


  Introduction


  Latin American philosophy begins with the process of colonization. There are no surviving records of Mayan, Toltec, Aztec, or any indigenous contributions to philosophy considered strictly. Colonial Mexican philosophy may very well have taken up elements of the indigenous thought already developed in that region of the continent, but as most of what happened in the wake of the colonization, the colonizers took control over the development of philosophy.1 This meant that scholastic philosophy became the most influential trend in the New World.


  The colonial period (ca. 1550–1750) begins within the scholastic fold provided by the Iberian clergy sent by the Spanish and Portuguese Crowns to convert indigenous people. The main philosophical centers during the early part of the period were Mexico and Peru, the two places where there had been substantial indigenous empires and rich natural resources such as gold and silver, coveted by Europeans. The texts studied were those of medieval scholastics and of their Iberian commentators. The major issues addressed were similar to those prevalent in Spain and Portugal; thus, logical and metaphysical questions dominated philosophical discussion. Antonio Rubio’s (1548–1615) Logica mexicana was one of the most important scholastic texts written in the New World.


  Yet, although scholasticism was central and many thinkers continued to write within this tradition, others were guided by humanism. These thinkers were more concerned with the political and legal questions raised by the colonization of the Americas. Arguably, the most important of these thinkers is Bartolomé de Las Casas (1474–1566), a Dominican friar who became the leading champion of the rights of the “Indians.” His long life was devoted to arguing before the Spanish Crown that Indians, although different, were just as human as the Spaniards and therefore just as deserving of the same basic human rights.


  It was Las Casas who first brought up what became known in Spain as the “Indian Question.” As early as 1515, he began to petition the Crown to enact laws that would eliminate the whole system of slavery. In 1550 an important debate took place in Valladolid, Spain, between Juan Ginés de Sepúlveda, a leading ideologue of the Conquista, and Las Casas. Las Casas argued that it was unjust to wage war against the indigenous peoples and to enslave them.


  Las Casas also claimed that one of the first steps in the devastation of these people was the system of forced labor known as the encomienda, and he fought to have it abolished. In this system, a random number of Indians was assigned by the local Spanish commanders to individual landowners and “recommended” to them for the reason that they required this protection for their prompt conversion. In effect, they became serfs, for they were totally at the mercy of their new masters, and received no wages or upkeep for the work that their protector or encomendero asked them to do. Las Casas brought this unjust system to the attention of Holy Roman Emperor Charles V (Charles I of Spain), and in 1542 new laws were written for the colonies that prohibited the Spaniards from taking Indians into service by way of the encomienda system. Sadly, these new laws were revoked just three years later.


  The colonization was fraught with social injustice. Yet, as the selection from the famous debate that Las Casas had with Sepúlveda in Valladolid shows, the Spaniards did not unequivocally support the oppression of the Indians. At the same time, while Las Casas has been heralded as the “Defender of the Indians,” one must be careful not to paint too rosy a picture of him. For a brief period in 1516, Las Casas endorsed the practice of importing Africans to the New World to do the work Indians had been doing, in order to spare the Indians the hard labor that was leading to their death.


  Throughout his writings and deeds, it is clear that Las Casas was a humanist who did not want to participate in unjust actions resulting from colonization, but more than anything, he was a Christian who wanted more souls for the Catholic Church. Before the Indians could be converted to Christianity, first it had to be shown that they were human and therefore capable of understanding and voluntarily embracing the Christian faith. Las Casas spent much time during his debate with Sepúlveda arguing that the Indians were not barbarians by nature. In the debate, he refutes Sepúlveda’s thesis that a war is justified against the Indians because they are barbarians who must yield to the civilized Spaniards and must be punished for the human sacrifices they have committed.


  Las Casas’s defense of the Indians reflects the influence of several sources. The thought of Aristotle (384–322 BCE), known as “the Philosopher” among scholastics, is behind several distinctions upon which Las Casas based his arguments. Other sources include Canon and Roman Law, and such Christian thinkers as Augustine (354–430) and Thomas Aquinas (1225–74). Las Casas was scholastically trained and the scholastic method informs the structure and content of his rebuttal of Sepúlveda.


  In particular his case is based upon the distinction between essence and accident, and a division of barbarians into those who are so “in the strict sense,” or essentially, and those who are barbarians “in the restricted sense,” or merely by circumstance or accident. This kind of distinction can be traced to Aristotle. According to Aristotle, every substance has characteristics that are essential as well as others that are accidental. Take for example, a cat: an essential characteristic or attribute of a cat is that it has a head, for having a head is a necessary condition for something to be a cat. On the other hand, cats may be large or small, black or white, so size and color are merely accidental attributes and play no role in the definition of cat. Of human beings, Aristotle claimed that the essential attributes were rationality and other physiological attributes pertaining to their animal nature, such as being a mammal and having lungs. Among accidental attributes, on Aristotle’s scheme, are skin tone and height.


