooney argues that Parliament is a
theodicy of love, and unconvincingly does so, but does not attempt to bring the parts to a
consistent whole. In fact, Lewis, Emsley, and Cooney all focus one part of the poem and
seemingly ignore the other parts as insignificant to the poem, but each selects different part
as the only significant one. Lewis focuses on the Garden. Emsley gives her attention to the
Parliament. And Cooney argues for theodicy from the first part, drawing correlations with
Macrobius. The scholars who agree cannot find an accord. Frank’s argument comes the
closest to a consensus, showing that the unity comes in the juxtapositions throughout the
poem. Although this is saying that the divergences is what makes the poem converge, it is
still a more complete and convincing argument than others.
Querying the question of audience leads only to factions and discombobulated arguments. Strohm demonstrates that the period was ripe for division. Turner shows the eponymous group of the poem is the very definition of a conflicted collective. The audience is a
mirror of the text, fragmented and disjointed.

Conclusion
The failure of the study to find unity leads me back to the original assumptions. First,
that the genre in which the Parliament of Fowls was written requires unification or consistency. Second, that Chaucer’s audience felt that the text was not unified. Thirdly, that the
poem is not successful because of these perceived deficiencies. The last assumption has
proved false. The poem does not appear to fail due to the lack of unity. The scholarship on
Chaucer’s Parliament of Fowls has not ceased in over six hundred years. Pearsall says of
Parliament, “[I]t is the first poem where we can be sure Chaucer knows what he is doing,
even though we may not be sure what it is that he is doing” (Life 122). My conclusion is
that searching out the mystery of his meaning is almost as enjoyable as walking within the
dream through the garden to the Parliament of Fowls.
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A Brief History
of Science
The Quest for the Primary 			
Substance of Matter
By Demetris Nicolaides
Introduction

