





THE TEACH YOURSELF BOOKS
EDITED BY LEONARD CUTTS

PHILOSOPHY



Unliform with this volume
and in the same
series

Teach Yourself Anthropology
Teach Yourself Anatomy
Teach Yourself Archaeology
Teach Yourself Biochemistry
Teach Yourself Biology
Teach Yourself Calculus
Teach Yourself Chemistry
Teach Yourself Ethics
Teach Yourself Geology

The Teach Yourself
Guidebook to Western Thought

Teach Yourself History of Philosophy
Teach Yourself to Live
Teach Yourself Mathematics
Teach Yourself Meteorology
Teach Yourself Physiology
Teach Yourself Political Thought



THE TEACH YOURSELF BOOKS

PHILOSOPHY

By
C. E. M. JOAD

THE ENGLISH UNIVERSITIES PRESS LTD
102 NEWGATE STREET
LONDON. E.C.I



First printed 1944
This impression 1960

lerary IIAS, Shirrla

EMCRRRA

00051483

No)/

T

Yl Ye

SR VEYITS

ALL RIGHTS RESERVIED

Printed i Great Britain for the lnglish Universities Press, Limited
by Richard Clay and Company, Lid., Bunigay. Suffolk



CHRAP.

IT.

111.

Iv.

CONTENTS

Ox READING PHILOSOPHY

The Difficulty of Philosophy: The Difliculty of
Philosophers: On Reading Philosophy : The Value
of Philosophy.

SUBJECT-MATTER AND SCOPE . . .

The Reports from the Sciences : The Philosopher takes
the Field : The Reports from History, the Arts, Morals
and Religion: The Questions for Philosophy: The
Generality of Philosophy : The Branches of Philosophy,
Mectaphysics : The Categories or Classes of Existents :
Theory of Knowledge: Ethics: Aesthetics : Politics :
The Subjective Factor in Philosophy : Difficulty of
Philosophy : Variety of Philosophy : Some Qualifica-
tions of the Ideal Philosopher: Description of the Book.

PraTO’S PHILOSOPHY . . .
The Relativity of Sense Qualities : The Elusiveness of
Substance: Of \What is there Knowledge ?: Procedure
of the Scicnces: Plato's Conception of Reality : The
Forms as Idecals and Standards: The Sphere of
Aesthetics : The Function of the Artist: The Sphere
of Morals: Transcendence and Immancence: Diffi-
cultics in Plato’s Conception : Political Corollaries :
Plato’s Account of the Soul: The Third Part of the
Soul: Classes of Statc: Plato’s Guardians: That
Philosophers must be Kings : Plato’s Authoritarianism :
Plato’s Account of the Powcr-loving Man and the
Dictator State : The Nazi State and the Tyrant State :
Unlimited and Dividing ** Goods ' : Plato’s Scepticism
in Regard to Progress.

THE ANALYSIS OF THE FAMILIAR WORLD

The World of Common Sensc : Empiricism and Ration-
alism : Empiricist Arguments against the Independent
Reality of the Familiar World: Views of Locke:
Berkeley’s Idealism : The Evidence from Physics : The
Evidence from Physiology : What is the Object of Im-
mediate Sensory Experience ? : The Scnse-Data View of
Perception : The Idealist View of the Universe : Ration-
alist Arguments against the Independent Reality of the
Familiar World : Substance and Change : Aristotle on
Form, Substance and Change : Matter, Space and Time :
Relations : The Scientists’ Accounts of Personality:
Retrospect and Conclusions.

V. ETHICAL PHILOSOPHY . .

The Common Sense Attitude to Ethics: Subjectivist
and Naturalist Theories of Ethics: The Objective View
of Ethics : Subjectivist Theories. What they Assert:

A4

PAGK

16

42

82

119



CHAP.

VL

VII.

CONTENTS

Psychological Origin of Ethical Sentiments: Social
and Economic Origins of Ethical Sentiments : Reasons
for the Varicty of Moral Judgments: Objectivist
Theories of Ethics: Criticism of Subjectivism and
Naturalism: What is Right Contrasted with what is
Thought Right: The Argument from Origins: The
Distinction between * Right” and * Pleasant’:
That the Concepts of “ Right” and “ Qught " are Un-
explained : Statement of Objectivist Ethical Theory :
The Unique Significance of ** Ought " : Kant's Posi-
tive Theory of Morals: Kant's Mctaphysical Theory :
The Concept of Things which are Good Themsclves :
That the Bcsirability of Ultimate Ends cannot be
Proved or Justified : The Ends of Money, Fame and
Truth : Things which are Desired for their Own Sake :
Is Happiness the only Ultimate End?: Hecdonism:
be Argument Returns to Subjectivism: Latent In-
consistency of Naturalistic Ethics: Ethics as the
Revelation of Values: The Transition to Theism :
That Morality Points to without Necessitating God.

THE PuiLosopuy or PoLITICS . .

Plan of Chapter : The Ends which Communities do, in
fact, Pursue. That they arc Unsatisfactory : Power as
an End: Prestige as an End : Wealth as an End:
The Defects of Communities which Value Wealth :
The Ends which Communities Profess to Pursuc : That
they are, in fact, Mecans: Social Justice: Liberty
and Education : The Purpose of Political Action : The
Social Contract Theory and the Doctrine of Natural
Rights : The True Ends of Politics : Recapitulation :
Distinctions between the End which is Happiness and
the End which is the Development of Personality : The

evelopment of Human Faculty as a Pre-requisite of the
Good Life : Digression on the Grecks, Ourselves and
the Art of Living: The Moderns and the Art of Life :
The Education of the Moderns : Aristotle on the Distin-
guishing Characteristics of Man: The Good for Man,
the Citizen: How far and in what Scnse Force is
lccessary in a Socicty : The Principles which Constitute
the Indispensable Background of the Good Society :
The Life of the Statesman: The Influence of Chris-
tianity : The Genijus and the Community : The Good for
Man, ‘the Individual: The Nature of the Good Life:
Ends which are Good in Themscives.

PR.:KCTICAL COROLLARIES . . :
Guidance : Increase of Dividends : Integration ¢
Cbange of Personality : Caution : Reference Back.

EriLocue . . . .

On the Value of Philosophy : The Philosophical Tem-
frament:  Scopg of Philosophical Questions :
opical Value of ghilosophy: Purpose of the Book.

PAGF

169

210



CHAPTER |

ON READING PHILOSOPHY

The Difficulty of Philosophy

PuiLosoruy is an exceedingly ditficult subject and most
books on philosophy are unintelligible to most intelli-
gent people.  This is partly, but not wholly, due to the
difficulty of the subjcct-matter, which, being the uni-
verse, is not surprisingly complex and obscure. There
is no reason, at leust I know of none, why the universe
should necessarily be intelligible to the mind of a
twentieth-century human being, and I take leave to re-
mind him how late a comer he is upon the cosmic scene
and how recently he has begun to think.

I cannot resist the temptation, thus early in the book,
to introduce a time-scale to enforce the point. It Is
estimated that there has been life of some sort upon this
planet for some 1,200 million years; ! human life for
about a million. Human civilisation, giving the most
generous interpretation to the term * civilisation ",
has endured for about two and a half thousand years.
Now, the period during which it is estimated that the
heat of the sun will be sufficient to support the con-
ditions neccessary to life, as we know life, is ab_out
1,200,000,000,000 (twelve hundred thousand million)
years, or about a thousand times as long as the whole
past history of life.

Let us scale these figures down to make them manage-
able. If we put the past of life at one hundred years,

! The estimate is of course only approximate. It may be
hundreds of millions of years out; some would estimate the dura-
tion of life upon the earth as nearer six hundred or even three
hundred million years.

7



8 PHILOSOPHY

then the past human life works out at about a month
and of human civilisation at about 1} hours. On the
same time-scale, the future of civilisation—that is to
say, the future during which it may be supposed that
man will continue to think—is about onc hundred
thousand years. It was about two thousand five
hundred years ago, between 600 and 400 B.C., that the
human mind seems for the first time to have turned over
in its sleep, shaken itsclf and looked about it. Even
then it was in the minds only of a few very exceptional
individuals that this increasc of awareness, which we call
thinking, took place. Confucius, Buddha, Lao Tsc and
Socrates were all born during these two hundred years;
Plato and Aristotle followed within the next hundred.
But these were exceptional individuals, biological
"sports”’ on the intellectual and spiritual plane, pointing
the way forward to a level of human development to
which the race ag a whole may one day advance. (It
must be confessed that it has shown little disposition to
do so during the two thousand threc hundred years that
have elapsed since this initial leap.)

By any reckoning, then, the human mind is very
young, and it is not to be expected that it should, as yet,
}mderstand very much of the world in which it finds
itself. Indeed, there is a sense in which the more we
know, the more we become aware of the extent of our
lgnorance.  Suppoge, for example, that we think of
knowledge as a little lighted patch, the area of the
known, set in a sea of environing darkness, the limitless
area of the unknown, Then, the more we enlarge the
area of the lighteq patch, the arca of the known, the more
also we enlarge the area of contact with the environing
darkne§s of the unknown. In philosophy, then, as in
daily life, cocksureness i a function of ignorance and
dunces step 1n where sages fear to trcad. The wise man
is he who realises his )imitations, a truth to which the
famous legend of Socrates prompted by the oracle at
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Delphi to go on his unsuccessful search for somebody
wiser than himself, bears witness.!

The Difficulty of Philosophers

The subject-matter of philosophy is, then, necessarily
obscure, and this ob:scurity philosophy necessarily
reflects and expresses. But besides the cxpression of
obscurity there is also obscurity of expression, and,
while the former is pardonable, the latter is not, being,
when allis said and done, nothing but bad craftsmanship.
The object of words is to express meaning, and he who
has learnt to use them well, will express his meaning
with the greatest ease and clarity. Hence, a writer
should make it his first duty to be clear and intelligible,
not only in justice to himself, but also out of compliment
to his recaders. Few philosophers have observed this
elementary rule.

“ But the figural synthesis, when it is considered
merely in relation to the original synthetic unity of
apperception, that is, to the transcendental unity
which is thought in the categories, must be called,
in distinction from the purely intellectual combina-
tion, the transcendental synthesis of imagination.”’

That is from Kant. Some of the terms cmployed are
technical, and some acquaintance with the special senses
in which they are used is necessary to a full understand-
ing of the meaning of the passage. Also it is fair to
point out that Kant wrote in German and that the
sentence I have quoted is, therefore, a translation. But
when all allowance is made for these facts, Kant is still
intolerably and unneccssarily obscure; so much so,
that volumes have been written by his commentators
and critics with the object of determining not whether
what he said was true, but what he meant by what he

! You can read it—it is worth reading—in the Dialogue of Plato

known as The Apology.
A2



© PHILOSOPHY
said. - Much of this trouble would have been saved, if
Kant himself had taken more pains with his writing.

Cre 1S another example which is modern, which is not
a translation and ip which there are no technical terms,

from Professor Whitehead’s Science and the Modern
World - :

“ The aboriginal data in terms of which the
Pattern weaves jtself arc the aspects of shapes, of
Sense-objects, and of other external objects whose
S"’-lf-identity is not dependent on the flux of things.

€rever such objects have ingression into the
general flux, they interpret cvents, cach to the
Other: hey are here in the perceiver; but, as
Perceived by him, they convey for him something
of the totg) flux which is beyond himsclf. The
sub]ect-object relation takes its origin in the double
tole of these eternal objects. They are modifica-
tions of the subject, but only in their character of
cOMveying aspects of other subjects in the com-
Munity of the yniverse.”
gﬁiﬁ?r hitchead is, in the opinion of many, the most
odery, u?“tCmporary philosopher and Science and the
i o"ld is, by any reckoning, a great book. Yet
ously marred by Professor Whitchead's
Necessy I unwillingness to take the pains which are

Part]y - €Xpress himself clearly. _
matter €Cause of the necessary obscurity of the
obscurit Ounded, partly because 9f the unnecessary
1ts expositors, much philosophy is difficult
of unintelligibility. On a rough estimate
What passes for philosophy is unreadable.

On Readlng Ph”osophy
It fOHOWS
who

Ntiny

that the first caution to be given to those
4T€ Proposing to tackle philosophy is at all times to
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approach the original philosophers with the greatest
circumspection, and not at any time to try to read them
without guidance. Guidance can best be given by a
lecturer or tutor at a University, who should make it his
business to tell you what to select for your reading. It is
even more important that he should tell you what to skip.
Nearly all books on philosophy are too long and, provided
that one masters the key passages, all but these can be
safely ignored. Thus, the good teacher will say, ** You
might read Chapter I, pages 1-17, of Bradley’s The
Principles of Logic on the General Nature of Judgment,
but for goodness sake don’t go on beyond that until we
have had an opportunity of discussing it, so that I can
see how much of it you understand.”’

But suppose that you have nobody to say these things
to you, and no opportunity of discussion. Then it is
desirable that you should lay down certain rules for your
reading and do your best to follow them.

First, never try, at any rate in the beginning, to read
the whole of a book on philosophy. Pick out certain
chapters—two or three, perhaps—which deal with
matters that scem to you to be of particular importance
or which relate to topics on which you have already read
something and which you wish to follow up, and con-
centrate on these. For example, you may be interested
in the problem of causation. Very well, then, you take
up Hume's A4 Treatise of Human Nature, read the first
four Sections of Part IIT and for the time being neglect
the rest. The first rule, then, is judicious selection.

Judicious selection involves a preliminary inspection
of Chapter headings and the intelligent use of the index,
in order to find out where the topics that most interest
you arec to be found; it also entails the reading of the
Introduction or Preface, whether written by the philo-
sopher himself or by the modern writer who introduces
him, so that having obtained a preliminary bird’s-eye
view of the territory which you are about to enter, you



12 PHILOSOPHY

may the more easily find your way, avoiding the deserts
and spotting the oascs.

Secondly, even within the arcas sclected, you will find
difficult and boring passages which you will do well to
omit. The author, you will find, repeats himself; skip
the repetitions; he is, you will also find, from time to
time unintelligible: omit the unintelligible paragraphs,
even if you return to them for a sccond try later on.
T'he second rule, then, is intelligent skipping.

Thirdly, take care never to go on reading unless you

are understanding—the word “* understanding '’ being
}n.terpre'ted in a generous sense—what you read. This
fnjunction sounds obvious, yet such is the difficulty of
Philosophy that many readers habitually fail to observe
it. I'have known students read themselves into a state
of hmp discoumgement by dint of simply pegging away
out of sheer doggedness, sheer stupidity or both, at some-
thing that they didn’t understand and had better lmye
left alone, Ag 4 result they were effectively * put off ™
philosophy for the rest of their lives. Keep, then, a
careful watch upon yourself to make sure that you are
understanding what you read and drop the passage
abruptly and £0 on to something clse, if you are not.

Fourthly, in order to make surc that you are u,u.der-
standing, take carcful notes, making your own précis of
the passage you are reading, so that, when you want to
rCffc.Sh your memory, it is to the précis you turn, your
Prem_s, and not tg the original. It is also uscful to make
4 Pprivate indeyx of the various points that have struck
youin the courge of your reading as being of outstanding
Importance or interest on the two or three blank pages
which publisheys thoughtfully provide for the purpose
at the ends of books.

All _thlS Means that to read philosophy, as it should be
read, is to ¢ngage in an active process in which all the
faculties of the mind are working at full stretch. For the
process is as various as it is active and involves a number
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of different tasks. There is the task of finding out
precisely what the writer means by what he says; the
task of considering what its bearing is upon the meaning
of what he has said before, of determining, in other
words, its general relevance to the argument as a whole;
there is the task of considering what you personally
think of it, of deciding, that is to say, whether to reject
it or to try to incorporate it into the structure of your
own thought, and, if you decide to incorporate, the task
of fitting it into the framework of your own ideas. This
may involve modifications both in the new ideas to be
received and in the existing framework into which they
must be fitted, these latter modifications being frequently
arduous to the point of acute mental discomfort, involv-
ing, as they do, a re-arrangement of mental furniture
and sometimes the jettisoning of a number of familiar
and valued antiques. This last is a task from which we
increasingly shrink as we grow older and after middle-
age are usually unable to perform at all.

Finally, there is the task of determining to the best
of your ability whether what you are reading is true,
and this requires a degree of concentrated absorption
which few people can compass for more than a short
period. Hence—another rule—never read philosophy
for more than half or, at most, three-quarters of an hour
at a time. At the end of that period your concentration
will begin to slacken, your attention to flag, until, bored
and dispirited, you throw the book aside and proceed
to turn to your novel with such a nasty taste in your
intellectual mouth that it is only by a considerable effort
of will that you will ever be able to take up your
philosophy again. As the transition from thoughtful
and interested attention to the beginnings of inattention
is difficult to mark, be always on the look-out for it, so
that, detecting it in its early stages, you will be content
to put your philosophy down while you are still ready to
go on with it. Success in the study of philosophy, like
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success in eating, in drinking, in games-playing, in work-
ing, in friendship, even in love-making, depends upon
one’s willingness to stop while one has both the energy
and the desire to continue. Prepared to taste any drink
once, we should never drink any to the dregs.
Parenthetically, with what an added gusto one turns
to the reading of literature after a spell of philosophy.
How easy, how restful the novel appears, like free-
wheeling down a hill after a grinding climb up the slope;
also, how full of the colour and richness of humanity.

The Value of Philosophy

I had intended to stop here, but my teachers told_ me
that I ought not to end a chapter with a parenthesis—
though, for the life of me, I cannot see why I should
not. I have been taught to give heed to my teachers
and so I propose to add a word on the value of philosophy.
It is, so far as I can see, non-existent. Philosophy, that
is to say, will not help you to acquire fame or wealth, to
Win promotion at the office, to commend yoursel{ to emi-
nent persons, or to be a nicer or more agreeable person. It
will not endow you with a distinctive disposition, or
€qulp you with that desirable attitude to life known
popularly as the philosophic temperament by virtue of
which you are enabled to bear the toothaches and pimples
of _experience with more equanimity than the non-
philosopher.l The philosopher is just as likely to swear
as anybody else when he breaks a shoe-lace or misses a
train, and he is no better aple to conceal his irritation
when he steps on 5 nail, or his pain when he bites his
tongue.

Philosophers are no more noticeably successful at
managing their lives than other men. Unlike astrology,
Spiritualism, Christian Science, psycho-analysis, and

1 But see Chapter VII, pPp. 222—225, for some qualifications,

though, in spite of the advice on p. 12, you are bidden not to read
them until you get to Chapter VII.
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other contemporary aspirins for the sick headache of
mankind, philosophy provides its students with no
esoteric information on how to control the self or predict
the future. No world-famous philosopher tells you how
to make friends, acquire influence over others, or over-
come your inferiority complex. Philosophy, again, offers
no protection from impending danger, does not cure
loneliness, allay fear or provide a sanatorium wherein
the spirit of man may find a refuge from the increasing
chaos of the contemporary world.

Why, then, study philosophy? It is difficult to read
and hard to understand; its subject-matter is obscure
and its professors write obscurely about it; to be read to
advantage it demands the assistance of a tutor and
opportunities for discussion, and it is apparently of no
practical value whatsoever. No honours reward the
efforts of the philosopher, no employer is in need of his
qualifications, nor does philosophy equip him to make his
way in the world. Why, then, study philosophy ?

There is only one answer to the question. To satisfy
the impulse of curiosity. Some of us want to know the
meaning of this surprising world in which we find our-
selves, to understand the significance and, if possible, to
discover the purpose of human life in gencral and of our
own lives in particular. What is the point of life and how
ought it to be lived? Philosophy concerns itself with
these questions, not aspiring to answer them with finality,
but considering and discussing them and studying the
answers which have seemed convincing to greater men
than ourselves. Philosophy, then, is a record of the
soul’s adventures in the cosmos. Some find enjoyment in
th? Pursuit of mental and spiritual adventure; these are
philosophers, and only those who share their tastes are

advised to set foot upon the trail which they have
blazed.



CHAPTER I
SUBJECT-MATTER AND SCOPE

In this chapter I propose to try to answer ﬂle question,
" What is philosophy about? "’ and, 1.nc1dcntally, t_o
substantiate the somewhat grandiose claims made for it
at the end of the last, as the record of the soul’s adven-
tures in the universe. _

Philosophy is, I think, most appropriately to be con-
ceived as a clearing house to which the results of all other
human enquiries are brought and in which the records

of all forms of human experience are sifted, assessed and
evaluated,

The Reports from the Sciences

Consider, for example, the sciences. Physics gives us
information abgyt the ultimate constituents of matter
as revealed by contemporary analysis. These con-
stituents are, it seems, not solid; indeed, they lack all
the familiar Properties of the objects of the common
sense world, Their movements are not always in accord-
ance with discoverable laws, while their behaviour is
analogous Sometimes to that of waves, sometimes to
that of Projectiles. If they are to be pictured at all,
they may most appropriately be conceived after the
model of electrica] charges which are, nevertheless, not
charges in anything. But if we ask what is their real
nature, physics does not tel] us; itonly gives us informa-
tion about their behaviour.

Chemistry investigates the laws of the combination of
these ultimate constituents of matter, establishes formula
for ‘the composition of elements, tells us how many
elements there are ang explores their relations to each
other. Carrying its researches into more highly organ-

16



SUBJECT-MATTER AND SCOPE 17

ised forms of matter, it describes the combining of
elements to make molecules and of molecules to make
compounds,

Biology gives us information about a particular class
of highly organised chemical compounds which exhibit
the property known as being alive. How, if at all, it
asks, do these organic compounds, as they are called,
differ from so-called inanimate matter? How many
forms of life are there? How does one form pass into
another, and what arc the laws which determine whether
a particular form will survive and develop or die out:
and what, incidentally, does *‘ development’ mean?
All these are questions with which biology concerns itself.
Branching off from biology, there is the science of
genctics, which gives information about the laws of
inheritance and asks what precisely it is that the off-
spring rececives from its parents at conception. If, as
seems to be the case, its inheritance consists of packets of
chemicals called genes, can we say anything about the
laws which will determine what genes it will receive, and
how they will determine its characteristics ?

Anthropology takes for its subject-matter a special sub-
section of the creatures that are living—namely, those
that are called human beings—describes their forms
of behaviour and social grouping, seeks to discover the
emotions by which they are swayed and the beliefs which
they entertain. It shows how early groupings develop
into more complex ones. Sociology asks the same
questions and seeks the same information in regard to
those more complex and recent forms of human grouping
which we call civilised societies.

Physiology and anatomy describe the contents and
seek to elucidate the laws determining the workings of
the human body. Psychology, albeit with marked lack
of success, sceks to describe the constituents and work-
ings of the human mind or, as some psychologists prefer
to say, of the living organism considered as a whole.
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Each science working within its own sphere obtains
its own set of results. But it is not the business of any
one of the sciences to co-ordinate its results with those
reached by the others, with a view to drawing up a map
of the whole territory each department of which has been
separately investigated. It is as if cach science were
entrusted with the cultivation of a scparate sct of trees,
but it was nobody’s business to concern himself with the
wood. Inevitably, then, no scientist sces the wood;
he is too preoccupied with his allotted trees.

The Philosopher takes the Field

It is here that the philosopher steps in. His concern
1s with the wood; the wood, that is to say, considered
as a whole. He gathers together and collates the results
of the sciences, not with a view to querying them-—he
accepts them; how indeed could he do otherwise,
since he has not the qualifications either to reach the
results himself or to check those rcached by others?—
but with a view to assessing their meaning and signifi-
cance. He is like a commander sitting in his tent some
distance away from the battle in continuous receipt of
reports from his generals who are in the thick of the
fight, from which he must try to piece together a picture
of the battle as a whole. He, if anybody, is in a position
to tell how it is going and what the outcome is likely to be.

ere, for example, says the philosopher, is the report
of the physicists which seems to show—or used to;
there have been modifications recently—that the only
things that exist are bits of matter moving about in
Space. But here again is the biologist speaking of some-
thing that he calls “life . Some of the biologists scem
to think that life can be shown to be a by-product of
matter, subject to the same laws as those which, accord-
ing to the physicists, determine the workings of matter.
This does not, on the face of it, seem very plausible
(though in saying this, I am afraid that I, the author,
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am intruding my own views) but, if it is not plausible,
does it not follow that there are at least two different
principles in the universe, life and matter? If there
are, how do they interact?

Here, again, is the report of the psychologists who
treat of something called ** mind ** or *‘ consciousness "',
This sets a new problem, for how does ** mind *’ fit into
the scheme? Is it simply a particular form of life, life
as it were at a higher level, but owning the same origin
and constituted of the same essence as the life of the
amoeba, or is it the expression or creation of the mind
of a superhuman personality? Or is it, perhaps, just a
mode of the brain’s functioning, or a by-product of the
brain? It is with these and similar questions that the
philosopher greets the scientists’ reports.

The Reports from History, the Arts, Morals and Religion

But the sciences are not his only sources of informa-
tion; there are all the varied forms of human experience.
There is the experience of the ordinary man as he goes
about the familiar everyday world, being born, growing
up, falling in love, struggling, sceing visions, growing
old and dying; thereis history, the record of humanity’s
adventure on this planet. Is history, asks the philoso-
pher, merely a succession of chance happenings, civilisa-
tions rising and falling without rhyme or reason, or does
it bear witness to the working out of a law, even perhaps
to the fulfilment of a plan? If so, can we divine that
plan and assist its development, and, if we can, should
we try to do so? And what sort of a plan is it?

There is the experience of beauty. What is the source
of the mysterious hold that art has upon us and what
the significance of works of art? Is beauty just the
name which we give to that which we happen to appre-
ciate, a kind of highbrow confectionery? Or is it
perhaps a window through which men may glimpse a
different world owning a different order of reality? A
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similar question ariscs in regard to morals. Lvery
thing and every creature in the world except man acts
as it must, or acts as it pleases; man alone acts on
occasion as he ought. Whence, then, arises this mysteri-
ous pull of duty in virtue of which we are enabled some-
times to oppose and overcome inclination; whence the
obligation to do the right? And what incidentally do
we mean by “ right *’? Merely that which makes in the
long run for happiness, or a principle rooted in the nature
of things, part of the fundamental structure of the
universe? If the latter, is the universe fundamentally
2 moral universe, and is its order, in spite of all the
apparent evidence to the contrary, a moral order? If
there 4s a moral order in the universe, some mind, one
would suppose, must have planned it. Is the universe,
then, the creation of amind? And with these questions
Wwe come to the most perplexing and important evidence
of all—the evidence from religion.

As we look back over the history of man, we cannot
but notice that in al] ages many have felt the nced of
God, sought to see the universe as the outcome of His plan
and to discover their part in its working out. Somc
men, whom we call saints and mystics, have even claimed
direct experience of God. But suppose, the philosopher
reflects, that the claim is fictitious and that God and beauty
and goodness and right and truth are not principles in-
herent in 5 reality outside and independent of ourselves,
but figments Created by our own needs, the need to find
comfort in oyr loneliness, to invest our insignificance
With importance and to seek the fulfilment of our aspira-
tions, figments which we proceed to project on to the
empty canvas of 4 meaningless universe.

The Questions for Philosophy

Reports on all these matters are sent in to the phi'lo-
sopher;  they are personal reports, often conflicting
reports, and they evoke the kind of question of which I
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have given examples. IFrom these reports the philo-
sopher must try to make a coherent survey of this
puzzling universe in which we live, a survey which must
include a treatment of—it can scarcely aspire to include
an answer to—the time-honoured questions which in all
ages men have asked about the universe. Has it, for
example, point and purpose, or is it merely a fortuitous
concourse of atoms? Is mind fundamental in the
scheme of things, or is it a by-product of material sub-
stances at a particular point of their development? Or
is matter itsclf an illusion born of our limited vision?
Arc right and wrong, beauty and ugliness, principles
existing in their own right independently of ourselves,
or are they high-sounding names with which we seek to
dignify our human preferences and aversions? Is the
world of objects spread out in space the only world, or
is there another world, conceivably spiritual and owning
a higher degree of reality than the familiar world? Are
time and space, change and substance, features of the
world outside us, or merely the forms under which we
are compclled to conceive it, blinkers as it were, which
limit and, it may be, distort our vision?

It is with these questions that the philosopher con-
cerns himself, and to assist his consideration of them he
draws upon every field of human experience and holds all
the sciences in fee.  Facts, it is true, he must know, but
he is concerned not so much with the facts as with their
meaning; not so much with conclusions as with their
significance. His, it is obvious, is an editor’s job, and the
paper which he must endeavour to bring out is the journal
of the universe. As a good editor, he cannot help but
recognise that every happening has importance, nor is he
entitled to reject anything out of hand as irrelevant.

The Generality of Philosophy

Philosophy, then, is the most general of all forms of
human enquiry. All is grist to the philosopher’s mill,

N ALY
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ethics as well as science, logic as well as religion, history
as well as art. From this point of view, philosophy may
be described as the study which is without restrictions
upon its subject-matter. Every other branch of human
enquiry limits its own scope. Consider, again, in this
conncection, the sciences. Physics, the most general of
the sciences, is concerned with matter as such ; its nature,
its analysis and the laws which govern its movements,
Chemistry is concerned with matter at a certain level of
organisation; it studies matter under the forms of the
element, the molecule, and the compound. Biology
makes a further restriction ; it conccrns itself only with
matter that is animated by life; in other words, it
studies living organisms which consume food and use it
to repair and build up the fabric of their bodies. Botany
takes for its sphere those living organisms which absorb
water and carbon dioxide from the air and mineral salts
from the soil, ang by virtue of the chlorophyil contained
in their cells transform into living tissue the radiant
energy of sunlight—in other words, it is concerned with
vegetable life. The scope of zoology is restricted to
those living organisms which take in proteins from
without, transform it into the tissues of their own bodies
and reproduce their kind (these definitions are, of course,
Incomplete; they may even be inaccurate, nor can they
be made complete and accurate without more knowledge
than I possess); of anthropology, to that species of
living Organism which is called man. Psychology re-
strl_ct_s itself to those organisms which possess mind or,
as 1t 1s sometimes called, consciousness.