  As part of his argument, Las Casas seeks to explicate the correct meaning of the term barbarian. He points to the four types of barbarians that Aristotle had discussed in the Politics, and proceeds to demonstrate that the category of “barbarian in the strict sense” does not apply to the Indians. He therewith refutes Sepúlveda’s claim that “Indians are by nature barbarians.”


  Sepúlveda and Las Casas represent two radically different responses to the questions posed by the existence of people who appear unfamiliar. Their debate in Valladolid raised questions concerning the definition of humanity and the nature of justice, issues that continue to be pertinent in the twenty-first century.


  Social injustice did not have only one face in Latin America. Women also suffered oppression, although for most of the thinkers of the colonial period, this went unnoticed. Aristotle had claimed that women were inferior to men, and most of his scholastic followers did not question this view. But there were isolated voices in Latin America that cried out against the claim that women were fit only for the kitchen. One of the most eloquent and powerful of these voices was that of the seventeenth-century nun Sor Juana Inés de la Cruz (Mexico, 1651–1695). The two selections from her work presented here reflect her intelligence and wit, but most of all, her awareness of the unjust position of women in colonial Latin American society.


  A recurring theme in Sor Juana’s writings is the image of the human being as a microcosm. This theme reflects the influence of Neoplatonic philosophy upon her thought. In a time during which women were not supposed to be educated, the philosophical formation that Sor Juana was able to achieve was most impressive. She is known to have written a work on logic which unfortunately has been lost. This text was composed in Latin, the language of learning at the time. This is particularly noteworthy when one considers the stereotype of women from this period, according to which they could not learn Latin and studying it could even hurt them. As a proverb of the time goes, Mujer que sabe latín, tiene mal fin (A woman who knows Latin will come to a bad end).


  It was not easy for Sor Juana to pursue her philosophical studies, for even her superiors at the convent forbade it. As is evident in the selection from Respuesta included here, Sor Juana took full advantage of any opportunity to learn; she even used her time in the kitchen (a place in which she was encouraged to stay) to reflect upon philosophical issues. With her characteristic wit, she observed that: “If Aristotle had cooked, he would have written more.” Respuesta is largely biographical and provides us with details concerning the difficulties that Sor Juana faced as a woman with a desire for knowledge in a society that viewed the pursuit of learning as an exclusively male enterprise. This work was written in response to a letter from Sor Filotea de la Cruz, a pseudonym used by the bishop of Puebla, Manuel Fernández de Santa Cruz, who wrote to Sor Juana to remind her of her position as a nun, that is, a woman of modesty for whom it would be best to remain silent on issues where a woman’s voice was not welcome. Sor Juana’s Respuesta was a protest against any such a call to silence her, even though she had in fact to hide some of her thoughts behind a veil of humility and self-effacement. For example, in speaking of one of her most important poems, Primer sueño, widely recognized for its philosophical content, she says: “I recall having written nothing at my own pleasure save a trifling thing that they call the Dream.” Sor Juana had to present her ideas in this belittling way in order to escape the censure of the authorities.


  The final two selections of Part I in this collection are from Simón Bolívar (Venezuela, 1783–1830), more commonly known as “the Liberator.” His writings belong to the independentist period (1750–1850). The leading intellectuals from this time were men of action who used ideas for practical ends. The strong influence of Utilitarianism is reflected in their emphasis on progress and the use of ideas as tools for social change. Another source of their thought was the liberal views of the French philosophes, who made reason a measure of legitimacy in social and political matters.


  Not all of the leading figures from this period were philosophers in the strict sense. Bolívar, José Joaquín Fernández de Lizardi (Mexico, 1776–1827), Mariano Moreno (Argentina, 1778–1811), and José Cecilio del Valle (Honduras, 1780–1834) can be most accurately characterized as political leaders rather than strictly as philosophers. Instead of devoting their lives to philosophical speculation, they were more interested in concrete actions that would lead to the political independence for the Iberian colonies. Bolívar successfully led northern South America to independence from Spain and was the founding father of five republics (Colombia, Venezuela, Ecuador, Peru, and Bolivia). The two selections from his works express some of the ideas that were used to change the political structures in America.


  The first selection is an excerpt from the “Letter from Jamaica” (1815). This letter is addressed to the governor of Jamaica and responds to the latter’s request for Bolívar’s views on prospects for Latin American liberation and the establishment of one unified nation. It is a call to independence from Spain.