I

n an effort to trace the beginnings of science and to understand scientific developments in search of the primary substance of matter, of the stuff that all things are made of,
this article introduces the most important scientific theories of the most famous Presocratics
(the Greek natural philosophers from the sixth and fifth centuries BC) and analyzes them
within the context of modern physics (or science in general). Those philosophers had ideas
so phenomenal, fascinating, unique, strange, so daring, that some anticipated astoundingly
various aspects of modern science; and some, although in defiance of common sense and
apparent reality, have not yet been refuted—they remain still unsolved mysteries! Their
theories are not as obsolete as is often assumed. Hence this intellectual trip exposes one to
the most beautiful and mind-blowing laws of nature, and shows that, despite their two-anda-half millennia time difference, ancient and modern science share a qualitatively fundamental similarity more often than is usually thought and complement each other’s scientific
uniqueness. We begin with Thales, the first of the Presocratics, and finish with Democritus,
the last of the Presocratics.
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Thales and Sameness
Introduction
Thales (ca. 624 – ca. 545 BC) was interested in how nature works. He was the first to
ask what things are made of and what the properties of matter are. These are still the most
fundamental and difficult questions of science. His answers were based on solely rational
arguments, away from myths, superstition, rituals, or the actions of capricious gods. His
approach was therefore the same as that of modern science.
Theory
Thales reasoned that despite the apparent diversity and complexity in nature, all things
are made from the same stuff, water, and obey a common set of unchanging basic principles,
water’s transformations—its solidification, liquefaction, and evaporation. Thus, for Thales,
nature is characterized by sameness, a unity between all its diverse things and overall intrinsic simplicity.
While the primary substance of matter is not water, what it is has not yet been discovered. Presently, according to the standard model of physics, the building blocks of matter
are microscopic particles called quarks and leptons. And the plethora of things is partly due
to their transformations (from one type of particle into another), not the transformations of
water. Despite these new discoveries, Thales’ notions about sameness—that all things are
made from one and the same substance—and about the transformations of matter, are of
timeless scientific appeal.
Conclusion
By reasoning that all things are ephemeral transformations of one primary substance of
matter, Thales attempted to attribute an all-encompassing, common, and unifying principle
to all the phenomena of nature, the main goal of physics today, as well as to understand a
notion of great importance in science—change. The concept of change (and the question of
to what degree) has been hotly debated henceforth. Some have accepted it as self-evident,
and others have flatly denied it as an illusion. Consensus is yet to be found.
Thales was more of a practical man who accepted change undeniably. His student
Anaximander was practical but also abstract. His primary substance of matter was imperceptible and although he too accepted change as self-evident, he also required that change
in nature obeyed laws and happened with measure. But in all the conspicuous changes, he
reasoned, something subtle must endure. He called it infinite.
Anaximander and Infinite
Introduction
Anaximander (ca. 610 – ca. 540 BC) taught that the fundamental substance of matter
is the infinite: a limitless supply of undifferentiated, timeless substance encompassing the
entire world and manifesting itself as competing antitheses (e.g., hot vs. cold). In modern
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physics energy has properties that are strikingly similar with those of the infinite and so
does the much-sought Higgs particle of the standard model of physics, (nicknamed “God
Particle” by Nobel laureate Leon Lederman for its elusiveness as well as significance for our
understanding of the structure of matter).
Theory
While itself intangible, the infinite transforms into all concrete things of everyday. Thus
it is the true beginning of everything, animate and inanimate. It is also neutral, having no
competing opposite. But it transmutes into opposites in struggle with one another—water
vs. fire, hot vs. cold, wet vs. dry, light vs. darkness, sweet vs. sour. The unjust dominance of
one opposite over the other is ephemeral, for eventually it is rectified at annihilation; then
neutralized, both opposites transform again into the neutral infinite. And since the effects of
one opposite cancel those of the other, their continuous creations and annihilations neither
add anything to the infinite nor do they subtract. Thus even through its transformations, the
infinite remains eternally conserved. In modern physics, it is energy which is conserved
through its transformations into competing opposites, that of matter and antimatter.
Anaximander reasoned that the primary substance of the universe could not have been
any one of the ordinary things, such as water or fire. For they have opposition with one
another, and opposites destroy, they do not generate one another. If water were the infinite—
that is, if everything in the universe were initially water—it would be impossible to have
its opposite, fire, ever created, for water destroys fire, it does not generate it. Anaximander
saved the phenomena—kept nature eternal, diverse, and eventful, and without the possibility of absolute dominance by any one of the opposites—by requiring that the infinite is
neutral—with no competing opposite: Neutral to itself and to the opposites that it creates.
Hence the infinite is permanent and indestructible. And so then is nature itself for nature’s
essence is the infinite.
The modern physicist’s version of Anaximander’s reasoning would be that the presently accepted primary particles of matter, the quarks and leptons, cannot really be primary,
for they have opposites, the antiparticles of antimatter, the antiquarks and antileptons, and
as opposites, a particle and its antiparticle annihilate, not generate, each other. Furthermore,
there are six types of quarks and six types of leptons, and the pressing question is why so
many building blocks of matter and why with different general characteristics (different
electric charge, mass, spin, etc.)? Why not just one primary substance, one infinite-like type
particle?
The search for a universal neutral substance, which addresses Anaximander’s concern
and saves the phenomena, has never been more intense. The particle with the most qualities
required by such substance is the Higgs. It is thought to confer mass to all material particles.
It was mathematically predicted to exist in the 1960s. On July 4, 2012 scientists working at
the Large Hadron Collider, the most powerful atom smasher in the world, announced that
they have discovered a new particle consistent with the Higgs.
Conclusion
Anaximander’s intellectual leap is marked by three of his theories: in cosmology of an
earth floating in space without a physical support, in biology on the origin and evolution
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of living creatures including the human species, and certainly in his theory on the primary
substance of matter. With the latter, he modeled change and diversity in terms of the continuous transformations of the intangible, neutral, and conserved infinite into the concrete,
competing, and transient opposites of everyday experience—and back and forth and with
measure. It was Anaximenes who formulated the first graspable theory of change—of how
matter can transform between its various phases, the gas, liquid, and solid.
Anaximenes and Density
Introduction
In his search for the primary substance of matter, Anaximenes (who flourished ca.
545 BC) returned to the tangible world and chose air. His way of studying nature was economical and straightforward. Starting with a single material (air) of unchangeable nature,
he managed to explain the manifold of natural phenomena quantitatively, in terms of condensation and rarefaction of matter. For with these opposite processes in mind, it was no
longer necessary to ascribe all sorts of different properties for each object—such as rigidity,
softness, hotness, coldness, wetness, dryness, fluidity, weight, and color—just how dense it
is. This idea has certain truth.
Theory
His main question was how a single material, air, in its gaseous state, could be transformed into all other forms of matter and account for the plethora of things, while remaining
unchanged itself. Change, he proposed, occurs via two opposite processes, condensation
and rarefaction of matter. Successive condensations of gases transform them to increasingly
denser matter, the liquids and solids, but successive rarefactions of solids transform them to
increasingly rarefied matter and once more back to the liquids and gases, an essentially accurate idea. These processes cause changes in the density of matter, but do not alter the very
nature of matter (its very substance). Hence every object is really air—in general, made of
the same material—condensed or rarefied.
The challenge to understand how condensation and rarefaction themselves are carried
out was important for the evolution of scientific ideas because it forced Anaximenes’ successors to think profoundly about the nature of matter. Consequently they discovered two
antithetical views, the continuous and the atomic (the discontinuous).
But, can matter, modeled as continuously distributed in space, really move through
other matter in order to condense or rarefy? Can new matter move into and occupy the space
which is already occupied by other matter? When matter moves, where does it move into
and what does it leave behind? How do condensation and rarefaction really work if matter
is continuous? They do not! They work only if matter is atomic, discontinuous: made of
disconnected, indivisible, and incompressible pieces—the atoms of Leucippus and Democritus—moving in the void. Rarefaction occurs when the atoms in an object recede in the
empty space around them and condensation occurs when they come closer to each other.
Modeling matter as discontinuous (atomic) constituted the very first quantum theory,
the precursor of the modern. In modern quantum theory—that describes successfully the be-
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havior of the microscopic world of subatomic particles—both matter and energy are quantized: matter is composed of disconnected elementary particles, the quarks and leptons, and