I have cited the sciences, but similar restrictions apply
to other branches of enquiry. History takes for its
subject-matter the past of mankind upon the earth;
music, the creation and reproduction of patterns of
sound; theology, the nature and purposes of God.
Philosophy alone is interested in everything that exists
simply because it exists, without restrictions of any kind.
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It studies, as Aristotle puts it, * the nature of being as
such ",

The Branches of Philosophy: (1) Metaphysics

But philosophy itself has branches. The branch of
philosophy which conforms most closely to Aristotle’s
description and which is, therefore, the most funda-
mental, is known as metaphysics. What, it asks, is meant
by saying of a thing that it exists? Are there certain
characteristics which are common to all forms of existent ?
If so, what are they and what can we know about them?
Are there different ways of existing? Philosophers, in
their réle of metaphysicians, have given many different
answers to thesec questions. Some have felt that the
familiar world of facts upon which our senses feed is in
some sense unreal; it is, they have maintained, only an
appearance of a reality which underlies it. If we take
it as real—as existing that is to say in its own right—we
quickly find ourselves enmeshed in contradictions.
Many philosophers have set themselves to examine the
features of the familiar world—time, space, change,
substance, or the law of cause and effect—and have
sought to reveal the contradictions to which the examina-
tion gives rise. The human mind, they have demon-
strated, when it attempts to understand these familiar
features, reaches an antinomy.! An antinomy is a pair
of conclusions each of which seems to be inescapably
true, but which are such that, if one is true, then the other
conclusion cannot be true. (The opposition between
determinism and free will constitutes a familiar example
of an antinomy.) Now, reality, it is said, cannot be
irrational; it must make sense. Hence the conclusion is
drawn that these features of the familiar world cannot
be wholly real.

This is the line taken by some well-known meta-

1 1 give onc or two examples of this mode of trcatment in a
later chapter (see Chapter 1V, pp. 103-111).
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physicians in the nincteenth century who belonged to the
school known as Objective Idealism, of which Hegel in
Germanyand Bradley in England were lcading exponents.
Reality, they insisted, is a unity; a unity of thought
according to Hegel, of experience or feeling according to
Br_adley, which expresses itself in all the diversity of
mlnds-, persons and apparently inanimate things which
constitute the everyday world. If reality is a unity—is,
that is to say, one—it follows that the apparent differ-
ences between things are not in the last resort real; if
reality is thought, it follows that matter is illusory.1
A similar distinction between reality and appcarance
Wwas made by Plato, though for diffcrent reasons.
Reality, for him, consisted of a community of Forms,
Truth, for example, and Justice and Beauty and also
Squareness, whiteness and softness, which are neither
mental nor material, but are the originals or archetypes
upon which our world is modeclled. Some account of
ato’s views will be given in the next chapter.? Reality,
y Leibniz maintained, is a colony of souls, which he called
Monads, Reality, according to Berkeley, consists of
ideas in the mind of God. Both these philosophers were
1OWn as jdealists becausc they affirmed that only
Mental existents, such as ideas, arc real and that matter
§lell}sory; indeed, most metaphysicians have embraced
! ez_xhsn} in one or other of its many forms. Descartes
Maintained the independent reality both of mind and of
Ellatter, and bequeathed to his successors the apparently
soluble problem of explaining their interaction.

h €Se are only some of the answers which meta-
gf YSI(:lan_s have given to the question, what is the nature
of * € things that exist, or, to repeat Aristotle’s phrase,
to tt ing as such *’? More specifically, they are answers
und € Question, what is the nature of the reality that
Tderlies the familiar world ?

See C

1
1 g hapter IV, pp. 100-103, for a brief account of this view.

ee Chapter III, pp. 47-51.
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The Categories or Classes of Existents

A rather different question is, what are the diffcrent
forms which reality assumes, or, alternatively, into what
classes, or categorics, can ‘‘ being ”’ be divided? What,
in other words, are the fundamental kinds or classes of
the things that exist?

I will cite two illustrative answers to this question,
one from Greek, the other from contemporary thought.
Aristotle answers the question by making a distinction
between  subjects and  predicates. There arc some
things, which he calls subjects, of which, he says, other
things are predicable but which are not themselves
predicable of anything; there is another class of things
which can be predicated of other things but of which
nothing is predicable. To the first class we may assign
as examples the species horse or the species man. They
are examples of the ultimate kinds or types which, accord-
ing to Aristotle, we find in nature; to it also belong this
particular table, this individual horse and John Smith.
Of all of these we can predicate qualities and attributes;
of the first that it is square, of the second that it is frisky,
of the third that he is a bank clerk earning £330 a year.
We can predicate these same qualities and attributes,

-squareness, {riskiness and ‘“‘ being a bank clerk ', of
other individuals and things; but of attributes and
predicates, of squareness and friskinessand ** being a bank
clerk ”’, we cannot predicate anything. Thus, while sub-
jects require nothing else for their existence, attributes
and qualities require something else—namely, subjects—
in order that they may exist. Here then, in the divi-
sion between subjects and predicates is one division
between existents. It is the class of subjects, or rather
the sub-class of this class defined by Aristotle as ‘‘ neither
predicable of a subject, nor present in a subject ’—for
example, this particular horse or this individual man—
which he regarded as substances ‘‘ in the truest and most
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primary sense of the word ", as being, in other words,
the things of which the universe consists.

This division of Aristotle’s has given rise to the
philosophical problem of substance. It has been
extensively discussed and criticised and other divisions
on similar and different lines have been suggested. A
contemporary division of cxistents suggested by Pro-
fessor Whitehead postulates four classes, namely:

“ (1) The true and recal things which endure,
(2) The true and real things which occur,
(3) The abstract things which recur,

(4) The Laws of Nature.

An example of the first heading is a piece of rock,
or—to pass beyond merc physical science—the
individuality of a human being, his soul. An
example of the second kind is any happenings, in a
street, in a room, in an animal body, or—again to
pass beyond mere physical science—our individual
complex experience within a tenth of a second.
An example of the third type is the shape of a rock.
It seems doubtful whether a shade of colour, or the
qualitative element in the performance of a musical
symphony, are to be reckoned as concerned with
nature or mentality. But certainly they recur.”
(In other words, the same shades, the same kind of
goodness or badness of harmony or dissonance can
characterise different objects and different perform-
ances.) ' “ On the other hand,” Dr. Whitchead con-
tinues, “a sort of fecling of affection is a recurrence
which belongs decidedly to the mental side of things.
An example of the fourth heading is the Law of
Gravitation, or the geometrical Relations of Things.”

(2) Theory of Knowledge

A further branch of philosophy is known as theory of
knowledge. This may be distinguished from meta-
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physics as follows. Hitherto we have written as if the
universe is, as it were, laid out for investigation by the
enquiring mind of the philosopher which, with certain
inconsiderable and recognisable exceptions, knows it
exactly as it is. We have made, in other words, the
common sense assumption that the function of mind in
knowing is broadly that of a scarchlight, lighting up a
world which exists independently of it and disclosing it
exactly as it is. A process of philosophical?l ana1y51<
shows that there is little ground for this assumption. For
example, if the assumption is true, what account are
we to give of error? Can the searchlight light up what
is not there? Presumably not. The mind, then, when
it falls into error presumably makes mistakes in the sense
that it falsely reports what is there, or even invents what
1s not there. But, if the mind can invent what is not
there, manufacturing the objects which it believes itself
to know, how are we to set limits to its inventive
capacity? How distinguish the occasions on which it
is knowing what exists independently of its own knowing
activity from those on which it is creating its own
objects of knowledge by its activity?

Reasons were advanced by the philosopher Kant for
supposing that the mind always introduces a contribu-
tion of its own into the structure of the world that is, as
it were, initially given to it to know, even if its contribu-
tion is limited to providing a set of pigeon-holes to which
the raw stuff that comes to it from without is assigned
and in which it is arranged and labelled. Again, there
arc plausible rcasons for supposing that at least some of
the things I know are events occurring in me, are, that is
to say, psychological happenings in my own mind or
physiological happenings in my own body. For
example, if I stick a pin in my finger, both the act of
feeling and the pain which I feel—that is to say, both the
knowing and what is known—are events happening in

! Examples will be found in Chapter IV, pp. §5-103.
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me. Similarly, if, being colour blind, I see as grey some-
thing which a person of normal vision sees as green, it is
difficult to avoid the conclusion that the colour of the
thing seen is, at least in my case, dependent upon the
peculiar characteristics of my visual apparatus. The
colour, in short, would seem to be contributed by me;
but if this is true of the grey colour that I sce, it is difficult
to suppose that it is not also true of the green colour that
the person of normal vision sees. Hence arises the
suggestion that colour is not a quality of things but is
contributed by, or is at least dependent upon, the mind
of the person who sces them; that it is, as the philo-
sophers Berkeley and Locke put it, an idea in the mind.
This mode of reasoning can be extended to show that all
the qualitics of the so-called external world are dependent
upon or, as it is sometimes put, are iz the mind of the
perceiver,1

From considerations of this kind there arises an
enguiry concerning the general nature of knowledge.
Does the process that we call knowing cver introduce us
to a world which is wholly external to and independent
of ourselves? If some part at lcast of what we know is
dependent upon, or contributed by us, can we tell which
part, and is it always the same part? Are there any
laws which determine the nature and extent of our mental
contributions to the objects which we know, laws which
would enable us to say that, when the ** contributing ”’
jcakes place in accordance with them, we shall have what
15 Calle_d valid knowledge ; when it takes place otherwise
thaq In accordance with them, invalid knowledge?
Again, the question may be raised, are there limits to our
kn_OWICdge? Even if we supposc that there are certain
things which we can know exactly or approximately as
they are, may it not be the case that there are some
categories or kinds of existent that we cannot know,
simply because our minds are not fitted to comprehend

! See Chapter IV, pp. 87-89.; 100-103.
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them? For example, God, or the nature of free will,
or immortality ?

Historically, these questions were introduced into
philosophy as the result of a discussion of the origins
or sources of our knowledge. Does all our knowledge,
philosophers asked, originally come to us through the
experiences of our sensc organs, or is the mind fitted with
certain principles or faculties which operate, as it were,
independently of sense cxperience, so that if the mind
reasons validly in accordance with them, they will
provide it with knowledge of the nature of things which
owes nothing to experience? For example, when we
reach conclusions by doing sums in mental arithmetic, it
would not seem prima facie that the knowledge we obtain
is derived from any onc of our five senses.

(3) Ethics, (4) Aesthetics and (5) Politics

There are three subsidiary branches of philosophy
which, most philosophers would agree, cannot be fruit-
fully pursued without reference back to metaphysics
and theory of knowledge.

(3) Ethical Philosophy

First, there is ethical philosophy. Ethics, which
occupics an important position in the history of philo-
sophy, investigates the nature of good and right or, as
philosophers put it, ““the good’ and ‘‘the right™.
Are these, it asks, independent principles rooted in the
nature of things which the mind recognises, ends or
ideals after which the spirit of man strives? Or are they
merely names with which we dignify our personal feel-
ings (or the community’s feelings) of approval and dis-
approval? What do we mean by saying of an action
that it is right—that it has certain desirable conse-
quences, for example, that it promotes the greatest happi-
ness of the greatest number of people, or that it secures
the approval of an intuitive, moral faculty which is
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innate in the human mind ? What is the sanction of duty ?
Why, that is to say, should we ever do what we know
that we ought to do, as opposed to what we want to do?

It is easy to see how these problems impinge upon
theory of knowledge and metaphysics. You may hold,
as Kant did, that our minds are not, so far as their
intellectual faculties are concerned, fitted to know rcal'ity.
since, whenever they try to know it, they insensibly
alter it, cooking ’’ it, as it were, in the process; but
you may also hold that we have other faculties, through
which we obtain direct access to reality, precisely because
in respect of our possession of these faculties we are our-
selves members of the real world. In Kant's view, the
will, in so far as it is exercised morally—in so far, that is
to say, as it prescribes our duty and commands its per-
formance—is such a faculty. When we recognise the
pull of duty, when we will to act as we ought, then,
he held, we are functioning as members of the real
world—the world, that is to say, as it really is, as opposed

to the world which appears to our senses and is known by
our intellects,t

Again, you may hold that reality contains a number of

eternal principles which can be dimly apprehended by
thq human mind and which in some sense form the true
ob]gcts. of human knowledge and the goals of human
aspiration and effort, The judgment of mankind
throughout the ages has usually identified these principles
with Truth, Goodness, ang Beauty. Hence, in knowing
what is good, in feeling and obeving the obligation to
do what is right, we arc responding to the pull of certain

fundamental features in the real world, which are often
called ** Values ** or “ the Valyes *".

(4) Aesthetics and (5) Poljtical Philosophy

Similar questions arise in regard to aesthetics. What,
philosophers have asked, do we mean by saying of a

1 See Chapter Vv, PPp. 146-148.
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picture that it is beautiful? Is beauty a principle
existing independently of us, or is it simply a projection
on to the canvas of an aesthetically neutral universe of
our own feclings of appreciation and admiration? If we
conclude that it is an independent principle, a factor in
the fundamental make-up of things, what deductions
are we entitled to draw in regard to the nature of a
universe that contains beauty as an independent
principle? \hat, morcover, is the relation of the
principle of beauty to the works of art that embody it ?

Political philosophy raises, in regard to the com-
munity, questions analogous to those which ethics raises
in regard to the individual. What, it asks, is the origin
of socicty and what is its purpose? By what principles
is socicty held together? What is the basis of political
obedience? What arc the comparative merits of various
forms of governments, and what is the best form of
government? \What should be the relation of the in-
dividual to his community? Does the individual
possess rights which the community is bound to respect ?
If so, whence do they derive?

The Subjective Factor in Philosophy

From this brief glance at the main departments of
philosophy, it will be seen how far-reaching is the terri-
tory which it seeks to cover. ¥ No mind, it is obvious, can
cover all of it, and even of the area which he selects for
treatment the philosopher can take only a bird's-eye
view.

From this neccessary limitation of purview arises a
new difficulty. The philosopher sclects his sphere of
operations; he further sclects the topics with which in
that sphere he proposes to deal. On what principle
does he select them? He selects, it is obvious, what he
considers to be of interest or importance. But
“interest *’ and “ importance ' are subjective factors—
are, that is to say, personal factors. What interests me

[

e
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may be without significance to you; what one age thinks
important another may deem trivial. For example, in
the nineteenth century men’s minds were exercisced over
such problems as Baptismal Regeneration and Prevenient
Grace; in the Middle Ages they canvassed the existence
of essences, such as ‘ fieriness '’ or ‘‘ stoniness '’ ; to-day
few know the meaning of the former probleins, or feel more
thanaderisive interest in the latter. Itisobvious, further,
that the philosopher’s interests, tastes and temperament
will determine in some measure not only the topics he
selects for study, but the way in which he treats them.
So, too, will the age in which he lives. In the Middle Ages
the problems with which philosophers concerned them-
selves were largely set for them by theology, and they
sought to make their conclusions square with the teach-
ngs of the Christian revelation. To-day it is by science,
rather than by theology that the philosopher is provided
with his material, as he secks to assess the significance
and expose the limitations of the physicist’s account of
the universe,

If subjective factors determine the topics a philosopher
se_lects and the mode of their treatment, they also influence
his conclusions, Philosophy, as I pointed out above,! is
concerned less with facts than with their meaning and
significance. But meaning is what a person finds in
something; significance what a person attributes to it.
One man, for example, will sce in the universe purpose
and design, where another will perceive only a chaos
of uncorrelated facts; one man will account for
phenomena mechanistically—that is to say, in terms
of their causation by preceding phenomena—while
another interprets them teleologically—that is to say, in
terms of the end at which they may be conceived to be
aiming, or the purposes which they are designed to
serve. For this reason, every philosophy is bound to
give us a certain amount of information about the

1See p. 18.
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philosopher who propounds it. We should be thankful
if it succeeds in giving us information about anything
else. I say this, not because I do not mysclf believe
that philosophy has succeeded in providing us with
information about the nature of things, but because
there are many who deny that it has or can have any
but a subjective reference. It is important, they say,
as psychology is important—in the sense that it tells us
what certain human beings have thought about the
universe—but it has no importance as what the film
producers call *“ documentary *'; it does not, that is to
say, tell us anything about the universe. What, accord-
ing to these critics, the philosopher is doing and all that
he is doing is to project as creator the ideas and wishes
of the human mind on to the stage of a meaningless
universe, and then to hail as discoverer the characters
who he himself has invented in a play which he him-
self has written.

This view is, I think, mistaken, for it can, it is obvious,
be turned against itself. If the view were true, it would
only succeed in telling us something about the minds of
those who put it forward; it would not say anything
about the matters to which it purports to relate. It
would not, that is to say, succeed in referring to the
subject which it is proposing to discuss—namely, the
extent to which philosophy can tell us about something
other than the philosopher; it would only tell us some-
thing about the minds of those who hold that particular
philosophical view. In other words, if philosophy is
only a reflection of the mind of the philosopher, the view
that it is so, since it purports itself to be a philosophical
view, instead of referring to philosophy, will only reflect
the mind of the person who holds it.

But it is not necessary to go all the way with this
philosophical nihilism to concede that every philo-
sophy must be, at least in part, a personal document.
The point is put with admirable force by Professor

B—PHILOSOPHY.
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Whitehead in describing the work of an cighteenth-
century historian. The volumes of Gibbon, he writes,
" are at once a detailed history of the Roman Empire,
and a demonstration of the gencral ideas of the stlver
age of the modern European Renaissance. This silver
age, like its Roman counterpart seventcen hundred years
earlier, was oblivious of its own imminent destruction
by the impact of the age of Steam and of Democracy,
the counterparts of the Barbarians and of the Christians,
Thus, Gibbon narrates the Decline and Fall of the Roman
Empire and exemplifies the prelude to the Decline and
Fall of his own type of culture.”

;t should scarcely be necessary to make the related
point that the impact of a philosophy upon the reader
will be no less personal than the imprint of its author’s
mind. Some philosophies, to put it colloguially, are
one’s “ cup of tea ", others are not. Whether they will
be congenial or not, depends no doubt in part upon the
demands of one’s intellect; but it depends scarcely less
upon the idiosyncrasies of one’s temperament. Among
the many divisions of mankind into different classes and
types, few are more fruitful than William James's
d1§t1nction between ** tough ”’ and ‘' tender ' types of
mind. It is a distinction which interprets the con-
clusions of men’s intellects, and which therefore repre-
sents their philosophies, as the by-products of their
temperaments, Some men are *' tough’’, some ** tender "’
In disposition, and as a consequence some will be dis-
Posed to accept ** tough*’, others *‘ tender’’ philosophies.
TOUgh_-minded men are ‘‘ empiricist, sensationalistic,
materialistic, pessimistic, irreligious, fatalistic, pluralistic,
sceptlcgl . Tender-minded are rationalistic, intel-
Iectqall_stic, idealistic, optimistic, religious, free-willist,
monistic and dogmatical *’.1

For myself, T confess to a general toughness of intel-

! The meanin

: g of some of these terms, in so far as they are
technical, will g

Ppear in later pages.
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lectual under-tone shot through with occasional unrepre-
sentative strcaks of intellectual tenderness ; which means,
of course, that I am naturally disposed to give attention
and respect to some philosophies rather than to others—
and to do this irrespective of their intrinsic merits.
Every rcader will, if he is honest, admit to a similar
tendency.

Now these intellectual preferences and aversions of
" ours secm to bear little relation to truth. More pre-
cisely, some men start with an instinctive pre-disposition
to think true what others will think false and vice versa.
These pre-dispositions are the result of our inherited
make-up and bear a close relation to our wishes. But
though wishes may father thoughts, they do not breed
evidence.

Difficulty of Philosophy

I hope that I have said enough to show that philosophy
is difficult and why it is difficult. It is difficult:

(1) because of the scope of its subject-matter and
of its obscurity;

(2) because of the unnecessary obscurity of
philosophers ;

(3) because of the subjective factor which,
entering into all philosophising, makes it hard to
distinguish statements which give information
about the universe from those which give informa-
tion merely about the philosopher;

(4) because of the subjective factor which enters
into the attitude of the reader, who approaches
philosophy not as a formula in algebra which is just
true or false, but as a picture of the universe which
is living or lifeless, satisfactory or repellent, and
finding it to be onc or the other accepts or rejects it
less because of the intrinsic merits or demerits of the
picture, its verisimilitude or lack of it, than because
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of the disposition, the temperament, the hopes and
the wishes which he brings to its consideration.

Variety of-Phllosophy

From what has been said it will also be deduced that
philosophies are very various in their nature. Some
embrace the universe in their scope; they purport to
tell us about the nature of everything. Others confine
themselves to a number of carefully delimited problems,
as, for example, to the nature of judgment—what, they
have asked, is the nature of the mental operations in-
volved and what is the logical status of our judgment
when, for example, we judge wrongly that it will rain to-
morrow ?—the nature of relations—when we say that a
Cushion is under the table, what, philosophers have
asked, is the Precise status of the relation denoted by the
word * under * and what is its relation to the table and
to the cushion ?—or of the object of perception—is it, they
have asked, physical, a sense datum, for example, a
Patch of colour, a rap of sound or a felt surface, or is it a
Sensation occurring in the mind of the philosopher?

¢ manner of philosophies is as various as their
matter. Some philosophies, written in the high meta-
PhYSICE_ll manner, exhibit formidable chains of deductive
ToasORINg unhampered by distracting references to
emplrical fact. Bradley’s Appearance and Reality is a
gzvnrllo:s P}_“l?\Slophical work of this kind ; another, in our

. 98¢, 18 Alexander’s Space, Time and Deity; another,
Whitehead's Pyocess and f&eality. 7

In recent years, however, this method of philosophising
has tended to 80 out of fashion and in treatises which
colour than a mathematical text-book
assify types of propositions and discuss
- lysis of the meaning of sentences. Much
early philosophy—this js particularly true of philosophies
which come from the East—consists of inspired sayings
and aphorisms which in Hindu philosophy are called

have no more
philosophers ¢]
the correct ana
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Sutras, and of commentaries upon them. Chinese
philosophy often takes the form of anecdotes and fables
with a philosophical moral; the celebrated Tao-Te-King
distils wisdom and preaches detachment. Some philo-
sophies, again mainly Eastern in origin, claim to interpret
a hidden wisdom discernible only to those who have
subjected themsclves to a certain discipline of life, and
proceed in the light of this wisdom to prescribe a code of
conduct for men. The nature of reality being so-and-so,
this, the illuminated philosopher has said, is the way in
which men ought to live.

Plato procecded by the method of dialogue, the
characters in Plato’s dialogues having spoken parts not
unlike those of actors in a play. The dialogue form is a
highly serviceable instrument for the exposition of
philosophical ideas. A theory is announced by one
character; objections to it are put into the mouth of
another; the objections are developed by a third,
countered by a fourth and answered by the first, while
an agreed summary of the discussion may be formulated
by any one of the speakers.

Of Aristotle’s philosophy, we have for the most part
only lecture notes taken by his students between the
gaps in which it is often possible to read different mean-
ings. Mediacval philosophy is, as I have already men-
tioned, written for the most part with a definite end
in view—namely, that of reconciling the theories of
Plato and/or Aristotle with the doctrines of Christianity,
with the result that the themes with which it is con-
cerned wear a remote air to-day. The development of
science was not without its effect upon philosophy and
with the advent of the seventeenth century we find
philosophers devoting their attention to problems of
perception. What, they asked, do we actually observe
of the external world? How much of what we think we
observe exists independently of us? With the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries philosophy grows increasingly
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obscure, while by the twenticth it has attained the condi-
tion which I described at the beginning of the first
chapter when I remarked that most philosophy is unin-
telligible to most intelligent people.

Some Qualifications of the Ideal Philosopher

Finally, it will, T hope, have become clear that the
student of philosophy needs a considcrable educational
equipment. In the first place, he should know Latin
and Greek, in order that he may rcad the classical
philosophers and understand the Latin tags and Greek
allusions that are scattered up and down the works of
most p]‘.ilosophcrs. He must know somecthing of Fhe
history of human socicties, especially when he is studying
the problems of political philosophy; for the full under-
standing of political philosophy he also necds a know-
ledge of law. The ethical philosopher must havg some
acquaintance with theological systems and also with the

tory of men’s moral notions; these requisites entail
some knowledge of theology and of anthropology.

€N engaged in reading metaphysics and theory of
kno‘”ledge, the philosopher will necd a working acquaint-
ance with science, at least to the extent of being cognisant
of the theorics of the yltimate nature of physical matter
which are fashionable at the moment and of some of the
evxdgnc@ On which they are founded. Of the sciences,
physics, biology and psychology arc specially relevant
‘c(c)1 the pursyjt of philosophy; physics, since it is the most
ah\{anced of the sciences and has reached a point at
which the Tesearches of physicists increasingly, though
regrettably, take them into the territory of philosophers
—Mmany bogks by contemporary physicists seem unable
to conclude without one or two chapters on philosophy,
m which most of the mistakes which philosophers have
thpmselves made in the past and subsequently exposed
will be found crowded within the compass of a score of
pages; biology, because of the continually recurring



SUBJECT-MATTER AND SCOPE 39

controversy as to whether the behaviour of living organ-
isms can be wholly accounted for by the laws of physics
and chemistry or whether it requires for its interpretation
the introduction of some non-material and purposive
principle which is not subject to mechanical causation;
psychology, because the investigation by scientific
methods of the nature and workings of the human mind
would, if only it were attended by agreed results, throw
light upon some at least of the problems which interest
philosophers, for example, the problem of perception,
the relation of the mind to the body and the sources and
limitations of our knowledge. (Psychology, by the way,
took its rise from within the bosom of philosophy, but
has grown impatient of the apron-strings which still tie
it to its parent, and aspires to be a separate science in its
own right.)

Above all, the philosopher should have some acquaint-
ance with and, if possible, appreciation of literature,
music and painting. He must know what great men have
thought and said memorably about life, and he must be
sensitive to beauty in some at least of the forms of its
manifestation, that he may be in a better position to
assess its significance and to give some account of the
mysterious phenomenon we call genius and of the
scarcely less mysterious process known as inspiration,
which he must somehow seek to fit coherently into his
scheme of the universe.

The would-be philosopher as I have pictured him is,
it is obvious, the impossible possessor of impossible
knowledge. No man can hope for such attainments nor,
though ideally desirable in one who aspires to under-
stand the nature of the universe as a whole, are they
practically necessary. Nevertheless, it is true that
people should not tackle philosophy unless they are in
the commonly accepted sense of the term ‘‘ well edu-
cated”. ‘““ You must get educated before you do
philosophy ’’, I am moved to exclaim half a dozen times a
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term to University students who, ignorant alike of scicnqc
and history, of literature and Latin, arc forced by their
resolve to pursuc philosophy to try, comparatively late
in life, to grapple with these ancillary Stll('hCS which they
should have mastered in boyhood. Phllosqphy, thqn,
should be the climax of the ladder of education, not its
rungs.

Ighopc that nothing in the foregoing will lcad the
reader to belicve that I consider mysclf to possess the
knowledge which I have prescribed. Such a belief
would be illusory. I know little history and less science;
1 rarely read Poetry, which I find difficult to understand,
iﬁgseh:av? never studied logic. More important than
philoso eh iClencies ig the fact that I am a parochial
Eur0pep a(;dehose mind is anchored in the thought of
jOUrnali'st' of the philosophy of the East I have only a
larly I d'? Smattering.  Much of it, and more particu-

Y. ndian philogophy with its vague profundities
and nexpressible truths which it will insist on seeking to
CXPICSS, 15 alien to me, [ have been brought up on
Greck phllos()phy and have a fair working knowledge of
Plato and of Aristotle, but Mediaeval philosophy is, for
me, a Comparative blank and, so far as the moderns are
C(t))nccrr}c_d, I have found myself too often bogged in their
?" hsiillllntxcs to be able to lay claim to the knowledge
Kant azjc;l{oelar and a teacher should ideally possess.
to read. Jg, 8el in partijcular I find almost impossible

m pa - . . g
for the E“glishpp}fﬁf,i.‘(‘,;ll; é:go, in respect of my partiality

Dt?ls:}c]riptlon of the
ese bei )
impose tl':)cerx: u“(‘)y limitations, I cannot do other than
tosay, that the t: My readers. I must assume, that is

hilosophers th € no more kindly to the more difficult
P d{ an 1 do myself, and shall recommend for
reading and for discussion only those philosophers who
have succceded in expressing themselves with com-

Book
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parative clarity. For trecatment I have chosen only
those topics about which I feel able to write clearly
myself.

The result is a highly sclective book devoted to
specially selected topics which are, I hope, neither un-
representative nor unimportant.

