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One of the most important philosophy titles published in the twentieth century, Joseph Pieper's
Leisure, the Basis of Culture is more significant, even more crucial than it was when it first
appeared fifty years ago.Pieper shows that Greeks understood and valued leisure, as did the
medieval Europeans. He points out that religion can be born only in leisure-a leisure that allows
time for the contemplation of the nature of God. Leisure has been, and always will be, the first
foundation of any culture. He maintains that our bourgeois world of total labor has vanquished
leisure, and issues a startling warning: Unless we regain the art of silence and insight, the ability
for nonactivity, unless we substitute true leisure for our hectic amusements, we will destroy our
culture-and ourselves. These astonishing essays contradict all our pragmatic and puritanical
conceptions about labor and leisure; Joseph Pieper demolishes the twentieth-century cult of
"work" as he predicts its destructive consequences.

"Pieper's message for us is plain.... The idolatry of the machine, the worship of mindless know-
how, the infantile cult of youth and the common mind-all this points to our peculiar leadership in
the drift toward the slave society.... Pieper's profound insights are impressive and even
formidable." -- New York Times Book Review"These two short essays by a contemporary
German philosopher go a long way towards a lucid explanation of the present crisis in
civilisation.... The first essay... should be read by anyone-and young people in particular-anxious
to come to some conclusions about the nature of society." -- The Spectator, London"[Pieper] has
subjects involved in everyone's life; he has theses that are so counter to prevailing trends as to
be sensational; and he has a style that is memorably clear and direct." -- Chicago Tribune
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ELIOTThe complaint is frequently heard that our time has little to boast of in the way of
philosophy. Whether this deficiency is due to some ailment of philosophy itself, or to the
diversion of able philosophical minds towards other studies, or simply to a shortage of
philosophers, is never made clear: these are divisions of the question which are apt to become
confused. Certainly, ”Where are the great philosophers?” is a rhetorical question often asked by
those who pursued their philosophical studies forty or fifty years ago. Allowing for the possibility
that the great figures of our youth have become magnified by the passage of time, and for the
probability that most of those who ask the question have not followed modern philosophical
developments very closely, there remains some justification of the lament. It may be merely a
longing for the appearance of a philosopher whose writings, lectures and personality will arouse
the imagination as Bergson, for instance, aroused it forty years ago; but it may be also the
expression of a need for philosophy in an older meaning of the word — the need for new
authority to express insight and wisdom.To those who pine for philosophy in this ampler sense,
logical positivism is the most conspicuous object of censure. Certainly, logical positivism is not a
very nourishing diet for more than the small minority which has been conditioned to it. When the
time of its exhaustion arrives, it will probably appear, in retrospect, to have been for our age the
counterpart of surrealism: for as surrealism seemed to provide a method of producing works of
art without imagination, so logical positivism seems to provide a method of philosophizing
without insight and wisdom. The attraction which it thus offers to the immature mind may have
unfortunate results for some of those who pursue their undergraduate studies under its
influence. Yet I believe that in the longer view, logical positivism will have proved of service by



explorations of thought which we shall, in future, be unable to ignore; and even if some of its
avenues turn out to be blind alleys, it is, after all, worth while exploring a blind alley, if only to
discover that it is blind. And, what is more important for my theme, I believe that the sickness of
philosophy, an obscure recognition of which moves those who complain of its decline, has been
present too long to be attributable to any particular contemporary school of thought.At the time
when I myself was a student of philosophy — I speak of a period some thirty-five to forty years
ago — the philosopher was beginning to suffer from a feeling of inferiority to the exact scientist. It
was felt that the mathematician was the man best qualified to philosophize. Those students of
philosophy who had not come to philosophy from mathematics did their best (at least, in the
university in which my studies were conducted) to try to become imitation mathematicians — at
least to the extent of acquainting themselves with the paraphernalia of symbolic logic. (I
remember one enthusiastic contemporary who devised a Symbolic Ethics, for which he had to
invent several symbols not found in the Principia Mathematica.) Beyond this, some familiarity
with contemporary physics and with contemporary biology was also prized: a philosophical
argument supported by illustrations from one of these sciences was more respectable than one
which lacked them — even if the supporting evidence was sometimes irrelevant. Now I am quite
aware that to the philosopher no field of knowledge should come amiss. The ideal philosopher
would be at ease with every science, with every branch of art, with every language, and with the
whole of human history. Such encyclopaedic knowledge might preserve him from excessive awe
of those disciplines in which he was untrained, and excessive bias towards those in which he
was well exercised. But in an age in which every branch of study becomes more subdivided and
specialized, the ideal of omniscience is more and more remote from realization. Yet only
omniscience is enough, once the philosopher begins to rely upon science. No one today, I
imagine, would follow the example of Bosanquet, who in his Logic leant so heavily upon
illustrations drawn from Linnaean Botany. But while the philosopher’s exploitation of science is
now likely to meet with severe criticism, we are perhaps too ready to accept the conclusions of
the scientist when he philosophizes.One effect of this striving of philosophy towards the
condition of the exact sciences was that it produced the illusion of a progress of philosophy, of a
kind to which philosophy should not pretend. It turned out philosophical pedagogues ignorant,
not merely of history in the general sense, but of the history of philosophy itself. If our attitude
towards philosophy is influenced by an admiration for the exact sciences, then the philosophy of
the past is something that has been superseded. It is punctuated by individual philosophers,
some of whom had moments of understanding, but whose work as a whole comes to be
regarded as quaint and primitive. For the philosophy of the present, from this point of view, is
altogether better than that of the past, when science was in its infancy; and the philosophy of the
future will proceed from the discoveries of our own age. It is true that the history of philosophy is
now admitted as a branch of study in itself, and that there are specialists in this subject: but I
suspect that in the opinion of a philosopher of the modern school, the historian of philosophy is
rather an historian than a philosopher.The root cause of the vagaries of modern philosophy —



and perhaps, though I was unconscious of it, the reason for my dissatisfaction with philosophy
as a profession — I now believe to lie in the divorce of philosophy from theology. It is very
necessary to anticipate the resistance to such an affirmation: a resistance springing from an
immediate emotional response, and expressed by saying that any dependence of philosophy
upon theology would be a limitation of the freedom of thought of the philosopher. It is necessary
to make clear what one means by the necessary relation between philosophy and theology, and
the implication in philosophy of some religious faith. This I shall not attempt, because it is done
very much better by Josef Pieper: I desire only to call attention to this central point in his thought.
He is himself a Catholic philosopher, grounded on Plato, Aristotle and the scholastics: and he
makes his position quite clear to his readers. But his writings do not constitute a Christian
apologetic — that, in his view, is a task for the theologian. For him, a philosophy related to the
theology of some other communion than that of Rome, or to that of some other religion then
Christianity, would still be a genuine philosophy. It is significant that he pays a passing word of
approval to the existentialism of Sartre, on the ground that he finds in it religious presuppositions
— utterly different as they are from those which Dr. Pieper holds himself.The establishment of a
right relation between philosophy and theology, which will leave the philosopher quite
autonomous in his own area, is I think one of the most important lines of investigation which Dr.
Pieper has pursued. In a more general way, his influence should be in the direction of restoring
philosophy to a place of importance for every educated person who thinks, instead of confining it
to esoteric activities which can affect the public only indirectly, insidiously and often in a
distorted form. He restores to their position in philosophy what common sense obstinately tells
us ought to be found there: insight and wisdom. By affirming the dependence of philosophy upon
revelation, and a proper respect for ’the wisdom of the ancients’, he puts the philosopher himself
in a proper relation to other philosophers dead and living. Two dangers to philosophy are thus
averted. One is the conscious or unconscious imitation of exact science, the assumption that
philosophers should be organized as teams of workers, like scientists in their laboratories,
investigating various parts of a problem which is conceived as soluble in the same way as a
problem in physics. The opposite error is that of an older and more romantic attitude, which
produced what I may call the ’one-man’ philosophy: that is to say, a world view which was a
projection of the personality of its author, a disguised imposition of his own temperament with all
its emotional bias, upon the reader. I do not wish to diminish the grandeur or the value of the
greatest oneman philosophies. When such a philosophy is done superbly well, as by Spinoza, it
retains a permanent importance for humanity: for an acquaintance with Spinoza, and a
temporary submission to his influence, is an experience of great value. On the other hand, the
colossal and grotesque achievement of Hegel may continue in concealed or derivative forms to
exercise a fascination upon many minds. I would mention also the work of such a writer as F. H.
Bradley, which owes its persuasiveness to a masterly prose style. The charm of the author’s
personality stimulates an agreeable state of feeling: and such books will continue to be read as
literature, for the enlargement of our experience through a contact with powerful and individual