energy comes in discrete (quantum) bundles (e.g., photons are the quanta of the energy of
light).
Conclusion
All challenges of rarefaction and condensation could be accounted for only through
atomism (to be introduced fully in the chapter Democritus and Atoms for the development of such great idea required first the development of all other great ideas conceived by
Democritus’ predecessors), but also in the light of mathematics—Democritus, the principal
contributor of the atomic theory, was a brilliant mathematician. The significance of mathematics, not just as an abstract field of knowledge but also as a practical method to describe
nature, had been realized early on, especially by the great Pythagoras as a consequence of
his passion for numbers.
Pythagoras and Numbers
Introduction
Pythagoras (ca. 570-ca. 495 BC), a pioneer in applying mathematics for the investigation of physical phenomena, consequently initiated the mathematical analysis of nature, a
cornerstone practice in modern theoretical physics. “Things are numbers” is the most significant Pythagorean doctrine. While its exact meaning is ambiguous, it probably signifies
that the phenomena of nature are describable by equations and numbers. Based on this, the
underlying principle of nature is not material (e.g., water, air) but a mathematical form (an
equation).
Theory
His first application was the mathematical description of mellifluous sounds of music.
He discovered that in stringed instruments the blended sound produced by two plucked
strings of same tension is more pleasing when their lengths are in ratios of small integers—
i.e., 2:1, 3:2, 4:3, and 5:4—thus numbers forming a discrete, a quantum set, the 1, 2, 3, 4,
and 5.
Being intellectually bold, Pythagoras and his students connected mathematically two
seemingly unrelated phenomena: their earthly harmonies with the heavenly motions! How
so? First they supposed that, similar to the way an object on earth moving through air can
produce a sound (slow movement making a low pitch, fast movement a high one), the stars
(including the sun), moon, and planets (including earth), moving through ether (the purer air
believed then to fill the universe) can produce their heavenly sounds. But these sounds must
blend into a song harmoniously. For they reasoned that the ratios of the length of strings that
produce the harmonious sounds in string instruments must be the same as the various ratios
formed by the speeds of the revolving heavenly bodies.
Such unusual interconnection was celebrated first in 1619 with the Harmonic Law
of Johannes Kepler (1571-1630) when the astronomer discovered that, as planets revolve
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around the sun in their elliptical orbits, the ratios formed by each planet’s fastest speed at
perihelion over its slowest at aphelion, are very close to the Pythagorean ratios of pleasing
harmonies in stringed instruments. In his book The Harmonies of the World, Kepler wrote,
“The heavenly motions are nothing but a continuous song for several voices, to be perceived
by the intellect, not by the ear.”
Moreover, in the beginning of the 20th century physicists Niels Bohr (1885-1962) and
Arnold Sommerfeld (1868-1951) conceptualized the atom as a miniature solar system, with
the electrons orbiting the nucleus of an atom like the planets are orbiting the sun. Nonetheless, unlike planets, the orbits of the electrons are restricted to certain discrete sizes that are
expressible in terms of specific integers called quantum numbers that “display a greater
harmonic consonance than even the stars in the Pythagorean music of the spheres” (Sommerfeld).
Conclusion
The most advanced theory of matter is quantum theory. According to it the microscopic
particles of matter (the quarks and leptons) are regarded as mathematical forms. These forms
are really the solutions of the equations of quantum theory and are useful for calculating
numerically the average values of various particle properties (e.g., position, velocity, and
energy). Now, since every macroscopic object in nature is composed of these microscopic
particles, (which are regarded as mathematical forms that generate numbers), then indeed
all “things are numbers.”
Also, many apparently unrelated things (phenomena) have already been unified; they
are found to obey the same fundamental mathematical equation and thus the same natural
law—e.g., James Clark Maxwell (1831-1879) unified successfully the electric and magnetic forces by proving mathematically that they are really two manifestations of the same
force, the electromagnetic. These findings point clearly to the subtle cosmic interconnection (of mathematical nature) anticipated by the Pythagoreans. But in addition to the aid of
mathematics, to find the logos (cause) of such inconspicuous connections one needs to be
unconventional, able to unite diverse fields of knowledge, and be keen of the elusive. For
only then one may unveil the common characteristics that different phenomena have in all
of nature’s changes, the perceptible but also the discreet.
Heraclitus and Change
Introduction
Everything is constantly changing and nothing ever is the same, Heraclitus (ca. 540-ca.
480 BC) proposed, and in accordance to logos, the intelligible eternal law of nature. Thus
everything is in a state of becoming instead of being. This means that things, permanent
things, no longer exist—for they contradict his theory of constant change—only events and
processes do. His doctrine has found strong confirmation in modern physics, for according
to it, absolute restfulness and inactivity are impossibilities; all happenings, it is speculated,
are consistent with a single universal law.
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Theory
Specifically, change occurs two different ways: (1) through motion and (2) through the
transformations of matter and energy. The motion of the particles of matter causes their rearrangement in an object and consequently causes change in its various qualities (e.g., density
and temperature). For example, atoms are more compressed in denser objects, and jiggle
faster in hotter objects. Transformations of matter and energy also cause change in the various qualities of objects (or the universe in general) via two types of processes: first, when
the various particles of energy convert into particles of matter, back and forth, materializing
and dematerializing; and second, when one type of material particle converts to another. An
example of the former is the materialization of the energy of light (or invisible gamma rays)
into an electron-positron pair, or the dematerialization of such pair into energy (light or
gamma rays). An example of the latter is the conversion of two protons to a proton-neutron
nucleus (a heavy form of hydrogen), a positron, and an elusive neutrino (all common reactions in the stars, energizing them with their light).
In addition, space, thus the universe, has been expanding ever since the big bang, carrying all the planets, stars, and galaxies with it and causing them to move away from each
other. What’s more, spacetime (the four-dimensional malleable continuum formed by space
and time) fluctuates constantly and violently at microscopic scales, like a turbulent sea, a
phenomenon resulting from the efforts to reconcile the theory of general relativity (Albert
Einstein’s theory of gravity) with the Heisenberg uncertainty principle of quantum theory.
This principle discusses how nature limits our ability to make exact measurements regardless of our smartness or the sophistication of our experimental apparatus. Before the uncertainty principle was discovered, absolute accuracy in a measurement, at least in theory, was
considered axiomatic, but not any longer.
To avoid violating the uncertainty principle, motion in nature must be perpetual. If a
particle could sit still, it would mean that our knowledge of its velocity is absolute (because
we would know that its velocity is exactly zero) and the principle would not hold. Now
since motion is perpetual, so is change.
However, change is not merely constant, it is also unidirectional, meaning nothing ever
is the same. This is in accordance with the second law of thermodynamics, entropy: the degree of disorder in the universe is always increasing. Thus nature is in a state of becoming,
but it is a disorderly becoming.
A profound consequence of the Heraclitean theory of universal change is the view
of nature as a process made up of events. For the notion of a thing is inconsistent with a
theory of constant change. To be able to be spoken of and defined, the thing must remain
absolutely the same for at least a period of time; it must have some permanence and must be
identifiable. But the notions of sameness and changelessness are contradictory to a theory of
constant change. Consequently, a thing is best regarded as an event (something happening
somewhere at some instant of time) and not as something permanent. Groupings of events
constitute processes, which in turn make nature the ultimate process.
This notion is supported by both the macroscopically successful general relativity and
the microscopically successful quantum theory. In the former, points on the spacetime continuum are considered as events, and in the latter, microscopic particles are better understood to be events rather than permanent things. Nature is a process and therefore is in a
state of becoming; nothing ever is.
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Conclusion
Heraclitus declares the being (that which exists, nature) but identifies it with the becoming. All follows from that: everything is constantly changing, so material sameness is
impossible; a plethora of events make nature a process, described by competing opposites,
which nonetheless obey logos. But Parmenides declares just the Being; only what is, is;
what is not, is not. All follows from that: change, he argues, is logically impossible and so
what is is, one and unchangeable! This dazzling and absolute monism is in daring disagreement with sense perception.
The Heraclitean and Parmenidean worldviews are therefore antinomies (contradictions), for starting from a being, the two philosophers developed unique series of logical
arguments and arrived at opposite results: the Heraclitean being is becoming but the Parmenidean being just is. It is Heraclitean change and plurality vs. Parmenidean constancy
and oneness. But it is a controversial oneness, for the Being’s exact nature is uncertain.
Parmenides and Oneness
Introduction
Philosophy was seriously shocked by the logic of Parmenides (ca. 515-ca. 445 BC).
Being the first philosopher of ontology, Parmenides questioned the nature of the very existence itself and created his monistic philosophy by contemplating the most fundamental of