I propose to begin with Plato and to devote the next
chapter to an account of some of the ideas of what I take
to be the greatest single book written on philosophy—
possibly on any other subject—Plato’s Republic. Plato’s
Republic is popularly regarded as a sketch of a Utopia,
and it is true that it contains an account of the formation
and constitution of what Plato calls an ideal State. It
also secks to describe the good life for man. It deals,
then, with political and ethical philosophy. But both
the ethical and political pictures are presented within
the frame of a general conception of the universe as a
whole. They flout many of our modern pre-conceptions
and, taken out of their frame, are apt to seem arbitrary
and repellent to those of us who have been nurtured in
the atmosphere of democracy. I propose, then, to
reverse the usual order of treatment and to describe
first the metaphysical foundation, and, secondly, the
ethical and political proposals which are based upon it.
In Jater chapters I shall say something about the problem
of perception and some of the leading ideas of ethical
and political philosophy.



CHAPTER 1l
PLATO'S PHILOSOPHY

The Relativlty of Sense Qualities

Prato’s metaphysical theory takes its starting-point
from an examination of the objects of the familiar world.
These, at first sight, scem solid and durable; but this
appearance vanishes under closer scrutiny.  The ordinary
ZOH;(:eptlon of such a familiar object as, say, a chair or a
qiili:ieprcscnts it as a substance possessing a number of
rc)Wnes. The substance is, for example, hard_, square,
sist in ;(}:”(’:Ci’oden and so on. But do these qualities sub-
of the deskr Own right, as fixed and definite characteristics
other thip 'sotr 1s 1t not rather because of their relation to
ato ans\s hat we say they are qualities of the desk?
mlatively ters that they only seem to be what they are
ifferent 0(.) a particular point of reference.  Choose a
turn intq I;I int of reference and you will find that they
certain 51, leir Opposites. A rabbit, for example, is of a
only answe' Is it a small size or a large one? We can
arge relat'er that it is small relatively to an elephant,
temperatulve.ly. t9 an carwig. Here is water qf a cerFa1.n
neither, ¢ isit hot or cold? The answer is that it is
» O rather, that it is both; hot to a man who has

a blizzard, cold to one who has just emerged
Landscer - Oike}}me of a stcamer. Here is a picture by
beautify] ‘i, S 1t beautiful or ugly? It was thought
practical] w. € Nincteenth century; it is pronounced
quality we likzrt less in the twentieth. Whatever
turn into itg 4 to choose shows an cqual tendency to
said no more tgp?slte. In other words, a thing can be
possess its COnt: Y to possess it than it can be said to
fluctuates and ary quality. As Plato puts it, a thing
Oscillates between two qualities, or rather

42
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between the two poles of the same quality. It is both
small and large, hot and cold, beautiful and common-
place; it also has whatever quality there may be between
these pairs of opposites. Plato concludes that it cannot
properly be said to possess in its own right any fixed and
definite quality. }

Now, most of the statements that we are in a position
to make about a thing take the form of specifying either
its qualities or its rclations to other things. Thus the
desk, we said, is hard, square, brown and wooden. It
is related to the floor by being * on '’ the floor, and to the
chair by being twice as heavy as the chair. It also
possesses a certain ** value ”’, determined by reference to
what it costs to buy, which, in its turn, involves a rela-
tion to other things which are bought with money.
These other things will share in the disabilities of the
desk, in that their qualities, too, will turn out to be
relative. Plato concludes, first, that no definite state-
ment which is absolutely true can be made about the
qualities of the desk, and, secondly, that none of these
qualities can be certainly and absolutely known, since
in order that a thing may be an object of certain know-
ledge, it must be fixed and stable and possess fixed and
stable qualities. The qualities of the desk, then, are
not objects of certain knowledge.

The Elusiveness of Substance

But what of the desk itself, the substance, whatever it
may be, that ias the qualities? This turns out to be
surprisingly elusive. It is, we suppose, something that
has the qualities, something to which they belong, some-
thing which is, nevertheless, other than they. If we
were to take the qualities away, it is the substance, we
should naturally conclude, which would be left. Let us
make the experiment. First, we will take away the
hardness. We are left with something that is square,
wooden and brown; next the squareness, and we are
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left with something that is wooden and brown; next the
woodenness, and there is left a brown something. Now
let us take away the brownness; what remains? Some-
thing presumably that had these qualities but has them
no longer. Can we say anything about this ‘‘ some-
thing *’? Apparently not, since, as we have scen, any
statement we make about a thing is couched in terms of
1ts qualities and relations, so that if we were sufficiently
f:horough in our stripping away of the qualities—if, that
1s to say, we were to leave ourselves with something
which had 1o qualities or relations at all—we should not
be in a position to make any statement about it. Nor
can we conccive of something which has no qualities at
all.  The substance of the desk turns out, then, to be
no more rewarding to a mind which is in search of some-
thing stable, fixed and definite to come to rest on, some-
thing which can serve as the object of certain knowledge,
than the supposed qualities of the substance. A similar
treatment, Plato holds, can be extended to all the familiar
objects of the common sense world. The analysis 1s
familiar in philosophy and has usually bcen undertaken
in the interests of some form of philosophical Idealism.
It has usually, that is to say, been designed to support
the conclusion which maintains that everything that

. exists is mental in the sense either of being in a mind, or

of being dependent on a mind, or of existing only in
relation to a mind. I shall say something of this view,

which has been perhaps the dominant view in philo-

sophy, in a later chapter.1
Of What is there Knowledge?

Plato 1s concerned to draw a different conclusion.
The familiar objects of the everyday world cannot, he
holds, be wholly real. 1f they were, we should be able
to obtain certain knowledge about them, affirming, for
example, that a substance was so and so, or that it had

!See Chapter 1V, pp. 100-103.
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such and such qualitics in some sense in which it did not
have the opposite qualities. But, as we have seen, we are
not entitled to say that we possess knowledge of this kind.
Here the point ought to be made—though I hope to
return to it later 1—that it is no answer to this con-
tention to say that we have scientific knowledge of
familiar things and that scientific knowledge is certain
and true. For the question arises what are the objeccts
of which scientific knowledge gives us information?
Consider, for example, the kind of knowledge that
physics and chemistry give us. To what does that
knowledge relate; of whatis it? Most physicists would
answer that it is knowledge of the relation between
things or events or phenomena. It tells us, for example,
that the relation between hydrogen and oxygen is such
that two parts of the former and one of the latter pro-
duce or are water; it does not tell us what water is, or
what oxygen is, or what hydrogen is. Or it tells us that
the attraction between bodies in empty space varies
inversely with the square of the distance between them;
but it does not tell us what the attracted bodies are. It
tells us that a solid object is analysable into atoms and
that atoms are charges of electricity; but it does not
tell us what charges of electricity are.

Procedure of the Sciences

Let us develop this last point. The typical procedure
of the sciences of physics and chemistry is to take an
apparently solid object and to represent it as being com-
posed of molecules which are, in their turn, analysable
into their elements. The elements are composed of
atoms which are (or were until recently) supposed to
consist of protons and electrons. Now we are, it is
obvious, entitled to ask in regard to the molecules, the
elements, the atoms, the protons and the electrons, or in
regard to whatever other kind of entity may now or at

1 Sce Chapter 1V, pp. 8g—96.
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some future time become fashionable as the ultimate
constituent of matter, precisely the samec questions as
those which we put above in regard to the desk. For
these, too, are presumably substances of some kind
which possess qualities, even if in the case of the electron
the qualities are austerely mathematical, being limited to
position in space and velocity of movement. We must
ask, then, whether these qualities, considered in and by
themselves, are intelligible, and whether the substance
which is supposed to possess them can be known independ-
ently of the qualities, just as we did when we were con-
sidering the brownness, the hardness and the substance
of the desk. And these questions could, so far as one
can see, be appropriately asked whatever the nature of
the constituents into which matter may ultimately be
analysed. Reverting, then, to Plato’s analysis, we shall
find him pointing out that you cannot have certain
knowledge of qualities which are fluctuating and relative,
precisely because the thing which possesscs those qualities
cannot truly be said to be anything at all, since it is
always half-way on the road to bccoming something
else. “Hence, Plato insisted that the familiar world must
be regarded as a world of becoming, rather than a world
of being, since it never truly s anything at all. We
cannot, then, he concluded, have certain knowledge
of thg familiar world which is revealed to us in sense
explerlence, precisely because that world is not wholly
real.

Nevertheless, he proceeded to argue, we do possess
certain and definite knowledge. The spheres in which we
most obviously possess it are those of mathematics and
logic. I do, that is to say, quite certainly know that
a? — b2 = (a + b)(a — b), that the whole is greater than
its part, that a thing cannot both be and not be, that if
P implies Q and Q i.mplies R, then P implies R, and so on.

We also possess it, Plato held, in the sphere of ethics;
thus we do, he maintained, certainly know that right is
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better than wrong and that we ought to try to live a
good life. 'We even know, in a general sort of way, what
makes a good life, since we know justice to be better than
injustice, kindness than cruelty, honesty than deceit.
But, as we have alrcady seen, we can only truly and
certainly know something if that something really exists,
exists, that is to say, unchangeably and in its own right
and remains itself and which, by virtue of the fact that
it docs so exist and remain itself, permits itself to be
known. The conclusion is that the spheres of logic and
of ethics are in some way the homes of—one would
like to say that they contain but for the misleading
spatial metaphor involved—real things. What, then,
are real things? If the familiar world does not provide
us with a standard of reality, where are we to look for
it?

Plato’s Conception of Reality

For an answer to the question, what things are real,
Plato turns first to a consideration of those qualities
which things possess in common. Sheets, snow, cream,
are all white, but what, he asks, is whiteness? "~The
same as any one of them? Obviously not. The same
as all of them? Again obviously not, since the experi-
ence of thinking about whiteness is quite different from
that of thinking about all the white things that there
are, or even about all the white things that we know. If
whiteness is neither any one white thing, nor all the
white things that there are, is it perhaps an idea or con-
ception in my mind? This, I imagine, is the answer
which most people would be inclined to give, but it is not
Plato’s. Let us consider some of the objections to it.

(x) If whiteness is an idea in my mind, then when I
think about whiteness, the whiteness of cream, for
example, the whiteness I am thinking about is somcthing
In or belonging to me. But the cream is presumably
independent of me. How, then, can the whiteness
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belong to the cream? Again, if the whiteness of the
cream is a concept in my mind, what are we to say of its
liquidity, its smoothness and its taste qualities? It
seems most unlikely that they should really belong to the
cream, while its whiteness belongs to in the sense of
being an idea in my mind. But if we say that they, too,
belong to in the sense of being ideas in my mind, it is
difficult to see what is left out there in the external
world, since all the qualities of the cream will by the same
reasoning be concepts or ideas in my mind. What, then,
is cream apart from its qualities? Presumably a sub-
stance; but a substance without qualities is secmething
which, even if it exists, cannot be referred to. The
view that the qualities of the cream are in fact concepts
in my mind will be considered in the next chapter.! But
unless we are prepared to go all the way with those
who hold this view and affirm that all the qualitics
which we believe ourselves to perceive arc in our minds,
with the corollary that we never succeed in thinking
:_1bo1_1t a world outside ourselves at all, we shall not be
justified in giving this answer in regard to whiteness.

{2) When we think, we normally take it for granted
that there is something other than our minds and their
thoughts about which we are thinking—something, that
1s to say, which constitutes what is known as the object
of our thoughts. Now, if we agree that this is the case
In regard to the squareness of the table, the date of the
Battle of Waterloo and the chemical formula for water,
to take examples from the spheres of geometry, history
and science respectively, why should we arbitrarily reject
fh1§ view in its bearing upon the whiteness of cream?
If,.ln other words, we hold that when we think there is an
ob_]ec§ to be thought about which is other than our
thinking, why should it not be so in the case of whiteness ?

(3) If it were true that whiteness were a concept in
the mind, then if all minds were abolished, cream would

1 See Chapter IV, pp. 87-89.
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cease to be white. Let us consider a hypothetical case
in which the last human being possessing consciousness
is engaged in thinking (I am sorry that the example is so
unplausible) about the whiteness of cream. He is, we
will suppose, the victim of a disease whose effect is to
induce a gradual fade-out of consciousness. As he
contemplates the white cream, the vividness of his sensa-
tion grows fainter and fainter, until, finally, he ceases to
be able to see it at all. Are we, then, to suppose that
during this process the cream ifself grows gradually less
and less white, until eventually, as the last human
consciousness fades out of the universe, it ceases alto-
gether to be white? This seems, to say the least of it,
unlikely. There are, of course, certain philosophical
theories which do maintain precisely this,* but the onus
of proof rests upon them, and they have certainly not
been proven.

(4) If when I think about the whiteness of cream, I
am thinking about a concept in my mind, and if when you
think about the whiteness of cream, you are thinking
about a concept in your mind, we never, it is obvious,
succeed in thinking about the same thing. If this is
the case, it is difficult to understand how we ever intel-
ligibly communicate with one another.

Plato concludes that whiteness is what he calls a
Form—something, that is to say, which is not 7n the
mind, but is recognised and thought about by the mind.
This Form, whiteness, manifests itself in all white things,
and, by virtue of its manifestation, bestows upon them
that quality by reason of which we call them white.
For why is it, Plato asks, that we describe by the same
epithet things which are as different as cream, snow and
sheets? He answers that it is because the mind recog-
niscs in each of these things the presence of a common
clement which is due to the fact that they ‘“ participate "
in, or ‘“ partake "’ of the same quality, whiteness.

1 See Chapter IV, pp. 100-103.
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The Forms as ldeals and Standards

But the Form is more than the source of the common
qualities of the things that manifest it. It is also the
perfect example or type to which they all more or less
imperfectly approximate and the standard by reference
to which their degree of approximation is judged, while
its perfection constitutes the end, or goal, to which,
metaphorically, they may be said to aspire. There is
nothing that we feel which is so hot that we could not
imagine something which is a little hotter; there is no
sky in June so blue that it does not point onward to a
bluer; no music so lovely that it does not suggest the
thought of a greater loveliness; no drawn line so straight
that we could not theoretically conceive it to be
straighter—in fact, we must concede that no visible
straight line ever is straight, for if, as Euclid does, we
define a straight line as that which has length without
brea.dth, then we must remind ourselves that every
straight line that has ever been drawn has some breadth
and is not, therefore, ideally straight. The application
of any geometrical truth to the figures that actually exist
in the sensible world is subject to the same element of
error.  Thus, geometricians demonstrate a number of
.truth.s about triangles—as for example, that their three
interior angles are equal to two right angles or that,
if two of their sides ‘are equal, the angles at the base
will also be equal. Now, all these statements depend
for their being completely true upon the figure to which
they purport to apply being really a triangle. But in
fact we know that no triangle that has ever been drawn
really is a triangle, since it is composed of lines that have
breadth as well as length and are not quite straight,
and which meet in points which have magnitude as well
as position and are not, therefore, really points. All the
triangles that we have ever seen are trying, as Plato
would say, to be as much like triangles as the visible and
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tangible subject-matter of which they are constructed—
whether it be chalk or pencil or ink or string or wood—
permits. In other words, they approximate to the
perfect triangle but are not themselves perfectly tri-
angular. It follows that none of the truths which
geometry demonstrates about triangles is quite true
in its relation to the triangles we see. Nevertheless, the
truths are quite true. Of what, then, Plato asks, are they
true? His answer is that they are true of the Form of
the triangle—that is to say, of the perfect triangle which
is the standard by reference to which the degree of
triangularity of all visible triangles is judged, and which
he thinks of metaphorically as constituting the goal or
end which all existing triangles seek to realise, trying to
be as like or to embody as much of the triangularity of
the perfect triangle as the stuff of which they are made
permits.

In its application to triangles this notion of the
Form as a goal or end is a metaphor; but there are
other spheres in which a mode of speaking which is here
metaphorical becomes literal—in which, that is to say,
we can think of the imperfect approximations of the
familiar world as really endeavouring to become less
imperfect by realising ever more completely the Form
which is incompletely manifested in them.

The Sphere of Aesthetics.

In these spheres the Forms perform not only the func-
tion of sources of the common qualities, but serve also in
a quite literal sense as goals or ideals, and it is in fact with
reference to these spheres that the development of Plato’s
theory mainly takes place. The first of these spheres
is that of aesthetics, which deals with the philosophy of
art. What, it asks, is the common element in virtue of
which we appreciate and delight in good pictures, good
music, good poetry and also good tapestry, good china,
good furniture and the various objels d’art which art
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dealers sell and collectors buy? The collectors buy
them because they have value, but in what does their
value consist? Their rarity? But many things which
are rare are not valuable. Their age? Stones are old,
yet nobody values them. Plato answers that the source
of the value of these objects, the clement which is
common to good pictures, good music and good poctry,
as well as to good tapestry, good china and good furni-
ture, is beauty, and that the source of the power which
certain objects have to move us aesthetically and to
give us delight is their beauty. He adds that the source
of this beauty which is manifested as a common quality
in music, poetry and works of art and also in old furni-
ture, old china, old tapestry—one has, alas, to insist on
the word ““ old ”’: beauty does not easily grace men'’s
handiwork in these spheres in the twenticth century—is
the Form of beauty. The validity of the answer is not
affected by the fact that one man will consider to be
beautiful what others do not, and that the fashion of one
age will reject the most admired works of its prede-
cessor; for it is a pre-supposition of the answer that
some things really are beautiful, whether we see the
!)eauty in them or not, and that when two people differ
In regard to the degree of beauty possessed by a work of
art, one of them will be right and the other wrong;
Or, more precisely, the judgment of one will possess a
greater degree of accuracy than that of the other. It
follows that many people are blind to the beauty which
objects possess—for example, the people who find Bach’s
Fugues dull—while others will falsely believe beauty to
be present in objects from which it is, in fact, absent;
for example, in the pictures of bathing belles on the
covers of the summer numbers of magazines. The
ability to discern beauty when it is present is good taste,
and good taste, like any other capacity, can be trained
and cultivated. In fact it needs to be, our natural and
Instinctive tastes being almost invariably bad—one of
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the results, conceivably, of the Fall. (It is an odd
thing, by the way, that while we are all accustomed to
the view that human beings are sinful—that is to say,
are naturally tempted to do and prefer the bad to the
good—we are shocked into incredulity by the announce-
ment that they are aesthetically blind and naturally
prefer the ugly to the beautiful.  Yet, granted the Fall,
it is reasonable to suppose that, as the theologians would
put it, we bear upon us the marks of original aesthetic
as well as of original moral sin.) It is, then, a corollary
of Plato’s view that good taste does not come by chance,
or nature, but can be acquired only as the result of a long
and laborious process of training and experience. But
what is meant by saying of an object that it is beautiful ?
The answer we have so far given is that it partakes of
the Form of beauty, or that the Form of beauty is
manifested in it, and that the manifestations of the Form
are the source of the common quality which all beautiful
objects possess. The Form is also the ideal after which
they strive. What meaning, it may be asked, can be given
to this conception of an object as *‘ striving *’, even if the
object be a work of art which is *striving" to be
beautiful ?

The Function of the Artist

The answer involves a reference to the artist. How
does the artist differ from the ordinary man? By
reason of his capacitics, first, to discern beauty and,
secondly, to embody it in his work of art, whether it be
in sound or paint or stone or steel or film or, if he be a
poet, in words. We speak of the first capacity under the
name of inspiration or vision; to the second we refer
as execution, skill or technique. The artist, then, is
one who in the first place perceives the significance of
combinations of shape and colour which escapes the
ordinary man. The great writer and, more particularly,
the great poet strips the film of familiarity from our eyes
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and gives us, if only for a moment, a fresh vision of the
strangeness and wonder of the world and of the brief
life of man. But the vision is not enough; 1t must
receive concrete shape and form, for without these,
though there may be artists, there are no works .of art.
To some the work of embodiment comes casily, as
Mozart is said to have conceived in advance the plan of
the movement of a Symphony and then to have pro-
ceeded to write it down, transcribing what was already
in his mind; to others it is beset with difficulty; t}}us
Beethoven wrought and wrestled with his material,
trying out first this combination and then that, as he
strove painfully to forge the musical phrase that would
embody his idea with the minimum of distortion. But
whether he produces easily or with difficulty, the great
artist can never feel wholly satisfied with the result of
his efforts, for he works with an intractable material
which, being of the stuff of this world, whether it be
sound or stone or paint or steel, can never be a wholly
adequate vehicle for the ideas and combinations that
derive from another; can never, as Plato would say,
wholly manifest the Form of beauty. The artist, then,
does the best he can with the material at his disposal
and in the work of art seeks to show forth as much
of beauty as, given the hampering effect of the material

and the limitations of his own vision, he is able to
reveal,

Thus, beayt
for the artist
inspiration th

Yy is a goal as well as a source; it is a goal
because it is his vision of it which is the
at drives the artist to create; it is a goal
for the work of art in which the artist seeks to embody
as much of his vision as the limitations of his skill and of
tl}g ma.terla_l permit; it is a goal for the spectator whose
VISIOn 1S pointed forward by the beauty of the picture to
the possibility of a greater beauty beyond, of which the
picture gives him his first faltering realisation.,

Value, then, the value of beauty, is not only a static
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Form which confers their common aesthetic quality upon
the objects we call beautiful ; it is dynamic and active
in the world, driving men forward to realise it as creators,
and to comprehend it as recipients of the beauty of
works of art. It follows that art in all its forms is
the attempt to bring to birth, however imperfectly,
in the changing shapes and sounds of this world, the
Forms of a world of value which is permanent and
perfect.

The world of value which art seeks to embody is, accord-
ing to Plato, the real world; the familiar world of things
and people in which the Forms are embodied is a world
of shadows or copies, deriving such reality as it possesses
from its reflection of the real world, which is as substance
to shadow and original to imitation.

In illustrating this conception I have referred chiefly
to the arts of music and painting not only because I am
more familiar with these arts, but because the applica-
tion of the theory is more readily seen in relation to them.
But that the view of the world of art as the reality which
is at once the ideal to which representations in this world
endeavour with more or less success to approximate and
the standard by reference to which their degree of
approximation can be estimated, can be applied to other
arts which, in subject-matter, technique and appeal,
are more closely interfused with the things of this world,
the following quotation from the conclusion of Somerset
Maugham’s book Theatre bears witness. A great actress,
fresh from a new success, is reflecting upon her perform-
ance in relation to the effect it has produced upon her
audience.

‘““We,’ she says—the actors and the actresses—' are
the meaning of their '—the audience’s—'lives. We
take their silly little emotions and turn them into art,
out of them we create beauty, and their significance
is that they form the audience we must have to fulfil
ourselves. They are the instruments on which we play,
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and what is an instrument without somebody to play
onit?’

‘ The notion exhilarated her, and for a moment or two
she savoured of it with satisfaction. Her brain scemed
miraculously lucid.

'ROger says we don’t exist. Why, it’s only we who
do exist. They are the shadows and we give them
substance. We are the symbols of all this confused,
2imless struggling that they call life, and it's only the
byeTlT_\ ol which is real. They say acting is only make-
«ye. That make-believe is the only reality.’
Platonil::stguha out of her own head framed anew the
In th eory of ideas.”
the Souzgas.e of pictures it is the canvas, in that of music
forms the In that of acting the audience, which per-
the artist office of instrument or raw material, which
ne of ‘ﬁfs for the showing forth of the Form.
indeeq ip the most famous passages in philosophy, or
Occurs at the hte_ratl}l‘e of any language, is that which
Republ;, i € beglnnlng of the Seventh Book of Plato’s
Women (;nn which he likens the position of men and
that they CEarth to that of prisoners in a cave, so placed
them I‘eﬁectz;i Nnot see real things, but only the images of
fire, ev@re}cll on the wall of the cave by the light of a
they take th aving seen anything which is not an image,
that it jg an 'e Mages to be reality, and do not suspect
such statyg Immaterjal reality which gives to the images
ave not € status of reflections, as they possess. I
as it ig cane T¢ space to describe the simile of t.he _Cave,
the com ”‘”t.id, nor would a bald summary do justice to
mfw; Power of the passage. I can onlly rec?m-
Who would study philosophy for themselves
to .read and reflect upon ityag an attempt by a great
philosopher, whe is also a great artist, to illuminate
under the guise of metaphor the conception of reality

of which the theory of art I have so bricfly sketched is
one outstanding application.
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The Sphere of Morals

The other sphere in which the Form stands forth as
not only the ground of the common qualiticg of thin(s
but as an end or ideal to be striven for is the sphere (g)f
ethics. In this sphere, moreover, the Form is further
revealed as the source of that in us which strives after
the ideal. Ethics is the theory of right and wrong ;
it seeks, among other things, to discover the basis an(i
compulsive power of what we call duty. One of the
questions with which it concerns itself i why men
alonc among created beings recognise the distinction
between "' Twant " and “ Tought . Ethics is, as I have
explained, one of the main branches of philosophy, and
I hope to devote a chapter ! to a discussion of some of
its problems. Among these is the question whether the
principles of right and wrong, good and bad, are merely
human conceptions, descriptions of the ways in which
our minds work, or rationalisations of expediency and
laziness—we call things right on this view because
they conduce to our advantage or to the advantage
of our community—or are independent principles or
factors in the fundamental make-up of the universe
which we recognise and try, however imperfectly, to
realise in our lives. The first answer exemplifies what is
called a subjective, the second an objective view of
ethics. This problem will be discussed in Chapter V.

It follows from what has been said that Plato’s view
is an objective one. Goodness is, for him, a Form—
the Republic is ostensibly devoted to an examination of
the manifestation of the Form of justice in the lives of
individuals and communities—which is independent of
the institutions, codes, acts and characters of men that we
recognise to be good, and which confers upon them such
goodness as they exhibit. In this ré6le the Form is the
common source which manifests itself in all the qualities
which we recognise as good, and by reason of our recogni-

1 See Chapter V.

57
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tion characterise all the things and people to which
the qualities belong as moral, just or praiseworthy.
But, as in the case of the Form of beauty, it is more than
, the source of common qualities. First, it is an ideal, an
. ideal not determined or created by the human mind, but
recognised by it. We realise that no single institution
1s wholly or perfectly just, no human character wholly
and perfectly good. But how could we know that they
are not—how, in other words, could we recognise the
fact of their partial imperfection, if we had not in our
minds a conception of the ideal perfection to which they
approximate and in their falling short of which the fact
of their imperfection consists, just as we should not know
darkness to be dark, unless we also knew what light was?
Secondly, the Form ig a standard by reference to which
we judge and assess the degree of the '* falling short .
Thirdly, it 1s the inspiring principle which impels us to
seek to realise it aq an ideal in our actions and our lives.
It may seem far-fetched to talk of the triangle that we
draw as seeking to realise ever more of the principle of
trmngulanty_which it manifests, but it is perfectly
natural to think of the good man 'as trying to achieve a
t gree of pgo . Not only does he
recognise the Form of gogo d(:l(ifgsszs a goal oryidcal and
seek to pursue it, but it is a5 the Form which, as mani-
fested in his soul, INspires the efforts which he makes to
live a better life and sg tq a . r more closel
to the ideal. I o approximate eve Y
: R Platy’s theory the Form of goodness
occupies a peculiar POsition among the Forms, in that
the medium of itg Manifestations is not wood as with the
form of squareness, or linen as with the form of white-
ness, or paint and canyyg as with the form of beauty,
but is the lives and Characters of men and women.

Transcendence and Immanence

This peculiarity illustr

ates and so helps us to com-
prehend the two aspects A

under which Plato conceives
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of the Forms, the aspect Transcendence and that
of Immanence. Transcendence and Immanence are
words which are constantly turning up in theological
writings—God, we are told, is both transcendent and
immanent; He is outside the world, yet He is also
present in the hearts of men—and stand for notions
which are not easy cither to understand or to convey.
Both notions are comprised in Plato’s conception of the
Forms and are strikingly illustrated by the Form of
goodness in its relation to and its manifestation in
human beings. First, the Forms are a world apart in
themselves; they constitute, in fact, an independent
reality, and nothing that happens to the familiar world
of things can possibly affect them. Plato says some-
where that if the whole world of sensible things were
swept away, the Forms would remain unaffected. Ina
famous passage in the Republic he represents the Forms
as a hierarchy leading up to the Form of the Good, which
is the single, unifying principle of the universe. The
Form of the Good in the real world is likened to the sun
in the visible world, in that, just as the sun is both the
cause of the existence of the things we sce, for through
it they grow, and of our sceing them, for through it
there is light, so the Form of the Good is both the funda-
mental principle of reality and as such transcendent, and
also the cause of our knowledge of reality and as such
immanent. How does it come to be the second of these
things? By reason of its presence in our own souls.
The good man is not only good but recognises and aspires
after goodness when he perceives it, and while this
recognition is achieved only in virtue of such goodness as
he possesses, it also acts as his incentive to achieve a
higher degree of goodness, to become, in fact, better.
Here, then, we contemplate the Form under its second
aspect, that of immanence, as present, that is to say,
in what Plato calls the world of becoming, the particular
medium for its manifestation being the soul of man.
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Reality, then, is not wholly aloof and apart; it is also
the innermost essence of ourselves. Generalising this,
we may say that in Plato’s universe the Forms are not
merely the constitutive principle of reality, although
they do, indeed, constitute reality; _they are also, by
virtue of their manifestation in the things of the familiar

world, the cause of the qualities which the familiar world
is seen to possess.

Difficulties in Plato’s Conception

We may well ask how this can be. Indeed, the
commonest criticism of Plato’s Theory of Forms turns
on precisely this double aspect of Transcendence and
Immanence. I have not the spacc for an adequate
treatment of these difficult questions, but it is worth
while to pause to see what the criticism is.