  Bolívar complains of both a state of permanent infancy experienced by the nations of Spanish America and their dependency upon Europe. (The problem of dependence is an enduring one, and it has shaped one of the most important recent strands of Latin American thought, the philosophy of liberation, as is evident in the selections from Arturo Andrés Roig and Enrique Dussel.) A major theme of Bolívar’s letter is the problem of identity, of what it means to be American. He points to the following tension: “In short, though Americans by birth we derive our rights from Europe, and we have to assert these rights against the rights of the natives, and at the same time we must defend ourselves against the invaders.” The problem of identity is one that continues to hold the attention of philosophers in Latin America, as the selections from Leopoldo Zea and Augusto Salazar Bondy in this volume illustrate.


  The second selection from Bolívar is from the speech he delivered to the Congress of Angostura in 1819. Here it is Bolívar “the good citizen” speaking, and not Bolívar “the Liberator.” He argues that Venezuela has been liberated, and now the long task of nation building must begin. He discusses the particular problems that the newly born nation faces in light of its colonial past. He draws attention to what he calls the “racial mixture” of the people of the region, while emphasizing the unity that must prevail if the country is to prosper, claiming that political equality must trump the physical and moral inequalities present among the people of Venezuela.


  Each of the three thinkers included in this section is not a philosopher in the strict sense. Nonetheless, in order to understand Latin American philosophy, some familiarity with the thought of Las Casas, Sor Juana Inés de la Cruz, and Simón Bolívar is necessary because these authors initiated the discussion of topics that were later to be treated more systematically by philosophers. These three thinkers laid the groundwork for a tradition of thought rooted in pressing social and political problems.


  NOTE


  1. Consider the claim of Alexander von Humboldt (1769–1859), one of the first non-Spanish Europeans to be granted permission to explore the colonies of Spain (in 1799 he undertook a voyage that was to last until 1804). In his Political Essay on the Kingdom of New Spain, trans. J. Black and ed. Mary Maples Dunn (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1988), Humboldt challenged the widespread European view that there had been no serious scientific or cultural achievements made by the indigenous civilizations that preceded the Spanish Conquest: “How shall we judge, from these miserable remains of a powerful people, of the degree of cultivation to which it had risen from the twelfth to the sixteenth century, and of the intellectual development of which it is susceptible? If all that remained of the French or German nation were a few poor agriculturists, could we read in their features that they belonged to nations which had produced a Descartes and Clairaut, a Kepler and a Leibnitz?” (pp. 53–54).






  Bartolomé de Las Casas (1474–1566)


  L as Casas was born in Sevilla in 1474, the son of a Spanish aristocrat. He studied theology and law in Salamanca. In 1502 he set sail for the New World and arrived in Santo Domingo (then known as La Española). In 1507 Las Casas traveled back to Europe, but in 1511 he returned to Santo Domingo and on November 30 of that year, he heard the famous sermon of Friar Antonio de Montesinos, in which the conduct of the colonizers toward the Indians was sharply criticized. Las Casas’s debate with Juan Ginés de Sepúlveda came at the end of a long life that had been devoted to defending the cause of the Indians. He debated Sepúlveda in 1550, when he was seventy-six years old. The path that led him there was fraught with difficulties and not devoid of some poor judgments.


  The source of many of his difficulties came from the publication in 1552 of a text entitled The Devastation of the Indies: A Brief Account. In this work, he documented the savageries that the Spaniards had committed against the Indians. This text was immediately translated, appearing in Paris in 1579, in London in 1583, in Amsterdam in 1607, and in Venice in 1630. It was used by the enemies of the Spanish Empire to show how cruel the Spaniards were and how unjust the treatment of their new subjects was. Between 1810 and 1830 in Latin America, the book had a direct influence on the leaders of the wars of independence against the Spanish colonial power. In the Spanish-American War, Spain’s opponents used the book to defame Spain.


  This work offered startling figures on the number of Indians who had been killed during the conquest, victims of malaria, famine, forced labor, smallpox, and even of murder. In fact, however, his figures are more modest than those of some researchers who speak of genocide and claim that in Central Mexico alone the population dwindled from twenty-five million to six million.


  After the rapid depopulation of the region, the colonizers began to run out of labor power, and they then initiated the slave trade with Africa. Las Casas’s tragic mistake was that for a brief period, in 1516, he defended the practice of importing Africans to be slaves in the New World, if only to try to spare the lives of the overworked indigenous population. He quickly realized that the importation of African slaves was no solution to the problem of the exploitation of the natives of New Spain, but rather a broadening of this exploitation and therefore withdrew his support.