questions: how can something exist? And, what are the properties of that which exists? And
through purely rational arguments he marvelously reasoned out an answer that overturned
completely the common perception of the world around us! In particular he asked, how can
there be something instead of nothing? What does it mean to say that something exists?
Can existence (nature) come to be from nothingness? Is there such a thing as nothingness?
Has nature been caused by a primary cause—that is, by an absolutely first cause, which
thus permits no cause (no explanation) of its own? Does nature have an ultimate purpose,
which thus permits no purpose of its own? What is the nature of nature? Remnants from
his profoundly abstract thought are present in modern cosmological models describing one
indivisible and whole universe, unborn eternal and imperishable.
Theory
First he argued that we can think only about that which exists, the Being. On the contrary he thought, we can neither speak about nor think about something that does not exist,
Not-Being. For if we could it would mean that Not-Being had properties (those mentioned
speaking or thinking about it). But true nothingness is property-less. Therefore the notion
of nothingness (Not-Being) is impossible! This is in fact the critical premise of Parmenides’
theory. And to understand his arguments we must always remember that for him what does
not exist, does not exist, neither now, nor before or after, neither here nor there; that is, we
cannot assume what does not exist now (or here), could exist later (or there), or could have
existed before somewhere. No! Only what is, is—only the Being exists. What is not, is
not—Not-Being does not exist.
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With this premise in mind, he proceeded to figure out if change is logically possible.
Change, he maintained, requires that the notion of nothingness exists. However, since such
notion is an impossibility, so is then change; the Being is unchangeable—for if it could
change, it would change into something that the Being is not already, into something new
that does not yet exist, thus into Not-Being, but this is an impossibility for Not-Being does
not exist ever anywhere; analogously, if it could change, it would cease to be what once was,
thus what once existed (the Being) would no longer exist, it would become Not-Being, but
this is again an impossibility for Not-Being does not exist. In other words, change is impossible because it requires that something is either created from nothing or destroyed into
nothing, but since the notion of nothingness does not exist, change does not exist either.
Arguments of this sort led him to derive various properties of nature (of the Being) and
to conclude that the nature of nature is of the purest oneness: there is only one thing, the
Being. It is an indivisible eternal whole, unborn, unchangeable, imperishable, continuous,
indestructible, finite, and uniform (always the same everywhere). And so there is neither
becoming nor passing away—what is, nature, just is. This is a dazzling but provocative
oneness, for it is (or so it seems anyway) logically sound, yet it is also daringly in stark
contradiction of apparent reality. And what its exact meaning really is depends on how these
properties of the Being are regarded, literally or metaphorically, of material or immaterial
nature. The Being is that which is. All other characteristics beyond that are quite uncertain
and debatable, for what is (exists) is really the question for Parmenides. But irrespectively to
its nature, the Being captures a highly valued notion in Presocratic philosophy and modern
physics alike: oneness!
Modern physics embraces a kind of monism and wholeness too, for it tries ultimately
to unify all four forces (gravity, electromagnetic, the nuclear strong, and the nuclear weak)
and all particles under a single overarching principle in which there will be only one unified
force, or equivalently, one type of fundamental particle, suggesting a subtle interconnection
and oneness in all apparent plurality.
The view of the Being as an indivisible whole is supported by Einstein’s general theory
of relativity for everything that there is, space, time, matter, and energy, are no longer independent of each other as was the case with Newtonian physics, but intimately interwoven,
constantly affecting one another. That is, in Newton’s physics, space is a kind of preexisting
passive (unaffected, in a sense “disconnected” from everything else) playground where objects exist and events occur while time flows steadily in the background the same exact way
for everyone (so time too is unaffected by everything else). To the contrary, in Einstein’s
physics, spacetime is regarded as a flexible medium distorted by matter—like a trampoline
surface which is stretched and warped by a bowling ball resting or moving on it. As a result,
length contraction, time dilation, and the relativity of simultaneity, are some of the most
startling outcomes of relativity. In fact, all things in nature are part of the whole, and are
entangled far more intricately than the theory of relativity alone could discover. Undeniably,
one of the most fascinating consequences of quantum theory is the phenomenon of quantum
entanglement. According to it, everything that happens in the universe influences instantly
everything else. In this sense the universe is indeed a Parmenidean indivisible whole.
The ultimate example of Parmenidean oneness, wholeness, and completeness, as properties of the universe, comes perhaps from the cosmological model of the big bang. It speculates that all matter and energy, all of space and time, the absolute wholeness of the universe
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of today, was once, about 13.7 billion years ago, contained in just a singular point. This
primordial point, we must emphasize, was not within the universe, this one point was the
universe, the whole universe; infinitely small, hot, and dense, containing a single type of
particle and obeying one grand law—the absoluteness of oneness.
Parmenides’ principle that the Being neither comes to be from nothing (it is unborn)
nor passes away into nothing (it is imperishable) has a counterpart in modern physics in
the notion of energy, which includes matter, since for relativity matter and energy are basically the same. Like the Being, energy can neither be created—it does not come to be from
nothing—nor destroyed—it does not pass away into nothing. It just is.
Conclusion
After Parmenides, any new natural philosophy would be considered incomplete unless
it could address successfully his various conclusions, which though unconventional, were
logical. And as if that by itself were not a formidable task, Parmenides’ best student Zeno
assertively supports his teacher’s views by adding to the complexity with his famous paradoxes that question the very nature of plurality, space, and time, and the reality of apparent
motion.
Zeno and Motion
Introduction
Through a series of so-called paradoxes, Zeno (ca. 490-ca. 430 BC) tried to argue the
astonishing conclusion that motion is impossible and plurality is an illusion. Could he be
right? Proposed solutions to some of his paradoxes have often aimed to prove that motion is
real. I will argue in favor of Zeno, that at best whether motion occurs or not, is not experimentally provable.
Theory
While motion is part of apparent reality and is also the very premise of all modern
theories of physics, on a fundamental level (i.e., concerning the motion of microscopic particles to say the least) it has not yet been experimentally proven, and in fact can never be!
Therefore, motion is essentially a postulate inferred from sense-perceived experiences and
its truth is actually ambiguous. As the Heisenberg uncertainty principle postulates, observations of a particle cannot be continuous; to the contrary, they are disconnected, discrete
events, and consecutive observations have time and space gaps—we observe discontinuously. The concept of continuity in observation must be dismissed. It is a false habit of the
mind created by the observations of daily phenomena—such as, for example, the apparent
continuity in the motion of macroscopic objects, e.g. an arrow in flight (this apparent continuity is an illusion due to the macroscopic objects’ large mass which makes the time and
space gaps between consecutive observations undetectably small). Now without the ability
to observe continuously, not only apparent motion is just discontinuous but the very concept
of motion itself becomes ambiguous. How so?
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Motion occurs when during a time interval a particle (e.g., an electron) changes positions; a particle should be now here later there to say that it moved. But since nature
does not allow us to keep a particle under continuous observation and follow it in a path,
and since a particle is identical to all other particles of the same family (for example, all
electrons are identical), it is impossible to know whether, say, an electron observed in one
position has moved there from another, or in fact is really same as the electron observed
in the previous position, regardless of their proximity. Since observations are disconnected
and discrete events—with time (and space) gaps in between, during (and within) which we
don’t know what a particle might be doing—subsequent observations of identical particles
might in fact be observations of two different particles belonging in the same family and not
observations of one and the same particle that might have moved from one position (that of
the first observation) to the next (that of a subsequent observation). Without the ability to
determine experimentally whether a particle has changed position, its motion—and motion
in general—is a questionable concept.
Reinforcing this conclusion is the fact that when we observe a microscopic particle all
we see through a microscope is just a flash of light, during which somewhere within it is the
particle. But where exactly within it is the particle each moment of time, and if at rest or in
motion, are all indeterminable; while we do detect a particle, we detect it neither at rest nor
in motion. Hence indeed, neither immobility nor motion is experimentally provable. Motion
is ambiguous.
Still, to make sense of the phenomena from the point of view of quantum theory, we
often assume a certain causal chain of events that produces motion. For example an electron
here collides with a photon and recoils there (as if the electron endures). But while motion
may be an adequate and useful concept in devising a certain practical explanation of nature—especially so for macroscopic objects such as cars and planes—as a true property of