Let us Suppose, first, that the Forms are _transcendcnt
or, to put the same point in more familiar language,
that the real worlg is utterly remote and aloof from the
familiar world, Thep the universe falls into two halves
between which there is no connection. There is, in fact,
not one universe; there are two. Now there must, one
would say, be gopme sense in which there is a single
universe; there must, that is to say, be a whole of all
that there js, which somehow includes and holds together
whatever there 1s. If, then, the familiar world and
Plato’s rea] world fall,apart so that we have not one
but two worlds on our hands’, then the mind is led for-
ward by the necessities of its own demand for unity to
Postulate a thjrg world which is more inclusive than
either, of whicp both Plato’s world and the familiar
world are aspects, This third world would be the real
unmverse and Plato’s g called real world would only be
a part or aspect of the universe; it would not, therefore,
be itself reality, If, moreover, we do take this view,
what are we to make of Plato’s often-repeated statements
that it is the presence of the Forms in the familiar thing
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which confers upon it the qualities in virtue of which it
owns such reality as belongs to it? How could the
Forms be present in the familiar world if they are wholly
apart from it?

Now let us suppose, secondly, that the Forms are
immanent in the familiar world. We are then faced
with the apparently insoluble problem, how can that
which is wholly real be the cause of the being of, nay more,
constitute the innermost core and essence of, that which
is semi-rcal? If whiteness is wholly real and snow is
only semi-rcal, whence does the element of unreality
or semi-reality intrude itself? How, in any event, one
may ask, can reality become or cause to be what is
less real than itself? It is not possible to pursue
these difficult questions here. They raise a similar
problem to one which will be familiar to some readers
in another form, the problem, namely, of the theological
explanation of the world. God, we are told, created the
world and from time to time actively intervenes in its
affairs by a succession of mighty acts of which, according
to Christian doctrine, the sending of His Son into the
world in the form of a human being was the most out-
standing. God, then, is the sole cause of the existence
of the world and He is still in some sense present and
active in it. Yet the world is imperfect; it is, indeed,
shot through with evil and suffering. Morcover, being
filled with change and decay it cannot, as Plato insists,
be wholly real. How, then, one must ask, if God is
perfect can He be the immanent cause of a world that is
imperfect? How can God who is changeless be the motive
principle of a world which is changing and decaying?

I have just excused myself from pursuing these ques-
tions on the ground of lack of space. The excuse, I am
afraid, was hypocritical in the sense that no treatment,
however profound or prolonged, has yet succeeded in
resolving these difficulties. It may be doubted whether
any treatment ever will.
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I have dwelt upon the cases of the artist gnd of the
good man because, although we may totally fail to under-
stand how the solution has been effected, they do
nevertheless exhibit the solution in practice. For the
artist, beauty is transcendent; it is that which_ he secks
to realise and to bring to birth in the familiar world
and this beauty is something other than himself. ')_{ct,
the perceptiveness of beauty is also in him and provides
him with the insight and inspiration without which the
creation of works of art would be impossible; bequty is
also embodied in the successful work of art_whlch he
creates. In both these latter senses beauty is immanent
in the world. o

Similarly, for the good man goodness is an end in itself
and duty a law which he recognises as being independent
of himself; they are as essential elements in the funda-
mental order of the universe as are the laws of mathe-
matics and physics. In this sense goodness is trans:cend-
ent. At the same time goodness is present in him in Fhe
Sense that it is only because he is already a moral being
that he feels the pull of duty; only in so far as he is
already a good man that he wants to be a better one. It
1s also embodied in the good acts that he performs,

3s is justice in the institutions which he establishes.

Political Corollarjes

My account of Plato’s theory of Idecas or Forms was
Partly undertaken in order to introduce his theory of

politics, Ap understanding of the metaphysics was, I
Suggested, a hecessary preliminary to a sympathetic ap-
proach

to the provisions of his ideal State. These deserve
°r to themselves even for the purposes of summary.
Onot, however, propose to summarise them here, if only
beca‘}SC I do not want to give my readers any excuse for
refusing to follow my advice and read the Republic for
themselves. T propose, then, to say no more than is
necessary to bring Plato’s political theory within the

achapt
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framework of the metaphysical picture which has already
been sketched, while secking at the same time to exonerate
him from the charges of Totalitarianism, and even of Fas-
cism, that have in recent years been brought against him,

Plato’s Account of the Soul

It is necessary to preface Plato’s political theory with
a brief account of his psychology. Plato makes a three-
fold division of the soul of man into a reasoning part, a
spirited part and a desiring part. The reasoning, which
he calls the first part of the soul, includes what we should
class under the name of rcason or intellect and also a
more vagucly conceived quality which we denote by the
word *‘insight ”. Insight is the faculty of penetrating
below the surface of things to the reality that underlies
them. The word, as commonly used, stands also for the
good acsthetic taste of the man who discerns and appre-
ciates what is beautiful in art and the good moral taste
of the man who rccognises what is valuable in conduct
and character. The reasoning part of the soul knows the
Forms; knows, therefore, reality, The reasoning part
of the soul, as Plato conceives it, contains also a dynamic
element. The ‘‘reasonable man’ who is Plato’s
philosopher, does not merely recognise the good and
distinguish it from the bad; he is also impelled to strive
after the good and to eschew the bad that he recognises.
The second part of the soul, the spirited, is chiefly
exemplified in the military man and is expressed in the
qualities of courage, ferocity, fortitude, loyalty and
patriotism which are traditionally associated with him,
both for good and for evil. The goods which the
‘* spirited *’ man craves are honour and glory; but he
has not the discernment to discover which are the ends
which justify the display of his loyalty and his courage,
or which excuse his ferocity; in a word, he desires
honour yet does not know what is honourable. Left to
himself, he would just as cheerfully fight in an unjust



64 PHILOSOPHY

as in a just cause. The soldier, then, must be under the
instruction and guidance of the ** philosopher ** who, by
virtue of his knowledge of what is good, knows what
ends justify the display of the soldierly virtues. In
Plato’s State the military man acts as a kind of body-
guard to the philosopher, supplying him with the power
to subdue and to rule those in whom the third part of
the soul is predominant. If we liken the philosopher to
the engine driver who knows where to drive the engine of
society, the spirited man is the steam that makes it go.

The Third Part of the Soul

Thirdly, there is the part of the soul that craves and
desires. This is conceived as a kind of passional rag-
bag in which all the desires and impulses originate, rise
mtg consciousness and clamour for satisfaction, the
desires for respectability and display as well as those
for food and sex; ambition, envy and avarice as well
as boasting, snobbery and malice. Unless checked
and disciplined, these desires dominate our nature; or
rather, first one and then another dominates, as each
happens at 3 particular moment to get the mastery over
the others. A man ruled by the third part of his soul is,
then, like a boat which having lost its rudder drifts first
this WVay and then that according to the strongest puff
of wind .that fills its sails, or the strongest current that
deflects its keel, Such a boat is incapable of pursuing
any Plar}ncd or definite course and, voyaging at hap-
hazard, is unable to avoid the reefs which lie across
1ts course, Inevitably, then, it comes sooner or later
upon destruction, In just the same way the man whose
life is dominateq by impulse and desire is driven first
this way and then that; to-day he is all for wine and
women, to-morrow for plain living and high thinking;
in the morning a serious student sitting at his books;
in the evening a gay dog getting tight at a night club;
one day agog with the spirit of adventure and planning to
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go to the Pole or to climb Mount Everest, the next opting
for a quict life and looking for a wife with whom he may
scttle down, found a family and achieve respectability.
Such a man, swept by one impulse after another,
attracted first by this end and then by that, is incapable
of the prolonged and purposive cffort necessary to
realise any one of them. Like Dryden’s Zimri, he is

“«

. cverything by starts, and nothing long:
But in the course of one revolving moon
Was chemist, fiddler, statesman and buffoon;
Then all for women, dining, rhyming, drinking,
Besides ten thousand {reaks that died in thinking.”

Hence arises the need for reason to control and command
desire, not denying the desires their legitimate satis-
faction, but disciplining them so that no one obtains a
larger share of satisfaction than is due to it having regard
to the equally legitimate claims of the rest, and dove-
tailing them one into another, so that their energy is
hamnessed to the service of one dominating purpose, such
as the desire to serve the community or to become a
better man. Thus the man in whom rcason rules is
like a boat guided by a helmsman who employs rudder
and compass to steer to a definite objective. He uses
the power of the winds when they suit his purpose but
confronts them when they do not; goes with the current
when it is favourable, struggles with it and overcomes it
when it sets against his course. We should, then—and
here is Plato’s formula for the practical living of the good
life—allow the first part of the soul to guide and dominate
the third, enlisting the fire and spirit of the second to
assist it in its task of control and dominance. In the
Republic the virtue of Justice is identified with the con-
tented performance of its proper function by each of the
three parts of the soul. The just soul is one in which the
reasoning part guides, the spirited part assists it to
enforce its guidance, and the desiring or appetitive part
C—PHILOSOPHY
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accepts the discipline of the rcasoning part. Justice
in the soul consists of the achievement, the maintenance
and the functioning in daily lifc of this right relationship
of parts.

According to the part of his soul which is dominant,
so will be the general character and disposition of the
man. He in whom the first part of the soul pre-
dominates is the philosopher, as Plato calls him, who
is also the Guardian of the State 1. he in whom the
second, the soldier or warrior, while the ordinary citizen
is portrayed as the man in whom the third part of the
soul dominates, For the ordinary citizen is pre-
dominantly a man of impulse and desire; he does the
work of the community and produces the commodities
which are necessary for its existence, but docs these
things to the end that his desires may be satisfied and
his belly filled. He is the good bourgeois all the world
over, I’ homme moyen sensuel. Governed by the stomach
and pocket view of life, he secks money that he may be
safe and safety that he may be comfortable. And what
1S o be comfortable? To satisfy those of onc’s desires
Wh_“:_h may be indulged without forfciting the goo_d
OPInion of the neighbours, to have as good a time as is
possible whjle keeping up with the Jones’s . Tence

ato assigns the bourgeois respectability-loving citizen
to the class of those in whom the third part of the soulis
Predominant, He desires neither the wisdom of the
phllosoPher, which is the good of the first, nor the hard

Ono“r‘IOVing life of the soldier, which is the good of t_he
Second part of the soul. He is neither sage, Communist
Dor Fascist. He desires only to be left in comfort to
Pursue his women, fill his belly, found his family, sleep
after his round of golf on Sunday and go about his busi-
ness during the week. It is interesting to obscrve that
Plato assigns to the third class both thosc whom we
should ca]] employers and those whom we call workers,

1 Sce below, pp. 69~73.
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since both are engaged in working and producing in
order to achicve money and security. A gentleman is,
for Plato, as he was for the Victorians, one who is engaged
in some non-productive activity.

Classes of State

Plato’s political theory is closely modelled on his
psychology. The soul of man being, for him, a micro-
cosm of the State, what is truc of the soul is, given a few
obviously necessary modifications, true of the State.
Just as there are three kinds of soul, so there are three
kinds of State and just as the nature of the soul as a
whole is determined by the part which is dominant
in it, so that there are predominantly reasoning, pre-
dominantly spirited and predominantly appetitive souls,
so the nature of the State is determined by the class
of man who is dominant in it, so that we get philo-
sophic, military or business man’s States, cach of
which reflects in its general character or constitu-
tion, the nature of the class of man which is pre-
dominant and holds rule in it. Thus the State which is
dominated by men in whose souls the sccond part is
predominant will be an aggressive State in which military
glory and power are the goods of the ruling class. Itis
impossible, as one reads Plato’s vivid account of these
States (they arc called ** timocratic *’, or honour-loving
States) in the Eighth book of the Republic not to be
reminded of contemporary Fascist countries. Yet Nazi
Germany, though it recalls, is clearly a perversion of,
Plato’s honour-loving State, a perversion of what Plato
regarded as itself a perversion,

The State which is dominated by men of the third
class is identificd by Plato with democracy, and his treat-
ment involves a vigorous attack upon democracy by
which many good liberals and democrats have been
affronted. Just as those who are governed by the third
part of the soul are money-lovers, since money is wanted
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for the satisfaction of their desires, so States in which
such men predominate will value moncey and give power
to those who are skilled at making moncy. As one
reads, one is irresistibly reminded of the American
worship of the dollar, of the dominance of wecalth in
American politics, of the all-pervasive standard of valua-
tion in terms of money—how much does it cost? how
much is he worth ?—which impels the American to tell
you the price of everything, while realising, the cynic
might add, the true value of nothing, and thie Nazi’s gibes
at the pluto-democracies. In the soul of the democratic
man the desires hold sway and as they arise, first one and
then the other without rhyme or reason, they clamour
for gratification without refercnce to the good of the
Wh(_)le or to any coherent plan which reason may have
designed for the living of the good life. In just the same
way the democratic State is dominated by whatever
party or interest happens to get the upper hand at the
elect_lons and is run with the sole purposc of furthering
the Interests of the victorious party with perhaps an
occasional sop (one is reminded of the dole) or an
anodyne (jazz or football pools) to keep the oppressed or
dissatisfied elements quict. In the democratic man’s
soul any part deems itself capable of assuming the
governance of the whole; so, too, in the democratic
State every class, however uneducated, considers itsclf
fit to assume the duties of government. Thus, the demo-
cratic State is the arch offender against Plato’s principle
of J ustice, in that, instead of everybody going about his
own b_usm(:SS, the business which he is fitted by training
and FllSposition to perform and which is assigned to him
precisely because it is for this that he Zas becn trained
and ¢s fitted, everybody in a democracy meddles with
everybody else’s concerns, the business man aspiring to
govern and the workers being conscripted to fight. I
resist the temptation to enlarge on the features of this
formidable indictment, partly because I would not spoil
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the artistry of Plato’s picture by an inadequate summary,
partly because, as a good democrat myself, I am chary
of presenting too forcibly the devil's advocacy. For
there is, of course, a defence and in a later chapter 1 some
part of it will be attempted. Plato’s indictment of
democracy is partly designed to throw into high relief
the virtucs of the remaining class of State, that which is
dominated by men in whom the first part of the soul is
predominant, that is to say, by those who are guided by
rcason. These are Plato’s philosophers and this is
his ideal State. I have already excused myself from
giving an account of its provisions. It remains, how-
ever, to link the theory of the ideal State with the theary
of Forms alrcady described, in order to show how the
politics fits into the framework of the metaphysics.

Plato’s Guardians

The Guardians are those in whom the first part of the
soul, the reasoning part, controls the rest. So far as the
practice of living is concerned, it is the function of
reason to control the passions, harnessing them to the
performance of whatever task, disciplining them to the
leading of whatever way of life reason prescribes. The
passions being tamed and controlled, reason is free to
perform her proper task, undistracted by their solicita-
tions. What is reason’s proper task and what the way
of living which reason prescribes?

Plato’s answer is that the proper task of reason is the
exploration and contemplation of reality, and that so
far as the practice of living is concerned, reason is content
to prescribe the leading of such a life as may be necessary
to this end. Now reality, as we have seen, consists of
Forms. Therefore, those in whom the reasoning part
of the soul is in control, Plato’s philosopher-Guardians,
will seek to know and to contemplate the Forms. There
are many passages in Plato in praise of the contemplative

1 See Chapter VI, pp. 180-187.



70 PHILOSOPHY

life which belong to the literature of mysticism; this is
one of the most persistent strains in Plato’s thought,
which T must be excused from following here. Plato
also describes in some detail the education which must be
given to the Guardians with the object of wheeling the
soul as he puts it, *“ round from the perishing world *’ to
the ** contemplation of the real world and the brightest
part thereof ”’.

Our concern here is with the political implications of
this recipe for living. It is to the State that the
philosophers owe the training and the cducation in virtue
of which they are enabled to attain to a knowledge of
the Forms. In addition to educating, the State maintains
them. (There are some interesting provisions for a
communist order of society describing how the Guardians
will live together, holding all things in common.) The
philosophers, then, owe an obligation to the State, an
pbhgation which lays upon them a duty. Their desire
is to devpte their lives to the contemplation of rcality
upon which their hearts are stayed, but accepting the
°bllga§10n and recognising the duty, they relinquish
from time to time their contemplation of the real world
and for prescribed periods devote themseclves to the
governance of the State, coming back, as Plato puts it,
to the Cave to consort with its prisoners and to occupy
themselves with its affairs. Contemplating reality they
are philosophers; guiding and governing the State they
are G}Jardlans. The vision of reality revealed to them
as philosophers has shown them the Forms of justice
and goodness not as imperfectly manifested in the
Institutions and characters of men, but as these Forms
are in themselves, as, that is to say, fundamental features
of reality. The memory of this vision abides with them
when they return to tjje Cave and, in the light of it,
they draw up rules for the guidance of the community.
These rules constitute the laws of the idcal State and,
since they embody the Forms of goodness and justice,
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they are the best possible laws, being framed in the light
of the knowledge of the best.

That Philosophers must be Kings

Several {eatures which have been touched upon in the
previous discussion are embodied in this conception.
First, there is the double relation of Transcendence and
Immanence which obtains between the Forms and the
familiar world; the Forms are transcendent, but they
arc also immanent in the sense that they are mani-
fested in the laws of the idcal State by reason of the
knowledge of them possessed by the Guardians, their
framers. They inform its legislation and make it what
itis. The relation of the world of reality to the world of
politics is not, therefore, mercly a relation of trans-
cendent aloofness, since reality enters into and informs
the arrangements of the good State, as it does the life
of the good man,

Secondly, the good which is embodied in the legisla-
tive provisions and institutions of the gnod State is a
dynamic good in the sense that, while no State that has
ever existed upon earth is perfect, every imperfect State
seeks, and secks by reason of the goodness that it already
embodies, to correct its imperfections and to increase its
goodness. It seeks, then, to approximate ever more
closcly to the perfect State as its goal or ideal. I say
that the State seeks, but, more precisely, it is the men
who rule the State who seek, since in the degree to which
they approach to the ideal condition of Plato’s Guardians,
to that degree do they strive to make the State a more
worthy manifestation of the ideal which they, as im-
perfect rulers, imperfectly glimpse. Thus, a good com-
munity like a good man sccks continuously to become a
better one.

Now this result, in Plato’s view, can be achieved only
in so far as men of thought and men of action—instead
of being, as they have been in every civilisation, different
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species or sorts or men living different sorts of lives—
are the same men; for it is only in so far as the man of
thought and the man of action is one and the same person,
that the Forms of the real world can cver be brought to
birth in the institutions of the familiar world. Herein
lies the significance of Plato’s famous remark that
man will never achieve salvation or have surccase from
misery, until philosophers are kings and kings are
philosophers.

There is a personal side to this recipe for salvation.
Men of thought—men that is to say who, in Plato’s
language, know the Forms and spend their lives wholly
in contemplation, speculation and research—live less
than the full human life and fall short in their per-
formance of the full human duty.

Socrates had taught, and Plato followed his teaching,
that the object of philosophy was not simply to obtain
knowledge, not even to obtain knowledge of the real
world, but to acquire something more precious than
knowledge—namely, wisdom. Now wisdom is knowledge_
Jn_action; knowledge, that is to say, applied to life.
Ihe application to life has a double reference: first,
knowledge can be used for the disciplining of one’s own
desires and applied, thercfore, to the leading of the good
life; secondly, knowledge can be utilised in the service of
one’s society.  And the two goals, theleading of the good
life and the helping of society, are not separate goals but
form the two halves of a unity. For man is a social
being and cannot come to his full stature and realise all
that he has it in him to be, except he live in contact with
his fellows.  Human excellence, which involves the full
developr_nent and right relationship of all the sides of our
nature, 1s, therefore, essentially the excellence of a social
creature, the excellence of the citizen.

To produce this excellence is the object of statesman-
ship. Hence the life of the philosopher and the life of
the statesman are not, or rather they should not be,
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two different lives lived by two different kinds of men.
The statesman ought to be also a philosopher and the
philosopher a statesman; first, for the sake of the
community, in order that, in the light of his knowledge
of the Forms, the philosopher-statesman may so frame
the laws of the State that the living of the good life
becomes possible for every citizen according to his
capacity; secondly, for the sake of the philosopher
himself, that he may come to his full stature through the
development of the social side of his nature in contact
with his fellow-men in the conduct of affairs. To unite
the philosopher and the statesman is thus at one and
the same time to save society and to complete the
philosopher. Tt is not, then, merely in repayment of
the debt that he owes to the community that the philoso-
pher returns to the Cave; he does so also for his own sake,
in order that he may live out to the full extent of all his
capacities and realise all the possibilities of his human
nature.

Plato’s Authoritarianism

The phrase used above, ‘* the living of the good life . . .
for every citizen according to his capacity **, brings us to
the charge against which I have still to defend Plato, the
charge of Totalitarianism. For is there not, it may be
asked, somcthing familiar about this formula? Do we
not k_npw only too well the claim to regulate the lives of
the citizens for *“ their own good ”’? Ts it not precisely
the claim that Fascism makes? In a formal sense it is,
but t1.1c sense 1s only formal. What is important is the
meaning which we give to the word ‘“ good ", when we

speak of the ““ good " life.
Recipe for the Satisfaction of the Desires

In order that this meaning may be elucidated, let us
return to Plato’s divisions of the soul. The reasoning
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part, he insisted, should be in control of the others, not
only in its own interests, in order that it might achieve a
knowledge of reality unhampered by the solicitations of
the spirited and the desiring parts, but also in their
interests. Plato’s view was that it is only when the
third part of the soul is dominated by the first that it will
thrive, even according to its own standards of thriving.
What are these standards? The third part of the soul
consists, it will be remembered, of desires and appetites,
and for it the standard of success will, therefore, be found
in the extent and frequency of their satisfaction. Now,
if the appetites and desires are left to themselves, one
of two things, Plato insists, will happen: either one
fiesue will become a tyrant over all the rest and, in the
Interests of its own satisfaction, starve them of theirs;
or each desire will claim satisfaction in turn, so that each
in turn will dominate the personality.

.The first case is that of the miser, the sensualist or the
dictator—the tyrannic man, as Plato calls him. For the
sake of gold, or sex, or power, these men live warped
and mutilated lives, starving the rest of their natures in
order to satisfy the cravings of the one master desire.
T}_1u_s, the miser cannot afford to take his wife to the
leera or even to the movies; the sensualist gives
punself no chance to sample the possibilities of love; he
is too busy pursuing his lusts; the power-lover, who uses
people always as means—as means, that is to say, to the
furtherance of his own ambition and never as ends—is a
stranger to the joys of friendship.

The second case is the case of the man who, swept first
by one impulse and then by another, is unable fully to
satisfy any desire because before he has done so, he is
called off by the solicitations of the next. Hence, he is
precluded from the enjoyment of any full and lasting
satisfaction. Plato concludes that it is only when the
third part of the soul is in subjection to the rule of reason
that its motley elements can achieve such satisfaction as
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is possible to them, since it is only when reason disciplines
and dovetails the desires, rationing their various satis-
factions according to the principle of justice, that each
gets a fair deal. Ina properly ordered soul no one desire
is allowed to dominate the rest, or to prejudice the well-
being of the whole, since, tamed by reason, the various
desires have learnt to stand back and refrain from
interfering with one another’s satisfaction. Thus, the
reasonable man, precisely because he is dominated by
reason, is also a satisficd man. Plato transfers his
conclusion from the stage of the soul to that of the State.
Ordinary people, as we have seen, are those in whom the
third part of the soulis predominant. Left to themselves,
they arc not capable of philosophy; they do not, that is
to say, strive to know the principles of reality, they have
little wisdom and are concerned only to satisfy their
desires. It is for this reason that they crave money and
power. The life of the ordinary man is, in Plato’s view,
at best a poor thing; he agrees with St. Paul that man is
‘“ born in sin *’ and with the writer of Ecclesiastes that
his life is a succession of vanities. Tossed about on the
sea of desire, the ordinary man is forever restless and
discontented, unless he finds some positive reason for con-
tentment. And so he tries to discover positive reasons,
in women or in wine, in sport or in competitions, or even
in war, and in pursuit of these will strive with his fellows.
Such, too, is the condition of democracy, the condition
of free competition, in which every man is as good as his
neighbour (just as every desire in the third part of the
soul is as good as its rival) and equally entitled with him
both to govern and to be satisfied. Finding the re-
sultant insecurity intolerable, democracies tend to develop
into tyrannies, an absolute ruler being appointed to put
an end to competition and party strife and to discipline
the people for their own good and for the good of the
community,
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Plato’s Account of the Power-loving Man and the
Dictator State

The account of the transition from democracy to
tyranny in the 8th Book of the Republic is a singular
foreshadowing of the events which have taken place in
Europe during the last twenty years. The disciplining
of all for the good of the State sounds unimpeachable in
theory and proclamation. But supposc that the so-
called “ good of the State” is only the good of the
tyrant masquerading as the State! For what was the
distinctive mark of the “ tyrannic "’ man, as Plato calls
him? He was the man in whom one tyrant desire for
money, for sex or for power, has subjugated and
disciplined all the others for the sake of ifs, not of their
satisfaction. So, too, is it with the tyrant State.

The Nazi State and the Tyrant State

We are now in a position to indicate the lines upon
which Plato would answer those who would criticise him
for a Nazi authoritarianism. For the Nazi State is, it is
obvious, not Plato’s ideal State, but his tyrant State.
In it there are two classes, the rulers and the slaves; but
the ruling class rules not according to the dictates of
reason, but for the satisfaction of desire; not of every
desire, but of one tyrant desire that has subjugated all
the rest. This is the desire for power.

“ Wherever T found a living thing,” wrote
Nietzsche, from whom the Nazis derive some of their
doctrines, ‘* there found I the Will to Power; and
even in the Will of the servant found I the Will to
be master. Neither necessity, nor desire, but the
love of power is the demon of mankind. You may
give men everything possible—health, food, shelter,
enjoyment—but they are and remain unhappy and

capricious, for the demon waits and waits and must
be satisfied.”
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Just as to the pursuit of this ‘“ demon’ desire all
other desires are subordinated, so, too, to the ambition
of the powcr-loving class all other classes are sub-
ordinated. Just as the miser suppresses some of his
facultics and harnesses others—for example, fortitude,
endurance and sclf-denial—to the service of his master-
desire, so the ruling class in the Fascist State suppresses
recalcitrant individuals and subordinates the rest to its
purposes, using them as raw material for the execution
of its designs. Thus, we find the philosopher Fichte,
one of the forerunners of Fascism, making a division of
mankind into two classes of men—the noble man and the
ignoble—who, as he says, ** exists for the sake of the
other "’ and ‘‘must likewise sacrifice himself ’. It is
significant that the education of the ignoble must,
according to Fichte, * consist essentially in this that it
completely destroys freedom of the will *’.

If we ask how the noble are to be recognised, Fichte’s
answer is the same as Nietzsche’s~—by reference to their
will to obtain and capacity for holding power.

If possession of power is the end and the will to obtain
it the test of superiority, by what means, we must ask, is
power obtained, and the possession of it, once it has been
obtained, displayed? The answer is that it is obtained
by the use of force and that its possession is displayed by
domination over the wills of others. If there were no
other men to strive against, power could not be obtained ;
if there were no other men to dominate, its pleasures
could not be experienced not its possession demonstrated.
Thus, where power is the end, force is the means. It is
the means by which the ““ good ", power, is obtained,
the means by which the ““ good ", power, is exercised,
and the test by which the possession of the ' good ',
power, is demonstrated. For, where power is the
“ good ", how is superiority in the matter of its pos-
session to be shown, except by display of superior
power? Or how can A show himself to be a befler man
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than B, except by using more force and using it more
successfully ?

Unlimited and Dividing ** Goods ™’

Plato makes an interesting distinction between those
goods which are finite and those which are unlimited.
Finite goods are those which are such that if A has them
B cannot, since there is only a finite amount of the good
in question to go round; examples are money and power.
Unlimited goods are such that the possession of them by
A does not exclude the possession by B; examples are
beauty and wisdom. The fact that I am enjoying a
concert docs not prevent—at least I hope it doesn’t—B
from enjoying it too; the circumstance of my acquiring
a little wisdom does not prevent you from doing the same.
It follows that, since in the tyrant State power is valued
above all other goods and since power is a finite *“ good ”’,
there will be a struggle between rival claimants to
obtain the largest share of it. Hence, the tyrant State
will be always at war, open or disguised within itself.

Now let us compare with the tyrant State the structure
of Plato’s ideal State.

In this State the Guardians, in whom the reasoning
part of the soul predominates, are the rulers. For them,
there are two goods ", one intellectual, the knowledge
and contemplation of the Forms; the other practical,
the bringing of the Forms to birth in the structure, laws
':md life of the community. The mating of these two

“800ds " constitutes that wisdom which Plato held to
be the highest excellence of man. For the others there
1s one *“ good ", the gratification of their passions and the
Si}tlsfagtion of their desires in accordance with the
dlSClplme imposed by reason. Since they are unable to
provide this discipline for themselves, it is prescribed
for them by the scheme of education which the Guardians
have drawn up for their training and the laws which they
have framed for the regulation of their conduct. Since
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wisdom and knowledge arc unlimited “ goods ', there is no
competition among the Guardians for the largest share of
them. The ““ goods’ which the mass of the citizens
desire are finite and limited, but the laws prescribed by
the Guardians, expressive as they are of the principle of
justice which operates throughout the State, whereby no
one class meddles with the duties or privileges of the other
two classes, are framed so as to ensure that for these
limited “ goods "', the ** goods ** of the desiring part of the
soul-—wealth and comfort and gratified desire—there will
be no strife of competition among the citizens.

Thus, whereas in the “ tyrannic '’ State the object for
which politics is conducted is power, power for the few
over the many, in the Platonic State it is wisdom for the
few and happiness for the many, happiness which,
however, can be secured only if the many submit them-
selves to the guidance of the few. Plato’s answer to the
charge of authoritarianism is that men will enjoy a greater
share of the ““ goods” appropriate to their natures—
that is to say, happiness through the satisfaction of the
appetites—under his system than they will do if they are
free to govern themselves and follow their own desires.
Hence, his endeavour to fix for all time the character of
the ideal State.