minds.Dr. Pieper also has style: however difficult his thought may sometimes be, his sentences
are admirably constructed, his ideas expressed with the maximum clarity. But his mind is
submissive to what he believes to be the great, the main tradition of European thought; his
originality is subdued and unostentatious. And as he is a philosopher who accepts explicitly a
dogmatic theology, his presuppositions are in full view, instead of being, as with some
philosophers who profess complete detachment, concealed from both author and reader. The
attitude towards philosophy which he maintains, and which distinguishes him from most of our
contemporaries, is enough to account for his preference for expression in brief and concentrated
essays rather than in constructions of greater bulk. Of such essays he has already published an
impressive list: the two here presented are those which author, translator and publishers agreed
upon as the most suitable introduction to his thought.T. S. EliotINTRODUCTION by Roger
Scruton”Don’t just do something: stand there!” The command of an American President to a
fussy official was one of those rare moments in American politics when truth prevailed over
industry. Josef Pieper’s serene reflections on the art of being serene ought to be read by every
practical person — and the more that person is involved in business, politics, and public life, the
more useful will Pieper be to him. For here, in a succinct yet learned argument, are all the
reasons for thinking that the frenzied need to work, to plan, and to change things is nothing but
idleness under other names — moral, intellectual, and emotional idleness. In order to defend
itself from self-knowledge, this agitated idleness is busy smashing all the mirrors in the
house.Leisure has had a bad press. For the puritan it is the source of vice; for the egalitarian a
sign of privilege. The Marxist regards leisure as the unjust surplus, enjoyed by the few at the
expense of the many. Nobody in a democracy is at ease with leisure, and almost every person,
however little use he may have for his time, will say that he works hard for a living — curious
expression, when the real thing to work for is dying.The calumnies, however, do not apply: so
argues Josef Pieper. We mistake leisure for idleness, and work for creativity. Of course, work
may be creative. But only when informed by leisure. Work is the means of life; leisure the end.
Without the end, work is meaningless — a means to a means to a means ... and so on forever,
like Wall Street or Capitol Hill. Leisure is not the cessation of work, but work of another kind,
work restored to its human meaning, as a celebration and a festival.This is what religion teaches
us, and the teaching is as important for the unbeliever as for the person of faith. We win through
to leisure. ”At the end of all our striving” we rejoice in our being and offer thanks. It is then, eating
a meal among those we love, dancing together at a wedding, sitting side by side with people
silenced by music, that we recognize our peculiar sovereign position in the world.Our failure to
understand leisure, Pieper makes clear, is one with our failure to understand the difference
between man and the other animals. Think only of meal-times — and on this subject Pieper
writes with uncommon perceptiveness. The meal, as Pieper puts it, has a ”spiritual or even a
religious character”. That is to say, it is an offering, a sacrifice, and also - in the highest instance
— a sacrament, something offered to us from on high, by the very Being to whom we offer it.
Animals eat, but there is nothing in their lives to correspond to this experience of the ”meal”, as a



celebration and endorsement of our life here on earth. When we sit down to eat, we are
consciously removing ourselves from the world of work and means and industry, and facing
outwards, to the kingdom of ends. Feast, festival, and faith lift us from idleness, and endow our
lives with sense.Pieper’s book is also a feast. With astonishing brevity, he extracts from the idea
of leisure not only a theory of culture and its significance, not only a natural theology for our
disenchanted times, but also a philosophy of philosophy - an account of what philosophy can do
for us, and what it ought to do for us, in a world where science and technology have tried to
usurp the divine command. And he reiterates that command as it came in a ”still small voice” to
Elijah, and again to Pascal and Kierkegaard: in his own gentle way, Pieper tells us to ”Be
still”.Roger ScrutonMalmesbury, March 1998Author’s Preface to the English EditionThese two
essays were published separately in Germany, the second having been originally written in the
form of lectures, given in Bonn in the summer of 1947. They are intimately connected and
properly belong together. This is not only true in the sense that they were both written in the
same summer, in a single breath, so to say; they both spring from the same thought.Their
common origin or foundation might be stated in the following words: Culture depends for its very
existence on leisure, and leisure, in its turn, is not possible unless it has a durable and
consequently living link with the cultus with divine worship.The word ’cult’ in English is used
exclusively, or almost exclusively, in a derivative sense. But here it is used, along with worship, in
its primary sense. It means something else than, and something more than, religion. It really
means fulfilling the ritual of public sacrifice. That is a notion which contemporary ’modern’ man
associates almost exclusively and unconsciously with uncivilized, primitive peoples and with
classical antiquity. For that very reason it is of the first importance to see that the cultus, now as
in the distant past, is the primary source of man’s freedom, independence and immunity within
society. Suppress that last sphere of freedom, and freedom itself, and all our liberties, will in the
end vanish into thin air.Culture, in the sense in which it is used above, is the quintessence of all
the natural goods of the world and of those gifts and qualities which, while belonging to man, lie
beyond the immediate sphere of his needs and wants. All that is good in this sense, all man’s
gifts and faculties are not necessarily useful in a practical way; though there is no denying that
they belong to a truly human life, not strictly speaking necessary, even though he could not do
without them.Among the bona non utilia sed honesta which are at home in the realm of freedom,
in its innermost circle indeed, is philosophy, the philosophical act, which must be understood in
the traditional sense of Plato, Aristotle, Augustine and Aquinas, and as they understood it. Grant
this original sense of the word ’philosophizing’ to be the true one, and it is no longer possible to
speak of the philosophical aspect in the same way that one might speak of a sociological and
historical or a political aspect as though one could take up the one or the other at will. In the
tradition of which I am speaking, the philosophical act is a fundamental relation to reality, a full,
personal attitude which is by no manner of means at the sole disposal of the ratio; it is an
attitude which presupposes silence, a contemplative attention to things, in which man begins to
see how worthy of veneration they really are. And it is perhaps only in this way that it is possible



to understand how it was that Plato’s philosophical school, the Academy in Athens, was at the
same time a sort of club or society for the celebration of the cultus. In the last resort pure theory,
philosophical theoria, entirely free from practical considerations and interference — and that is
what theory is — can only be preserved and realized within the sphere of leisure, and leisure, in
its turn, is free because of its relation to worship, to the cultus.Josef Pieper, 1952Part I Leisure,
the Basis of CultureBut the Gods, taking pity on human beings a race born to labor - gave them
regularly recurring divine festivals, as a means of refreshment from their fatigue; they gave them
the Muses, and Apollo and Dionysus as the leaders of the Muses, to the end that, after
refreshing themselves in the company of the Gods, they might return to an upright posture.-
PlatoBe at leisure - and know that I am God.- Psalm 45IWe can begin, like the Scholastic
masters, with an objection: videtur qued non ... ”It seems not to be true that ...” And this is the
objection: a time like the present [i.e., a few years after the Second World War, in Germany]
seems, of all times, not to be a time to speak of ”leisure”. We are engaged in the re-building of a
house, and our hands are full. Shouldn’t all our efforts be directed to nothing other than the
completion of that house?This is no small objection. But there is also a good answer to it. To
”build our house” at this time implies not only securing survival, but also putting in order again
our entire moral and intellectual heritage. And before any detailed plan along these lines can
succeed, our new beginning, our re-foundation, calls out immediately for ... a defense of
leisure.For, when we consider the foundations of Western European culture (is it, perhaps, too
rash to assume that our re-building will in fact be carried out in a ”Western” spirit? Indeed, this
and no other is the very assumption that is at issue today.), one of these foundations is leisure.
We can read it in the first chapter of Aristotle’s Metaphysics. And the very history of the meaning
of the word bears a similar message. The Greek word for leisure (σχoλ´) is the origin of Latin
scola, German Schule, English school. The name for the institutions of education and learning
means ”leisure”.Of course, the original meaning of the concept of ”leisure” has practically been
forgotten in today’s leisure–less culture of ”total work”: in order to win our way to a real
understanding of leisure, we must confront the contradiction that rises from our overemphasis
on the world of work. ”One does not only work in order to live, but one lives for the sake of one’s
work,” this statement, quoted by Max Weber1, makes immediate sense to us, and appeals to
current opinion. It is difficult for us to see how in fact it turns the order of things upside-down.And
what would be our response to another statement? ”We work in order to be at leisure.” Would we
hesitate to say thet here the world is really turned upside-down? Doesn’t this statement appear
almost imorral to the man and woman of the world of ”total work”? Is it not an attack on the basic
principles of human society?Now, I have not merely constructed a sentence to prove a point.
The statement was actually made - by Aristotle2. Yes, Aristotle: the sober, industrious realist,
and the fact that he said it, gives the statement special significance. What he says in a more
literal translation would be: ”We are not–at–leisure in order to be–at–leisure.” For the Greeks,
”not–leisure” was the word for the world of everyday work; and not only to indicate its ”hustle and
bustle,” but the work itself. The Greek language had only this negative term for it ( ´α−σχoλ´ια),