  Although Las Casas’s mistake needs to be acknowledged and its gravity should not be overlooked, this should not overshadow his genuine concern for the rights of the indigenous people of New Spain. It is important to remember that it was Las Casas who first opened what became known in the Spanish courts as the “Indian Question.” As early as 1515 he began to petition the Spanish courts to enact laws that would eliminate the whole system of slavery. In 1520, owing to the reports of Las Casas, King Charles I of Spain (Holy Roman Emperor Charles V) recognized that the procedures of the conquistadores in the Indian lands had been illegal, and in 1542 new laws were written for the Indies. These laws prohibited taking Indians into service by way of the encomienda system. Pearl fishing, which had led to the death of many Indians, was also prohibited. The new laws end with the following sentence, which offered much promise to the defenders of the Indians: “The inhabitants of the Indian Lands are to be treated in every respect as free subjects of the Crown of Castile: for there exists no difference between the latter and the former.” Sadly, the laws were revoked only three years later, on November 20, 1545.


  Las Casas’s efforts to improve the lives of the native inhabitants of the New World met with much opposition from the Spaniards who had immigrated to the Spanish colonies. He was charged with treason and accused of being disloyal to the Crown, and had to make the long trip back to Spain on several occasions to defend himself.


  Las Casas died in Madrid, Spain, in 1566, and his remains were later moved to Valladolid. He was neither a revolutionary nor a radical. He was loyal both to the Catholic Church and to the Spanish Crown, he fought for the equal rights of the Indians, yet for him the notion of a radical transformation of the social order, which would allow Indians to choose a religion other than Catholicism, was unthinkable.


  In Defense of the Indians


  They who teach, either in word or in writing, that the natives of the New World, whom we commonly call Indians, ought to be conquered and subjugated by war before the gospel is proclaimed and preached to them so that, after they have finally been subjugated, they may be instructed and hear the word of God, make two disgraceful mistakes. First, in connection with divine and human law they abuse God’s words and do violence to the Scriptures, to papal decrees, and to the teaching handed down from the holy fathers. And they go wrong again by quoting histories that are nothing but sheer fables and shameless nonsense. By means of these, men who are totally hostile to the poor Indians and who are their utterly deceitful enemies betray them. Second, they mistake the meaning of the decree of bull of the Supreme Pontiff Alexander VI, whose words they corrupt and twist in support of their opinions, as will be clear from all that follows.


  Their error and ignorance are also convincingly substantiated by the fact that they draw conclusions on matters which concern a countless number of men and vast areas of extensive provinces. Since they do not fully understand all these things, it is the height of effrontery and rashness for them to attribute publicly to the Indians the gravest failings both of nature and conduct, condemning en masse so many thousands of people, while, as a matter of fact, the greater number of them are free from these faults. All this drags innumerable souls to ruin and blocks the service of spreading the Christian religion by closing the eyes of those who, crazed by blind ambition, bend all their energies of mind and body to the one purpose of gaining wealth, power, honor, and dignities. For the sake of these things they kill and destroy with inhuman cruelty people who are completely innocent, meek, harmless, temperate, and quite ready and willing to receive and embrace the word of God.


  Who is there possessed of only a sound mind, not to say a little knowledge of theology, who has dared to pronounce a judgment and opinion so un-Christian that it spawns so many cruel wars, so many massacres, so many bereavements, and so many deplorable evils? Do we not have Christ’s words: “See that you never despise any of these little ones,” “Alas for the man who provides obstacles,” “He who is not with me is against me; and he who does not gather with me scatters,” and “Each day has trouble enough of its own”? Who is so godless that he would want to incite men who are savage, ambitious, proud, greedy, uncontrolled, and everlastingly lazy to pillage their brothers and destroy their souls as well as their possessions, even though war is never lawful except when it is waged because of unavoidable necessity?


  And so what man of sound mind will approve a war against men who are harmless, ignorant, gentle, temperate, unarmed, and destitute of every human defense? For the results of such a war are very surely the loss of the souls of that people who perish without knowing God and without the support of the sacraments, and, for the survivors, hatred and loathing of the Christian religion. Hence the purpose God intends, and for the attainment of which he suffered so much, may be frustrated by the evil and cruelty that our men wreak on them with inhuman barbarity. What will these people think of Christ, the true God of the Christians, when they see Christians venting their rage against them with so many massacres, so much bloodshed without any just cause, at any rate without any just cause that they know of (nor can one even be imagined), and without any fault committed on their [the Indians] part against the Christians?


  What good can come from these military campaigns that would, in the eyes of God, who evaluates all things with unutterable love, compensate for so many evils, so many injuries, and so many unaccustomed misfortunes? Furthermore, how will that nation love us, how will they become our friends (which is necessary if they are to accept our religion), when children see themselves deprived of parents, wives of husbands, and fathers of children and friends? When they see those they love wounded, imprisoned, plundered, and reduced from an immense number to a few? When they see their rulers stripped of their authority, crushed, and afflicted with a wretched slavery? All these things flow necessarily from war. Who is there who would want the gospel preached to himself in such a fashion? Does not this negative precept apply to all men in general: “See that you do not do to another what you would not have done to you by another”? And the same for the affirmative command: “So always treat others as you would like them to treat you.” This is something that every man knows, grasps, and understands by the natural light that has been imparted to our minds.