Plato’s Scepticism in Regard to Progress

Of human nature as a whole he took what we should
regard as a pessimistic view, nor did he believe in what
we call progress. The belief in progress in which most of
us have been brought up would have seemed to him to_
be a by-product of certain accidental and particular cir-
<cumstances —namely, the increased power over nature
which, in the nincteenth century, enabled man to multiply
commodities and to raise the material level of hislife. By
the aid of science men bade fair to subdue all their external
enemies—fire and flood, pestilence, disease and want—
and, encouraged by their success, they believed that by
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means of the extended application of science to human
affairs, society would get better and better until Utopia
was realised. This belief Plato would regard as a
delusion. The real enemies of mankind arc not pesti-
lence or want or poverty, but man’s uncontrolled
passions and appetites. These, Plato would point out,
have not been subdued by man's control over nature;
they have only been given greater opportunities for
gratification. Thus, the appetite for aggression has been
sharpened by the increased powers of control and
destruction which science has placed in the hands of
dictators, while the motive of ambition has been
strengthened by the prospect of gaining a new power
over men's minds by capturing the modern instruments
of education, the radio, advertisement and the cinema.
To conquer external nature is of no avail, while human
nature remains unconquered; indeed, the conquest of
nature is worse than useless, since it increases man’s
powers without increasing his wisdom in the use of them.
It is for this reason that the progress of science has been
accompanied by the retrogression of man.

Plato did not believe that the ordinary man was
capable of improvement. Since, in him, the third part of
the soul is in control, he will have no bridle to tame his
passions, and no light to guide his steps. Therefore, he
must be given guidance by others. Educated and guided
by the wise and the good, he can be saved from the worst
consequences of his wantonness and folly; but even the
wisest legislation cannot improve his nature; it can only
establish a form of society whose education is so devised,
those laws are so framed, and whose discipline is so
tight that the passions of human nature are incapable of
wrecking it. The object of politics, then, is primarily to
protect the ordinary man from the worst results of his
own passions. For the few, for those who are capable
of knowing reality, its purpose is different. It is to be
found in the achievement of certain states of mind which
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are good in themselves.? What is called morality, the
right conduct of the individual life and its adjustment to
the lives of others, and what is called politics, the right
conduct of the affairs of the community and the regula-
tion of man’s social relationships, are, for Plato, simply
means to the attainment of those states of mind that
are good in themsclves. If Plato is right, such states
arc rcalised only in the knowledge of reality. Hence,
just as the railway system exists for an end other than
itself, to transport pcople and commoditics, so the
social order exists in order that as many of those
experiences which are good in themselves may be
made available for as many as are capable of enjoying
them. The ends of politics lie, therefore, for Plato,
beyond politics and are'to be found in the achievement of
desirable- states of mind by individual human beings.
For the many, these desirable states of mind are com-
priscd by the word happiness; for the few, they are to be
found in the contemplation of the Forms which con-
stitute the world of value. Thus, the knowledge and
enjoyment of value, known to us under the forms of happi-
ness, justice, beauty, wisdom and truth is, for Plato, the
object of statesmanship. I hope in the next three
chapters to examine some of the conclusions which other
philosophers have reached in regard to metaphysics, to
ethics and to politics. In particular, T shall try to show
to what extent they have followed Plato in postulating
another order of reality, at once underlying and ex-
plaining the phenomena of the familiar world.

I See Chapter V, pp. 149-155, for a deve]opmcnt of the mean-
ing of the phrase, L good 1n themselves ™’

N



CHAPTER IV
THE ANALYSIS OF THE FAMILIAR WORLD

The World of Common Sense

I Do not wish to suggest, as the conclusion of thle last
chapter may perhaps have done, that the revelation of
values is the only, or even the main, object of I)ll}losoplly.
But it is one object and, since the student requires some
thread to guide him through the mazes of philosophical
Speculation, the disclosure of values will, I hope, prove
Dot less serviceable than another.

Forms, said Plato, alone are real, and among the

OfNs ‘are what we call values ; it follows that the
familiar world of solid objects which we know by means
of our senses is not wholly real. It will be the purpose
of this chapter to try to summarise some of the reasons
which subsequent philosophers have advanced on behalf
of this conclusion. More precisely, since it is obvious
that Something we call the familiar world—the world
that we know by means of our senscs—exists and since
1tis difficult to see how a thing can exist and not be real,
What we have to examine are a number of arguments
which Philosophers have advanced for supposing that its
Nature jg very different from what in common sense we
take it to pe,

.1 common sense we take it to consist of a number of
solid ang liquid objects, some of them static, some
moving aboyt in space, and all of them consisting of
what is cajled matter. Some of these objects we believe

0 be animateq by minds, but beyond the presumption _
thz.lt mind is somchow different from the matter which.it
animates, common sense has very little to say about it.
Besides being extended in space, the familiar world is also
I time; the objects that belong to it have, that is to say,
a history. Thus, the oak tree begins as an acorn, becomes
82
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a sapling, grows into a mature oak, decays and finally
collapses. ~ Yet throughout these changes it is taken for
granted that the tree remains in some mysterious way
one and the same oak tree. The oak tree, then, has a
Jhistory, ancﬁlwto have a history means that you exist in
time and remain the same thing throughout the changes
_that happen to you,

Now, thc. familiar world of things is known to us, at
any rate primarily, through our senses; we sce it, touch
it, hear it, taste it and so on.  If we had no senses, it may
well be doubted whether we should know of the existence
of the familiar world. Our knowledge, then, is, at any
rate in part, derived from our senses. But does it all
come from this source?

Empiricism and Rationalism

This question has provoked prolonged controversy;
indeed it was upon it that in the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries philosophical discussion mainly
centred. The controversy introduces the names of some
‘celebrated philosophers. Those who maintained the
view that, with certain qualifications; all our knowledge
ultimately derives from the experience which rcaches us
through our senses are the English philosophers, Locke,
Berkeley and Hume; they are called empiricists, from
the Greek word empeiria, which means sense experience.
Those who took the other side in this controversy are the
French philosopher Descartes, the Dutch philosopher
Spinoza and the German Leibniz. Broadly they held
that the mind is fitted initially with certain faculties or
principles of reasoning, and that if it reasons validly in
accordance with these principles, it will reach true
conclusions about the universe, including the familiar
world. These philosophers are known collectively as
rationalists, since they maintain that reason, operating in
accordance with the laws of logic, can attain a knowledge
of truths which owe nothing to sense experience.
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phers. Kant did not settle the controversy, but the
effect of his work was to transfer the questions at issue
to another plane of discussion, so that the empiricist—
rationalist controversy has not, since his time, been
pursued on the old lines. My present concern is with the
philosophers’ criticism of the familiar world of sense
experience. Some parts of this criticism are derived
from the arguments of the empiricists, others from those
of the rationalists. I propose to say something about
each of them in turn.

I.  Empiricist Arguments against the Independent
Reality of the Familiar World

Views of Locke

Locke maintained that what the mind actually knows
when, as it believes, it perceives the external world, is
its own ideas. Briefly his view was as follows: external
objects impinge upon our sense organs and these stimulate”

“the nerve endings—for example, in the fingers, at the
retina of the eye, or in the ear-drums situated in the
outer ears. As a result of this stimulation of the nerve
endings, neural currents travel along the receptor
nervous system into the brain, where they produce a
complicated series of disturbances in the system of
nerves which compose the brain. So far, we are in the
realm of physiology, and most physiologists, I imagine,
would accept our summary. But so long as we remain
in this realm, the realm of purely physical happenings,
consisting of movements of the pieces of matter which
compose the nerves and the brain, there is no sensation
and, therefore, no perceiving, for sensating and perceiving
are events which take place in consciousness. Indeed, it
is possible to suppose that all these physical happenings
might have taken place exactly as they did, even if there
were no mind to feel the sensations which normally
accompany them. How, then, do the disturbances in
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I have a different sensation of what we should both agree
to be the same object.

But Locke’s view is exposed to one objection which
most people think fatal; this objection may be stated as
follows. The view postulates three factors:

(1) the external object;
(2) the idea or representation in the mind;
(3) the mind.

Now, the mind, (3), knows the ideas, (2), but never knows
the object, (1). Whenever it tries to do so, the ideas
insist on intervening and getting known instead. How,
then, the question may be asked, can the mind know
anything about the object; how can it know that the
object exists, and how, if it does exist, can it know that
the object has the power of producing the ideas which are
known? How, finally, can it know that the ideas are
‘“like ' the object in the sense of being pictures or
representations of it? It would seem that Locke'’s
theory of Representationalism effectively shuts out the
mind from all direct contact with the outside world.
Why, then, it may be asked, postulate an outside world
at all?

This was the question which Locke’s successor
Berkeley did in fact put, and answered by eliminating
the first factor, the outside world. Thus, Berkeley postu-
lates two, and only two factors, in the process which we
know as perception, the mind and the ideas which the
mind knows.

Berkeley’s ldealism

The student who is tackling philosophy for the first
time can be confidently recommended to read Berkeley.
Berkeley writes well and clearly and does not disdain the
use of illustration which with him is both apt and
copious; in fact in the abundance and appositeness of
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his examples, he excels all philosophers except Plato.
In particular, I would recommend students to read the
three dialogues between Hylas and Philonous which are
printed at the end of the Everyman volume of Berkcley
entitled A New Theory of Vision and Other Writings. In
these dialogues Berkeley seeks to demonstrate the
irrationality of believing in the existence of an external
world of material things possessing fixed qualities and
attributes. One by one he takes the qualities which we
believe ourselves to perceive in the objects which are
supposed to inhabit the familiar world and shows them
to be relative to, and, therefore, dependent upon the
perceiver. Here are a few of the more striking examples
of the kind of consideration which Berkeley cites.

Heat, we should normally say, is a quality of the fire.
I am standing, let us suppose, a foot away from it, and I
say, “ The fire is hot *’; but if I gradually diminish my
distance, my feeling of warmth gradually increases in
intensity until it becomes a feeling of pain. Now, the
pain 1s not in the fire, but in me; yet the pain is only a
more intense degree of the heat ; presumably, therefore,
the heat was also in me. The fire, then, is not warm, it is
Onl)_f a something which has the capacity of producing a
feeling of warmth in me.

_ Size, we should normally say, is a quality of things, yet
SIZE appears to vary according to the standpoint of
observation and the nature of the obscrver’s perceiving
apparatus. For example, the size of a mite’s foot is so
tiny that T cannot see it; are we, then, to suppose that
the mite is unable to see his own foot? This seems
improbable.

Or take the case of texture; here is a surface which
when Ilook at it with the naked eye scems to me to be
smooth. But it has only to be observed through a micro-
scope when it is seen to be covered with irregularities.
(I refer the reader to the second satire of Gulliver's
Travels, where little Gulliver is shocked to observe the
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craters, hillocks and forests which diversify the bodies of
the Brobdignagian beauties whose smooth skins excited
the admiration and provoked the sonnets of their
gallants.)

Or take colour; here is an object which appears to
me to be green, or blue, or black, or grey, until I get
jaundice or until somecbody squeezes a drug called
Santonin in my eyes, when it forthwith appears yellow.
Take number; here is a lamp-post which to my normal
vision appears single and solitary; but I have only to
imbibe a sufficient quantity of alcohol, or to press my
eyeball at the side with my finger, for it to become two.
With what right, then, are we entitled to say that the
object possesses some of these apparent qualities or
attributes in its own right in some sense in which it does
not possess any of the other apparent qualities and
attributes? How can we ever know, in other words,
that we arc perceiving the object as it really is? If,
however, we say that we are not perceiving an external
object at all, but only knowing a set of ideas in our own
minds, all these difficulties disappear.

The Evidence from Physics

The force of thesc considerations has been no_tably
strengthened by the developments of modern science,
with the result that a number of scientists have_recently
shown a marked disposition to flirt with idealist argu-
ments and conclusions. The two sciences which are
chiefly relevant to the issue we are discussing are _phySICS
and physiology. Physics shows that matter is ultimately
analysable into atoms, atoms which are divested of most
of the qualitics which common sense supposes matter
to possess; such qualities as colour, solidity, sount.
smell, temperature are, in the physicists’ world, simply
not there.

Take, for example, the quality of heat. A gas, we are
told, consists of molecules of about a hundred-millionth
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of an inch across, with comparatively large spaces
between them, moving about in all dircctions with an
average speed measured in hundreds of yards a sccond.
The molecules meet and collide, and in consequence of
their collision the gas has a certain temperature. If the
gas is placed in a flame or hot body, the molecules of
which it is composed will gain in energy, moving rapidly
and colliding more violently. Gradually the tempera-
ture of the gas goes up; hcat, as we say, is generated.
But the cause of this heat is the greater energy of motion
of the molecules; or, as a text-book on physics would
put it, heat 4s nothing but the encrgy of motion of
molecules,

Similarly, sound is said to be caused by, or alternative-
ly to be, waves in the atmosphere. These waves vary in
a_mphtude,_in frequency of vibration, and in mode of vibra-
tion. Variations in amplitude determine the loudness,
in frequency of vibration the pitch, and in mode of vibra-
tion the quality of the sound. Sound, then, is produced
by atmospheric waves. Atmospheric waves are described
as reglons of pressure and rarefication in the atmosphere
moving forward with a certain velocity; and the move-
ment of such regions of atmosphere is the cause of, or
simply s, sound. For it is the propertics of the
atmospheric waves which the sounding body gives out
which determine the character of the sounds which are
heard.

Mo_st significant of all is the case of colour. Modern
physics deals with immense numbers of electro-magnetic
waves, which, so far as their intrinsic characteristics are
concerned, differ from each other only in point of speed,
wave-length and frequency. In terms of their wave-
lengths and frequencies they are graded in the electro-
magnetic spectrum. The rays which are called ‘‘ light
rays ~Occupy only a small part of this spectrum, at one
end of which are located the so-called cosmic rays, and,
at the other, wireless waves whose wave-length is
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measured in hundreds of yards. \We may express this by
saying that in the scale of wave-lengths and frequencies,
according to which waves are arranged in the clectro-
magnetic spectrum, there is a certain section of waves
which are—or which have effects which are—visible;
these are called light waves.

Light, therefore, is, or is caused by, wave-lengths of
frequencies falling within certain limits in the electro-
magnctic spectrum. Within the section of wave-lengths
which are, or which cause light, certain sub-scctions are
earmarked for the different colours. Thus, just as light
waves constitute a section of the waves graded by_ the
electro-magnetic spectrum, most of which are not visible,
so cach colour is constituted by a subsection of waves of
particular frequency and wave-length falling within the
light section.

But the waves in the light sub-section are not them-
selves coloured.

I venture to remind the reader of the process whereby,
for the purposes of illustration, we conceived ourselves
to be stripping away the qualities of substance,’ and
then asked ourselves, what remains. Once again we put
the question, what remains? It is difficult to say. _In
the ninetcenth century the answer would have been, solid,
homogeneous atoms which move at different speeds and
collide and combine in diffcrent patterns. The various,
qualities of the familiar world—its colour, its sound, and
so on—the nineteenth-century physicist would have said,
are the result of the different patterns and forms of
arrangement of colourless and soundless atoms. Just as
the picces of a jigsaw puzzle which are themselves
without pattern, when correctly put together to make the
puzzle result in a pattern which is coloured anfi designed,
so, it was believed, the atoms by virtue of their combina-
tion in different and varying patterns produce the
coloured design of the familiar changing world.

1 See Chapter III, pp. 43, 44-
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Idealist Tendencies of Physics

But for the homogeneous atoms of the nincteenth
century, twenticth century physics has substituted
positive and negative charges of clectricity which are
nevertheless not charges iz anything, and other con-
ceptions even more remote from the concepts of common
sense. Now, if the apparently solid objects of the
common sense world, each of which possesses a rich
variety of qualities, turn out to be analysable into
quality-less chargesof electricity, whence, it may be asked,
do the qualities which we believe ourselves to perceive,
derive? It seems difficult to resist the conclusion that
they are contributed by the mind of the perceiver.

When the physicist falls in love, an event which must
presumably on occasion happen to physicists, and feels
impelled to kiss the girl he loves, does he, one wonders,
really believe that those lips, rich, red, ripe, curved and
soft, which offer themselves so swectly to his own, are
nothing but charges of electricity in motion and are,
therefore, in their real nature neither rich, nor red, nor
Tipe, nor curved, nor soft? Of course he does not.  Yet
this, if he takes his physics scriously, is presumably what
he ought to believe. Berkeley would tell him that the
rednqss, softness and the rest were ideas in his mind—
experlences, that is to say, or sensations of his own; yet
I doubt if he would believe that cither. Nevertheless,
the conclusion of the argument—the conclusion, that is to
say, which he ought, if he were logical, to accept—is that
the familiar world outside him contains in its own right
none of the qualities which he believes himself to perceive
there. The conclusion has been put in a famous passage
by Professor Whitchead: ‘ Thus nature ’, he writes,
“gets credit which should in truth be reserved for
ourselves: the rose for its scent: the nightingale for his
song: and the sun for his radiance. The poets are
entirely mistaken; they should address their lyrics to
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themselves and should turn them into odes of self-
congratulation on the excellency of the human mind.
Nature is a dull affair, soundless, scentless, colourless;
merely thehurrying of material, endlessly, meaninglessly.”
If the physicist believes this—as presumably he ought
to do—some explanation should be forthcoming from him
as to the rcason for the presence in his experience of the
qualitics which, according to his analysis, arc not there in
the world outside him. None, however, is offered.

The Evidence from Physiology

The relevance of physiology is as follows. 1 have
alrcady referred to the machinery of perception and
described how an external object impinging on one of
the sense organs sets going complicated neural machinery
which finally culminates in a disturbance of the nerve-
cells in the brain. It is only affer the disturbance in the
brain has taken place that there ensues the psychological
event which we describe as perceiving an object. But
this account was deceptively simple. For how, we must
now ask, does an external object impinge upon the sense
organs? The answer is that the object, whatever the
object may be, originates a chain of physical events
which travel wave-like through the space intervening
between it and our bodies, and that it is only when this
journey has been completed that the sense organs arc

.stimulated by the last of the events constituting the
chain. Thus, in the case of visual perception, we sce an
object only when light waves, travelling from it at an
ascertainable velocity, have reached the place occupied
by the retinas of our eyes. In the case of aural percep-
tion, we hear a sound only after waves travelling through
the atmosphere at a2 much smaller velocity have reached
the drums which are situated in our outer ears. .In
the case of smell, we are made aware of the object which
as we say, we smell, only when certain gases which grle
deemed to have been given off by the object from which



94 PHILOSOPHY

the smell is said to originate, reach the nerve endings
in our nostrils. I say gases, but, in point of fact, the
stimulating agents are chemical substances which have
to be dissolved in water before they are effective as agents
of smell. Thus the immediate cause of the sensation we
call smelling is a chemical substance dissolved in the
moisture covering the nasal mucous membrane. Now
the time taken by these various events—the journcying
of waves in the electro-magnetic spectrum, the journeying
of waves in the atmosphere, the journeying of chemical
substances into the nostrils—is finite, though usually
very short. Usually, but not always! Take, for
example, the case of seeing a star. Astronomy tells us
that from a certain area of space, thousands of millions
of miles away, at a point in time which may have
occurred several months ago, light rays emanated and
proceeded to travel in all directions; these rays consist of
complicated physical processes which, in common with all
forms of light, are analysable into waves in the elcctro-
magnetic spectrum. Some of these rays reach the place
where the atmosphere which envelops the earth begins.
Here they are transformed into a different kind of
Ph}’SlCa! process which, travelling through the atmo-
sphere in the form of waves, ultimately penetrates to
the place where our eyes are. Now, it is only after the
waves have impinged upon the retinas of our eyes that
the neural machinery which results in the events in the
brain begins to function. Provided that it does function
.—prov1dec.1, that is to say, that the end events take place
in the l?ram—we shall experience the sensation which we
c_all seeing t-he star. But all these proccsses have taken
time; 1n point of fact, in the case which I have imagined,
they have taken several months. During these months
the star may have gone out of existence, or have changed
into a different kind of star. Yet, provided the requisite
events take place in the brain, we shall still have the
sensation of seeing it. Now, we cannot, it is obvious,
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see a star that does not exist. We seem to be forced to
the conclusion that whatever it is we believe ourselves
to be sceing, what we see is certainly not the star,

What do we, in fact, sce? A yellow patch of a certain
size, shape and intensity which, by a series of infcrences
we conncect with a star millions of miles away in space and
some months ago in time; but these inferences may be
mistaken. The patch may originate in a lamp hanging
on the mast of a ship; it may have becen due to a blow
on the nose.

This, of course, is an extreme case, but it illustrates a
principle which is applicable in all cascs of visual
perception since, however short the time which may be
taken by the,physical processes set going by the ** object *’
in their journey to the place occupied by our sense
organs, some time must elapse and during that time the
physical object may in theory go out of existence. Yet,
provided the events at the sense organs and in the brain
occur, we shall still have the sensation of seeing it.

An analogous conclusion is reached by an examination
of the machinery of hearing and touching. Take, for
example, the case of touch.

I am, we will suppose, pressing my finger against the
table, and as a result experiencing a sensation of coolness
and hardness. Is this sensation caused by touching the
table? Common sense says yes, but physics again says
no. What happens, according to the physicist, is that
electrical repulsion is developed between the atoms
composing the finger and those composing the table.
The harder I press the table, the stronger are the
electrical forces which repel my finger. These electrical
forces set up in the nerve cells at the end of my finger a
current which reaches my brain, as the result of which I
experience the sensation of touching the table. In fact,
however, I am not in spatial contact with any object
outside my body, and if appropriate parts of my nervous
system are suitably stimulated, I shall experience the
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same sensation of touching the table, although therc is
no table to touch. What is more, I can experience what
appears to be a sensation of a pin-prick in the non-
existent finger of a hand which has been amputated,
provided that the nerve terminals in my arm arc suitably
manipulated. '

The conclusion of all these examples is the same;
our bodies do not in sensation make direct contact with
the physical object. We obtain information about it
indirectly via the stimulation of our scnsc organs. Of
what, then, it may be asked, do our senses make us
aware, when we have sensory experience ?

What is the Object of Immediate Sensory Experience ?

This question could, it might be supposcd, be answered
by consulting the testimony of our own consciousness;
1t might also have been supposed that the answer would
be unanimous. In fact, however, it takes us into a realm
of controversy, and no agreed answer to it can be given.
This is not only because different philosophers take
dlﬂerent views of the nature of perception on the merits,
as 1t were, of the case, but also because their views are
influenced by their general metaphysical outlook within
whose framework any theory of perception must be made
tofit. Some Philosophers have endeavoured to maintain
that we do actually perceive physical objects which exist
1ndependently of us, although they would, of course,
admit that we only perceive parts of them: the outsides
of apples and nof thejr insides, the two near legs, the
surface of the seat ang the front side of the back of a chair,
not the two hind legs, the under surface of the seat and
the reverse side of the back. They also concede that the
part we perceive and the aspect which the part we
perceive will appear to us to wear will be determined by
the position from which we observe it and by conditions
prevailing in ourselves. Thus, I shall perceive a different
part if I am a yard from the object, from that which I
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would perceive if my eyes were half an inch distant; the
part I perceive will wear a different appearance if I have
jaundice or am colour blind, from what it would do if my
health and my vision were normal, and so on. . . .

This view is the ncarest to common sense which
philosophers have found themselves able to maintain.
Unfortunately there are many difficulties in it. Here
are two.

The view presupposes that the object falls as it were
into two parts, the part which is actually perccived and
the part which is not perceived but which is, as it were,
supplied by the mind on the evidence of what it does
perceive. So far as the part which is actually perceived
is concerned, the view would maintain that we perceive
it more or less as it is, the presumption being that the
object is lying out there in space waiting to be revealed
to the mind which discovers it. How, then, it may be
asked, are we to account for erroneous perception?
Obviously we cannot perceive what is not there; when,
therefore, we seem to perceive what is not there, as, for
example, in the case of hallucination, or when the
drunkard perceives a second lamp-post, or when the man
with jaundice percecives @& presumably non-existent
“yellow colour, we must suppose that the activity of the
mind is one of invention and not one of discovery.
But if the mind can, on occasion, invent what it Pel_'celves.
how can we distinguish the occasions on which it invents
from those on which it discovers? The part }“_VC"ted
seems to us, so far as its intrinsic characteristics areé
concerned, just as real as the part discovered. How, then),
can we be sure that the mind has not invented the whole:
Morcover, once we admit that the mind can invent or

distort, how are we to distinguish erroneous fro}rln
veridical perception? How can we be sure that the
It might

mind ever perceives anything exactly as it is?

be said that we can appeal to the testimony of other

people, but this resort unfortunately is closed to us, since
D—PHILOSOPHY
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once a doubt is cast upon reality of the objects we
perceive, we can have no perceptual assurance of the
existence of other people whose bodies are, after all,
objects, perceived like other objects, whercby to sub-
stantiate cases of doubtful perception by us.

In the second place, we commonly assume that we
perceive things as they are when we look at them from
what might be called a regulation distance, say two or
three feet, and have what is called normal vision. But
why should they present a #rue appearance to eyes placed
at a distance of a few feet and a false appearance to eyes
looking from twenty yeards, or to eyes looking through a
telescope, or to eyes looking through a microscope, or to
the. eyes of a dog or of an carwig? ' The difficulty, then,
which we are bringing against this view is that it offers
us no stanc_lard by reference to which we can determine
true and distinguish true from false perception.

The Sense-Data View of Perception

A second view maintains that what we are actually
aware of when we have immediate sensory experience is
what philosophers have called a sense-datum—that is to
say, a something directly given to the senses.

A sense-datum is a patch of colour, a rap of sound, a
felt surface,_or a smell. It is not the same as a physical
object, nor is it identical with the surface of a physical
object. ) Let us, for example, suppose that I am looking
at a shilling and a florin from a position which is con-
siderably nearer to the shilling than it is to the florin.
When I look at the shilling, I shall sce an clliptical silver
patch; I shall seec another when I look at the florin.
Now, the .el_hptical silver patch which I sec when I look
at the shilling will be larger than the one which T see
WI}er} I look at the florin; yet the florin is larger than the
5h1111r}g angl both are circular. It follows that the two
elliptical silver patches which I see cannot be identical
with the surfaces of the shilling and the florin. The two
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patches are examples of what philosophers call sense-
data; they are usually supposed to be independent of my
mind, though not necessarily of my body—what I
actually sec will, for example, depend in part upon the
condition of my eyes and nervous system—and they
constitute the objects of which my senses make me
directly aware in sensation. The sense-datum theory of
perception has in recent years been extensively discussed.
One of the difficulties of the theory is the difficulty of
determining the nature of the relation between the sense-
datum and the physical object. No satisfactory account
of this relation has been offercd. If we say that the
sense-datum is identical with or is part of the surface of
the physical object, we encounter the difficulty that the
sense-datum which I see varies with the conditions
prevailing in me and also with the positions from which
I am making my observation, whereas the object and,
therefore, every part of the object, including that part of
the object with which the sense-datum is supposed to be
identical, is assumed to be independent of me and of the
conditions under which I observe it. If, on the oth_er
hand, we say that sense-data and only sense-data exist
in the outside world independently of me, and that the
physical object is, as it were, supplied by the mind, we
are driven to ask what are the rules according to which
the mind does the * supplying "’ when, taking th.e sense-
datum as a cue, it supplies the object. Why, in other
words, when all that we actually see are brown patches,
all that we actually feel hard, cool surfaces, all that we
actually hear, sharp, rapping sounds, do we supply table
and not chair; and why, further, do the minds of all
observers agree to supply table and not chair, although
all the observers are, from the very nature of the case,
experiencing slightly different sense-data? That they
are experiencing slightly different sense-data follows from
the fact that no two pairs of eyes can occupy identical
positions at the same time, and the view of a ** thing
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from any one position is different from the view of it from
any other, however close to each other the two positions
may be. .

A further difficulty is that the mind, when engaged in
the process of ‘‘ supplying *’, may make mistakes. IfI
go into a room in the dark, put out my hand and feel
something soft and fluffy, I may conclude that it is the
cat, or the hearth-rug, whereas it is, in fact, my wife’s
hair, my false conclusion being due to erroncous
* supplying .

The questions which the sense-data thcory must
try to answer are, then, first, how am I to distinguish
what I actually experience in sensation from what my
mind supplies; and secondly, what do I mecan when I say
that my mind supplies wrongly ? In the case of the last
example I gave of the mind’s “ supplying ”’, it would
normally be said that it is my wife’s hair that I am
touching and not the cat or the hearth-rug; but if I
never do and never can experience my wife’s hair, but
only sets of sense-data whose relation to the hair I am
unable satisfactorily to determine, what ground have I
for saying that this is what I do in fact touch? Indeed,
what ground have I for postulating my wife’s hair at all?

The difficulties in the sense-data theory suggest a third
view which is substantially that of Berkeley.