as did Latin (neg-otium, ”not–leisure”).The context not only of this sentence but also of another
one from Aristotle’s Politics (stating that the ”pivot” around which everything turns is leisure3)
shows that these notions were not considered extraordinary, but only self-evident: the Greeks
would probably not have understood our maxims about ”work for the sake of work”. Could this
also imply that people in our day no longer have direct access to the original meaning of leisure?
1 The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism [transl. by Talcott Parsons] (New York:
Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1958, p. 264, note 24). Weber is quoting Nikolaus Ludwig von
Zinzendorf.2 Nicomachean Ethics X, 7 (1177b4-6).Of course, we can expect an objection here
too: how seriously must we take Aristotle anyway? We can admire the ancient writers, of course,
but that doesn’t mean we are obliged to follow them.On the other side, consider the following:
the Christian concept of the ”contemplative life” (the vita contemplativa) was built on the
Aristotelian concept of leisure. Further, the distinction between the ”Liberal Arts” and the ”Servile
Arts” has its origin precisely here. But is not such a distinction of interest only to the historian?
Well, at least one side of the distinction comes to the fore in everyday life, when the issue of
”servile work” arises, the kind of activity that is deemed inappropriate for the ”holy rest” of the
Sabbath, Sundays, or Holidays. How many are aware that the expression ”servile work” can not
be fully understood without contrasting it with the ”Liberal Arts”? And what does it mean to say
that some arts are ”liberal” or ”free”? This is still in need of clarification.This example might
suffice, if we wanted to show, at least, that Aristotle’s words do have some relevance to our
times. And yet this is still not enough to ”oblige” us in any way.The real reason for mentioning it
was to show how sharply the modern valuation of work and leisure differs from that of Antiquity
and the Middle Ages. The difference is so great, in fact, that we can no longer understand with
any immediacy just what the ancient and medieval mind understood by the statement, ”We are
not–at–leisure3 Politics VII, 3 (1337b33)in order to be–at–leisure.”Now, the very fact of this
difference, of our inability to recover the original meaning of ”leisure,” will strike us all the more
when we realize how extensively the opposing idea of ”work” has invaded and taken over the
whole realm of human action and of human existence as a whole; when we realize, as well, how
ready we are to grant all claims made for the person who ”works.”In the following discussion, the
word ”worker” will not be used in the sense of a distinct kind of occupation, with the sociological
and statistical sense of the ”proletarian worker,” although the ambiguity is not coincidental.
”Worker” will be used in an anthropological sense: as a general human ideal. It is with this
meaning in mind that Ernst Niekisch4 spoke of the ”worker” as an ”imperial figure,” and Ernst
J¨unger5 sketched a portrait of that ”worker”-type which has already begun to determine the
future of humanity.An altered conception of the human being as such, and a new interpretation
of the meaning of human existence as such, looms behind the new claims being made for ”work”
and the ”worker.” And as we might expect, the historical evolution which resulted in this changed
conception is difficult to follow, and almost impossible to recover in detail. If something of real
import is going to be said on the matter, it will be achieved not by reconstructing a historical
narrative, but by digging more deeply to the very roots of a philosophical and theological



understanding of the human person.4 Ernst Niekisch, Die dritte imperiale Figur (Berlin, 1935). 5
Ernst J¨unger, Der Arbeiter. Herrschaft und Gestalt (Hamburg,1932).II”Intellectual work,”
”intellectual worker” - these terms characterize the latest stretch of the road we have traveled,
bringing us at last to the modern ideal of work in its most extreme formulation.Up until this time
(at least from the point of view of someone who worked with his hands) the province of
intellectual enterprise tended to be looked upon as a kind of paradise, where nobody needed to
work; at the heart of this privileged province lay ”philosophy,” something at furthest remove from
the working world.Now, the takeover of this region of intellectual action (including the province of
philosophical culture) and its exclusive possession by the realm of ”total work,” forms only the
most recent phase of a whole series of conquests made by the ”imperial figure” of the ”Worker.”
And the concepts intellectual worker and intellectual work (with the evaluative claims that go with
them) make the fact of that conquest especially clear and especially challenging to our times.In
this last part of the journey, however, the significance of the whole historical process has
gathered itself together to form an expression of utmost precision and clarity. For, in fully
explicating the inner structure of the concept ”intellectual work,” we come face to face with the
”world of total work” and its real meaning. The concept of intellectual work has a number of
historical antecedents, which can serve to clarify it.First, it is based on a certain interpretation of
the human knowing process.What happens when our eye sees a rose? What do we do when
that happens? Our mind does something, to be sure, in the mere fact of taking in the object,
grasping its color, its shape, and so on. We have to be awake and active. But all the same, it is a
”relaxed” looking, so long as we are merely looking at it and not observing or studying it,
counting or measuring its various features. Such observation would not be a ”relaxed” action: it
would be what Ernst J¨unger termed an ”act of aggression.”1 But simply looking at something,
gazing at it, ”taking it in,” is merely to open our eyes to receive the things that present themselves
to us, that come to us without any need for ”effort” on our part to ”possess” them.There would
scarcely be any dispute about this, if we were speaking about an act of sense perception.But
what about an act of knowing? When a human being considers something imperceptible to the
senses, is there then such a thing as mere ”looking”? Or, to use the scholastic technical
terminology, is there such a thing as ”intellectual vision”?The ancient and medieval philosophers
answered, ”Yes.” Modern philosophers have tended to say, ”No.”To Kant, for instance, the human
act of knowing is exclusively ”discursive,” which means not ”merely looking.” ”The understanding
cannot look upon anything.”2 This doctrine has been characterized,1 Bl¨atter und Steine
(Hamburg, 1934), p. 202.2 I. Kant, Kritik der reinen Vernunft, ed. R. Schmidt (Leipzig, 1944) p.
91.in brief, as ”one of the most momentous dogmatic assumptions of Kantian epistemology.”3 In
Kant’s view, then, human knowing consists essentially in the act of investigating, articulating,
joining, comparing, distinguishing, abstracting, deducing, proving - all of which are so many
types and methods of active mental effort. According to Kant, knowing — (intellectual knowing,
that is, by the human being) is activity, and nothing but activity.Leisure, the Basis of
CultureLeisure The Basis of CultureJosef PieperIntroduction by Roger Scruton New translation
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that our time has little to boast of in the way of philosophy. Whether this deficiency is due to
some ailment of philosophy itself, or to the diversion of able philosophical minds towards other
studies, or simply to a shortage of philosophers, is never made clear: these are divisions of the
question which are apt to become confused. Certainly, ”Where are the great philosophers?” is a
rhetorical question often asked by those who pursued their philosophical studies forty or fifty
years ago. Allowing for the possibility that the great figures of our youth have become magnified
by the passage of time, and for the probability that most of those who ask the question have not
followed modern philosophical developments very closely, there remains some justification of
the lament. It may be merely a longing for the appearance of a philosopher whose writings,
lectures and personality will arouse the imagination as Bergson, for instance, aroused it forty
years ago; but it may be also the expression of a need for philosophy in an older meaning of the
word — the need for new authority to express insight and wisdom.To those who pine for
philosophy in this ampler sense, logical positivism is the most conspicuous object of censure.
Certainly, logical positivism is not a very nourishing diet for more than the small minority which
has been conditioned to it. When the time of its exhaustion arrives, it will probably appear, in
retrospect, to have been for our age the counterpart of surrealism: for as surrealism seemed to
provide a method of producing works of art without imagination, so logical positivism seems to
provide a method of philosophizing without insight and wisdom. The attraction which it thus
offers to the immature mind may have unfortunate results for some of those who pursue their
undergraduate studies under its influence. Yet I believe that in the longer view, logical positivism
will have proved of service by explorations of thought which we shall, in future, be unable to
ignore; and even if some of its avenues turn out to be blind alleys, it is, after all, worth while
exploring a blind alley, if only to discover that it is blind. And, what is more important for my
theme, I believe that the sickness of philosophy, an obscure recognition of which moves those



who complain of its decline, has been present too long to be attributable to any particular
contemporary school of thought.At the time when I myself was a student of philosophy — I
speak of a period some thirty-five to forty years ago — the philosopher was beginning to suffer
from a feeling of inferiority to the exact scientist. It was felt that the mathematician was the man
best qualified to philosophize. Those students of philosophy who had not come to philosophy
from mathematics did their best (at least, in the university in which my studies were conducted)
to try to become imitation mathematicians — at least to the extent of acquainting themselves
with the paraphernalia of symbolic logic. (I remember one enthusiastic contemporary who
devised a Symbolic Ethics, for which he had to invent several symbols not found in the Principia
Mathematica.) Beyond this, some familiarity with contemporary physics and with contemporary
biology was also prized: a philosophical argument supported by illustrations from one of these
sciences was more respectable than one which lacked them — even if the supporting evidence
was sometimes irrelevant. Now I am quite aware that to the philosopher no field of knowledge
should come amiss. The ideal philosopher would be at ease with every science, with every
branch of art, with every language, and with the whole of human history. Such encyclopaedic
knowledge might preserve him from excessive awe of those disciplines in which he was
untrained, and excessive bias towards those in which he was well exercised. But in an age in
which every branch of study becomes more subdivided and specialized, the ideal of
omniscience is more and more remote from realization. Yet only omniscience is enough, once
the philosopher begins to rely upon science. No one today, I imagine, would follow the example
of Bosanquet, who in his Logic leant so heavily upon illustrations drawn from Linnaean Botany.
But while the philosopher’s exploitation of science is now likely to meet with severe criticism, we
are perhaps too ready to accept the conclusions of the scientist when he philosophizes.One
effect of this striving of philosophy towards the condition of the exact sciences was that it
produced the illusion of a progress of philosophy, of a kind to which philosophy should not
pretend. It turned out philosophical pedagogues ignorant, not merely of history in the general
sense, but of the history of philosophy itself. If our attitude towards philosophy is influenced by
an admiration for the exact sciences, then the philosophy of the past is something that has been
superseded. It is punctuated by individual philosophers, some of whom had moments of
understanding, but whose work as a whole comes to be regarded as quaint and primitive. For
the philosophy of the present, from this point of view, is altogether better than that of the past,
when science was in its infancy; and the philosophy of the future will proceed from the
discoveries of our own age. It is true that the history of philosophy is now admitted as a branch of
study in itself, and that there are specialists in this subject: but I suspect that in the opinion of a
philosopher of the modern school, the historian of philosophy is rather an historian than a
philosopher.The root cause of the vagaries of modern philosophy — and perhaps, though I was
unconscious of it, the reason for my dissatisfaction with philosophy as a profession — I now
believe to lie in the divorce of philosophy from theology. It is very necessary to anticipate the
resistance to such an affirmation: a resistance springing from an immediate emotional response,