  It is obvious from all this that they who teach that these gentlest of sheep must be tamed by ravening wolves in a savage war before they are to be fed with the word of God are wrong about matters that are totally clear and are opposed to the natural law. Moreover, they commit an ungodly error when they say that these wars are just if they are waged as they should be. They mean, I suppose, if they are waged with restraint, by killing only those who have to be killed in order to subjugate the rest. It is as if they held all the peoples of the New World shut up in cages or slave pens and would want to cut off as many human heads as are usually sold each day in the markets for the feeding and nourishment of the populace. (I suggest this as a comparison.) But if they would consider that war and the massacre of this timid race has lasted, not for one day or a hundred days, but for ten or twenty years, to the incredible harm of the natives; that, as they wander about, hidden and scattered through woods and forests, unarmed, naked, deprived of every human help, they are slaughtered by the Spaniards; that, stripped of their wealth and wretched, they are driven from their homes, stunned and frightened by the unbelievable terror with which their oppressors have filled them through the monstrous crimes they have committed. If those who say such things would only consider that the hearts of this unfortunate people are so shattered with fear that they want to hurl themselves headlong into the deepest caverns of the earth to escape the clutches of these plunderers, I have no doubt that they would say things that are more temperate and more wise.


  To come to the point, then, this Defense will contain two main topics. First, I shall show that the Reverend Doctor Sepúlveda, together with his followers, is wrong in law in everything he alleges against the Indians. While doing this, I shall provide an answer to all his arguments and to the authorities he violently distorts. Second, I shall show how wrong they are in fact, with great harm to their own souls. For the Creator of every being has not so despised these people of the New World that he willed them to lack reason and made them like brute animals, so that they should be called barbarians, savages, wild men, and brutes, as they [Sepúlveda et al.] think or imagine. On the contrary, they [the Indians] are of such gentleness and decency that they are, more than the other nations of the entire world, supremely fitted and prepared to abandon the worship of idols and to accept, province by province and people by people, the word of God and the preaching of the truth.


  As to the first point, which we have discussed elsewhere at greater length and in general against all those infected with errors of this kind about the question of unbelievers; for now, as a sort of assault on the first argument for Sepúlveda’s position, we should recognize that there are four kinds of barbarians, according to the Philosopher in Books 1 and 3 of the Politics and in Book 7 of the Ethics, and according to Saint Thomas and other doctors in various places.


  First, barbarian in the loose and broad sense of the word means any cruel, inhuman, wild, and merciless man acting against human reason out of anger or native disposition, so that, putting aside decency, meekness, and humane moderation, he becomes hard, severe, quarrelsome, unbearable, cruel, and plunges blindly into crimes that only the wildest beasts of the forest would commit. Speaking of this kind of barbarian, the Philosopher says in the Politics that just as the man who obeys right reason and excellent laws is superior to all the animals, so too, if he leaves the path of right reason and law, he is the wickedest, worst, and most inhuman of all animals.


  Boethius also speaks of these when he refers to the courtiers of the tyrant Theodoric as barbarians because of their savage and insatiable greed. “How often,” he asks, “have I protected, by putting my authority in danger, such poor wretches as the unpunished greed of the barbarians abused with uncounted false accusations?”


  The Second Book of Maccabees also mentions this kind of barbarian. For when Nicanor, a ruthless and savage despot, wanted to join battle with Judas Maccabaeus in Samaria on the Sabbath, some of the Jews who were with him said to him: “You must not massacre them in such a savage, barbarous way,” that is, savagely and inhumanly. Both the Greeks and the Latins, and any others who live even in the most highly developed states, can be called barbarians if, by the savagery of their behavior, they are anything like the Scythians, whose country was regarded as singularly barbaric, as Isidore notes, because of the savage and inhuman practices of this race.


  Indeed, our Spaniards are not unacquainted with a number of these practices. On the contrary, in the absolutely inhuman things they have done to those nations they have surpassed all other barbarians.


  To this class of barbarian belong all those who, aroused by anger, hatred, or some other strong feeling, violently defend something, completely forgetful of reason and virtue. Gregory speaks of this in his Letters, and Gratian, when speaking of the uprising that occurred at Milan over the election of one of the bishops, says: “Many of the Milanese, driven by barbaric fury, come together.” In his Ethics, the Philosopher calls this type of barbarian brutish when he writes: “It is found chiefly among barbarians, but some brutish qualities are also produced by disease or deformity; and we also call by this evil name those men who go beyond all ordinary standards by reason of vice.”