The Idealist View of the Universe

This third view is that the status of the object which
we know in sensation is mental, is, in fact, as Berkeley
puts it, an idea in the mind of the person having the
sensory experience. I do not propose to enter again into
the arguments for this view. I confine myself to
pointing out that it forms part, or can be developed to
form part, of what is known as the idealist view of the
universe. This view maintains that whatever exists,
exists only by virtue of being relative to or dependent
upon mind; or, as it is more usually put, relative to and
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dependent upon knowledge. It is inconceivable, say the
idealists, that anything could be known to exist that is
not an object of knowledge, simply because, in con-
ceiving of it at all, we must conceive of it as an objcct of
knowledge. We have no conception, then, of what
a thing might be which is not an object of knowledge.
Hence, the one quality which we can certainly predicate
both of everything that we know to exist and of every-
thing that we could know to exist, is that it should be a
something known. Now, for a number of reasons,
somc of which have been given in the foregoing sketch of
the theory of perception, it is held to be impossible for a
thing to be an object of knowledge without being
affccted by the fact of being known. Thus, when I
press my tongue against my teeth, what I am aware of is
a feeling in my tongue; I am aware, that is to say, of a
something which is unmistakably part of my psychology
and would not and could not be what it is, unless I
existed to have the feeling. When I am near the fire,
what I feel is warmth—something that is again
indubitably in me; when I stick a pin in my hand, what
I am conscious of is a pricking sensation which may
become painful, which once again is an occurrence in me.
Similarly, the size of what we see depends upon our
distance from it, and its colour upon the condition of our
visual apparatus; the texture of what we feel depends
upon the degree of pressure which we exert and the
sensitiveness or insensitiveness of our own skins; it also
depends upon our temperature, one of the well-known
effects of *“ having a temperature '’ which is above normal
being that one feels things with a heightened sensibility.
I do not, I repeat, propose to enter again into an account
of these and similar considerations. Their upshot 1s m
cach casc the same; whatever it is that we are conscious
of in perception, this something is relative to and
therefore in part dependent upon our consciousness for
being the thing that it is; it is, therefore, affected by
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consciousness. Some philosophers have indeed main-
tained that the thing of which we are conscious is as truly
a part of us as is our consciousness of it, being in fact a
sensation, expericnce, or, as Berkeley puts it, an idea in
our own minds.

Now, the idecalist philosophy to which I referred above
—it belongs mainly to the ninctecenth century and is
developed in detail in the works of Hegel and of the
English philosopher F. H. Bradley—affirms that what is
true of the object of sensory experience is true also of the
object of knowledge; is, that is to say, true of the world
we think about, no less than of the world which we
perceive. And since the body is part of the world which
we perceive, and since, therefore, the body and secnse
organs must, if the foregoing analysis be true, be accorded
tbe status of ideas or sensations in the mind, the dis-
tinction between sensation and thought breaks down.
Hence the attention of philosophers came in the nineteenth
century to be concentrated less upon the problem of
perception—how does a physical thing come to be
perceived by a conscious mind when something stimu-
lates the sense organs of the body ?—and more upon
problems of knowledge—what is the relation of the
world which we know to the world as it is independently
of our knowledge; how much does the mind contribute
to the world which it knows and have we any ground for
postulating a world which exists independently of our
knowledge? The later developments of Idealism are
thus concerned less with an analysis of sense experience
and the relation of the mind to the physical world which
S€nse experience is normally supposed to reveal, than with
the functioning of the intellect and the immaterial worlds
of logic and metaphysics which the mind explores. At
this point we have passed insensibly as it were, as one so
often does in philosophy, from the empiricists’ criticism
of the familiar world to the a priori arguments of the
rationalists, who equally with the empiricists have denied
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that the familiar world is real and exists independently
of ourselves.  To these arguments, whose purport is that
the general features which are supposed to characterise
the external world are irrational and cannot, therefore,
be accepted as real, we must now turn.

Il. Rationalist Arguments against the Independent
Reality of the Familiar World

(1) and (2) Substance and Change

At one of these arguments—the argument with regard
to nature of substance—we have already glanced in the
sketch given in the last chapter of Plato’s Theory of
Forms.! A common sense thing is normally supposed
to consist of two factors, its qualities and the substance
or stuff to which the qualities belong. But the qualities,
we pointed out, are nothing in themselves or, more
precisely, they are found continuously to vary, both in
respect of their relation to the knowing mind and in
respect of their relation to one another, while substance,
bereft of its qualitics, is again nothing or, if it is any-
thing, it is that about which nothing can be said or
known. The inference was that the familiar thing of
the everyday world, consisting, as it is supposed to do,
of substance plus qualities, cannot be wholly real. A
similar treatment can be applied to the notion of change.

Things, we say, change; they have a history, growing,
developing, falling away, and being dissolved again into
their component elements, yet somehow contriving—so
we normally suppose—through all these changes that
happen to them to remain the same things. It is the
same tennis ball that came from the makers full of air
and covered with fluff as that which we discarded three
years ago because the air had leaked or evaporated and
because the cover had lost its fluff. Presently the
children will get hold of it and knock it about, or the

! Sce Chapter III, pp. 42—44.
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puppy will worry it, or under stress of the war dearth
we shall bring it out again; a hole will open in its surface,
and the hole will become a slit along which it will ulti-
mately be torn in two. But through all these changes,
in spite of all these changes, it remains, we belicve, the
same tennis ball.

Similarly with psychological existents. Consider, for
example, the case of a human being: I, we can say, am
the man who when a baby aged three was dropped by
his intoxicated nurse on the floor instead of into his cot ;
at the age of eight was chased by an angry market
gardener out of his bean-patch; at the age of fourteen
got a scholarship; at the age of seventeen and a half
sprouted a moustache; at the age of twenty-one fell in
love, and so on. Also, we can say, I am the man who
will presently grow feeble in mind and decayed in body.
One day this same man, who is I, will die. Now, not one
of the molecules of my present body is the same as any
one molecule of the body of the baby who was dropped by
the nurse. Every scrap, then, of my matcrial substance
is different; so, too, are the qualities of that substance.
The contents of my mind are also different—my
capacities, propensities, faculties, tastes, as well as my
sentiments, emotions, thoughts, memories and fears.
Yet, we insist, I am the same person, albeit a changed
person, as the baby was and the dying man will be.
What follows? That the notion of a changing thing
involves two factors. First, the changes that happen to
it in virtue of which we say that it #s changing and,
secondly, an unchanging something to which they happen,
a sort of core which remains unaffected by all the changes
that occur in and to it. It is because of this core that we
say that in spite of the changes it remains, nevertheless,
the same thing. For if there were not this changeless
core, there would be no thing to change; there would be
only a series of changes which did not happen to any
thing or in any thing. In order, then, that there may be
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a changing thing, there must be a continuing thread of
identity along which the changes are, as it were, strung.

Now, the difficulty of the concept of change in its
application to physical things is that no such continuing
permanent core can be found. Not only are they
changing all the time, but all of them is changing all the
time. There is no single molecule of a thing of which it
can be said that it is not in a continual state of change.
For any thing that we like to choose—the tennis ball, for
example—is, at any and every moment, further from the
moment of its manufacture and nearer to that of its
dissolution. If this is true of the tennis ball, it is true of
every part of it. Of what, then, do we predicate the
attribute of ** sameness *’, when we say that it is the same
tennis ball as it was yesterday and will be to-morrow?
Do we merely mean that though it is substantially a
different tennis ball, yet its appearance is so like that of
the ball we saw yesterday that we call it the same for the
sake of convenience? But if this 7s the explanation, it
is not in the external world of substantial things that the
continuing element of * sameness '’ is to be looked for, but
rather in the world of Forms, using the word in Plato’s
sense, for it is the form not the matter which is the
ground for the appearance of sameness. And it is because
the appecarances of the two balls are so alike that, for the
sake of convenience, we talk and act as if the two
appearances belonged to identically the same ball. But
this suggestion is already taking us away from the
common sensc analysis of the physical thing and, if we
were to develop its implications, as Aristotle, for example,
does in his theory of Form and Matter, they result in a
view very different from that of common sense.

Aristotle on Form, Substance and Change

Aristotle divided the objects of the familiar world into
two elements, form and matter. _The form of a thing is
the sum total of all the qualities which it exhibits; the
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matter is that which has the form. Let us, in the light
of this formula, consider an example of an apparently
changing thing, a leaf which, we will suppose, is green in
the spring and yellow in the autumn, and ask the question,
what is it that is changed? The difficulty which the
common sense view experiences in giving an answer to
this question ought, I think, to rule it out of court from
the beginning ; for how can we say, as common sense does,
that it is the same leaf when not only has every single
molecule of which it is composed changed during the
preceding six months but when every perceptible quality
of the leaf—colour, texture, size and whatever other
qualities the leaf may possess—has also changed? If
the common sense analysis is true, there is no ground
for saying that it s the same leaf, precisely because no
unchanging core can be found of which it can be said
“ although #h#s which was green is now yellow, it has,
nevertheless, somehow contrived to remain the same
thing in spite of all the changes which have happened to
it.” Now let us consider the same example in the light
of Aristotle’s analysis. The matter, according to him,
has not changed because, if it had, the leaf would not be
the same leaf. What of the form? That has not
changed either, since greenness cannot become yellow-
ness. What in fact has happened is that onc form, that
of greenness, has been replaced by another in the same
subject-matter; greenness has withdrawn and yellow-
ness has taken its place. Thus, if Aristotle is right, no
thing has changed; but if Aristotle is right, there is no
thing which nceds to change. The difficulty of the
common sense view is that it both postulates a some-
thing to be the medium or the basis of change, while
at the same time requiring it, just because it is the
medium or basis of change, to be itself exempt from the
changes that happen to it; yet the common sense view
is totally unable to find such a something.

Now the physical world certainly appears to us to be a
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changing world; yet of these changes, it seems, we can
give no intelligible account. What is the moral? There
are many that might be drawn. One is that change is
an illusion; a second that, as the philosopher Bergson
maintained, change is the only reality; a third, that we
have set oursclves an unanswerable problem by our
initial presupposition that physical things consist of
lumps of substantial matter with qualities tacked on to
them—that is to say, by taking asreal the familiar world
of apparently solid and apparently changing things.

In this conncction it is pertinent to note that psycho-
logical existents are not exposed to the same difficulty;
at any rate in its application to them, the difficulty is less
formidable. It may not be easy to dectermine in what
scnse I am to-day the same person as I was when I was a
baby, but the notion of a continuing psychologicalidentity
does not affront the reason in the same way as the notion of
a changecless, physical core. The conclusion is the same
as that which we have already reached—the world that
really exists must be other than the familiar world of
material things which in common sense we take it to be.

(3), (4) and (5) Matter, Space and Time

As further examples of the rationalist criticism of the
conceptions of the familiar world let us consider the.
notions of matter, space and time. Matter is extended—
that is to say, it is spread out in and occupies space;
it is also in time, possessing, as I have already e{{plamed,
a history, Space and time are inalienable attributes of
matter; we cannot, that is to say, conceive of a piece of
matter which does not occupy space and—though the
fact is not so immediately self-evident—we cannot
conceive of matter which does not endure through time;
for, given the assumption that the world consists of the
familiar things postulated by common sense, then, just
as one bit of a common sense thing will always be under
or over or to the left or to the right of another, so one
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state or phase of it will always be before or after or
sirnultaneous with another.

Philosophers have endeavoured to show that this
conception of matter is irrational, more particularly in
regard to the spatial and temporal characteristics with
which it is credited ; but their arguments are not easy to
state briefly nor is the conclusion which they are designed
to establish always easy to grasp. The main argument,
which I take from the philosopher Leibniz, runs as
follows. Take a piece of matter, halve it and halve cach
of the resultant halves. The operation can, it is obvious,
be performed indefinitely, nor is there any point at which
the mind in performing it is brought to a stop. Matter,
then, is infinitely divisible. But infinite divisibility, it is
said, is an irrational characteristic because, as the mind
proceeds with its halving operations, it demands some
Po'mt at which it can halt, some minimum divisibile, as
itis called, at which it can come to rest and upon which it
can rest. Now this it cannot find. But if there is no
point at which it can come to rest, there isno ** bottom *’
to matter, no non-divisible basis which can form, as it
were, a solid foundation upon which the initial piece of
{natter which we began by halving can be built. Matter,
in fact, under analysis dissolves into nothingness.

Again, assume the halving operation to be carried on
until the mind reaches an infinitely small piece of matter.
We must now suppose ourselves to be confronted with an
infinite number of these infinitely small picces or com-
ponent parts into which our initial picce of matter
has been broken; and we are trying, we will further
suppose, from these parts to reconstruct the picce of
matter with which we started. But having split up our
initial piece of matter into an infinite number of infinitely
small pieces, as we are certainly entitled to do, we
discover that we can never put it together again, since
one infinitely small piece added to another infinitely
small piece still leaves us with an infinitely small piece.



ANALYSIS OF THE FAMILIAR WORLD 109

Now the picce of matter with which we started was
conceived to have a finite size. Our difficulty is, then,
that we cannot, from the collection of infinitely small
picces into which the finite piece of matter has been
legitimately divided, reconstruct the finite piece of matter
with which we started. The following quotation from
Leibniz summarises the conclusion of the argument

which I have been trying to state. ' Itisimpossible ",
says Leibniz, ** to find the principle of a true unity in
matter alone . . . since matter is only a collection or

mass of parts to infinity.”” Not only is the finite piece of
matter with which we started divisible to infinity, but it
turns out to be without basis or foundation: ‘.
every particle of matter”, Leibniz continues, “is
actually divided into other parts different among them-
selves. . . . And since this could always be continued,
we should never reach anything of which we could say
‘ Here is a real being ".”’

Now there must somewhere be something which is
ultimately real—something, that is to say, which resists
endless disintegration under the process of analysis. If
the foregoing argument is correct, it follows that this
something cannot be a material lump occupying space,
and the notion of matter as a candidate for the status of
reality is accordingly .dismissed as irrational. I have
illustrated this conclusion by reference to the spatial
characteristics of matter ; asimilarresult could be reached

by an examination of its temporal qualities.

(6) Relations

Another characteristic of the familiar world which has
come under the fire of criticism is its “ manyness . The
familiar world contains a multitude of things which we
take to be really different and separate from one another.
We should, of course, agree that they influence one
another in all sorts of ways—sun melting wax, east winds
producing irritability, acid eating into metal and so on—
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but, we should add, in spite of this influencing, they
nevertheless remain separate from one another, an
influence being conceived as an emanation or force which
originates in one of them, passes over the gap of ‘* other-
ness '’ or ‘‘ separateness '’ between them and ‘‘ fetches
up "', as it were, on the other. If they were not separate,
and, because separate, many, if there were not this gap of
‘“ otherness * between them, the apparent differences
between them would be unreal and there would be not
many things in the universe but only onc.

It is precisely this—that the universe is not a multitude
of different things but is a single whole or one—that many
phllqsophers have maintained. Their view is called
monistic, from the Greek word onos, which means
“only” or “alone”, and those who have maintained
thz%t reality is of this nature, is, that is to say, a single
unity, are called “ monists’’. The monistic view of the
universe entails a distinction, famous in philosophy,
between reality and appearance. For the universe does
not appear to be a single whole or unity; on the con-
trary, the universe appears to consist of a vast number of
separate, independent things. According, however, to the
contentions of the monists, this appearance is fallacious,
being due to the partial or limited character of man’s
vision. If T could enlarge my vision, this appearance
would, they maintain, be seen to require correction, and
I'should see as the related parts of a single unified whole
what now appear to me as a number of separate and
unrelated entities. Hegel’s philosophy secks to show
how, by following a particular philosophical method, the
partial vision of my separate, finite mind can be corrected
and enlarged. One example of this method is the monists’
treatment of relations. These, according to the monists,
are nof{, as they appear to be, separate and distinct from
the _thmgs they relate, but form together with them
an integrated whole. Everything, the monists point
out, Is given to us enmeshed in a network of relations.
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If it is removed from this network of relations and
considered by itself, as for theoretical purposes it
undoubtedly can be, it is no longer the same thing.
Take, for example, the case of a potato. What do we
know about it that we can put into words? That it is
more oval than a billiard ball and softer than a stone;
that it requires less sunlight to grow than is needed by a
tomato plant; that it can be planted in the early spring
and dug up in September; that potatoes multiply in
the carth and that as many as a dozen potatoes may
be found growing on the same root; that when putintoa
basket with a number of other potatoes and taken to
market it will sell at 244. a pound and so on. Now each
of these statements that I have made about the potato
involves a reference to something else, its purport being
to state the potato’s relation to that something else.
Furthermore, all these things that I have said are true
of the potato only because it sas these relations to other
things; if it did not have them, the statements would
not be true of it, and if they were not true of it, it would
not be the potato that it in fact is. Thercfore, its
relations to other things play an integral part in making it
what it is, and apart from them it would not be what it is.
Hence, a thing’s relations to other things are just as truly
parts of it as are its qualities; they arealso, by the same
argument, just as truly parts of the other things to which
itisrelated. Thus, it and the things to which it is related
are parts of one another or, more precisely, they form
together a single whole such that, to abstract any element,
whether thing or relation, from the whole, and to treat it
as if it existed in and by itself as a separate thing, is to
falsify it. Common sense makes this abstraction and so
does science ; hence they give us false pictures of reality,
since the entities which they treat as real have, in fact,
been torn out of the context of relations in which they
are initially given and in which, therefore, alone they are
real. If a thingisreal only in the context of the environ-
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ment in which it is given and to which it belongs—if, in
other words, it is real only as part of a larger whole—the
same consideration applics, it is obvious, to the larger
whole. This also is real only as partof a who\e yet larger
thin the first whole and belongs to it as its part. The
application of the argument can be extended X\degl‘tte}lxy
until it brings us to the whole which inclu esh he
others, the whole of wholes.  This is nothing le.ss tha? the
universe.  The conclusion of the argument is t a] the
universe, which is the whole of all the other whofesf'ﬁ
alone fully real. Everything clse falls short }czluf
reality preciscly because, since it is less than the whole o
reality, it must, if considercd by itself, as science and
common sense consider it, be taken out of the context of
those relations to the rest of reality which help to
constitute its fyj] being. Two metaphysical conclusions
follow.  First the differcnces between things are not
whollyreal; henee reality is not many but one. Secondly,
things by themselves are not fully real; they are only
aspects of the whole of reality which expresses itself in
them, At best they are partially real and, if they are
taken as beiny wholly real, real, that is to say, as entities
subsisting in t}yeir own right, they are misleading as well,

The Scientists Accounts of Personality

The foregoing argument has been abstruse, and the
conclusion in which it issues is repugnant to twentieth-
Century common sense, which under the influence of
science ig instinctively disposed to take as its sta_ndard of
reality Picces of matter existing in their own right and
extended jp space. It is a world so constituted that
SCICNCC explores, and we have grown up to accept the
findings of scicnce both as truc and as final.  The theory
that we haye Just been considering denies these findings.
It affirms, first, that the picces of matter taken by them-
selves are not quite rcal, since they are abstracted from
the context of the larger reality in which they occur;
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the conclusions of science are therefore, it insists, not
quite true. It affirms, sccondly, that they are not really
separate from other picces of matter but are aspects of a
single whole or unity which expresses itself in them and
determines their nature. Hence it establishes a different
conception of what ‘““to be real” means from that
accepted by common sense.

A positive example may perhaps serve to illustrate this
conception; the example is a human personality. Now
of a human personality as a whole science can give no
account; if it trics, all that it succeeds in telling us about
are the various parts or aspects of the personality. Of
these various parts the different sciences have much to
tell us. Indeed, cach separate aspect of a human being
is assigned to a special science, and of this aspect the
relevant science purports to give a reasonably full account.
We will suppose that these various accounts are drawn
up and collated. We will imagine ourselves to begin with
the physiological account in terms of organs, tubes and
pipes, nerves and bones and blood vessels. These,
presumably, can be analysed into their chemical con-
stituents, and there is, therefore, a chemist’s account
in terms of molecules and elements. These, again, can
be analysed in terms of their atomic constituents, and to
the chemist’s, therefore, we must add the physicist’s
account in terms of protons and electrons. Beginning
at the other end of the scale, we shall have to include the
psychologist’s account in terms of mental events, images,
sensations and so forth, with special departmental
accounts such as the behaviourist’s in terms of language
habits and conditioned reflexes, and the psycho-analyst’s
in terms of unconscious desires and promptings of the
libido. From other points of view there is economic
man and there is the median man of the statistician;
there is man from the standpoint of the biologist and man
as he appears to the anthropologist. Each of these
accounts could in theory be made accurate and complete
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—complete, that is to say, so far as it goes; yet each
would be couched in different terms. To say that no
one of these accounts conveys the whole truth about a
man, but describes only some particular aspect of him
which has been selected for special attention, would be to
state a commonplace.

But we can go further. Let us suppose that all the
different accounts—the physiological, the chemical, the
physical, the psychological, the bechaviouristic, the
p§ycho-analytic, the economic, the statistical, the
biological and the anthropological—were rendered
complete, collated, supplemented with other accurate but
partial accounts and worked up into a comprehensive
survey; they would still fail to constitute the truth about
a man. [_\nd they would fail to do this, not because
some particular piece of information had been left out,
or some particular point of view forgotten—for no
matter how complete the collection of scientific accounts
might be, the truth would still elude them—but because
they would remain only a set of separate accounts of
different parts or aspects, and a man is more than the
different parts or aspects which are ingredients of him.
True knowledge of a man is not, in other words, the sum-
total of the complete and accurate accounts of all his
different aspects, even if those accounts could be made
exhaustive. True knowledge is, or at least includes,
knowledge of the man as a whole.

By what method, then, can a human being be known
as a personality? First, imaginatively, by the method
of art. The great novelist or playwright who, as we
say, knov&.'s the human heart can create characters as
large as life, through whom we obtain an insight into
human nature which, unassisted by his deeper vision,
would have been denied to us.  Sccondly, intuitively, by
acquaintance and more fully by affection; the way to
know persons is to live with them; the way to know
them best is to love them. Here, then, is a kind of
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knowledge which science cannot give us; moreover, it
exhibits the kind of knowledge which science does give
us—knowledge of glands, or blood pressure, or complexes,
or emotional disposition, or type of imagery—as being
knowledge of a series of parts or abstractions from the
total human being that the friend or lover knows. Now
what matters about a man or a woman as a man or a
woman, is not any of the things that science tell us, but
what sort of person he or she is; for it is in this, in his
or her personality, that his or her reality consists,

In the second place, the personality as a whole is not
made up of parts but is prior to them, expressing itself in
them and known or divined through them. Here is a
man whose cyes are bright; the corners of his lips turn
up; his complexion is fresh; his step alert; his gait
springy; his handclasp firm; when he meets you, he
looks you straight in the eyes. A successful happy man,
you divine, sure of himself, in control of himself and his
life, one who knows what he wants and is confident of his
ability to get it, yet—and here we note the kindness of
his eyes—one who will not ride roughshod over his
fellows in ruthless pursuit of his own interests.

Here is another man whose eye is dull and fishlike;
his step is listless; his hand flaccid and his grasp nerve-
less; his cheeks sag, the corners of his mouth droop; a
failure, we say, one in whom the flame of life burns low;
not interested very much in anybody, perhaps not even
in himself; or perhaps he is a hypochondriac, wrapped
up in his own diseascs, obsessed by his own grievances, a
nervous little clod of wants and ailments, perpetually
grumbling at the universe because it will not organise
itself with a view to making him happy.

These, of course, are crude examples; inevitably, since
I am no delineator of character. But the novelist or the
playwright could elaborate my crude character sketches
in an infinity of different ways, asking me, for example,
to observe the wide spreading nostrils of the dramatic
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orator or the long upper lip of the professional comedian.
Now in each of these cases the personality is divined
from the bodily appearance and behaviour, the word
* bebaviour "’ covering the speech, of the person. We
say that his personality expresses itself in his behaviour;
we observe that by dint of so expressing itself, it has
gradually moulded the medium of its expression so that
under the perpetual stress of disappointment and dis-
illusion the corners of the mouth of * the failure " begin
gradually to turn down.

The personality, then, is more than the sum of its
parts and expresses itself in them. It is also prior to its
organs of expression, in the sense that it moulds and
shapes them, making them what they are, as when we say
that the eyes are the windows of the soul, or that the happy
dlsPosition informs the smile. This is the reverse of the
ordinary arithmetical method of computation, according
to which we say that the parts come together or are added
together to make the whole.

Now the philosophical theory of Monism asks us to
conceive of reality as a whole which expresses itself in the
everyday things and also in the individual persons who
confront us in the familiar world, just as the personality
expresses itself in the stance or the gait of a man’s body,
in the cast of his features or in the turn of his expression,
each of which is only a partial expression of the whole
man who'uniﬁes them all, and not after the model of
separate, isolated pieces of matter lying about in space,
divided by gulfs of real difference from other bits and

existing in their own right unconnected by any unifying
principle.

Retrospect and Conclusions

In this chapter I have been engaged in sketching a
number of philosophical conclusions and summarising
some of the arguments by which they are supported.
The arguments have one feature in common: they are all
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hostile to and, if successful, destructive of the familiar
world, and the positions which they are designed to
support all represent the universe as being in reality very
different from what it is assumed to be by common sense.

The arguments have fallen broadly into two groups.
First, the arguments of the empiricists, starting from an
examination of the reports of sense experience, sought to
show that the world to which our senses introduce us is
not, as it appears to be, independent of our experience
of it but is, at least in part, dependent upon, even if it is
not wholly constituted by, the minds which know it.
Secondly, the arguments of the rationalists subjected a
number of the familiar features of the everyday world—
change and substance and ' manyness ''—to investiga-
tion and convicted them of inability to sustain the weight
of critical analysis. What, in fact, the rationalists have
endeavoured to show is that, if these supposed features of
the familiar world are taken as real, then the mind in the
course of examining them is led into contradiction
precisely because they are themselves contradictory
concepts.

I also followed one of the paths which, assuming the
validity of rationalist criticisms, philosophers have traced
from the given world consisting apparently of many indi-
vidual things extended in space toareality which isasingle
whole or unity expressing itself in the infinite varicty of
the familiar world. In so doing, I went beyond my brief,
which, in this chapter, was designed to cover only
the philosophers’ criticism of the familiar world. The
departure was, however, at least in part deliberate, since
it paves the way to the next stage in the philosophers’
journey which is the endeavour to establish the positive
nature of reality.

For something, it is obvious, must be real, and if,
accepting for the moment the negative criticisms of this
chapter, we agree that this something is not the familiar
world, we are driven to look for it elsewhere.
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In the last chapter I sketched Plato’s conception of
reality as a system of immaterial Forms. My own view
is that Plato’s conception is correct in so far as it asserts
that, when we are looking for an exemplar for reality, we
are nearest the mark when we identify it with what the
modern world calls “ values’’. The most manifest
examples of the values are truth, goodness and beauty,
which may be conceived after the model which Plato
established for the Forms. It may, of course, be the
case—theologians say that it is the case—that these
values are only the expressions of somcthing more
ultimate still, being in fact the modes under which an
infinite personality, whom we worship as God, reveals
himself to mankind. (At the end of the next chapter
reasons will be given for thinking that the value of
goodness at any rate may most appropriately be so
conceived.) Moreover, any philosophical view, such as
that which we have been considering in the immediately
preceding pages, which insists that the world is a unity
must issue in a similar conclusion, in that it will regard
each of the values as a partial expression of the immanent
whole which is the universe. I cannot further follow
these speculations in the present book, but must confine
myself in the remaining chapters to the attempt to reveal
values as the underlying realities both of cthics and of
politics. We have briefly considered some of the argu-
ments which seck to establish the existence of an
Immaterial reality underlying the familiar world; we
will now extend our examination to the moral conscious-

ness of man and to the principles which underlie the
policies of States.



CHAPTER V
ETHICAL PHILOSOPHY

The Common Sense Attitude to Ethics

THE common sense attitude to the familiar world tends
to deny that there is any reality other than the reality of
the things which I sce, touch, hear, smell or taste. That
is to say, it tends to deny the existence of an order of
reality which is not open to the investigation and subject
to the laws of science. There is an equivalent * common
sense '’ attitude to human conduct; this tends to deny
that anything in the psychological realm is real other
than the series of emotions, desires, impulses, hopes and
thoughts which make up the stream of my consciousness.
Its effect is, therefore, to deny that there can be any
motive to action other than the solicitations of our
desires, wishes and impulses. When what I have called
the " common sense ’’ attitude to conduct meets with the
apparent fact of moral obligation, which forces itself
upon us most strikingly in the familiar opposition
expressed in the phrase, “ I want to do this but I ought
to do that *’, which I thercupon proceed to do in spite of
my very manifest desire for *‘ this ", it regards the com-
pulsion signified by the word *‘ ought >’ as a rationalisa-
tion of disguised desires or concealed fears.

I say that this type of view in regard to ethics has
affinity with the ‘‘ common sense *’ view in regard to
metaphysics because, like it, it tends to deny the presence
in the universe of values which exist in their own right
and which human conscieusness can recognise as the ends
of human conduct and the goals of human aspiration, as
what, in fact, we commonly know as ideals. Just as in
metaphysics the common sense attitude reduces the
familiar world to the province of science, so in ethics the
common sense attitude reduces the human soul to the
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province of psychology. If common sense is right,
physics and psychology could, provided that they were
sufficiently extended in scope, tell us all that there is to be
known about the universe, since, on this view, there are
no realms or orders of being other than thosec which
physicists and psychologists explore.