and expressed by saying that any dependence of philosophy upon theology would be a
limitation of the freedom of thought of the philosopher. It is necessary to make clear what one
means by the necessary relation between philosophy and theology, and the implication in
philosophy of some religious faith. This I shall not attempt, because it is done very much better
by Josef Pieper: I desire only to call attention to this central point in his thought. He is himself a
Catholic philosopher, grounded on Plato, Aristotle and the scholastics: and he makes his
position quite clear to his readers. But his writings do not constitute a Christian apologetic —
that, in his view, is a task for the theologian. For him, a philosophy related to the theology of
some other communion than that of Rome, or to that of some other religion then Christianity,
would still be a genuine philosophy. It is significant that he pays a passing word of approval to
the existentialism of Sartre, on the ground that he finds in it religious presuppositions — utterly
different as they are from those which Dr. Pieper holds himself.The establishment of a right
relation between philosophy and theology, which will leave the philosopher quite autonomous in
his own area, is I think one of the most important lines of investigation which Dr. Pieper has
pursued. In a more general way, his influence should be in the direction of restoring philosophy
to a place of importance for every educated person who thinks, instead of confining it to esoteric
activities which can affect the public only indirectly, insidiously and often in a distorted form. He
restores to their position in philosophy what common sense obstinately tells us ought to be
found there: insight and wisdom. By affirming the dependence of philosophy upon revelation,
and a proper respect for ’the wisdom of the ancients’, he puts the philosopher himself in a proper
relation to other philosophers dead and living. Two dangers to philosophy are thus averted. One
is the conscious or unconscious imitation of exact science, the assumption that philosophers
should be organized as teams of workers, like scientists in their laboratories, investigating
various parts of a problem which is conceived as soluble in the same way as a problem in
physics. The opposite error is that of an older and more romantic attitude, which produced what I
may call the ’one-man’ philosophy: that is to say, a world view which was a projection of the
personality of its author, a disguised imposition of his own temperament with all its emotional
bias, upon the reader. I do not wish to diminish the grandeur or the value of the greatest oneman
philosophies. When such a philosophy is done superbly well, as by Spinoza, it retains a
permanent importance for humanity: for an acquaintance with Spinoza, and a temporary
submission to his influence, is an experience of great value. On the other hand, the colossal and
grotesque achievement of Hegel may continue in concealed or derivative forms to exercise a
fascination upon many minds. I would mention also the work of such a writer as F. H. Bradley,
which owes its persuasiveness to a masterly prose style. The charm of the author’s personality
stimulates an agreeable state of feeling: and such books will continue to be read as literature, for
the enlargement of our experience through a contact with powerful and individual minds.Dr.
Pieper also has style: however difficult his thought may sometimes be, his sentences are
admirably constructed, his ideas expressed with the maximum clarity. But his mind is submissive
to what he believes to be the great, the main tradition of European thought; his originality is



subdued and unostentatious. And as he is a philosopher who accepts explicitly a dogmatic
theology, his presuppositions are in full view, instead of being, as with some philosophers who
profess complete detachment, concealed from both author and reader. The attitude towards
philosophy which he maintains, and which distinguishes him from most of our contemporaries, is
enough to account for his preference for expression in brief and concentrated essays rather than
in constructions of greater bulk. Of such essays he has already published an impressive list: the
two here presented are those which author, translator and publishers agreed upon as the most
suitable introduction to his thought.T. S. EliotINTRODUCTION by Roger Scruton”Don’t just do
something: stand there!” The command of an American President to a fussy official was one of
those rare moments in American politics when truth prevailed over industry. Josef Pieper’s
serene reflections on the art of being serene ought to be read by every practical person — and
the more that person is involved in business, politics, and public life, the more useful will Pieper
be to him. For here, in a succinct yet learned argument, are all the reasons for thinking that the
frenzied need to work, to plan, and to change things is nothing but idleness under other names
— moral, intellectual, and emotional idleness. In order to defend itself from self-knowledge, this
agitated idleness is busy smashing all the mirrors in the house.Leisure has had a bad press. For
the puritan it is the source of vice; for the egalitarian a sign of privilege. The Marxist regards
leisure as the unjust surplus, enjoyed by the few at the expense of the many. Nobody in a
democracy is at ease with leisure, and almost every person, however little use he may have for
his time, will say that he works hard for a living — curious expression, when the real thing to work
for is dying.The calumnies, however, do not apply: so argues Josef Pieper. We mistake leisure
for idleness, and work for creativity. Of course, work may be creative. But only when informed by
leisure. Work is the means of life; leisure the end. Without the end, work is meaningless — a
means to a means to a means ... and so on forever, like Wall Street or Capitol Hill. Leisure is not
the cessation of work, but work of another kind, work restored to its human meaning, as a
celebration and a festival.This is what religion teaches us, and the teaching is as important for
the unbeliever as for the person of faith. We win through to leisure. ”At the end of all our striving”
we rejoice in our being and offer thanks. It is then, eating a meal among those we love, dancing
together at a wedding, sitting side by side with people silenced by music, that we recognize our
peculiar sovereign position in the world.Our failure to understand leisure, Pieper makes clear, is
one with our failure to understand the difference between man and the other animals. Think only
of meal-times — and on this subject Pieper writes with uncommon perceptiveness. The meal, as
Pieper puts it, has a ”spiritual or even a religious character”. That is to say, it is an offering, a
sacrifice, and also - in the highest instance — a sacrament, something offered to us from on
high, by the very Being to whom we offer it. Animals eat, but there is nothing in their lives to
correspond to this experience of the ”meal”, as a celebration and endorsement of our life here
on earth. When we sit down to eat, we are consciously removing ourselves from the world of
work and means and industry, and facing outwards, to the kingdom of ends. Feast, festival, and
faith lift us from idleness, and endow our lives with sense.Pieper’s book is also a feast. With



astonishing brevity, he extracts from the idea of leisure not only a theory of culture and its
significance, not only a natural theology for our disenchanted times, but also a philosophy of
philosophy - an account of what philosophy can do for us, and what it ought to do for us, in a
world where science and technology have tried to usurp the divine command. And he reiterates
that command as it came in a ”still small voice” to Elijah, and again to Pascal and Kierkegaard: in
his own gentle way, Pieper tells us to ”Be still”.Roger ScrutonMalmesbury, March 1998Author’s
Preface to the English EditionThese two essays were published separately in Germany, the
second having been originally written in the form of lectures, given in Bonn in the summer of
1947. They are intimately connected and properly belong together. This is not only true in the
sense that they were both written in the same summer, in a single breath, so to say; they both
spring from the same thought.Their common origin or foundation might be stated in the following
words: Culture depends for its very existence on leisure, and leisure, in its turn, is not possible
unless it has a durable and consequently living link with the cultus with divine worship.The word
’cult’ in English is used exclusively, or almost exclusively, in a derivative sense. But here it is
used, along with worship, in its primary sense. It means something else than, and something
more than, religion. It really means fulfilling the ritual of public sacrifice. That is a notion which
contemporary ’modern’ man associates almost exclusively and unconsciously with uncivilized,
primitive peoples and with classical antiquity. For that very reason it is of the first importance to
see that the cultus, now as in the distant past, is the primary source of man’s freedom,
independence and immunity within society. Suppress that last sphere of freedom, and freedom
itself, and all our liberties, will in the end vanish into thin air.Culture, in the sense in which it is
used above, is the quintessence of all the natural goods of the world and of those gifts and
qualities which, while belonging to man, lie beyond the immediate sphere of his needs and
wants. All that is good in this sense, all man’s gifts and faculties are not necessarily useful in a
practical way; though there is no denying that they belong to a truly human life, not strictly
speaking necessary, even though he could not do without them.Among the bona non utilia sed
honesta which are at home in the realm of freedom, in its innermost circle indeed, is philosophy,
the philosophical act, which must be understood in the traditional sense of Plato, Aristotle,
Augustine and Aquinas, and as they understood it. Grant this original sense of the word
’philosophizing’ to be the true one, and it is no longer possible to speak of the philosophical
aspect in the same way that one might speak of a sociological and historical or a political aspect
as though one could take up the one or the other at will. In the tradition of which I am speaking,
the philosophical act is a fundamental relation to reality, a full, personal attitude which is by no
manner of means at the sole disposal of the ratio; it is an attitude which presupposes silence, a
contemplative attention to things, in which man begins to see how worthy of veneration they
really are. And it is perhaps only in this way that it is possible to understand how it was that
Plato’s philosophical school, the Academy in Athens, was at the same time a sort of club or
society for the celebration of the cultus. In the last resort pure theory, philosophical theoria,
entirely free from practical considerations and interference — and that is what theory is — can