  The second kind of barbarian includes those who do not have a written language that corresponds to the spoken one, as the Latin language does with ours, and therefore they do not know how to express in it what they mean. For this reason they are considered to be uncultured and ignorant of letters and learning. Hence, so that his own people, the English, might not be regarded as barbarians, the Venerable Bede wrote in English on all the branches of the liberal arts, as we read in his life and as Saint Thomas notes. Likewise, Saint Gregory speaks in his Moralia as John Gerson quotes him:


 
    See how the tongue of Britain, which knew only how to grind out barbaric sounds, has long since begun to resound with Hebrew words in praise of God. See how the ocean, which before was swelling, is now calmed beneath the feet of the saints and is subject to them. Its barbarous motions, which the princes of the earth had not been able to control with the sword, the mouths of priests now bind with simple words through the fear of God.




  In this sense he is called a barbarian who, because of the difference of his language, does not understand another speaking to him. Thus Paul, speaking of himself, says: “If I am ignorant of what the sound means, I am a barbarian to the man who is speaking and he is a barbarian to me.” Saint John Chrysostom often calls the holy kings, the Magi, barbarians in this sense: “Indeed, because a star called the wise men from the east and barbarous men underwent the fatigue of so long a pilgrimage.”


  Barbarians of this kind are not called barbarians in the absolute but in a restricted sense; that is, they are not barbarians literally but by circumstance, as Chrysostom indicates in the same passage when he says: “The star which had gone before them only to desert them, leads to his worship not just any barbarians, but those among them who were indeed outstanding in the dignity of wisdom.”


  From these words of Chrysostom it is obvious that a people can be called barbarians and still be wise, courageous, prudent, and lead a settled life. So, in ancient times, the Greeks called the Romans barbarians, and, in turn, the Romans called the Greeks and other nations of the world barbarians. It is quite clear that in the first book of the Politics the Philosopher is not talking about this category when he writes that barbarians are by nature slaves and do not have the ability to govern themselves or others. However, he speaks of this kind of barbarian in the third book of the Politics, where, discussing the four kinds of kings and kingdoms, he places barbarian kingdoms in the second place. Although he says their rulers are rather like tyrants, nevertheless he holds that they are legal and hereditary rulers according to the usage of their country. Their subjects are so virtuous that they bear the exactions, taxes, burdens, and labors their rulers demand from them, even though they are burdensome. He also writes that these kingdoms are more stable and secure than others, for their subjects love and protect the ruler who governs them according to the practices of the country and who is the natural ruler whose children will inherit his kingdom.


  This is what Aristotle says:



   There is another sort of monarchy not uncommon among barbarians, which closely resembles tyranny. But this is both legal and hereditary. For barbarians, being more servile in character than Greeks, and Asiatics than Europeans, do not rebel against a despotic government. Such royalties have the nature of tyrannies but there is no danger of their being overthrown, for they are hereditary and legal. For this reason also, their guards are such as a king and not such as a tyrant would employ. For kings are guarded by citizen-soldiers, tyrants, however, by mercenaries. For kings rule according to law over voluntary subjects, but tyrants over involuntary [subjects]; and the ones are guarded by their fellow-citizens, the others are guarded against them.




  The third kind of barbarian, in the proper and strict meaning of the word, are those who, either because of their evil and wicked character or the barrenness of the region in which they live, are cruel, savage, sottish, stupid, and strangers to reason. They are not governed by law or right, do not cultivate friendships, and have no state or politically organized community. Rather, they are without ruler, laws, and institutions. They do not contract marriage according to any set forms and, finally, they do not engage in civilized commerce. They do not buy, they do not sell, they do not hire, they do not lease, they do not make contracts, they do not deposit, they do not borrow, they do not lend. Finally, they enter into none of the contracts regulated by the law of nations. Indeed, they live spread out and scattered, dwelling in the forests and in the mountains, being content with their mates only, just as do animals, both domestic and wild.


  These are barbarians in the absolute and strict sense of the word, such as were perhaps living in the country that has been named Barbary. They lack the reasoning and way of life suited to human beings and those things which all men habitually accept. The Philosopher discusses these barbarians and calls them slaves by nature since they have no natural government, no political institutions (for there is no order among them), and they are not subject to anyone, nor do they have a ruler. Certainly, no one among such men has the skill needed for government, nor is there among them quickness of mind or correctness of judgment. As a result, they do not want to choose a ruler for themselves who would bind them to virtue under political rule. They have no laws which they fear or by which all their affairs are regulated. There is no one to evaluate good deeds, promote virtue, or restrain vice by penalties. Finally, caring nothing for life in a society, they lead a life very much like that of brute animals. Since they fall so far short of other men in intellectual capacity and behavior, they are inclined to harm others. They are quick to fight, quarrelsome, eager for war, and inclined to every kind of savagery. They live on their prey like wild beasts and birds. Hence they are not naturally free except at home, since they have no one to rule them.