By analysing the process known as perception, I sought
in the last chapter to show the inadequacy of this attitude
and summarised some philosophical views which have
maintained that oyr inventory of the universe must
include factors. or clements other than the world of
apparently solid, common sense objects. In this qllapter
I shall try to show the inadequacy of the equivalent
" common-sense "’ account of the facts of human
experience in the sphere of cthics, the implied conclu‘smn,
being that an order of being other than the psychologists
world  of thoughts, desires and emotions, must be
Postulated in ethics just as an order of reality other than
the Physicists’ world of matter in spacec must be postu-
lat§d In metaphysics. To this conclusion most ethical
philosophers have subscribed.

ut let us firgt see in a little more detail to what the

common senge analysis of the facts with which cthics deals
amounts,

l. SUblectlvist and Naturalist Theories of Ethics
The Objective View of Ethlcs

When T say « this i right ”’ or ** this is good *’, I should
normally be supposed to be making a statement about
the nature of « this ’, asserting that it is characterised by
the quality of rightness or goodness, just as, when I say
" the pillar-box 35 red "', I should normally be taken to
assert that the pillar-box is characterised by the quality
of redness. It would follow from this, the normal view,
that if T thought that ** this >’ had the quality of rightness
when it had not, or failed to recognise in ‘‘ this '’ the
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quaiity when “* this *’ in fact possessed it, I should be
making a mistake, just as T make a mistake when I
think that three and two make seven, or that the
temperature of a room is 70° when the thermomecter
shows it to be 67°, or when I think that the train is due
to leave at 7.50 when it is, in fact, due to leave at 7.45.
It will also follow from what I have called the normal
view that some people—those, namely, who habitually
make fewer mistakes in these matters than others—
may be credited with the possession of a well-developed
and scnsitive moral sense, that is to say, a power of
discernment or insight, in virtue of which they are
enabled to detect the presence of cthical qualities when
they are, in fact, present and are not led falsely to suppose
them to be present when they are, in fact, absent.
Ethical thecories of this type are called ‘ objective”’
because they assert that there is an ‘‘ object’, an
institution, it may be, or a person’s character, or a course
of conduct, or a particular action which possesses ethical
qualities in its own right, with the corollary that there
can be correct ethical judgments, that is to say, judg-
ments which rightly recognise and affirrn the presence of
such qualities.

Subjectivist Theories. VVhat they Assert

Now, subjectivist theories of ethics do not accept
this view. Let us call the person making an ethical
judgment the subject, and the institution, character or
course of conduct to which the judgment refers the object.
The subjectivists maintain that ecthical judgments do
not refer to the object to which they purport to refer but
do in fact refer to the subject, being judgments to the
effect that the subject is experiencing certain feelings or
entertaining certain opinions. Thus they translate
““ this is right *’ into ““ I am experiencing an emotion of
approval for this "', and proceed to give as the reason why
I experience this emotion my belief that ‘‘ this '’ will
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conduce to my advantage. It follows that if these
theories are correct, ‘‘ this ’ has no ethical quality in its
own right; I project on to it a quality which it has not,
in fact, got because it arouses a feeling of approval in me.
It follows further:

(1) That there can be no differences of opinions
about cthical matters, since, if I say ** thisis right "’
and you say ‘‘ this is wrong ”’, we are not making
two contradictory ethical judgments about the
same thing, one of which is correct and the other
incorrect; cach of us is passing a judgment about
something different, I asserting that the emotion
aroused in me is one of approval, and you that the
emotion aroused in you is one of disapproval.
Hence, unless we are deliberately lying, our two
judgments, though they appear to contradict one
another, do not, in fact, do so and both can be
correct.

(ii) That to speak of a developed moral sense or
a sound ethical judgment is meaningless. Since an
ethical judgment consists, on this view, in asserting
merely that our feclings or opinions in regard to
something are so and so, the only sense in which
one so-called ethical judgment can be more correct
than another is the sense in which A may be a better
observer of his own feelings than B.

Such theories are also called ‘‘ naturalist *’ or “natural-
istic ™' theories, because they procced on the assumption
that the natural world of which our minds with their
emotions, desires and so on form part is the only
world, and that it is not necessary in explaining cthical
experience to postulate any order of reality other than
the natural world. This is in fact the view which most
common sense people seem disposed to take when they
make acquaintance with philosophical ethics for the first
time, though it is not the viewupon which they habitually
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proceed when they pass the moral judgments of everyday
life.

Psychological Origin of Ethical Sentiments

I have so far only described subjectivist or naturalist
theorics; we must now consider the grounds on which
such theories are put forward. This can most con-
venicntly be done by considering rather more closely the
reasons for the feelings of approval and disapproval into
which what appear to be ethical judgments about the
goodness or badness of things, people, institutions and so
on are analysed. These feelings are explained by a
reference to their origins. A certain course of action, we
will suppose, has been found by me over a long period to
produce advantageous conscquences. It has made me
comfortable, or great, or powerful, or famous, or wealthy,
or has resulted in the enjoyment of agreeable sensations.
Consequently, I approve of this course of action and call
it good. Such are the bare bones of the theory; in the
course of development, however, it grows more complex
and becomes very plausible. For example, we can say
that the course of action in question was found by my
ancestors over a long period to be productive of satis-
factory consequences; that, in consequence, this and’
similar courscs of action have for centuries won the
approval of my ancestors, and that as a result I am born
with an inherited disposition—* an instinct *’ psycho-
logists would call it—to approve of this course of action
without reflecting upon or without even being aware of
the reasons which originally led to the approval being
felt. It is on these lines that subjectivists analyse the
moral sense, the faculty which, known popularly as
** conscience,”’ figures so largely in ethical discussion and
expericnce. In so far as the explanation is valid, it is
obvious that it applies to feelings of disapproval no less
than to fcelings of approval. In fact, it applies more
markedly, since it is in feelings of disapproval that
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conscience chiefly manifests itself. Thus my conscience
may strongly disapprove of incest, and if I commit it or
feel tempted to commit it, I shall suffer from feelings of
guilt and remorse. If asked why I feel guilty, T should
find it difficult to answer. There is nothing obviously
painful, or ugly, or wicked about having intercourse with
one’s sister, nor, we are told, does incest produce results
which are biologically deleterious in the possible off-
spring.

The theory which we are examining would, however,
find little difficulty in providing me with an answer.
Early societies, it would point out, are ridden with
Prohibitions and taboos. A common taboo rclates to
Intercourse with those members of the tribe who are
closely related to oneself. Why? There may be a
number of reasons; for example, exogamy, marrying
outside the tribe, may evoke a disposition to military
aggressiveness in young males who are forced to seek
their brides abroad while, at the same time, reserving a
surplus of females for the enjoyment of the old-man
Tulers. An alternative view which has been suggested
Is that the existence of a taboo upon intercourse
between nearly related males and females would have
the effect of diminishing the occasions for jealousy and
strife within the tribe; it might also reduce the in-
centive for young males to question or resent the
authority of the old-man ruler or rulers.!  Most authori-
ties seem, N general, to be agreed that the incest taboo
s the offspring of tradition rather than the expression of
Instinct, and there seems to be little evidence for the view
that, at any ratein the short run, incest leads to biological
de_tcnoratmn_ (Itis not, of course, suggested that savage
tril_)es reasoned in ikis way; merely that, if these theories
which T have taken from writers on anthropology are
correct, those tribes which practised incest would show a

! These and other interesting speculations are taken from
J. J. Atkinson’s work Social Origins and Primal Law.
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tendency to grow weaker through internecine strife or
long-run biological deterioration and to die out, while on
““ survival-of-the-fittest *’ principles those which placed a
taboo upon marriage with one’s near relations survived
and prospered.) Whatever the reason which originally led
to the prohibition of intercourse within certain forbidden
categorics—and we may be sure it was a good utilitarian
reason—the fact that it was prohibited, and continued
to be so for centuries, has resulted in an inherited instinct
of repulsion in the modern civilised descendants of the
savage tribes which tabooed it, an instinct which lies at
the root of the feeling of moral guilt.

Rccent writers on psycho-analysis have, of course,
enormously extended the scope of this kind of inter-
pretation by referring the origin of feelings of guilt to the
traces left in the unconscious self of forgotten events in
early childhood or even, on some extreme theorics, in the
womb. This is not the place for a discussion of the
Ocdipus Complex, the relations between the super-ego, the
ego and the id, or of other psycho-analytical conceptions.
It suffices to point out their bearing upon subjectivist
modes of explanation, which is that, in so far as they are
valid, they tend to resolve what appear to be ethical
feelings of guilt, remorse and even conscientious dis-
approval into non-cthical origins, the memory of which,
being painful, has been repressed into the unconscious,
but which presently find expression in conscious
manifestations which we mistakenly take to be genuine
ethical judgments. Thus, I think that I genuinely
disapprove on grounds of ethical good taste of young
people making public love in the passages of the London
tubes. These things, I say, ought to be done in private.
Why do I think that they ought? Because, it may be—
and T am here illustrating rather than endorsing the
psycho-analytic view—of certain improper advances
made to me as a little boy of three by an inquisitive
or lascivious nurse.
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Soclal and Economic Origins of Ethical Sentiments

Or we may vary our explanation by giving greater
weight to the influence of society. Here, let us suppose,
is a nomadic, tribal community in constant danger from
more powerful neighbours. What are the qualities in
its members which will best conduce to its survival?
Courage and loyalty in men to defend the tribe, and
connubial fidelity and chastity in women to keep up its
numbers, the best recipe for the production of children
being not one woman and many men but onc woman and
one man. These qualities are accordingly encouraged
while the reverse qualities are punished with disappro-
bation, flogging and in extreme cases death, with the
result that centuries Jater we honour heroes and give
them the V.C., admire the ** old-school-tie >’ spirit in.
public-school men—with what uncritical loyalty it in-
spires them to rally round, when the traditions or welfare
of the sacred institutions which have made them what
they are, are threatened—and visit with social ostracism
the woman who loves out of wedlock, while branding
her children as bastards. The conclusion of this line of
th,OUght is the same. I approve or disapprove now,
mthpgt knowing why I do so, of courses of conduct and
qua}lltles of character which the early community from
which mine has developed approved and disapproved,
because they respectively conduced to or militated
against the safety and weifare of that community.

A variant of this account emphasises the class structure
of society,

All societies that have ever existed, it points out, have
been-based on the government of the many by the few,
Y!'.'ho—l_lave used their-power to exploit the many in their
own interest. The lives of most people who have ever
lived have @s a result been meagre, wretched and op-
pressed. As slaves, or serfs, or wage-slaves, they have
toiled to fill the bellies or line the pockets of idle lords and
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masters. Or they have provided them in the shape of
fighting men with the raw material upon which their
ambitions for glory, dominion and power were fed.
What has induced the many to put up with this treat-
ment? Force, no doubt, but not only force; for the
moral sentiments have been recruited in force’s assistance,
the rulers having throughout history made the laws, laid
down the lines of education, and set the standards of
public opinion including, therefore, those of right and
wrong, to operate in their own interests. The con-
sequence is that by mere dint of obeying the laws and of
accepting the standards, the many conduce to the
maintenance of the power of the few. Our ethical
notions, then, are the prop of our rulers’ power. We
are animated by those moral sentiments, we accept those
standards of valuation which will automatically conduce
to the welfare not of society as a whole but of the
governing class of society. This line of thought is first
suggested by Thrasymachus in the first book of Plato’s
Republic, where he deﬁn_es Justice, by which he means
social morality, as *‘ the interest of the stronger . Tt is
further exemplified by Lenin’s indictment of religion as
“* the opium of the people ”’. Indeed, the whole philoso-
phy of Marxism endorses and develops this treatment of
cthics. There are, it maintains, no absolute rights and
wrongs; there are only those rules, codes, judgments,
sentiments and valuations which reflect the needs and
interests of the dominant class in the community. Thus,
therc are bourgeois justice and bourgeots™ morality ;
there are also, or rather there will be also, proletarian
justice and proletarian morality. o
Bourgeois morality reccives its most striking exem-
plification in the laws for the protection of private
property. Why were poachers savagely flogged ? Why
was the labourer who stole a sheep to feed his starving
family transported for life? Why, even to-day, does the
man who beats his wife black and blue get a shorter
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<entence than the man who poaches a salmon out ofa
Scottish river?  Because of the strength of the sentl-
ments which are evoked by property. It is in his
ownership of property that the superiority of the bonr-
seois consists and upon it that his power depends.
Therefore, whatever contributes to its preservation 15
wood; whatever threatens it is evil, while the advocate
of Communism is denounced as an agitator whose
pernicious  doctrines  threaten hearth, home, family
tradition, morality, religion and whatever else is noble
and sacred.  Proletarian morality is exemplified by
Prudhon’s succinct statement, ** Property is theft .

BBut it is not necessary to be a Marxist, the argument
continues, to perceive the origins of the most refined moral
sentiments in considerations of economic utility. Why,
for example, has sexual morality always been the specl
concern of women? Why are women so much more
severe upon erring sisters than men upon wild-oat-
sowing brothers? Because for centuries the only way 1B
which a woman could maintain herself was by leasing
the use of her body to a man.  She could lease it to oné
man for life—profession of wife—or to a number of men
for short periods—profession of prostitute. The wife
and the prostitute have historically constituted the two
womens’ Trade Unions, and the free lover who gave fOl'
nothing what other women were only prepared to give
for *keeps”’, was denounced impartially by both as 2
blackleg whose behaviour cut at the very roots of
wormnen'’s livelihood.

Herein is to be found the origin of women's concern with
the propricties.  But the origin of the sense of propricty
is very different from its content. The nice women or,
more preciscly, the nice women of my youth, were quite
genuinely shocked by sexual laxity, in ignorance of the
origins of and the reasons for the feelings of shocked
disgust by which they were so deliciously agitated.

Though they are economic and utilitarian in origin,.
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moral sentiments have, as Marx pointed out, a life of their
own. They may, that is to say, persist long after the
cconomic or social needs from which they took their rise
and from which they derived their justification. Thus,
the institution of monogamy, which, according to the
view we are considering, originated in the need for an
cxpanding population coupled with the importance of
avoiding internal rivalry and strife between the many
claimants for the more desirable woman, obviously
demanded for its smooth working a substantial equality
of numbers between the sexes. In England in the first
decade between the two wars there was a surplus of
some two million women. Nevertheless monogamy per-
sisted, and departures from the code which it sanctioned
were officially regarded as social misdemeanours, even
though, in fact, they became increasingly frequent and,
while still deplored, were reprobated less severely than
in the past. Assuming, however, that this account of
the origin and nature of moral judgments is correct, then
if the surplus of women continued we should be entitled
to expect a modification of the laws relating to mono-
gamy; we should also expect the modification to be
accompanied or succeeded by a change in moral senti-
ments, so that for a rich man to have two wives
in Balham would occasion no more moral perturbation
than it does in Mecca or Baghdad. Meanwhile, it is
instructive to note that since many women have become
self-supporting, divorce has become easier, more frequent
and less reprobated than in the days of women's complete
economic dependence, while in Germany the State’s
need for children to maintain the supply of Herrenvolk
has led to the unmarried mother receiving State bonuses
instead of black looks.

Reasons for the Variety of Moral Judgments

All these illustrations—may-be-used to ¢ e‘xempl;if}_l the
same general conclusion, which is_that our moral judg=—
E—PHILOSOPHY
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ments do not relate to, or pronounce upon the ethical
characteristics of the object, whether the object is a
person’s character, a course of conduct, a code or a set of
institutions, to which they purport to refer. For objects,
on this view, have no ethical characteristics. Hence
ethical judgments and sentiments are simply rationalisa-
tions of the needs and wishes either of the person judging,
or of the society to which he belongs. They report, then,
not upon the nature of the thing judged about but upon
the condition of the subject, and they have no more
validity than the smoker’s belief that tobacco ash is
good for the carpet, or the fisherman’s that fish, being
cold-blooded, do not mind having their throats torn out
of them by a hook; to adopt a modern term, their status
is that of * wish fulfilments *’.

It is only on this basis, we are told, that we can
explain the otherwise bewildering varicty of man’s moral
judgments. For if an object X is really characterised
in its own right by an ethical quality E, it is hard to
believe that human beings should have differed so widely
in their views as to whether E was present in X or not;
it is also hard to believe that they should have attributed
the same ethical quality E to so many widely different
characters, qualities and actions according to the age, time
and place in which they have happened to have lived and
the class into which they have happened to be born,
holding, if they are born in a bedroom in Balham in 1918,
that there is one God, that Jesus Christ is His Son, that
they ought to marry one wife, that private enterprise is
salutary, property sacrosanct and Germans wicked; if
in a bedroom in Baghdad, that there is one God, that
Mahommed is his Prophet and that it is right to marry as
many wives as one can afford to keep; if in a bedroom in
Moscow, that private enterprise isinefficient, that property
anti-social and that Germans, who were comparatively
virtuous in 1940, became wicked in 1g41. To quote a well-
known authority on ethical philosophy, Canon Rashdall:
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*“ There is hardly a vice or a crime (according to
our own moral standard) which has not at some time
or other in some circumstances been looked upon as a
moral and religious duty. Stealing was accounted
virtuous for the young Spartan and among the
Indian cast of Thugs. In the ancient world Piracy,
1.e.,robberyand murder, was a respectable profession.
To the Mediaeval Christian religious persecution
was the highest of duties, and so on.”

Now what more plausible explanation of these diver-
gencies could there be than that which attributes them to
different needs and circumstances in the persons or
communities responsible for making the divergent
judgments and valuations? These, it is said, do not,
then, report of an object X that it has the character E;
what they do report is the fact that the subject S is
experiencing a certain need, is moved by a certain desire,
has inherited a certain tradition or is anxious to gain a
certain advantage; and since the need, desire, tradition
and advantage vary, so do the ethical judgments which
rationalise them.

Subjectivist Theories Congenial to the Age

Through the many variations of this view runs a
commeon factor. In respect of this factor the view is
analogous to the common sense and scientific analysis
of the familiar world; that is to say, it denies the
existence and influence upon the natural world of any
non-natural order of reality. When it seeks to explain
the phenomena of the natural world, it attributes them
always to natural causes.

I do not, of course, mean that ordinary decent people
deny that there are such things as ethical qualities and
characters; deny that Aisa‘ bad hat’’and Ba ‘‘ decent
chap *’ and that it means something to say that they are,
or deny that so-and-so is our duty and ought to be done
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whatever the consequences may be. On the contrary,
most people’s experience does undoubtedly contain what
seem to them to be bona-fide ethical elements, and they
would be frankly and rightly appalled if asked to accept
the explanation at which I have just glanced which
derives these ethical elements from non-ethical origins.
But these, it might be said, are people who are not
accustomed to analysing their experiences; they are
content to take them at their face value.

What I do mean is that Naturalism and Subjectivism
are embedded in the climate of our age, a climate which
has largely been formed by science; that most people,
accordingly, when they think about these matters for
the first time, take kindly to the naturalist and subjec-
tivist mode of explanation of which examples have been
given, a mode of explanation which insists that what I
have called the *“ face value "’ of ethical experience is mis-
leading (it is an odd thing, by the way, that the equivalent
Interpretation of the external world in idealist terms—
ethical subjectivism says this is good = this arouses a
feeling of approval in me, while subjective idealism says
fchls is red = this arouses a sensation of redness in me—
1s rejected almost as invariably as ethical subjectivism
1s embraced), that many people who have dabbled in
philosophy never pass beyond this mode of explanation,
but rest content with it until the end of their days, and
that it shares with the common sense and scientific
explanations of the familiar world the characteristic of
postulating no order of reality other than the-familiar
world. ~ Just as science is content with a world of matter
in motion, so subjectivist ethics is content with a world
of human consciousness which contains nothing but the
stream of desires, impulses and events which psycholo-
gists catalogue. The former rejects the notion of an
immaterial reality which underlies and explains the
phenomena of the world of matter in motion; the latter
rejects the notion of a moral order which gives meaning
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and significance to ethical judgments. What can be
urged against this view?

II. Objectivist Theories of Ethics

(A) Criticism of Subjectivisrg and Naturalism

Of the many criticisms of the view that I have been
engaged in sketching I will select five, which must for
reasons of space be shortly summarised.

(1) What is Right Contrasted with what is Thought
Right

The argument from the variety of moral notions does
not prove what it is invoked to prove. What it proves is
that men’s notions of right and wrong differ enormously.
It also shows that these notions are influenced by all
manner of subjectivist considerations, personal, social
and cconomic. What it does 7ot prove is that right and
wrong are themselves subjective in the sense of being
influenced, or even determined by these considerations,
Let me cite an analogy which will serve to bring out the
point at issue. Let us suppose that two people, who
have just entered a room, are asked to guess its tempera-
ture; the one, we will suppose, has recently emerged
from a refrigerator, the other from a hot-house; the
former guesses 75° F., the latter 70° F. It is clear that
the subjective conditions prevailing in the bodies of the
,two judgers have determined the guesses that they make
as to the temperature of the room; what they do not
determine is the temperature of the room. What both
judgers are purporting to assess is a certain condition
which prevails in the world independently of their
judgments, and most of us would agree that, since the
temperature of the room can be measured by a thermo-
meter, there is a perfectly definite sense in which the
judgment to the effect that it is so and so would be
objective and right, while another judgment to the effect
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that it is something else would be objective and wrong;
moreover, one judgment would also be said to be nearer
the truth than another.

In exactly the same way the fact that men have
historically differed about what things are right and what
things are wrong does not mean that there is not an
objective right and an objective wrong about which they
are taking different views; nor does it mcan that some
of these different views may not be nearer the truth than
others. The difference between the two classes of case,
the case in which we judge about the temperature and the
case in which we judge about ethical qualitics, is that in
the former we can refer to an instrument, the thermo-
meter, by reference to which we can determine what the
objective temperature is and pronounce one judgment to
be nearer the truth than the other, whereas there is no
?qUivalent instrument wherewith to measure ethical
judgments. But the fact that we have no means of
telling with certainty which of two cthical judgments
approximates more closely to the truth does not mean
that there is no truth for them to approximate to. Nor
does it mean that one of them may not approximate more
closely than the other,

In point of fact, there is among almost all men a
general consensus of opinion in regard to certain general
ethical principles, as, for example, that kindness is better
than Cruelty, honesty than deceit, truth-telling than
hypocrisy, though there is wide difference of opinion
about the application of these principles to particular
cases. It may also be noted that the cthical precepts of
all the great religions tend to converge, in proportion
as these religions embody developed spiritual experi-
ence. The rites of the Aztecs may differ widely from
those of the Druids, but the injunctions of Buddha and
Lao Tse on the subject, for example, of resisting evil
not with a contrary evil but with good, are very similar
to those of Jesus Christ. Thus, the deliverances of
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man’s moral sense are like a pyramid; starting at the
bottom from widely spread bases, they tend to converge
at the top.

All this admittedly does not show that ethical judg-
ments are objective.  'What it does do is to show that the
particular argument for believing them to be subjective,
which is derived from the variety of man’s ethical
Judgments, is fallacious. The argument applies not to
what is right, but to what is thought right. It is only if
we take the view that the two concepts, what is right and
what is thought right, mean in the last resort the same
thing, that the argument proves what it purports to
prove. But whether they do or do not mean the same is
precisely the point at issue. The argument, then, not
only begs the question, but steals the answer.

(2) The Argument from Origins

Part of the subjectivist case rests upon what is known
as the argument from origins. This maintains, in
effcct, that ethics arises from a non-ethical origin, man’s
opinions about right and wrong having developed by
traceable stages from primitive prohibitions, such as are
exemplified by tribal ritual and taboo; *‘ this ", in fact, is
thought right by me to-day because centuries ago some-
thing like ** this " was found to be advantageous by the
primitive community from which my community has
developed. This argument, it will be remembered, was
applied with special force to the development of
conscience.

Let us assume for a moment that what it asserts is
historically correct and that ethics has, in fact, developed
from non-cthical origins. Why should it be assumed
that there is no more in ethics now than there was in the
origins from which it took itsrise?  If we take the notion
of development seriously, there is obviously more in the
developed product than there was in its origin; more in
the oak than in the acorn, more in the mind of Einstein
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than in that of a baby, more in the spiritual consciousness
of a saint than in the superstitious fcars of the savage.
Moreover, the *“ more ** may involve a difference in kind,
as when from the association of two elements, oxygen
and hydrogen, we get a developed product water, which
is different from either of them and contains qualities,
such as that of wetness, which is not in either of
them. Or, consider the parallel case of mathematics;
nobody would argue that the fact that the savage can
count only upon the fingers of one hand in some way
thlr;l)ws doubt upon the validity of the multiplication
table.

Assuming for a moment that there is more in the
developed product than there was in the origins, can we
give any account of this “ more’’? Yes we can, by
looking towards the end whose realisation is the goal of
the developing thing. This goal may be the achicvement
of the condition which constitutes the full develop-
ment proper to its specics as in the case of the perfect
specimen of the fruit, the vegetable or the tree, or it
may be something external to itself, as, for example,
in the case of the ideal to which a human mind aspires,
the realisation of this ideal being, as the Greeks would
say, the ““good "’ of the developing mind. If we take
this line, we shall add with Plato and Aristotle that it is
not until it realises its fullest development, not until it
achieves itg * good ", that the thing becomes fully itself.
Take, for example, the case of a growing human being.
I am, we will suppose, a visitor from Mars, asking to be
shown a specimen of the human beings who, I have been
led to understand, inhabit the planet called Earth.
What sort of specimen am I to be shown as an example of
the type?  An embryo? Obviously not; nor a baby;
nor a boy; nor even'a youth. Why not? Because all
these, we should say, are undeveloped; are, therefore,
lacking in respect of some of the attributes which belong
to fully developed human beings. Neither the embryo,
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nor the baby, nor the boy, nor the youth, has fully
realised the potentialities of his human nature. In
order, therefore, that I may fully comprchend the sort of
being that a man is, I must, it is obvious, be shown a
specimen of the species at the height of his powers with
all his faculties developed and all the latent potentialities
of his nature unfolded. It does not matter, from the
point of view of the argument, what stage we choose to
exemplify this state of full development—I personally
am apt to place it later than I used to do—but it is clear
that, whatever the stage may be, it is only in so far asit is
recached that the °‘nature’ of human beings can be
understood, precisely because it is only in so far as it is
reached that the nature of human beings is exemplified.
What is the implication? That there is in a fully
developed man, more than there was in the embryo or
the baby; that to understand that ‘‘ more’’ we must
know what is the particular kind of end or goal at which
the human being’s development is aiming, the implication
being that even if the end or goal is never fully realised,
it is only in the degree of an individual’s approximation
to it that the character of the species to which the
individual belongs can be fully understood.

The same conclusion holds in regard to the develop-
ment of man’s ethical consciousness. It follows that to
demonstrate that man’s ethical consciousness had humble
beginnings, or that it developed from non-ethical
sentiments and impulses, does not show that it may not
be something very different from these sentiments and
impulses now. In particular, it may be genuinely
ethical now cven if in its origin it was not.

(3) The Distinction between *‘ Right ’’ and *‘ Pleasant "’

But can we accept the view that ethical consciousness
did develop from non-ethical origins? What sort of
origins may we suppose them to have been? They
are presumably to be found in considerations of
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expediency. According to the theory under discussion,
I approve of “ this'* because, in the long run, ‘* this "’
turns out to my advantage; or of pleasantness—I
approve of ‘‘ this '’ because * this '’ gives me pleasure.
Now, expediency and pleasantness turn out, on analysis,
to be the same. For what do we mean by saying that
so-and-so is to my advantage? Conceivably that it
brings me money or power. Why do I want moncy?
Because of the things that money will buy. Champagne,
for example, or a Rolls Royce. Why do I want
champagne? Because the drinking of champagne gives
me agreeable sensations. Why do I want a Rolls Royce?
Because it runs smoothly—more agreeable sensations—
or because it enables me to show off before the neighbours
—agreeable emotions—or because it helps me to travel
sooner to my objective, in order that I may the more
rapidly transact my business, in order that I may make
more money or make it more quickly, in order, then, that
in making and subsequently in spending the money I
may enjoy more agreeable sensations—or because it
gives me a sense of power. And why do I want power?
Because its possession is intrinsically satisfying, or
because it enables me to order pcople about, or to impose
my will on others, which ordering and imposing are again
accompanied by or are the source of agreeable sensations
and emotions. Thus, the concept of expediency resolves
itself on analysis into the concept of plcasure. Indeed,
once we take the significance out of morality by adopting
a subjectivist view of ethics, it is exceedingly difficult to
resist the reduction of all human_motives to the one
motive constituted by the desire to obtain pleasure for
the agent.

—This reduction is frequently made. A celebrated
psychological analysis sceks to maintain that the only
possible object of human desite is pleasure and this
analysis is the basis of a well-known ethjcal theory,
known as Psychological Hedoniirg_
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I cannot here describe this view at length,? although 1
shall refer to it again later in the Chapter.2

In point of fact, however, the process of analysis upon
which I have just been engaged affords a good indication
of the way in which the hedonist position may be
supported. Adopting for the moment, for the purposes
of argument, the view that motives of expediency do
resolve themselves in the last resort into the desire to
obtain pleasure for the agent, we may restate the
subjectivist position, “ I hold this course of conduct to
be right and approve of it, because either now or in the
past the consequences of following it have brought me,
or the community to which I belong, pleasure.”