nature it is, to say the least, an ambiguous concept, for it lacks the support of experimental
confirmation from the microscopic constituents of matter which make up all macroscopic
objects. Therefore, the merit of modeling an object (an electron or a car) as moving is practicality and not necessarily truth.
Conclusion
Zeno’s paradoxes challenge our views on the very nature of space, time, and matter.
Are these notions somehow connected? Is there just one primary substance of matter or
many? Is the nature of matter continuous—spread everywhere and also infinitely divisible,
so that matter can be cut to ever-smaller pieces? Or is the nature of matter atomic—and so
finitely divisible, so that matter cannot be cut beyond some fundamental pieces, which are
spread unconnectedly because they are surrounded by void? In 1916 Einstein addressed
successfully the first question with his general theory of relativity, in which spacetime is a
continuum in constant and intricate interaction with matter. Empedocles, Anaxagoras, and
Democritus took up the other three. Matter is atomic for Democritus but continuous for
Empedocles and Anaxagoras. And while plurality in the number of primary materials is first
speculated by Empedocles, all three philosophers had a unique take on it.
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Empedocles and Elements
Introduction
Empedocles (ca. 495-ca. 435 BC) managed to reconcile the antinomies between the
Heraclitean becoming (the constant change) and the Parmenidean Being (the constancy)
by introducing four unchangeable primary substances of matter, earth, water, air, and fire,
later called elements, and two types of forces, love and strife. Change was produced when
the opposite action of the forces mixed and separated the unchangeable elements in myriad
different ways, an idea in basic agreement with the standard model of particle physics.
Theory
Empedocles’ idea of forces mixing and separating a fixed number of primary materials is in fundamental agreement with modern physics. Whereas Empedocles proposed two
forces and four primary elements, (“particles”), modern physics proposes four forces—
gravity, electromagnetic, the nuclear strong, and the nuclear weak—and twelve types or
particles of matter—the six quarks and six leptons (the list is actually longer if various other
factors are considered such as these particles’ antiparticles). Quarks and leptons are brought
together by the forces in a multitude of combinations and proportions to form atomic nuclei, atoms, molecules, books, readers, stars, and in general all the plethora of small and
large objects, animate and inanimate; the forces can also break down larger objects into
smaller ones. Analogously, in Empedocles’ theory the fixed proportions of the elements are
achieved via the constant competition of love and strife.
Conclusion
Empedocles’ pluralistic philosophy was a crucial departure from the monistic philosophies we have discussed so far (i.e., those that considered water, infinite, or air as the only
primary substance of matter, or the philosophy of Parmenides about oneness), for it paved
the road for the most successful ancient pluralistic philosophy, the atomic theory of Leucippus and Democritus that required myriad particles, the atoms. But before the theory of
atoms, Presocratic philosophy produced yet another theory of remarkable originality; where
Empedocles found four primary substances of matter, Anaxagoras will propose infinitely
many in nous.
Anaxagoras and Nous
Introduction
Nous, the mind, has the ability to understand nature rationally and “set all things in
order,” Anaxagoras (ca. 500-ca. 428 BC) proposed. Order for him, though, was achieved
through the consideration of not just one primary substance or even four, but though a
countless number of them, including things such as gold, copper, water, air, fire, wheat, hair,
blood, bones, and in general all other existing substances. However, unlike Empedocles’
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four elements which are pure, Anaxagoras’ substances are not; “in everything there is a
portion of everything”, a notion as bizarre as two of the most popular interpretations of
quantum theory, the Copenhagen and the many-worlds.
Theory
Every piece of substance, however large or small, contains some portion of everything.
Hence no one substance is more fundamental (that is, simpler, purer) than any other. But
“each thing is most manifestly those things of which it has the most”. A piece of gold, for
example, contains gold as well as everything else—copper, wheat, hair—but appears as a
distinct golden object because its gold content is the greatest. This does not mean, however,
that this golden object contains the substances in pure form, side by side, separated and
identifiable, and the amount of pure gold in it happens to be more. No! To the contrary, no
matter how small a bit we may cut from such golden object, it will still contain a portion of
everything—it will never be pure gold. Therefore despite that this is a golden object, every
part of the object is also simultaneously watery, wooden, milky, bloody, bony, hairy, etc., but
not just that, it gets stranger.
A strict interpretation of “in everything there is a portion of everything” means that
an object has not only a portion of each type of substance but also a portion of all the opposite qualities. In fact it is not really necessary to speak of the substances separately from
the qualities because the qualities determine the type of a substance anyway. Now as with
the substances, these qualities are not to be assumed in an object side by side, or separated
somehow, as if say an object has its right side wet and its left dry. Instead, for Anaxagoras an
object is simultaneously hot, cold, wet, dry, hard, soft, sweet, sour, bright, dark, dense, rare,
dead, alive, spinning clockwise, counterclockwise, and all other opposite qualities. This is a
peculiar interpretation of nature for before we observe an object, the most we can say about
the state of its existence is that it is a mix of all possible outcomes—of all opposite qualities
though each with a different degree (portion) of contribution. Only after we observe the object we can describe it in a specific way, in terms of “those things of which it has the most”,
say as golden, yellow, dry, cold, and heavy.
Remarkably, such interpretation is quite similar to the most popular interpretation of
quantum theory, the Copenhagen. According to it, before we observe something, the state of
its existence is a mix of all possible outcomes (qualities), each of which has its own quantum
probability to actually occur. Now if the idea of portion in Anaxagoras’ theory is roughly
associated with the idea of probability in quantum theory then indeed, “in everything [a system of interest] there is a portion [is described by the quantum probabilities] of everything
[of every possible outcome]”. Before an observation Schrödinger’s cat (a thought experiment which captures the peculiarity of the Copenhagen interpretation) is simultaneously
both dead and alive; and an electron spins simultaneously clockwise and counterclockwise).
Only after we observe, the Copenhagen interpretation states, we can determine whether the
cat is definitely either dead or alive, (or whether the electron spins definitely in the one or
the other direction), and in general, whether an object is, as Anaxagoras states, definitely say
golden, yellow, dry, cold, and heavy.
Why are humans intelligent, in fact the most intelligent of all the species that we know?
Anaxagoras believed that the cause of man’s superiority over animals is his hands. When
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Lucy, a species of the genus Australopithecus, about 3.2 million years ago “decided” to
walk upright more habitually, it meant that two of her four legs were starting to evolve into
hands, increasing her potential to use and make tools. Tool-making stimulates thinking,
which in turn refines tool-making, which stimulates further thinking, in a continuous cycle,
ultimately advancing both technology and the intellect, and making Lucy’s distant relative,
the homo sapiens, us, indeed sapiens: intellectually superior to any other animal.
Conclusion
Whether the nature of matter is infinitely cuttable (without smallest pieces) or finitely
cuttable (with ultimate smallest pieces that make up everything) is still an open question.
Anaxagoras held the former. Leucippus and Democritus on the other hand, held the latter,
that matter is atomic: made up of disconnected, indivisible pieces, the atoms, surrounded by
empty space. What revolutionized science was this atomic theory of matter.
Democritus and Atoms
Introduction
Perhaps the greatest scientific achievement of antiquity, possibly of all time, was the
realization of the atomic nature of matter. “There are but atoms and the void” Democritus
(ca. 460-ca. 370 BC) proposed. And he understood the great diversity of material objects
as complex aggregations of uncuttable atoms, the building blocks of matter, moving in the
void, the empty space between them. Uncuttable (the actual meaning of atom) are also the
modern elementary particles of matter, the quarks and leptons, and although void is a highly
controversial concept still, a kind of void is required to explain nature.
Theory
Atoms, in the ancient atomic theory, are the indivisible smallest pieces of matter, disconnected from each other because they are surrounded by void, space devoid of matter
required to enable the atoms to move. Atoms are invisible, impenetrable, solid (absolutely
rigid), indestructible, eternal, unchangeable, unborn (not generated by something else more
fundamental), imperishable (not transformed into something else more fundamental), and
therefore like many Parmenidean Beings. Atoms differ from each other only as regards their
size and shape, and their only behavior is motion. There are infinitely many atoms and of
various shapes, angular, smooth, rough, round, sharp, etc., roaming around in an infinite
space. Their motion is perpetual. It is also thought random because space was correctly
assumed isotropic (having no special direction). As they move, atoms collide with each
other, bounce, rotate, some hook together (whenever their shapes are complementary) and
assemble in a multitude of arrangements, forming all the kinds of macroscopic (compound)
objects, or unhook and disassemble.
Atoms have none of the conventional properties of matter such as color, taste, smell,
sound, temperature, even weight. These properties were explained by Democritus in terms
of the shape of the atoms and their motion in the void. For example, the atoms of a hard