only be preserved and realized within the sphere of leisure, and leisure, in its turn, is free
because of its relation to worship, to the cultus.Josef Pieper, 1952Part I Leisure, the Basis of
CultureBut the Gods, taking pity on human beings a race born to labor - gave them regularly
recurring divine festivals, as a means of refreshment from their fatigue; they gave them the
Muses, and Apollo and Dionysus as the leaders of the Muses, to the end that, after refreshing
themselves in the company of the Gods, they might return to an upright posture.- PlatoBe at
leisure - and know that I am God.- Psalm 45IWe can begin, like the Scholastic masters, with an
objection: videtur qued non ... ”It seems not to be true that ...” And this is the objection: a time like
the present [i.e., a few years after the Second World War, in Germany] seems, of all times, not to
be a time to speak of ”leisure”. We are engaged in the re-building of a house, and our hands are
full. Shouldn’t all our efforts be directed to nothing other than the completion of that house?This
is no small objection. But there is also a good answer to it. To ”build our house” at this time
implies not only securing survival, but also putting in order again our entire moral and intellectual
heritage. And before any detailed plan along these lines can succeed, our new beginning, our re-
foundation, calls out immediately for ... a defense of leisure.For, when we consider the
foundations of Western European culture (is it, perhaps, too rash to assume that our re-building
will in fact be carried out in a ”Western” spirit? Indeed, this and no other is the very assumption
that is at issue today.), one of these foundations is leisure. We can read it in the first chapter of
Aristotle’s Metaphysics. And the very history of the meaning of the word bears a similar
message. The Greek word for leisure (σχoλ´) is the origin of Latin scola, German Schule,
English school. The name for the institutions of education and learning means ”leisure”.Of
course, the original meaning of the concept of ”leisure” has practically been forgotten in today’s
leisure–less culture of ”total work”: in order to win our way to a real understanding of leisure, we
must confront the contradiction that rises from our overemphasis on the world of work. ”One
does not only work in order to live, but one lives for the sake of one’s work,” this statement,
quoted by Max Weber1, makes immediate sense to us, and appeals to current opinion. It is
difficult for us to see how in fact it turns the order of things upside-down.And what would be our
response to another statement? ”We work in order to be at leisure.” Would we hesitate to say
thet here the world is really turned upside-down? Doesn’t this statement appear almost imorral
to the man and woman of the world of ”total work”? Is it not an attack on the basic principles of
human society?Now, I have not merely constructed a sentence to prove a point. The statement
was actually made - by Aristotle2. Yes, Aristotle: the sober, industrious realist, and the fact that
he said it, gives the statement special significance. What he says in a more literal translation
would be: ”We are not–at–leisure in order to be–at–leisure.” For the Greeks, ”not–leisure” was the
word for the world of everyday work; and not only to indicate its ”hustle and bustle,” but the work
itself. The Greek language had only this negative term for it ( ´α−σχoλ´ια), as did Latin (neg-
otium, ”not–leisure”).The context not only of this sentence but also of another one from
Aristotle’s Politics (stating that the ”pivot” around which everything turns is leisure3) shows that
these notions were not considered extraordinary, but only self-evident: the Greeks would



probably not have understood our maxims about ”work for the sake of work”. Could this also
imply that people in our day no longer have direct access to the original meaning of leisure?1
The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism [transl. by Talcott Parsons] (New York: Charles
Scribner’s Sons, 1958, p. 264, note 24). Weber is quoting Nikolaus Ludwig von Zinzendorf.2
Nicomachean Ethics X, 7 (1177b4-6).Of course, we can expect an objection here too: how
seriously must we take Aristotle anyway? We can admire the ancient writers, of course, but that
doesn’t mean we are obliged to follow them.On the other side, consider the following: the
Christian concept of the ”contemplative life” (the vita contemplativa) was built on the Aristotelian
concept of leisure. Further, the distinction between the ”Liberal Arts” and the ”Servile Arts” has
its origin precisely here. But is not such a distinction of interest only to the historian? Well, at
least one side of the distinction comes to the fore in everyday life, when the issue of ”servile
work” arises, the kind of activity that is deemed inappropriate for the ”holy rest” of the Sabbath,
Sundays, or Holidays. How many are aware that the expression ”servile work” can not be fully
understood without contrasting it with the ”Liberal Arts”? And what does it mean to say that
some arts are ”liberal” or ”free”? This is still in need of clarification.This example might suffice, if
we wanted to show, at least, that Aristotle’s words do have some relevance to our times. And yet
this is still not enough to ”oblige” us in any way.The real reason for mentioning it was to show
how sharply the modern valuation of work and leisure differs from that of Antiquity and the
Middle Ages. The difference is so great, in fact, that we can no longer understand with any
immediacy just what the ancient and medieval mind understood by the statement, ”We are not–
at–leisure3 Politics VII, 3 (1337b33)in order to be–at–leisure.”Now, the very fact of this
difference, of our inability to recover the original meaning of ”leisure,” will strike us all the more
when we realize how extensively the opposing idea of ”work” has invaded and taken over the
whole realm of human action and of human existence as a whole; when we realize, as well, how
ready we are to grant all claims made for the person who ”works.”In the following discussion, the
word ”worker” will not be used in the sense of a distinct kind of occupation, with the sociological
and statistical sense of the ”proletarian worker,” although the ambiguity is not coincidental.
”Worker” will be used in an anthropological sense: as a general human ideal. It is with this
meaning in mind that Ernst Niekisch4 spoke of the ”worker” as an ”imperial figure,” and Ernst
J¨unger5 sketched a portrait of that ”worker”-type which has already begun to determine the
future of humanity.An altered conception of the human being as such, and a new interpretation
of the meaning of human existence as such, looms behind the new claims being made for ”work”
and the ”worker.” And as we might expect, the historical evolution which resulted in this changed
conception is difficult to follow, and almost impossible to recover in detail. If something of real
import is going to be said on the matter, it will be achieved not by reconstructing a historical
narrative, but by digging more deeply to the very roots of a philosophical and theological
understanding of the human person.4 Ernst Niekisch, Die dritte imperiale Figur (Berlin, 1935). 5
Ernst J¨unger, Der Arbeiter. Herrschaft und Gestalt (Hamburg,1932).II”Intellectual work,”
”intellectual worker” - these terms characterize the latest stretch of the road we have traveled,



bringing us at last to the modern ideal of work in its most extreme formulation.Up until this time
(at least from the point of view of someone who worked with his hands) the province of
intellectual enterprise tended to be looked upon as a kind of paradise, where nobody needed to
work; at the heart of this privileged province lay ”philosophy,” something at furthest remove from
the working world.Now, the takeover of this region of intellectual action (including the province of
philosophical culture) and its exclusive possession by the realm of ”total work,” forms only the
most recent phase of a whole series of conquests made by the ”imperial figure” of the ”Worker.”
And the concepts intellectual worker and intellectual work (with the evaluative claims that go with
them) make the fact of that conquest especially clear and especially challenging to our times.In
this last part of the journey, however, the significance of the whole historical process has
gathered itself together to form an expression of utmost precision and clarity. For, in fully
explicating the inner structure of the concept ”intellectual work,” we come face to face with the
”world of total work” and its real meaning. The concept of intellectual work has a number of
historical antecedents, which can serve to clarify it.First, it is based on a certain interpretation of
the human knowing process.What happens when our eye sees a rose? What do we do when
that happens? Our mind does something, to be sure, in the mere fact of taking in the object,
grasping its color, its shape, and so on. We have to be awake and active. But all the same, it is a
”relaxed” looking, so long as we are merely looking at it and not observing or studying it,
counting or measuring its various features. Such observation would not be a ”relaxed” action: it
would be what Ernst J¨unger termed an ”act of aggression.”1 But simply looking at something,
gazing at it, ”taking it in,” is merely to open our eyes to receive the things that present themselves
to us, that come to us without any need for ”effort” on our part to ”possess” them.There would
scarcely be any dispute about this, if we were speaking about an act of sense perception.But
what about an act of knowing? When a human being considers something imperceptible to the
senses, is there then such a thing as mere ”looking”? Or, to use the scholastic technical
terminology, is there such a thing as ”intellectual vision”?The ancient and medieval philosophers
answered, ”Yes.” Modern philosophers have tended to say, ”No.”To Kant, for instance, the human
act of knowing is exclusively ”discursive,” which means not ”merely looking.” ”The understanding
cannot look upon anything.”2 This doctrine has been characterized,1 Bl¨atter und Steine
(Hamburg, 1934), p. 202.2 I. Kant, Kritik der reinen Vernunft, ed. R. Schmidt (Leipzig, 1944) p.
91.in brief, as ”one of the most momentous dogmatic assumptions of Kantian epistemology.”3 In
Kant’s view, then, human knowing consists essentially in the act of investigating, articulating,
joining, comparing, distinguishing, abstracting, deducing, proving - all of which are so many
types and methods of active mental effort. According to Kant, knowing — (intellectual knowing,
that is, by the human being) is activity, and nothing but activity.Leisure, the Basis of
CultureLeisure The Basis of CultureJosef PieperIntroduction by Roger Scruton New translation
by Gerald MalsbarySt. Augustine’s PressSouth Bend, Indiana 1998Copyright c 1948 by K¨osel-
VerlagTranslation copyright c 1998 by St. Augustine’s Press, Inc. Originally published in German
as Musse und Kult and Was heisst Philosophieren? by K¨osel-Verlag. Author’s preface is from
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Z39.48-1984.INTRODUCTIONby T. S. ELIOT The complaint is frequently heard that our time
has little to boast of in the way of philosophy. Whether this deficiency is due to some ailment of
philosophy itself, or to the diversion of able philosophical minds towards other studies, or simply
to a shortage of philosophers, is never made clear: these are divisions of the question which are
apt to become confused. Certainly, ”Where are the great philosophers?” is a rhetorical question
often asked by those who pursued their philosophical studies forty or fifty years ago. Allowing for
the possibility that the great figures of our youth have become magnified by the passage of time,
and for the probability that most of those who ask the question have not followed modern
philosophical developments very closely, there remains some justification of the lament. It may
be merely a longing for the appearance of a philosopher whose writings, lectures and
personality will arouse the imagination as Bergson, for instance, aroused it forty years ago; but it
may be also the expression of a need for philosophy in an older meaning of the word — the
need for new authority to express insight and wisdom.To those who pine for philosophy in this
ampler sense, logical positivism is the most conspicuous object of censure. Certainly, logical
positivism is not a very nourishing diet for more than the small minority which has been
conditioned to it. When the time of its exhaustion arrives, it will probably appear, in retrospect, to
have been for our age the counterpart of surrealism: for as surrealism seemed to provide a
method of producing works of art without imagination, so logical positivism seems to provide a
method of philosophizing without insight and wisdom. The attraction which it thus offers to the
immature mind may have unfortunate results for some of those who pursue their undergraduate
studies under its influence. Yet I believe that in the longer view, logical positivism will have
proved of service by explorations of thought which we shall, in future, be unable to ignore; and
even if some of its avenues turn out to be blind alleys, it is, after all, worth while exploring a blind
alley, if only to discover that it is blind. And, what is more important for my theme, I believe that
the sickness of philosophy, an obscure recognition of which moves those who complain of its
decline, has been present too long to be attributable to any particular contemporary school of