  Against these, the Philosopher cites Homer’s reproach of a certain person whom he calls unsociable, because of his evil disposition, and isolated without anyone living nearby, because he has such traits that he would be unable to establish or continue any friendship or close association. He calls him lawless because he did not submit to the rule of law. He calls him restless and factious and, finally, wicked and criminal, since he cannot bring his acts into line with the dictates of reason, and hence, avid for battles and brawls, he became ready for and swift to every evil. We see all this in birds of prey that do not fly together in a flock. The saying of the Philosopher applied to these men:



   He who is without a state is either above humanity or a beast, so that he is contemptuously denounced by Homer as “the tribeless, lawless, homeless one”; for he is so by nature, craving war like one who is not restrained by any yoke, like vultures.




  Barbarians of this kind (or better, wild men) are rarely found in any part of the world and are few in number when compared with the rest of mankind, as Aristotle notes at the beginning of the seventh book of the Ethics. So, too, men endowed with heroic virtue, whom we call heroes and demigods, are also quite rare.


  The Philosopher makes the same point in his On Heaven and Earth, where he writes: “Nature always follows the best course possible,” and somewhat further on: “Nature lavishes greater care on the nobler things,” and again, in his work On Old Age and Youth, he says: “Nature makes the best possible things.” Furthermore, in the Rhetoric he states: “Things which happen by nature have a fixed and intrinsic cause, since they occur uniformly, either always or in most cases.” Therefore, for the most part, nature brings forth and produces what is best and perfect. Rarely do natural causes fail to produce the effects which follow from their natures. Seldom is a man born lame, crippled, blind, or one-eyed, or with the soles on top of the feet, as some were in Africa, according to the testimony of Augustine and others. Generally, fire generates fire; oil, oil; man, another man. Finally, every creature brings forth and generates perfectly what is like itself and is of the same species, and all men naturally understand and admit first principles.


  The only reason for this, of course, is that the works of nature are the works of the Supreme Intellect who is God, as is stated in the Book on Causes. For this reason it is in accord with divine providence and goodness that nature should always or for the most part produce the best and the perfect, [and] rarely and exceptionally the imperfect and the very bad.


  Therefore this kind of barbarian is savage, imperfect, and the worst of men, and they are mistakes of nature or freaks in a rational nature, as the Commentator on The Soul says in the following words: “What intellectual error and false opinion are in relation to the thinking process, so is the freak to bodily nature.” And since a rational nature is provided for and guided by divine providence for its own sake in a way superior to that of other creatures, not only in what concerns the species but also each individual, it evidently follows that it would be impossible to find in a rational nature such a freak or mistake of nature, that is, one that does not fit the common notion of man, except very rarely and in far fewer instances than in other creatures. For the good and all-powerful God, in his love for mankind, has created all things for man’s use and protects him whom he has endowed with so many qualities by a singular affection and care (as we have said), and guides his actions and enlightens each one’s mind and disposes him for virtue in accordance with the ability given to him. Hence it necessarily follows that a rational nature, receiving its power from the Creator alone, should include men who, as a rule, are endowed with the best gifts of their nature and are rarely slow witted or barbarous. For if nature does this for beasts, why will it not do the same for man, whom God willed to stand above all other animals, chosen for himself and wonderfully endowed? And we must hold that nature makes man more perfect in no other way than by his intellect, by which he most specially stands above the other animals.


  Who, therefore, except one who is irreverent toward God and contemptuous of nature, has dared to write that countless numbers of natives across the ocean are barbarous, savage, uncivilized, and slow witted when, if they are evaluated by an accurate judgment, they completely outnumber all other men? This is consistent with what Saint Thomas writes: “The good which is proportionate to the common state of nature is to be found in most men and is lacking only in a few. . . . Thus it is clear that the majority of men have sufficient knowledge to guide their lives, and the few who do not have this knowledge are said to be half-witted or fools.” Therefore, since barbarians of that kind, as Saint Thomas says, lack that good of the intellect which is knowledge of the truth, a good proportionate to the common condition of rational nature, it is evident that in each part of the world, or anywhere among the nations, barbarians of this sort or freaks of rational nature can only be quite rare. For since God’s love for mankind is so great and it is his will to save all men, it is in accord with his wisdom that in the whole universe, which is perfect in all its parts, his supreme wisdom should shine more and more in the most perfect thing: rational nature. Therefore, the barbarians of the kind we have placed in the third category are most rare, because with such natural endowments they cannot seek God, know him, call upon him, or love him. They do not have a capacity for doctrine or for performing the acts of faith or love.