32

A Brief History of Science

object are more closely packed with less empty space between them, than the atoms of a soft
object. Metals are made of atoms with hooks that hold them firmly interlocked, but liquids
of round atoms so they can flow by each other easily.
Democritus worked out a detail theory on sensation. In general he argued that the
constant motion of the atoms, that persists even when a composite object is seemingly at
rest, causes some of them to be emitted by the object. Flying through the void, these atoms
in turn ultimately collide with the atoms of a sense organ and create a unique sensation (a
flavor, smell, color). Hence all changes of the apparent world of sense perception, animate
and inanimate, were reduced to the irreducible atoms and their motion in the void. This scientific reductionism is ambitious. In principle, it is also the goal of the modern theory of the
elementary particles of matter, the quarks and leptons. But while there are striking similarities between these modern particles of matter and the ancient atoms, there are also serious
differences. Only for purposes of comparison let us call the ancient atoms Democritean or
D-atoms. And today’s building blocks of matter, the quarks and leptons, QL-atoms. Also,
let us clarify something: D-atoms must not be confused with today’s chemical atoms of the
periodic table, such as hydrogen, carbon, and oxygen, since chemical atoms are not fundamental; they have substructure and in fact are made of the QL-atoms, which are among the
particles of the standard model of physics.
Now, both D- and QL-atoms are fundamental because they are not made from other
particles; they are disconnected pieces of matter, indivisible (uncuttable), invisible, and the
smallest, and their various combinations make up all material things in the universe. Neither the D-atoms nor the QL-atoms have any of the conventional properties of composite
objects. These properties are really a consequence of the collective behavior of the D- and
QL-atoms that make up these objects.
D-atoms are unchangeable, they do not transform, but QL-atoms do; they transform
from one type of material particle to another and also into and from energy. But like matter,
energy too comes in discrete bundles and so Democritus’ notion of discreteness as a property of nature is preserved.
D-atoms have no weight, no gravity! Other than their direct collisions during which
there was a physical contact, D-atoms experience no other force. Hence weight was not any
of the primary characteristics of the atoms, but a property that was accounted for by Democritus through motion, in particular rotational motion. To do so he employed the dynamic
principles of a vortex: massive objects tend towards the outskirts of a vortex and lighter ones
towards the center (just as in a centrifuge, a device that separates different substances).
Gravity is a force in Newtonian physics, but it is not in the theory of general relativity. The
sun and the earth feel a force of attraction from each other, Newton thought, as a consequence of a mysterious action at a distance that he himself admitted did not understand.
How is gravity transmitted if the interacting objects do not touch each other? How does one
body feel the other if nothing but empty space exists between them and if nothing specific
is really exchanged by them? Einstein provided the answer through his theory of general
relativity. He eliminated the need for an action-at-a-distance type force by recognizing that
the agent that transmits gravity is space itself when distorted by matter.
Moreover, according to the standard model of quantum theory the particles of matter,
the QL-atoms, combine with one another via the exchange of the particles of force (e.g.,
photons, gluons); even gravity is hypothesized to work via the exchange of particles called
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gravitons. Matter and force are no longer distinct notions. Instead forces are really manifestations of intricate particle collisions. And so, as is the view of Democritus, nature can be
understood in terms of just particles and their collisions—forces are no longer required in
modern physics.
For Democritus the void is empty space and so in it there is nothing. But for Parmenides
it, the void, empty space itself, is nothing, Not-Being; not in it there is nothing. The nature
of the void has created mind-boggling debates since the times of Parmenides. For if something, e.g., the void, is really nothing how can it exist? How does one define “nothingness”?
The answer is not easy. What does modern physics think of the void? Does it exist or not?
Is it a true nothing, the Parmenidean Not-Being, or not? While “nature abhors a vacuum,”
a popular phrase since the Renaissance, yet “nothing works without, well, nothing” (Lederman The God Particle 44).
Specifically, void is still a useful concept for the understanding of many phenomena.
According to quantum theory, electrons in a chemical atom for example, “move” around
their nucleus by keeping their distance from one another as if space between them is empty,
devoid of mater—a no-overcrowding-is-allowed law more formally known as Pauli exclusion principle. Had this principle not been true, the QL-atoms would not endure as disconnected pieces of matter, thus nuclei would not form, nor would chemical atoms or the
molecules of organic chemistry, and consequently nor would the matter that living things
are made of; generally, all matter in such scenario would collapse into a uniform undifferentiated lifeless state.
At the same time, however, void is also a very busy place, seething with all-pervasive
fields of energy (e.g., light and gravity waves), known as vacuum energy, constantly fluctuating and creating and annihilating subatomic particles. Space, even “empty,” is a place of
constant frantic activity of virtual particles, light, gravity, dark energy, dark matter, ordinary
matter, of Higgs particles, possibly exotic strings of energy (or membranes) from string
theory, and who knows what else.
Conclusion
In an attempt to understand nature in a logical and causal manner, the search for the primary substance of the universe in Presocratic philosophy comes to an end with the atomic
theory of Leucippus and Democritus. Their notion of indivisible, discrete particles without
substructure has endured and is still one of the most remarkable properties of nature according to modern physics. Could spacetime form a discreteness too?
Conclusion
Science has evolved significantly since the Presocratics some two and a half thousand
years ago. Nonetheless its ultimate goal remains essentially the same: to understand nature
rationally and to reduce the explanations of all natural phenomena to the least possible
number of basic assumptions (first causes, axioms), ideally to just one. Can this ever be
achieved?
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Balanced
Commerce
Achieving balanced commerce in
international markets without
creating trade barriers
By Juan Piacquadio