thought.At the time when I myself was a student of philosophy — I speak of a period some thirty-
five to forty years ago — the philosopher was beginning to suffer from a feeling of inferiority to
the exact scientist. It was felt that the mathematician was the man best qualified to philosophize.
Those students of philosophy who had not come to philosophy from mathematics did their best
(at least, in the university in which my studies were conducted) to try to become imitation
mathematicians — at least to the extent of acquainting themselves with the paraphernalia of
symbolic logic. (I remember one enthusiastic contemporary who devised a Symbolic Ethics, for
which he had to invent several symbols not found in the Principia Mathematica.) Beyond this,
some familiarity with contemporary physics and with contemporary biology was also prized: a
philosophical argument supported by illustrations from one of these sciences was more
respectable than one which lacked them — even if the supporting evidence was sometimes
irrelevant. Now I am quite aware that to the philosopher no field of knowledge should come
amiss. The ideal philosopher would be at ease with every science, with every branch of art, with
every language, and with the whole of human history. Such encyclopaedic knowledge might
preserve him from excessive awe of those disciplines in which he was untrained, and excessive
bias towards those in which he was well exercised. But in an age in which every branch of study
becomes more subdivided and specialized, the ideal of omniscience is more and more remote
from realization. Yet only omniscience is enough, once the philosopher begins to rely upon
science. No one today, I imagine, would follow the example of Bosanquet, who in his Logic leant
so heavily upon illustrations drawn from Linnaean Botany. But while the philosopher’s
exploitation of science is now likely to meet with severe criticism, we are perhaps too ready to
accept the conclusions of the scientist when he philosophizes.One effect of this striving of
philosophy towards the condition of the exact sciences was that it produced the illusion of a
progress of philosophy, of a kind to which philosophy should not pretend. It turned out
philosophical pedagogues ignorant, not merely of history in the general sense, but of the history
of philosophy itself. If our attitude towards philosophy is influenced by an admiration for the exact
sciences, then the philosophy of the past is something that has been superseded. It is
punctuated by individual philosophers, some of whom had moments of understanding, but
whose work as a whole comes to be regarded as quaint and primitive. For the philosophy of the
present, from this point of view, is altogether better than that of the past, when science was in its
infancy; and the philosophy of the future will proceed from the discoveries of our own age. It is
true that the history of philosophy is now admitted as a branch of study in itself, and that there
are specialists in this subject: but I suspect that in the opinion of a philosopher of the modern
school, the historian of philosophy is rather an historian than a philosopher.The root cause of the
vagaries of modern philosophy — and perhaps, though I was unconscious of it, the reason for
my dissatisfaction with philosophy as a profession — I now believe to lie in the divorce of
philosophy from theology. It is very necessary to anticipate the resistance to such an affirmation:
a resistance springing from an immediate emotional response, and expressed by saying that
any dependence of philosophy upon theology would be a limitation of the freedom of thought of



the philosopher. It is necessary to make clear what one means by the necessary relation
between philosophy and theology, and the implication in philosophy of some religious faith. This
I shall not attempt, because it is done very much better by Josef Pieper: I desire only to call
attention to this central point in his thought. He is himself a Catholic philosopher, grounded on
Plato, Aristotle and the scholastics: and he makes his position quite clear to his readers. But his
writings do not constitute a Christian apologetic — that, in his view, is a task for the theologian.
For him, a philosophy related to the theology of some other communion than that of Rome, or to
that of some other religion then Christianity, would still be a genuine philosophy. It is significant
that he pays a passing word of approval to the existentialism of Sartre, on the ground that he
finds in it religious presuppositions — utterly different as they are from those which Dr. Pieper
holds himself.The establishment of a right relation between philosophy and theology, which will
leave the philosopher quite autonomous in his own area, is I think one of the most important
lines of investigation which Dr. Pieper has pursued. In a more general way, his influence should
be in the direction of restoring philosophy to a place of importance for every educated person
who thinks, instead of confining it to esoteric activities which can affect the public only indirectly,
insidiously and often in a distorted form. He restores to their position in philosophy what
common sense obstinately tells us ought to be found there: insight and wisdom. By affirming the
dependence of philosophy upon revelation, and a proper respect for ’the wisdom of the
ancients’, he puts the philosopher himself in a proper relation to other philosophers dead and
living. Two dangers to philosophy are thus averted. One is the conscious or unconscious
imitation of exact science, the assumption that philosophers should be organized as teams of
workers, like scientists in their laboratories, investigating various parts of a problem which is
conceived as soluble in the same way as a problem in physics. The opposite error is that of an
older and more romantic attitude, which produced what I may call the ’one-man’ philosophy: that
is to say, a world view which was a projection of the personality of its author, a disguised
imposition of his own temperament with all its emotional bias, upon the reader. I do not wish to
diminish the grandeur or the value of the greatest oneman philosophies. When such a
philosophy is done superbly well, as by Spinoza, it retains a permanent importance for humanity:
for an acquaintance with Spinoza, and a temporary submission to his influence, is an experience
of great value. On the other hand, the colossal and grotesque achievement of Hegel may
continue in concealed or derivative forms to exercise a fascination upon many minds. I would
mention also the work of such a writer as F. H. Bradley, which owes its persuasiveness to a
masterly prose style. The charm of the author’s personality stimulates an agreeable state of
feeling: and such books will continue to be read as literature, for the enlargement of our
experience through a contact with powerful and individual minds.Dr. Pieper also has style:
however difficult his thought may sometimes be, his sentences are admirably constructed, his
ideas expressed with the maximum clarity. But his mind is submissive to what he believes to be
the great, the main tradition of European thought; his originality is subdued and unostentatious.
And as he is a philosopher who accepts explicitly a dogmatic theology, his presuppositions are



in full view, instead of being, as with some philosophers who profess complete detachment,
concealed from both author and reader. The attitude towards philosophy which he maintains,
and which distinguishes him from most of our contemporaries, is enough to account for his
preference for expression in brief and concentrated essays rather than in constructions of
greater bulk. Of such essays he has already published an impressive list: the two here presented
are those which author, translator and publishers agreed upon as the most suitable introduction
to his thought.T. S. Eliot INTRODUCTION by Roger Scruton”Don’t just do something: stand
there!” The command of an American President to a fussy official was one of those rare
moments in American politics when truth prevailed over industry. Josef Pieper’s serene
reflections on the art of being serene ought to be read by every practical person — and the more
that person is involved in business, politics, and public life, the more useful will Pieper be to him.
For here, in a succinct yet learned argument, are all the reasons for thinking that the frenzied
need to work, to plan, and to change things is nothing but idleness under other names — moral,
intellectual, and emotional idleness. In order to defend itself from self-knowledge, this agitated
idleness is busy smashing all the mirrors in the house.Leisure has had a bad press. For the
puritan it is the source of vice; for the egalitarian a sign of privilege. The Marxist regards leisure
as the unjust surplus, enjoyed by the few at the expense of the many. Nobody in a democracy is
at ease with leisure, and almost every person, however little use he may have for his time, will
say that he works hard for a living — curious expression, when the real thing to work for is
dying.The calumnies, however, do not apply: so argues Josef Pieper. We mistake leisure for
idleness, and work for creativity. Of course, work may be creative. But only when informed by
leisure. Work is the means of life; leisure the end. Without the end, work is meaningless — a
means to a means to a means ... and so on forever, like Wall Street or Capitol Hill. Leisure is not
the cessation of work, but work of another kind, work restored to its human meaning, as a
celebration and a festival.This is what religion teaches us, and the teaching is as important for
the unbeliever as for the person of faith. We win through to leisure. ”At the end of all our striving”
we rejoice in our being and offer thanks. It is then, eating a meal among those we love, dancing
together at a wedding, sitting side by side with people silenced by music, that we recognize our
peculiar sovereign position in the world.Our failure to understand leisure, Pieper makes clear, is
one with our failure to understand the difference between man and the other animals. Think only
of meal-times — and on this subject Pieper writes with uncommon perceptiveness. The meal, as
Pieper puts it, has a ”spiritual or even a religious character”. That is to say, it is an offering, a
sacrifice, and also - in the highest instance — a sacrament, something offered to us from on
high, by the very Being to whom we offer it. Animals eat, but there is nothing in their lives to
correspond to this experience of the ”meal”, as a celebration and endorsement of our life here
on earth. When we sit down to eat, we are consciously removing ourselves from the world of
work and means and industry, and facing outwards, to the kingdom of ends. Feast, festival, and
faith lift us from idleness, and endow our lives with sense.Pieper’s book is also a feast. With
astonishing brevity, he extracts from the idea of leisure not only a theory of culture and its