  Again, if we believe that such a huge part of mankind is barbaric, it would follow that God’s design has for the most part been ineffective, with so many thousands of men deprived of the natural light that is common to all peoples. And so there would be a great reduction in the perfection of the entire universe—something that is unacceptable and unthinkable for any Christian. Saint Thomas says that for this reason God created immense numbers of angels, many more than material beings. He offers as the reason “that since it is perfection of the universe which God chiefly intends in the creation of things, the more perfect some things are, in so much greater abundance were they created by God.” We can also cite on this point the teaching of the holy doctor that many more angels remained in heaven than fell. Saint Thomas is moved by the consideration that “sin is contrary to natural inclination. Those things which are against the natural order happen with less frequency for nature attains its effects either always or more often than not.” . . .


  As a result of the points we have proved and made clear, the distinction the Philosopher makes between the two above-mentioned kinds of barbarian is evident. For those he deals with in the first book of the Politics, and whom we have just discussed, are barbarians without qualification, in the proper and strict sense of the word, that is, dull witted and lacking in the reasoning powers necessary for self-government. They are without laws, without king, etc. For this reason they are by nature unfitted for rule.


  However, he admits, and proves, that the barbarians he deals with in the third book of the same work have a lawful, just, and natural government. Even though they lack the art and use of writing, they are not wanting in the capacity and skill to rule and govern themselves, both publicly and privately. Thus they have kingdoms, communities, and cities that they govern wisely according to their laws and customs. Thus their government is legitimate and natural, even though it has some resemblance to tyranny. From these statements we have no choice but to conclude that the rulers of such nations enjoy the use of reason and that their people and the inhabitants of their provinces do not lack peace and justice. Otherwise they could not be established or preserved as political entities for long. This is made clear by the Philosopher and Augustine. Therefore not all barbarians are irrational or natural slaves or unfit for government. Some barbarians, then, in accord with justice and nature, have kingdoms, royal dignities, jurisdiction, and good laws, and there is among them lawful government.


  Now if we shall have shown that among our Indians of the western and southern shores (granting that we call them barbarians and that they are barbarians) there are important kingdoms, large numbers of people who live settled lives in a society, great cities, kings, judges and laws, persons who engage in commerce, buying, selling, lending, and the other contracts of the law of nations, will it not stand proved that the Reverend Doctor Sepúlveda has spoken wrongly and viciously against peoples like these, either out of malice or ignorance of Aristotle’s teaching, and, therefore, has falsely and perhaps irreparably slandered them before the entire world? From the fact that the Indians are barbarians it does not necessarily follow that they are incapable of government and have to be ruled by others, except to be taught about the Catholic faith and to be admitted to the holy sacraments. They are not ignorant, inhuman, or bestial. Rather, long before they had heard the word Spaniard they had properly organized states, wisely ordered by excellent laws, religion, and custom. They cultivated friendship and, bound together in common friendship, lived in populous cities in which they wisely administered the affairs of both peace and war justly and equitably, truly governed by laws that at very many points surpass ours, and could have won the admiration of the sages of Athens, as I will show in the second part of this Defense.


  Now if they are to be subjugated by war because they are ignorant of polished literature, let Sepúlveda hear Trogus Pompey:



   Nor could the Spaniards submit to the yoke of a conquered province until Caesar Augustus, after he had conquered the world, turned his victorious armies against them and organized that barbaric and wild people as a province, once he had led them by law to a more civilized way of life.




  Now see how he called the Spanish people barbaric and wild. I would like to hear Sepúlveda, in his cleverness, answer this question: Does he think that the war of the Romans against the Spanish was justified in order to free them from barbarism? And this question also: Did the Spanish wage an unjust war when they vigorously defended themselves against them?


  Next, I call the Spaniards who plunder that unhappy people torturers. Do you think that the Romans, once they had subjugated the wild and barbaric peoples of Spain, could with secure right divide all of you among themselves, handing over so many head of both males and females as allotments to individuals? And do you then conclude that the Romans could have stripped your rulers of their authority and consigned all of you, after you had been deprived of your liberty, to wretched labors, especially in searching for gold and silver lodes and mining and refining the metals? And if the Romans finally did that, as is evident from Diodorus, [would you not judge] that you also have the right to defend your freedom, indeed your very life, by war? Sepúlveda, would you have permitted Saint James to evangelize your own people on Córdoba in that way? For God’s sake and man’s faith in him, is this the way to impose the yoke of Christ on Christian men? Is this the way to remove wild barbarism from the
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