T

he recent global financial crisis has produced severe instability that extended to
the economies of all regions in the world. In an increasingly connected world the interdependencies are stronger than ever before, and unilateral decisions, isolated conflicts, radical
beliefs, or economic issues are not just contained in a particular geography anymore but
become events of global significance. A financial decision in Shanghai can affect investors
in New York, and an economic problem in Athens can have an undesired effect in Sydney.
A new business and economic interrelationship between countries would minimize government/regime conflicts that might have resulted from abuses based on currency devaluation,
quotas on foreign trades, labor rates, and governments’ trade manipulation including subsidies, tariffs, and others.
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The Global Market
Advances in technology such as the Internet, faster telecommunication networks, increased computing power, and storage capacity have made the world a smaller place, increasing trade deals, cash flow, and financial transactions. Super cargo ships and faster trade
routes have eliminated the geographical barriers and some of the complexities in logistics
of worldwide enterprises. These advances, added to China becoming a member of the World
Trade Organization in 2001, fueled a boom in international trade that helped China to accumulate the largest reserve of foreign currencies in the world. As multinational treaties
liberalized global trade and removed barriers, the borders between countries became blurred
and multinational firms with globally distributed assets evolved, leveraging global marketing strategies and third party partnerships to take advantage of economies of scale based on
the commonalities across markets.
This globalization of markets became a major force in the countries engaged in international economy and trade. These changes that have been welcomed by the international
community not only helped to foster international trade between regions but also opened
market opportunities in developing areas, which were previously isolated, to participate in
global businesses, reducing the differences with the more developed economies in a more
integrated global business community. These trade enhancements, unfortunately, were accompanied with major financial shifts of assets, enabling few countries to accumulate tremendous wealth while the majority of other countries fell into deep balance of trade deficits,
high unemployment, social and political unrest, and bankruptcy.
The World in Crisis
The boom of the global commerce model was affected by many factors, which include
the disproportional trades between countries, failings in the sub-prime mortgage market
in the United States that impacted the global market by the end of 2008, and the desire
of many governments to stimulate their economy and reduce unemployment through excessive spending. Other governments in the name of social justice increased taxes, which
forced the migration of their businesses and jobs to more rewarding financial structures. As
employment and standard of living seem to be tied to the trade inflows and outflows, the
developed countries started evaluating protective measures to mitigate this negative impact.
Promoting buying locally manufactured products instead of imports, attaching tariffs to certain imported products, allowing tax breaks for companies that produce locally, providing
subsidies for certain products and services, and searching for new ways to trade outside of
the framework provided by the World Trade Organization (WTO), finding opportunities to
negotiate their own rules of engagement—these were some of the defensive mechanisms
evaluated by the administrations of the more developed economies. A 2013 Reuters article
by Tom Miles titled “Is WTO About to Abandon Dream of Global Free Trade?” reflects this
situation, exposing the challenges facing the World Trade Organization in their attempt to
further push the liberalization of the global market in the current economy recession , without addressing the resulting major trade imbalance between countries. The liberalization of
the markets in pursuit of globalization has been criticized by many, as the general opinion is
that it most benefits cheap labor, politically controlled countries with government-managed
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low cost, low quality manufacturing economies at the expense of the high cost, and enhanced quality products produced by developed countries, which results in an unsustainable
accumulated trade deficit and continuous increase in unemployment. This assessment was
also noted by Helen Deresky, who pointed out that globalization has also become unpopular
in the United States as the emergent markets are becoming the great beneficiaries of a less
restricted international trade landscape with a negative impact to the United States economy
.
Global Trade and Balance of Payments
Many pages have been written about global trade and how a country’s balance of payment has a direct impact on the economy. The balance of payment is a record of a nation’s
debits and credits, which reflects a country’s inflows and outflows of money given by the
commercial activities between countries and performed by governments, organizations, and
residents during a certain period of time. When this balance of payment is negative, there is
a trade deficit, which means that the country is not living within its means. To finance this
imbalance, governments typically make use of international borrowing.
A negative balance of payment has some additional consequences as it triggers many
self-preservation mechanisms that translate into increased nationalist tendencies and protectionism. To restore the balance, governments may be tempted to subsidize the local industry,
or to impose tariffs, quotas, or qualitative trade restrictions on imported goods. These measures have a significant impact on global trade as they create barriers to the free international exchange of goods and services. Although these trade barriers are easy to identify and
are in direct violation to the WTO agreements, there are other barriers, such as regulations
and conditions that can have a similar impact, restricting or limiting the freedom of action
of foreign firms. Special interest and other pressure groups may also focus their agendas on
the need to maximize exports and minimize imports to restore the balance, and promote the
need to buy local products to improve the opportunity for local business growth while at the
same time reducing foreign threats to the economy in an attempt to create jobs and increase
prosperity.
Specialization, Competitive Advantages, and Similarities
As noted by Jeannette Hennessey, countries have a trend to specialize and develop
competitive advantages in certain industry spaces. Factors such as resource availability,
skills of the workforce, and cost advantages seem to be central in this particular development. The concept of absolute and comparative advantages is based on country specialization and is the key to balanced commerce in the international market. Although in some
cases these advantages persist over time, we have seen an important shift in many of them in
the last several decades. In the case of the United States, which is still ranked by the World
Economic Forum as the second largest global economy, next to China, these competitive
advantages based on specialization have shifted from traditional industries to the “new age”
highly specialized segment of the market, which have helped the trade imbalance, but this
has not been enough to dent the deficit crisis facing most of the countries in the world.
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Leveraging specialization, competitive advantages, and similarities between countries
can be the key to enhance global business opportunities in the global market. These similarities can be given by cultural or national factors and can act as an enabler for the international
trade. In their article “Strategies of Entering New Markets,” Mihaela Belu and Andreea
Raluca Cărăgin discuss the importance of the cultural and national differences between the
country of origin and the target market as a factor of risk and uncertainty for an organization entering a foreign market. Entering a new foreign market can have long term financial
and strategic implications for an organization and that’s the reason Multinational Corporations (MNC) use existing business models to support their country selection process. This
decision-making process, whose mission is to minimize risk and uncertainty before making
the significant investment required to enter a new market, is supported by several variables,
such as market similarity, which utilizes the similarities between the target country and the
home country to enhance business. These concepts can also be applied to assess the ability
of governments to reach mutually beneficial and sustainable agreements to trade internationally.
As Heren Deresky mentions, Peter Coy discussed in 2008 the complexities of trade
agreements between a large number of countries with no similarities when he observed
that negotiations between 150 countries with vastly different goals have previously failed;
he proposed that the way forward in international trade may be bilateral or regional agreements, or global agreements as a package of smaller deals. Now that Peter Sutherland, head
of the WTO, has called the “impasse” in the 2011 negotiations to resolve the split between
the developed and developing economies over differences in agriculture “a failure in the
history of multilateral trade negotiations,” and since new bilateral and regional agreements
seem to threaten the position of the WTO centrality in the trading system, a global agreement as a package of smaller deals that may satisfy all of the trading members may not be
seen any longer as an unlikely solution to the new global exchange scenario.
Negative Balance of Payment
The United States economy, as with many other developed and developing economies,
has been operating at deficit for four decades. Even Japan has announced that it has incurred
recently the greatest deficit in his trade history since World War II. The global economy
cannot progress in the meantime as the biggest economies in the world experience a continuous negative balance of payments. The U.S. international trade deficit for 2012 was
$540 billion. It is interesting to analyze that it was $48.6 billion in November and shrank to
$38.5 billion in December thanks to an increase in infrastructure-related exports to South
America and Asia and to orders for the new Boeing 787 airliner, coupled with a decrease
in petroleum-based products and iPhone imports. These facts clearly demonstrate the effect
that a decrease of outflows and an increase of inflows has on the balance of a country’s trade.
Balancing the trade has a positive effect on a country’s economy, enhancing opportunities
to create healthy global economic conditions for the international exchange of goods and
services.
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Source: StockResearchPortal.com 		
Figure 1
Based on information provided by the CIA World Factbook, 50 percent of all of the
United States exchange of goods and services happens with its four top trading partners
(Figure 2). Further analysis also demonstrates that United States is just not an isolated case,
but that this is quite common in the international market. There are reasons for this to be the
case with the U.S. The United States multinational corporations outsource to China many
of their manufacturing operations to take advantage of low manufacturing costs and extensive availability of resources. Canada and Mexico are not only part of the NAFTA (North
American Free Trade Agreement) regional trade agreement, but are also bordering nations
and as previously discussed there are important similarities due to the geographical situation
and the cultural ties between countries of the same region. Japan is one of the most technologically advanced nations in the world and has been a preferential U.S. partner for several
decades.

Figure 2
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It is important to notice that the United States has achieved a relatively balanced trade
with its top partners with the exception of China. This is not surprising considering that of
the $540 billion trade deficit $315 billion came from the unbalanced exchange of goods and
services with that country. On the other hand, China’s biggest trade surplus was recorded
with the United States. This is because of the persistently devaluated yuan with respect to
the American dollar over the last decade, and the insistence of the Chinese government not
to undertake any corrective action on this issue. The impact of this issue can be seen in the
diagram below based on information provided by the United States Census Bureau. The
Chinese people are enjoying higher employment, but living at a lower standard of living
than they deserve, while Americans are experiencing the opposite. A solution needs to be
found to encourage a more balanced trade value which will also discourage governments to
manipulate the trade exchange to gain unfair advantages over other countries while unjustly
suppressing their own labor rates and negatively affecting people’s quality of life.

Source: United States Census Bureau 						
Figure 3
Balancing International Trade
In a perfect world the exchange of goods and services would have a positive effect in
the economies of the intervening members, fostering industrial growth, creating jobs, fueling economic prosperity, and reducing deficit. Such a positive outcome would be the result
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of a market in which the members trade commodities in a balanced way. The graphic above
compares United States’ international exchange of goods with its top ten partners. In this
graphic it is easy to identify that the U.S. is failing to position its products in the international market and is trading at deficit with most of its strategic partners, with the exception
of the United Kingdom. European countries, as seen below, have been more successful that
the U.S. in implementing balanced trade value between them and other non-European countries.