significance, not only a natural theology for our disenchanted times, but also a philosophy of
philosophy - an account of what philosophy can do for us, and what it ought to do for us, in a
world where science and technology have tried to usurp the divine command. And he reiterates
that command as it came in a ”still small voice” to Elijah, and again to Pascal and Kierkegaard: in
his own gentle way, Pieper tells us to ”Be still”.Roger ScrutonMalmesbury, March 1998 Author’s
Preface to the English EditionThese two essays were published separately in Germany, the
second having been originally written in the form of lectures, given in Bonn in the summer of
1947. They are intimately connected and properly belong together. This is not only true in the
sense that they were both written in the same summer, in a single breath, so to say; they both
spring from the same thought.Their common origin or foundation might be stated in the following
words: Culture depends for its very existence on leisure, and leisure, in its turn, is not possible
unless it has a durable and consequently living link with the cultus with divine worship.The word
’cult’ in English is used exclusively, or almost exclusively, in a derivative sense. But here it is
used, along with worship, in its primary sense. It means something else than, and something
more than, religion. It really means fulfilling the ritual of public sacrifice. That is a notion which
contemporary ’modern’ man associates almost exclusively and unconsciously with uncivilized,
primitive peoples and with classical antiquity. For that very reason it is of the first importance to
see that the cultus, now as in the distant past, is the primary source of man’s freedom,
independence and immunity within society. Suppress that last sphere of freedom, and freedom
itself, and all our liberties, will in the end vanish into thin air.Culture, in the sense in which it is
used above, is the quintessence of all the natural goods of the world and of those gifts and
qualities which, while belonging to man, lie beyond the immediate sphere of his needs and
wants. All that is good in this sense, all man’s gifts and faculties are not necessarily useful in a
practical way; though there is no denying that they belong to a truly human life, not strictly
speaking necessary, even though he could not do without them.Among the bona non utilia sed
honesta which are at home in the realm of freedom, in its innermost circle indeed, is philosophy,
the philosophical act, which must be understood in the traditional sense of Plato, Aristotle,
Augustine and Aquinas, and as they understood it. Grant this original sense of the word
’philosophizing’ to be the true one, and it is no longer possible to speak of the philosophical
aspect in the same way that one might speak of a sociological and historical or a political aspect
as though one could take up the one or the other at will. In the tradition of which I am speaking,
the philosophical act is a fundamental relation to reality, a full, personal attitude which is by no
manner of means at the sole disposal of the ratio; it is an attitude which presupposes silence, a
contemplative attention to things, in which man begins to see how worthy of veneration they
really are. And it is perhaps only in this way that it is possible to understand how it was that
Plato’s philosophical school, the Academy in Athens, was at the same time a sort of club or
society for the celebration of the cultus. In the last resort pure theory, philosophical theoria,
entirely free from practical considerations and interference — and that is what theory is — can
only be preserved and realized within the sphere of leisure, and leisure, in its turn, is free



because of its relation to worship, to the cultus.Josef Pieper, 1952 Part I Leisure, the Basis of
CultureBut the Gods, taking pity on human beings a race born to labor - gave them regularly
recurring divine festivals, as a means of refreshment from their fatigue; they gave them the
Muses, and Apollo and Dionysus as the leaders of the Muses, to the end that, after refreshing
themselves in the company of the Gods, they might return to an upright posture.- PlatoBe at
leisure - and know that I am God.- Psalm 45 IWe can begin, like the Scholastic masters, with an
objection: videtur qued non ... ”It seems not to be true that ...” And this is the objection: a time like
the present [i.e., a few years after the Second World War, in Germany] seems, of all times, not to
be a time to speak of ”leisure”. We are engaged in the re-building of a house, and our hands are
full. Shouldn’t all our efforts be directed to nothing other than the completion of that house?This
is no small objection. But there is also a good answer to it. To ”build our house” at this time
implies not only securing survival, but also putting in order again our entire moral and intellectual
heritage. And before any detailed plan along these lines can succeed, our new beginning, our re-
foundation, calls out immediately for ... a defense of leisure.For, when we consider the
foundations of Western European culture (is it, perhaps, too rash to assume that our re-building
will in fact be carried out in a ”Western” spirit? Indeed, this and no other is the very assumption
that is at issue today.), one of these foundations is leisure. We can read it in the first chapter of
Aristotle’s Metaphysics. And the very history of the meaning of the word bears a similar
message. The Greek word for leisure (σχoλ´) is the origin of Latin scola, German Schule,
English school. The name for the institutions of education and learning means ”leisure”.Of
course, the original meaning of the concept of ”leisure” has practically been forgotten in today’s
leisure–less culture of ”total work”: in order to win our way to a real understanding of leisure, we
must confront the contradiction that rises from our overemphasis on the world of work. ”One
does not only work in order to live, but one lives for the sake of one’s work,” this statement,
quoted by Max Weber1, makes immediate sense to us, and appeals to current opinion. It is
difficult for us to see how in fact it turns the order of things upside-down.And what would be our
response to another statement? ”We work in order to be at leisure.” Would we hesitate to say
thet here the world is really turned upside-down? Doesn’t this statement appear almost imorral
to the man and woman of the world of ”total work”? Is it not an attack on the basic principles of
human society?Now, I have not merely constructed a sentence to prove a point. The statement
was actually made - by Aristotle2. Yes, Aristotle: the sober, industrious realist, and the fact that
he said it, gives the statement special significance. What he says in a more literal translation
would be: ”We are not–at–leisure in order to be–at–leisure.” For the Greeks, ”not–leisure” was the
word for the world of everyday work; and not only to indicate its ”hustle and bustle,” but the work
itself. The Greek language had only this negative term for it ( ´α−σχoλ´ια), as did Latin (neg-
otium, ”not–leisure”).The context not only of this sentence but also of another one from
Aristotle’s Politics (stating that the ”pivot” around which everything turns is leisure3) shows that
these notions were not considered extraordinary, but only self-evident: the Greeks would
probably not have understood our maxims about ”work for the sake of work”. Could this also



imply that people in our day no longer have direct access to the original meaning of leisure?1
The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism [transl. by Talcott Parsons] (New York: Charles
Scribner’s Sons, 1958, p. 264, note 24). Weber is quoting Nikolaus Ludwig von Zinzendorf.2
Nicomachean Ethics X, 7 (1177b4-6).Of course, we can expect an objection here too: how
seriously must we take Aristotle anyway? We can admire the ancient writers, of course, but that
doesn’t mean we are obliged to follow them.On the other side, consider the following: the
Christian concept of the ”contemplative life” (the vita contemplativa) was built on the Aristotelian
concept of leisure. Further, the distinction between the ”Liberal Arts” and the ”Servile Arts” has
its origin precisely here. But is not such a distinction of interest only to the historian? Well, at
least one side of the distinction comes to the fore in everyday life, when the issue of ”servile
work” arises, the kind of activity that is deemed inappropriate for the ”holy rest” of the Sabbath,
Sundays, or Holidays. How many are aware that the expression ”servile work” can not be fully
understood without contrasting it with the ”Liberal Arts”? And what does it mean to say that
some arts are ”liberal” or ”free”? This is still in need of clarification.This example might suffice, if
we wanted to show, at least, that Aristotle’s words do have some relevance to our times. And yet
this is still not enough to ”oblige” us in any way.The real reason for mentioning it was to show
how sharply the modern valuation of work and leisure differs from that of Antiquity and the
Middle Ages. The difference is so great, in fact, that we can no longer understand with any
immediacy just what the ancient and medieval mind understood by the statement, ”We are not–
at–leisure3 Politics VII, 3 (1337b33)in order to be–at–leisure.” Now, the very fact of this
difference, of our inability to recover the original meaning of ”leisure,” will strike us all the more
when we realize how extensively the opposing idea of ”work” has invaded and taken over the
whole realm of human action and of human existence as a whole; when we realize, as well, how
ready we are to grant all claims made for the person who ”works.”In the following discussion, the
word ”worker” will not be used in the sense of a distinct kind of occupation, with the sociological
and statistical sense of the ”proletarian worker,” although the ambiguity is not coincidental.
”Worker” will be used in an anthropological sense: as a general human ideal. It is with this
meaning in mind that Ernst Niekisch4 spoke of the ”worker” as an ”imperial figure,” and Ernst
J¨unger5 sketched a portrait of that ”worker”-type which has already begun to determine the
future of humanity.An altered conception of the human being as such, and a new interpretation
of the meaning of human existence as such, looms behind the new claims being made for ”work”
and the ”worker.” And as we might expect, the historical evolution which resulted in this changed
conception is difficult to follow, and almost impossible to recover in detail. If something of real
import is going to be said on the matter, it will be achieved not by reconstructing a historical
narrative, but by digging more deeply to the very roots of a philosophical and theological
understanding of the human person.4 Ernst Niekisch, Die dritte imperiale Figur (Berlin, 1935). 5
Ernst J¨unger, Der Arbeiter. Herrschaft und Gestalt (Hamburg,1932). II”Intellectual work,”
”intellectual worker” - these terms characterize the latest stretch of the road we have traveled,
bringing us at last to the modern ideal of work in its most extreme formulation.Up until this time



(at least from the point of view of someone who worked with his hands) the province of
intellectual enterprise tended to be looked upon as a kind of paradise, where nobody needed to
work; at the heart of this privileged province lay ”philosophy,” something at furthest remove from
the working world.Now, the takeover of this region of intellectual action (including the province of
philosophical culture) and its exclusive possession by the realm of ”total work,” forms only the
most recent phase of a whole series of conquests made by the ”imperial figure” of the ”Worker.”
And the concepts intellectual worker and intellectual work (with the evaluative claims that go with
them) make the fact of that conquest especially clear and especially challenging to our times.In
this last part of the journey, however, the significance of the whole historical process has
gathered itself together to form an expression of utmost precision and clarity. For, in fully
explicating the inner structure of the concept ”intellectual work,” we come face to face with the
”world of total work” and its real meaning. The concept of intellectual work has a number of
historical antecedents, which can serve to clarify it.First, it is based on a certain interpretation of
the human knowing process.What happens when our eye sees a rose? What do we do when
that happens? Our mind does something, to be sure, in the mere fact of taking in the object,
grasping its color, its shape, and so on. We have to be awake and active. But all the same, it is a
”relaxed” looking, so long as we are merely looking at it and not observing or studying it,
counting or measuring its various features. Such observation would not be a ”relaxed” action: it
would be what Ernst J¨unger termed an ”act of aggression.”1 But simply looking at something,
gazing at it, ”taking it in,” is merely to open our eyes to receive the things that present themselves
to us, that come to us without any need for ”effort” on our part to ”possess” them.There would
scarcely be any dispute about this, if we were speaking about an act of sense perception.But
what about an act of knowing? When a human being considers something imperceptible to the
senses, is there then such a thing as mere ”looking”? Or, to use the scholastic technical
terminology, is there such a thing as ”intellectual vision”?The ancient and medieval philosophers
answered, ”Yes.” Modern philosophers have tended to say, ”No.” To Kant, for instance, the
human act of knowing is exclusively ”discursive,” which means not ”merely looking.” ”The
understanding cannot look upon anything.”2 This doctrine has been characterized,1 Bl¨atter und
Steine (Hamburg, 1934), p. 202.2 I. Kant, Kritik der reinen Vernunft, ed. R. Schmidt (Leipzig,
1944) p. 91. in brief, as ”one of the most momentous dogmatic assumptions of Kantian
epistemology.”3 In Kant’s view, then, human knowing consists essentially in the act of
investigating, articulating, joining, comparing, distinguishing, abstracting, deducing, proving - all
of which are so many types and methods of active mental effort. According to Kant, knowing —
(intellectual knowing, that is, by the human being) is activity, and nothing but activity.
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Marcus, “Important book; dubious translation (Malsbary). Reading this book in its first English
edition (translated by Alexander Dru and introduced by T.S. Eliot), I found it very readable,
thoughtful, and compelling. A few minor typos or questionable phrases made me seek a newer
edition, the one translated by Gerald Malsbary and introduced by Roger Scruton. Although I
appreciate the latter's inclusion of an appendix with contemporary reviews of the first English
edition (1952), I'm disappointed by several things. First, Scruton's two-page introduction is less
substantive and interesting than T.S. Eliot's, which is no longer included. Second, the typography
is sub-par in many respects, resembling self-published books. (Things like an abnormally large
typeface, footnote numbers which collide with the text above, footnote lines of inconsistent
weight, linebreaks which split elispses or a person's first and middle initials: such details distract
from the content of the book and give it an unprofessional appearance.)Third and most
importantly, I question the translation, both its style and reliability. Compared to Dru, Malsbary is
surprisingly different in style, and occasionally in content. In general it seems to be more wordy
and more casual, and in a few instances words are changed or sentences omitted in such a way
as to substantially alter the meaning -- or at least to beg the question, why didn't the translator
include a note to justify these changes? Although I don't have a German edition to compare
these translations against, I'm more inclined to trust the Dru translation, which was published
during Pieper's lifetime (1952), than this new translation (1998), published a year after Pieper's
death.Here's a passage from the Dru translation, near the end of the second chapter or section
of "Leisure" (p.37):'And it is by no means unimportant for a nation and for the realization of the
"common good," that a place should be made for activity which is not "useful work" in the sense
of being utilitarian. "I have never bothered or asked," Goethe said to Friedrich Soret in 1830, "in
what way I was useful to society as a whole; I contended myself with expressing what I
recognized as good and true. That has certainly been useful in a wide circle; but that was not the
aim; it was the necessary result."'Here's the equivalent passage from the Malsbary translation
(p.25):'And thus it is not at all without significance for a people and the the realization of a
nation's common good, that room be allowed, and respect be granted, for what is not "useful
work" in the sense of immediate application. As Goethe the Minister of State wrote to Friedrich
Soret [Oct. 20, 1830]: "I have never asked . . . how do I use the whole? -- rather, I have only
attempted to speak out what I understood as good and true. Of course, this was made use of . . .
in a wider circle, but that was not its purpose, only a necessary result."'According to Hegel's fine
formulation, there is not only use, there is also blessing.'In the first sentence, I find the Malsbary
a little harder to grasp (even ignoring the duplicate "the" before "realization"). In the Goethe
quote, Dru's version is understandable ("in what way I was useful to society as a whole"), while
Malsbary's version ("how do I use the whole"?) is obscure, even opposite in meaning. An online
translation of Goethe's words renders his question: "what would the multitude have, and how
can I be of service to the whole", in relation to which Dru's translation is an elegant summary and



Malsbary's an obscure distortion -- for "use" and "serve" are nearly opposite, and "the whole" in
Malsbary is shorn of its context. Finally, Malsbary's sentence referring to Hegel is entirely absent
from the Dru translation. Did Malsbary decide to add it (with footnote), or did Dru decide to leave
it out? I'm not sure.Briefly, let me note two other discrepancies. In the second essay, "The
Philosophical Act," Dru ends the first paragraph thus:'The opening question, What does
philosophizing mean? is certainly philosophical.'Malsbary ends the same paragraph this
way:'Our question, "What is the philosophical act?" belongs, in fact, to the field of philosophical
anthropology.'Quite a difference! The sentences immediately before and after correspond in
meaning, so there is no question of just changing the order. Dru makes no reference to
anthropology in these paragraphs. Was it Dru's omission or Malsbary's addition? Again, I'm not
sure, but here as elsewhere, I find Dru's translation understandable and Malsbary's translation
puzzling.Malsbary may do some readers a service by translating Latin phrases (where Dru
sometimes forces one to puzzle it out from context or use a dictionary); some readers may
appreciate his substitution of "human person" for "man" (though I find it clumsy), and some may
appreciate the breathing space this edition gives to the text (with a blank line after every few
paragraphs, and wider margins). Nonetheless, on the whole I feel that Malsbary and the
publisher (St. Augustine's Press) do readers a disservice by putting typographical and verbal
distractions between the reader and Josef Pieper, whose voice and ideas speak strongly to
issues relevant both to daily life and to the ultimate questions of human existence. Many things
have changed since 1952, but not (in my opinion) the relevance and importance of the issues
discussed in this book.”

Tony, “This is not like Travel & Leisure. This is the 50th anniversary edition of Josef Pieper's
philosophical classic which was originally published in German in 1948. Pieper defines leisure
not as we understand it in the 21st century, but within the philosophical-theological context of
divine play and its impact on the intellect as it was universally accepted from the pre-Christian
Greek philosophers and later developed by Aquinas. The importance of leisure was
unchallenged until Kant usurped it in 1796 with a philosophy of reason and work; "...the law of
reason is supreme, whereby property is possessed through labor." Kant's philosophy gained
acceptance and became well suited to the industrial revolution which soon followed.Pieper takes
the command "Be still (at leisure) and know that I am God" - Psalm 45 and distills it from there.
Leisure is non-active; it is receptive and consists of contemplation or celebration. Like grace,
intuitive and creative thoughts are communicated while at leisure. I find Pieper's premise true
because my most inspiring thoughts come while taking a shower or while on a walk through the
woods. Einstein would also agree, because he was riding his bike when the theory of relativity
crystalized in his mind.Also in this 160 pge book are Pieper's 1947 lectures collectively entitled
The Philosphical Act. He begins by quoting Thomas Aquinas, "The reason why the philosopher
can be compared to the poet is that both are concerned with wonder." It flows from
there.Pieper's philosophy is reflected today in the Slow (Food) Movement. It's also



understandable how Pieper made a significant impact on E.F. Schumacher and his Buddhist
economics as contained in Small is Beautiful.”

Clay L, “Very well made.. This books is for the review of the hardcover clothback version of the
book. It is very nicely made. There are plenty of reviews for the content of the book itself so I will
leave that to them. The gold title and the purple cloth go really well together and the binding
looks like it will hold up for quite a few reads!”

Joseph J. Serwach, “A classic worth reading once a year: why we work. In this classic, Josef
Pieper shows how capitalism as well as communism focus so much on work that they forget
WHY we work: so we will have time for for leisure - in the greatest sense of the word, to
determine what God wants us to learn from our lives.”

milligi, “Lots to comtemplate. Love this book! Read and reread. Deep stuff (or maybe I need
lighter reading). Lots to absorb here.”

Miguel Hastingo, “a must read for all. Everyone should read this, and it should be required for
graduation from high school. There is more to life than work, and the important things are work,
but work of a different kind.”

Ronald., “A must for the study of culture. Fine narrative, indeed.. An important, intelligent book
that is a must looking into what culture used to be. It is a historical piece of fine writing describing
a clearly important phase of the history of cultural thought.”

Roland Thompson, “Excellent. This book explains a lot and fills in some missing thoughts I had
on leisure time (some thing I don't have much of). It's not a recipe book but more of a
philosophical perspective on free time.”

Michael Asciak, “Five Stars. good”

The book by Bill Bryson has a rating of  5 out of 4.6. 68 people have provided feedback.
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