Source: Office of the U.S. Trade Representative						
Figure 4
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The United States and other developed countries can reduce their trade deficit by negotiating with their international partners, based on balanced trade values so as to minimize
the incentives of governments to manipulate currency values and or trade regulations, policies, and laws. New multilateral, bilateral, or regional trade agreements can increase the
trade opportunities with nations that have higher complementary capabilities that benefit
both nations which would increase the U.S. chances of a more balanced exchange and reduce the dependencies from countries with which the U.S. has not been able to negotiate a
balanced trade agreement because of unfair labor laws of financial manipulations.
The key for the United States to reach a balanced trade may be given by its ability to
negotiate these bilateral or regional deals as part of global or multilateral agreements in a
barter-like system in which its outflows would be capped by its inflows in every individual
deal. Additional benefits can also be obtained by only facilitating the import of goods and
services that are not part of the importing country’s specialization, if this will reduce the
trade imbalance. This exchange of goods and services that a nation does not produce, does
not possess, or in which it is not specialized would not pose a threat to the industries that
provide its competitive advantages.
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Three Apps
for a Better
Budget
With some 300,000 new apps to pick from in the past three years alone, mobile phone
users in the U.S. choose games more than any other category, according to mobilThinking.¹
But while you’re busy zapping zombies or solving the latest brain twister, don’t overlook
apps that can make your life easier—such as helping you stick to a budget. Here are three
picks to get you started.
RECONCILE your finances. Considering how many major and minor expenses are
clamoring for a piece of your paycheck, it’s all too easy to lose sight of where the money
goes. With iReconcile, you can set up (and stick to) a budget, tracking everything you spend
by amount and category. iReconcile lets you customize which categories (food, medical,
Editor’s note: Thanks to our affiliate, Nationwide Insurance, for providing this article.
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entertainment and so on) to include. You also choose the timeframe for any budget, whether
in days, weeks, months or years—and automatically roll over any unused funds from one
budget period to the next. Following your checking and savings transactions and credit card
expenses is a snap. And, as the list of transactions grows over time, you can quickly and
easily search past transactions. Price: $2.99.
Stay in MINT condition. These days, we choose “swiping” over cash for so many
purchases that an orderly accounting of debit, credit and other banking transactions offers
a more or less complete picture of our financial lives. That’s the idea behind Mint, a free
app that pulls in all of your online accounts and sorts your transactions by category, from
restaurant visits to paying off your student loans. Using Mint can help you get a picture of
what you’re doing right, as well as habits due for an adjustment—“I spend that much on
lunch?” Mint doesn’t just stop at the raw numbers. It also offers tips and guidance about
money management and can help you track your progress toward specific goals, such as
saving for a mortgage or paying down a large credit card bill. Price: Free.
Control your EXPENDITURES. If you’d like to take a slightly deeper dive into your
finances with an app that’s as detailed as you want to make it but still fun and easy to use,
then Expenditure may be the answer. First, a straightforward overview page lets you see
how much you’ve spent, what you have left and understand at a glance when and where you
spend the most. A handy calculator lets you enter income and expenses. For international
travelers, it automatically converts purchases from euros or yen into dollars. Among a long
list of other features, you can also write notes about specific transactions or even add photos
as reminders of a specific transaction. Price: $1.99.
¹ “Global mobile statistics 2012.”
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“Copenhagen
and Denmark”
By Henry J. Grubb, Ph.D.

While visiting Copenhagen several years ago to present a paper at a psychological
conference, I was smitten by the poetic muse. I was compelled to compose this poem in two
parts based on my reflection of the beauty, culture, and wealth of the city. I was impressed
with the harbor, old buildings, businesses, and burghers of the city. I contemplated the trade
in produce, products, and even people that was centered here throughout the centuries.
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Copenhagen
Built on the backs of unnumbered Blacks,
Quiet, refined and dignified.
The wealth of the nations,
The wealth of the tribes,
Built with the mortar of blood.

Denmark
Denmark,
Storied home of Hans...
Christian...
Andersen.
The teat of the Continent,
Overflowing with the milk
Of the World.
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You are invited to the 2014
national convention in St. Louis!
Consider attending the national convention coming
up this spring in St. Louis, where our theme will be
“The Future of Water.” We invite you to present your
research, creative project, or academic poster. You
might also find this a good time to reconnect with
your campus chapter, mentor students in your field,
or combine academic rejuvenation with exploration of
the fascinating city of St. Louis!
For more information go to AlphaChiHonor.org.
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Alpha Chi’s 2014 national service
project/fundraiser

Join us in the
Walk for Water!
Join Alpha Chi delegates on March 28th for a funwalk to benefit the clean water and health efforts of
Bawa Health Initiative (BHI) in West Africa. The walk will
begin outside the Union Station Hotel and proceed along
the sidewalk down Market Street to the St. Louis Arch at
the riverfront. It’s only 1.5 miles, so we hope many of
you will be there!
Anyone may participate as an individual, a team, or a virtual walker, so get your family, friends, chapter, and
college involved. All delegates registering for the walk as an individual or team member will get an event tshirt to wear that day! The deadline to register for our FunWalk for Water will be March 1, 2014.
Friday, March 28, 2014
Union Station Hotel
St. Louis, Missouri
Walk Begins: 1 p.m.

Register by going to the FunWalk for Water
page under Upcoming Convention at
AlphaChiHonor.org.
Only those registered by 3/1/14 can be guaranteed a t-shirt!



INDIVIDUAL WALKERS: For an entry fee of only $20, individuals may walk with other convention
delegates and guests. The individual walker who raises the most money over their entrance

fee by event day will win a basket of St. Louis treats and goodies!


TEAMS: For just $70, name and register a team of 4 walkers. Each team should then challenge their
members (or challenge other teams) to raise even more money through pledges and donations! The

team that raises the most money by event day will win a pizza party on their choice of
Friday or Saturday night during the convention!


VIRTUAL PARTICIPANTS may sponsor a Virtual Team ($75) or a Virtual Walker ($25). Virtual
participants who register by March 1 may request one Walk for Water shirt for every $25 donated. Tshirts will be mailed to virtual participants before the event. (A chapter that starts a Virtual Team

is eligible to win the pizza party, too. We’ll send funds to underwrite a party on your
campus.)

Event check-in and t-shirt pickup will be Thurs., Mar. 27, 3-6 p.m. Those unable to register by the deadline but
who still wish to walk may register at AX Central once the convention begins until Friday at noon, but only a
few extra shirts will be available and distributed on a first-come, first-served basis. Entry fees for this event are
nonrefundable. Everyone participating in the walk on Friday, March 28, will be provided a certificate of
participation that can be picked up on Saturday at AX Central.
BHI’s Mission Statement: The Bawa Health Initiative (BHI) is a Non-Governmental Organization
established for the purpose of reducing the prevalence of endemic diseases in the village of Bawa,
Cameroon, and other neighboring villages. Our goals are to treat, empower, and educate through
interventions, collaboration, and ongoing research. (Visit www.bawahealth.org to learn how BHI
is helping to improve the quality of life for the people of Bawa.)

48