(4) That the Concepts of ** Right '" and * Ought '* are
Unexplained

Onc objection to this view can be put very simply.
We are all, in practice, accustomed to the familiar
distinction between ** right *’and ** pleasant **. ** This "',
we say, ‘' is what I should like to do, but that is what I
ought to do.” Thus, “ I should like to take my girl to
the cinema, but I ought to stop at home and look after
my aged mother ”’, or *‘ to read for my examination ”’, or
“ to put a new washer on the scullery tap . . .""; “1I
should like to turn a dishonest penny by buying and
selling on the Black Market, but I know that it would
be unpatriotic and dishonest to do so ”’; “‘ I should like
to divert suspicion from myself for this murder or this
theft by incriminating my friend, whom I believe to be
innocent, but I know that it would be wrong to do so,
even if I yield to temptation and doit’’. This distinction
between ‘“want '’ and * ought’’, between * pleasure "’
and ‘' right "’ is, I repeat, very familiar. How, then, if
the view which I am engaged in criticising is valid, did
this distinction come to be made? If to say “X is

1 T have endeavoured to do so in my Guide fo the Philosophy of
Morals and Politics, Chapter XI. 7 See pp. 156—160.
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right *’, means, in the long run, no more than to say “ X
gives pleasure "', why did we go out of our way to invent a
meaningless conception, that of ‘‘right”, in order
deliberately to set it in opposition to the meaningful
conceptions of ‘ pleasure ' and ‘‘ self-interest ”’? How,
indeed, could we have done so, if in the long run the
meaning of “right’’ is precisely the same as that of
“ pleasure "’ or ‘‘ sclf-interest *’, seeing that, if it #s the
same, no opposition between them can, in fact, arise?
(When I distinguish between A and B, the fact that I do
so implies that there are distinguishable differences
between them. I cannot distinguish between A and A.)

Nor does it help matters to say, as the subjectivist is
apt to do, that there is in fact a distinction—the distinc-
tion, namely, between short-term pleasure to me and long-
term advantage to the community. Thus courage, the
subjectivist might say, may entail short-term pain for the
brave man, but long-term advantage for his community
whose safety is ensured by the bravery of its citizens,
and, he would add, safety is valued because in the long
run it brings pleasure to the community and so in the
long run to the brave man, as a member of it. Hence, it
comes about that the community praises courage as a
good, condemns cowardice as a vice and so on. . . . I
have been through this analysis before, and need not
repeat it here. For this defence, if it were in fact to be
made, does not really save the subjectivist position,
since 1t is based upon an opposition between short-term
personal pleasure and long-term social advantage. But
what, we must ask, 4s long-term social advantage? The

use of the phrase in this connection can only mean one or
other of two things, either:

(x) That a man can be influenced by genuinely
altruistic considerations, or

(2) That as a member of the community which
has been saved and caused to prosper by the quality
of courage which he has exhibited he will presently
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enjoy pleasure, e.g., the pleasures of a good repu-
tation, a pension and the V.C.

If it means (x), the implication is that a man can be
influenced by moral considerations which are not
analysable into expectations of pleasure; if it means
(2), then the opposition is between short-and long-term
pleasure for the man who faces the dangerous situation.
If this is all that the opposition does mean, why should
we not say so? Why, that is to say, should we go out of
our way toinvent what is, on this view, a totally meaning-
less conception—namely, the conception of morality—
and say ‘right’’, when what we mean is ‘‘ long-term
pleasure ”’? Why not say simply to the man we are
exhorting to be brave, *“ Running away will mean some
pleasure for you now, but steadfastness will mean more
pleasure for you and for the other members of your
community in the long run **?

Our difficulty, then, is this; if there is no unique
meaning for the word “'right ”’, if, that is to say, the
meaning of the word can always be analysed into
considerations of pleasure and advantage, whether short-
or long-term, how did “right’’ ever come to be dis-
tinguished from pleasure and advantage? At this point
we pass from the criticism of Subjectivism to the state-
ment of an objective theory of ethics.

(B) Statement of Objectivist Ethical Theory

Kant's Negative Moral Theory. Man's Character as
Determined

Emphasis on this distinction—the distinction, namely,
between ' right ** or duty on the one hand and personal
pleasure or advantage on the other—lies at the basis of
one of the best known theories of morals, that of the
philosopher Kant. In his analysis of human impulses
and desires, Kant went all the way with the subjectivists
and the naturalists; indced, he went further, showing
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how what we desire and value is always determined for us
by forces and factors over which we have no control.
Study a human being scientifically and you will find it
difficult to avoid the conclusion that Kant is right. For
each of the sciences shows us the human being as deter-
mined by a different set of considerations. Thus biology
presents us with man as a member of a particular species
endowed with the desires, instincts and traits appro-
priate to that species. Anthropology exhibits him as a
member of a particular cultural group with the tastes,
preferences, prejudices and modes of valuation natural
to the group; I, for example, am a child of the twentieth
century, with the belicfs, tastes, attitudes, habits, likings
and dislikings appropriate to a middle-class Englishman
who is also a citizen of a country which at the time of
writing is engaged in a life-and-death struggle with Nazi
Germany. Physiology and psychology combine to
exhibit me as the end product of a complex series of
factors and influences which determine my bodily and
mental constitution. For example, I have received
certain combinations of genes from my parents which
determine my bodily and—many would add—my mental
make-up. I have been placed and have grown up in a
particular environment, made up of -family, school,
gcquaintances, friends, traditions, with which this
inherited physical and psychological make-up of mine
reacts, these reactions contributing in their turn to train
and develop what I am pleased to call my character. For
the initial inheritance of bodily genes and potential
character traits which constitute the stock in trade I
bring with me into the world, I am not responsible—
not responsible, for example, for the fact that I dislike
marzipan, like asparagus, feel giddy on heights, am
comparatively unappreciative of poetry, and will sell my
soul for music. Further, I am not responsible for the
environment in which I am placed and grow up; there-
fore, I am not responsible for the character which results



ETHICAL PHILOSOPHY 143

from the interaction of the two. And because I am not
responsible, I cannot properly be praised or blamed.
Thus, the fact that I have no temptation to drunkenness
or sodomy is no more a cause of self-congratulation than
my tendencies to irritability and selfishness are matters
for reprobation, since I am no more accountable for the
so-called good in me than for the so-called bad. All this
and more Kant fully admits. Take me purely as a
creature of likes and dislikes, of wants and neceds, of
impulses and tastes, of preferences and prejudices, and
it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that I am merely a
by-product of the influences and forces which have made
me what I am, reflecting them as completely as a plant
reflects the nature of the seed from which it has sprung,
the qualities of the soil in which it has grown and the
peculiarities of the climate to which it has been exposed.

The Unique Significance of ** Ought *’

So far we have considered man purely as an inhabitant
of the natural sphere, the sphere in which we find and
treat a human being as we might find and treat any other
natural phenomenon—that isto say, as a being completely
determined by the raw material of its initial inheritance
and the conditions of its environment. But, says Kant,
we have left one characteristic possessed by this purely
natural phenomenon out of account. It is a character-
istic unique in nature, and man, by virtue of his pos-
session of it, cannot be adequately regarded as wholly a
child of nature. The characteristic is this, that in
addition to the impulses and desires which tell me what I
would like to do, I am, on occasion, conscious of some-
thing else—namely, of what I ought to do. And whatI
ought to do may be different from, indeed, it may be
the very opposite of what I would like to do. Thus, for
man, and for man alone among the inhabitants of the
natural world, there is a distinction between ‘‘ want”’
and " ought *’, between desire and duty.
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The distinction means that when we have completed
our analysis of all the factors in 2 man which are due to
his inherited psychological and physiological dispositions,
to his race, his class, his environment and his training—
of all the factors, in short, as the result of which we feel
entitled tosay, ‘' Yes, considering his antecedents and his
home, taking into account the way he has been brought
up and the bad company he has got into, we can quite
understand that this is the way he naturally would
behave ""—when, I say, we have donc all this, we can
always go on toadd * But that, nevertheless, is the way in
which he ought to have behaved ”’, and in saying this we
are implying that he always could have behaved as he
ought to have done. For to say “ you ought to have
done so-and-so ** when we know as a matter of fact that
you could not have done it, makes nonsense. Nobody
says that a stone ought to roll uphill, or that a tiger ought
not to tear its prey, because we know perfectly well that,
given the nature of stones and tigers, they could not act
otherwise thanp they do. We understand, that is to say,
that they are wholly determined by their nature and

their circumstances.

In applying, then, the term * ought”” to a man’s
c%n.duc't, we are implying that he has a sense of moral
g. ligation and we are implying further that, in virtue of
‘ 1S POSSESSIOI_I of that sense, he is free—{rce, that is to say,
hri:mddetermmation by natural circumstances, free to do
Wh tu_ty_ As Kant puts it, “ought implies can”.

at Is the corollary? That in respect of his moral
SENS€ man escapes the network of influences and ante-
cedents that determine the rest of his nature and that,
in so far as he is able to perceive the path of duty and free
to follow it, he is not a purely natural phenomenon.
For whence, Kant asks, could this sense of *“ ought *’ be
derived?  One method of accounting for it, the method
of deriving it from non-ethical origins in the past, I
have already glanced at, citing some examples of this
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mode of explanation in the sketch of subjectivist ethics
given In Section A above. Briefly, this account ran
as follows:

(i) Men did certain actions in the past.

(ii) They found that these actions had undesirable
consequences, cither personal or social, and, if social,
then also personal, because the community punished
the individual for performing actions harmful to it.

(iii) Therefore, when our ancestors performed
these actions, they had a feeling of apprchension lest
they be found out and punished.

(iv) Their descendants inherited the feeling but
forgot the considerations which had led to its
formation.

(v) Thercfore the descendants have an inherited
sensec that certain actions are wrong and ought not
to be done because they are wrong.

I have briefly glanced at some of the objections to this
view. The main and immediately relevant objcction is
that it fails to account for the uniqueness of the con-
viction ‘‘ I ought not’’ and the feeling of guilt that is
associated with it. What, if the subjectivist explanation
is correct, we should expect, is a distinction between
short-term satisfaction and long-termm dissatisfaction.
For example, we should expect someone to say, ‘' I want
to enjoy the woman now because I shall derive intense
sensual satisfaction from doing so; but I shall probably
be found out and ostracised, perhaps even assaulted
by the woman’s husband; or the woman will become an
emotional or a financial burden. These consequences
will be extremely unpleasant. Therefore in the end the
Iong-term undesirable results of enjoying her will exceed
the short-term desirable results; therefore, as a sensible
men, I will decide on balance not to.”’

These, as I say, or something like these, are the senti-
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ments and considerations which, if the subjectivist view
were correct, one would expect to pass through a man's
mind when considering whether to make love to his
neighbour’'s wife. They may be expressed by the
familiar opposition “ I want X but don’t want the con-
sequences of X '’, an opposition which makes use of one
counter and one only, the counter of * want " or ““ need .
But this familiar opposition does not do justice to the
psychological experience of the moral opposition between
“Iwant to do X because it is pleasant, but I ought not
to do X because it is wrong "', not, be it noted, * because
in the long run X will bring unpleasant consequences.”
Indeed, one may feel that X will be pleasant both in the
short run and in the long and think no undesirable
consequences need be anticipated from doing it; and yet
one may also feel convinced that one ought not to do it.

ence, then, does this sense of moral obligation, with its
attendant emotion of moral guilt, derive?

Kant's Positive Theory of Morals

thé{‘iﬁtiz answer is that since its origin cannot be found in
matterr }?'f nature, that is to say, in the familiar world of
orgass which physics s_tudle:s. and analyses, or of living
T sms whose evolution biology and, in the case of the
s tg lcgglzlmsm. known as man, anthro'polo.gy traces, we
points O0 ¢ for it elsewhere. Everything in nature, he
and bei: , acts as it does because it is made as it is;
avé seeng S0 made, it can do no other. This, too, as we
asa purel, 1s true of man, in so far as we can co_ns_lder. man
gives wa ytnat_urfil phenomenon; 'he follpws h}S instincts,
it i his)rll to his impulses and satisfics his de_sucs because
desires ara tuhre so to do and his instincts, impulses and
then, as ae 0se appropriate to .hls nature. In so far,
what’ he man ever does somethmg which is .other than
run whe:’aﬁts to do—wants, that is to say, in the long
doin it all the consequences both of doing it and of not
8 1t have been taken into account—he does this
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‘" something other '’ for a reason unconnected with fear of
consequences; when, in short, he recognises his duty and
wills to do it irrespective of whether he wants to do it or
not and irrespective also of whether he actually does do
it or not, then, in respect of his experience in so recognising
and willing, he must, Kant insists, be a member of some
other order of reality. In virtue of his membership of
this other order he can win free from the influences of
heredity, circumstance and environment which otherwise
determine his psychology, just as in virtue of his member-
ship of that order he is removed from the sphere of the
spatio-temporal influences which determine his body. In
respect, therefore, of his ability to act as a moral agent,
acknowledging the pull of duty and exerting his will to do
it, he is free or, more precisely, he is determined only by
himself ; that is to say, by his own recognition of a moral
order which exists in the universe, and to which, precisely
because his real self is a member of that order, he owes
allegiance.

This may seem to be a formidable theory to account
for the peculiarly compulsive feeling with which the
notion of * ought "’ comes to us. Indeed, taken by itself
it cannot but scem arbitrary. To see it in its proper
setting, we .must associate Kant’s moral with his
metaphysical theory.

Kant's Metaphysical Theory

Briefly the conclusion of Kant's metaphysical theory
is that the world we know by means of our senses, equally
with the world about which we think, when, for example,
we use our reasons to reach conclusions, are worlds
which our own minds have in large part constructed. In
sensing and thinking, then, we make contact, only witha
world which is dependent on us. It is the world as it
appears to us, rather than the world as it is. I cannot
here enter into an account of the reasons for this con-
clusion. I mention it only because it throws into relief
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the special significance of the conclusion of Kant’s moral
theory, according to which, when we encounter an
experience which is recognisably moral, as, for example,
when we will to do our duty in the face of disinclination,
we are making direct contact not with the world which
‘“ appears "’ to our senses and is in part constructed by
our intellects, but with the world as it is independently of
ourselves. This turns out to be a moral world—Kant
thought of it as a community of blessed spirits of which we
ourselves are members. Thus, we again rcach the
conclusion of previous chapters that there is an order of
reality other than that of the familiar world; it is an
order which contains the values of morality such as right
and good, and it is an order of which we, in respect of a
certain part of ourselves—namely, our moral wills—are
members, The experience which we have when we will
to. do our duty is not an intcllectual expericnce, nor 1S it
Wlt}} our intellects that we recognise what is right zmd
realise what ought to be donc. Indced, for Kant, 1t
could not be with our intellects that we realise and
recognise these things, since our intellects in’troduce us
only to the world that they have made, Kant’'s world of
 appearance " whereas morality belongs, as We have
secn, to another order of reality which exists and is real
mdependently of ourselves. Kant calls the fa(_ZUIt}", by
means of which e know this order the ** practical = as
OpPosed tg the theoretical '’ rcason. .
duc € Tecognition of the existence of this facul-ty intro-
UCES US to an important philosophical doctrine. An
account of this doctrine will serve to join up the strands: of
two previoyg discussions by enabling us to give a meaning
to the phrase ysed in a previous chapter, '‘ goods in
themselves 1 while, at the same time, taking us a
further stage in the development of an objective theory

of ethics by providing an additional argument against
Subjectivism,

1 See Chapter 111, p. 81.
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(3) The Concept of Things which are Good in Them-
selves,

According to Kant, it is by the practical reason—a
faculty closcly analogous to the modern concept of
intuition—that we perccive our duty and will to do it.
What is more, we will it because it is right and ought
to be done, irrespective of any consequences which may
follow from the doing it or from the not doing it. This
conclusion suggests a further argument against the
subjcctivist account of the development of the moral
consciousness. The argument is as follows. When we
are considering a moral judgment ‘‘this is right’’ or
‘“ this ought to be done *’, the subjectivist theory, as we
have seen, analyses the judgment into *‘ this is thought
right because it will be of advantage to me ’’, or * this
ought to be done because this and conduct like this
tends to the survival of my community and so wins
social approval’’. Morality, therefore, never stands on its
own fecet; it is always pursued for the sake of something
else; it is valued as a means to an end, a non-moral end
which, it is believed, will be furthered by what is called
moral conduct.

Two objections are suggested by the Kantian theory of
morals. Upon the first, that the analysis overlooks the
uniqueness of the feeling which the notion of ‘‘ right ”’
inspires, I have alrcady touched. It is a feeling which is
manifestly different from the calculating process upon
which we are accustomed to embark when we plan means
to an end, as, for example, the times of the trains that we
must catch, and the number of changes that we must
make, in order to accomplish a cross-country railway
journey. It is falsifying psychology to suggest that the
feeling of moral obligation is akin to a conscious making
of calculations; what is more, we may well feel entitled
to doubt whether so unique a fceling can ever have
evolved from the experience of making calculations.

Secondly, and more importantly, if Subjectivism is
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right, what account arc we to give of the advantages for
the sake of which, on the subjectivist view, morality is
pursued ?  If morality is a means to an end, what is the
end? Presumably, it is some form of good. What good ?
The most obvious answer is the experiencing of pleasant
and the avoidance of painful sensations. Thus, let us
suppose that I face danger like a courageous man,
pe_rforr'mng fcats of heroism for which I am accorded the
Victoria Cross. And not only the Victoria Cross, but
the moral approval of my society, so that I am held up as
a mode} at Old Boys’ gatherings and am the subject of
peroratl_ons at Prize-Day specches. Now the view we
are_con§1dering requires us to suppose that my courageous
action is not performed by me and praised by others
because courage is a virtue; because brave deeds ought
to be performed for their own sake; or because it is my
duty to serve and to save my comrades if I can; or
because it would be disgraccful to run away. It main-
tains that my action and actions like mine, and the
character which enables me and others like me to
perform them, conduce to the survival and welfare of my
soc&al Eroup, whether platoon, regiment, army or nation,
Z:—lm tl:)at it 1s for this reason that my platoon, regiment,
withy tgenz;tlon' ¢ncourages people to perform such a_ctions
angl_ble baits of promotion and the Victoria
Cross, and the intangible ones of public estcem and a good
consClence. ( : : iti
means to Ourage, in short, is h_onourcd becauseitisa
skunk, if I My personal satisfaction—I should feel a
a to " Ian away and my friends would shame me—
and to the socia] wefare of the community to which I

belong; that gociq) welfare is desirable is taken for
granted.

What account
It is, presumabl
consists of hg
Why are health
health is a m

, then, are we to give of social welfare?
¥, the condition of a community which
PPy, healthy and prosperous citizens.
Yy citizens desirable ? Presumably because
€ans to happiness. Why are prosperous
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citizens esteemed? Because, presumably, they are free
from the fcar of poverty and can satisfy their needs for
food, clothing and shelter and gratify their tastes for
luxury and display—can, in other words, enjoy del_ightful
experiences and pleasant sensations. Prosperity, in.
short, is a means to happiness. Why, then, we must
now ask, is happiness in citizens a thing to be desired ?
I can think of no answer te this; we must content
ourselves with saying that the desirability .of happiness
is obvious. Qur answer, then, to the question: ‘t What
ends, on the subjectivist view, are desirable? ™ is that
happiness is such an end. Happiness, in fact, is desired
as a good in itself, and other so-called goods, such as
health, wealth and, we may add, power and prosperity
are desired as means to happiness. Here we m_ust once
again press our question—for it has bec_ome crucial to the
argument—how do I know that happiness, for the sake
of which these other goods are desired, is itself a good?
If the other goods are means, how do I know that happi-
ness is the end? Suppose, for example, that somebody
denies it, as some ascetics are said to have done, main-
taining that we should mortify the flesh here in the
interests of blessedness hereafter, or, simply because the
flesh is wicked and should be mortified. What can we
say in reply to such doubters?

That the Desirability of Ultimate Ends cannot be Proved
or Justified

As far as I can sce, there is nothing that we can say
that is likely to convince them. Indeed, there is nothin
we can say at all except, * We just see happiness to be 5
good; don’tyou?’’. Andif theyreply, *‘ No, we don’t "
there is nothing to add. We can only observe that they
lack an intuition which we possess, or that their intuitiong
differ from ours.

I cannot, then, in the last resort, support my intuition
of the ultimate value of happiness. I can say, of course,



152 PHILOSOPHY

that everybody, or almost everybody I have ever known
shares this intuition of mine, but that is only a roundabout
way of saying that most pcople feel as I do: moreover,
the fact that I can claim a majority vote on my side does
not prove my estimate to be correct, any more than the
fact of his being in a minority will weaken the convictions
of my hypothetical doubter.

This suggests an important conclusion in regard to
ethics—namcly, that the desirability of an ultimate good
cannot be established by reason or justificd at the bar of
reason. An ultimate good is just scen to be desirable or,
as it is sometimes put, its desirability is intuitively
perceived. This conclusion in regard to ultimate goods
applies to the ultimate ends of all our actions, precisely
because the ultimate ends of actions are ultimate goods,
Take, for example, my present action in writing this
book ; why, it may be asked, do I write it? Three
possible reasons immediately present themselves: first,
that T want money : secondly, that I want fame; thirdly,
that I want to increase in myself and to communicate to
others, knowledge that I believe to be true. These
Teasons are not, of course, exhaustive and they are not
mutually exclusive my motives may be mixed—they
usually are—and include all three.

The Ends of Money, Fame and Truth

Why do I want money ? We have already glanced at
the answer to this question. In order that I may be free
from the fear of poverty, may purchase goods and may
enjoy the consideration of my fellows. All these motives,
as we have scen, can be analysed into the desire to enjoy
certain feelings and sensations which I have reason to
believe will be pleasant,

Why fame? ~ Some believe fame to be a good in itself.
Fame is one of the objects of ambition and many have
sacrificed all other goods in order to achieve it. For most
of us, however, analysis exhibits fame as a means, a
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means to agreeable emotions. Nobody wants to be
famous all by himself ; in fact, the notion of solitary fame
is a contradiction in terms, although some contrive
to be comforted by the conviction that, ignored by their
contemporaries, their merits will be recognised and their
names celebrated by posterity. (One is entitled to believe
anything one pleases about posterity; one of the
advantages of the belief in posthumous fame is that
posterity is not available to gainsay it.) Fame is also
desired because of the gratification that it affords to
human vanity ; because it flatters self-esteem and minis-
ters to conceit. ‘‘ There ", they say, ** goes the famous
Mr. X "’. The * famous Mr. X *’ gets asked to preside
at this, to speak at that, to give away the prizes at the
other; wherever he appears he is the centre of interest,
the cynosure of every eye, the object of the attentions
of pretty women and influential men. He sits at the
hostess’s right hand at the head of the table of life.
For him are reserved the juiciest of its meats and the most
delectable of its wines. How agreeable for Mr. X!
And, knowing all this—so the reasoning goes—he sits up
at night to write books on philosophy in order that he
may win the fame which brings him these delights.

The rcasoning is plausible, though it does not, I think,
cover all the ground. So far as it goes, however, it
suggests that fame is desired because of the special kind
of happiness that it brings to ambitious men.

What of the desire to advance in the knowledge of
truth and to communicate it to others? Is thisanendin
itself ?

Personally I think that it is, but I do not know how to
establish my opinion. In all ages men have believed
that the pursuit of truth, the discovery of what is the
case in regard to this puzzling universe in which we live,
was a legitimate object of human endeavour. The quest
for truth has been the driving force which has inspired
the efforts of philosophers, scientists and historians
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labouring often without thought of fame or hope of
reward.

Nevertheless, truth is an austere goddess and few men
have been content to serve her in obscurity. To discover
truth is not, for most of us, cnough. For truth is a
mistress whom we do not wish to keep to oursclves; SO
soon as we believe ourselves to have found her, we wish
to show her to the world. No creed or scct is without
the desire to proselytisc; no inventor is content to sit
in his laboratory and contemplate his invention; no
historian to lct his history go unpublished; there 1s no
crank or bore who will not take you into the cosy corner
of his private intellectual club whence you cannot,
without rudeness, escape, that he may the better 1impart
to you in confidence his particular ’ism or ‘ogy. In
short, our belief in the discovery and possession of truth
brings the desire to communicate what we have dis-

covered, which is, I suppose, onc of the reasons why men
write bookg |

Things Which are Desired for their Own Sake

Ihe f.oregOing conclusion means that, in so far as the
Zlepz-dalzon for having discovered truth is desired, it is so
ises‘gfd only because truth is itself held to be dcsq‘able—
sake atés to say, something which is desired for 1ts own
Idon t Ut T cannot say why it is so desired. Indeed,
that isod kr}ow how to demonstrate In regard to anything
to she ©Sired for its own sake wlfy it is so _dcswed. I_“or
else va: Wiy a thing is desired, is to specify something
desireq € sake of which it is desired. Quinine is
colds, 1 Ccause it prevents colq§; the pr‘cventlon of
health beCause having a cold militates against health;
health j eca‘.lse . . . I am not sure that I kn_ow why
in its lfs desired. Many would say that health is a good
. ° % In which case health is desired for itself. But
§uc11)p(?se We take the analysis further and say that health
15 Gestred because itis a meansto happiness?” Why, then,
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is happiness desired? Again I reply that I do not
know; I just see it to be desirable. Or, perhaps, if we
were sophisticated, we might say that health means
adjustment to our environment: or that it furthers the
purposes of evolution. But why should we be adjusted
to our environment, and why should the purposes of
evolution be furthered? Again I do not know. If we
say that these things conduce to happiness we arc once
again setting up happiness as our ultimate good.

The conclusion of these examples may now be
gencralised. When we desire a thing, we either desire it
for the sake of something eclse that it will promote or to
which 1t will conduce; or we desire it for itself. If we
desire it for the sake of something else, desire A, for
example, for the sake of B, then the same position
presents itself in regard to B. B is desired for the sake of
C, C for that of D, and so on, until we come to something
for the sake of which A B C and D are desired, something
which we desire for itself and not for the sake of something
else; desire, then, as an end and not merely as a means.
Since any rcason that we can give for supposing a thing
to be desirable takes the form of specifying some other
thing for the sake of which it is desired, when we come to
something which is desired for itself we can give no
reason why it is desired and no reason for thinking it to be
desirable. We just see it to be so. The goodness of
ultimate ends is, in fact, intuitively perceived, and in
saying this, I am saying also that no reasons can be given
why they are good. That is why I was unable, in the
course of the foregoing argument, to give any satisfactory
reason for the desire to discover and spread truth.

Is Happiness the only Ultimate End ?

What, then, are the ends that men desire intuitively
and for themselves? There has been a general consensus
of opinion among philosophers that they are four—
moral goodness, truth, beauty and happiness. If these
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four ends are desired for their own sakes, then, the states
of mind which consist in their apprehension and enjoy-
ment are ‘“good in themselves’.! It is customary
among philosophers to denominate those ends which are
desired for their own sake ‘' values’’. States of mind
which are '“ good in themselves '’ are, therefore, those
which consist in the pursuit, apprehension or cnjoyment
of “wvalues’”. I cannot here enter into the reasons
which have led philosophers to limit the number of values
to four. 1In the last resort, as we have already scen, no
Teason can be given why these four ends should be valued
In and for themselves—should, that is to say, be regarded
as ultimate values, since any reason would take the form
of specifying some more ultimate end fer the sake of
which they were valued, and if there were, in fact, a more
ultimate cnd, then these four would not themselves
be pltimate values, would not, therefore, be desired for
their own sakes. It would be, however, for those who
wish to philosophise on their own accounts, an exercise at
once interesting and illuminating to take as an example
anything that a man wants to do or happens to desire or
wishes to become——digging in one’s allotment, for
example, going for a walk in the country, possessing a
radio set, reading a new novel, or becoming chief
accountant, first mate, strong-willed or immune from
the temptation of drink—and to conduct an analysis,
Wlth _the object of showing how cach and all of these
activities of doing, possessing and becoming and the
con_dl_tl.ons at which they aim resolve themselves into
activities designed to promote goodness, truth, beauty, or
the enjoyment of agreeable states of mind.

Hedonism

A word must be said about a well-known ethical
theory—T referred to it above 2—which maintains that

! See Chapter III, p- 81, for the first employment of this
phrase.

* See pp. 138, 139.
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there is not a number of values but that there is only one,
namely, pleasure or happiness, and that whatever we
desire to do, or to possess, or to become, is in the last
resort desired for the sake of the happiness which we
expect to derive therefrom. This view has a long history
and wasurged in the nineteenth century with considerable
force and persuasiveness by Jeremy Bentham and John
Stuart Mill, who maintained that happiness was the only
source of value and the only worthy object of desire, and
that the promotion of the greatest happiness of the
greatest number of people should be at once the purpose
of social and political action and the test of its value.

This view is usually known as Ethical Hedonism, from
the Greek word Jedone, which means ** pleasure ™', since
it maintains that pleasure is the only thing which is
ultimately good. A variant of this view, which is known
as Psychological Hedonism, is that pleasure is the only
possible object of human desire. The first form of the
view is called cthical because it gives a standard of
values and prescribes an “' ought ”’; people *‘ ought "' it
says, if they are wise, to aim only at pleasure or happiness,
since pleasure is the only good. The second is psycho-
logical because it makes a statement about human
psychology. It says that we are so constituted that we
can only desire our own pleasure. A very plausible case
can be made out in favour of Psychological Hedonism
which is often found particularly persuasive by those
who have {or the first time turned their attention to the
issues raised by this controversy. For a statement of
this case I must refer readers to my Guide fo ihe
Philosophy of Morals and Politics, Chapter XI.

In my opinion, however, and in that of most philoso-
phers, it breaks down:

(x) Because it overlooks the manifest fact that we
desire some things and activities for themselves
without reflecting upon whether they will or will
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not bring us pleasure, as, for example, food when we
are hungry or the experience of going to a concert,
the motive for going to the concert being not to get
pleasure, but to hear music.

(2) Because it overlooks the purely instinctive
and impulsive actions which we frequently perform,
which, since they are an out-pouring of cnergy, a
letting off of psychological steam, are not designed
to secure any end; for example, singing in one’s
bath or breaking the furniture in a tantrum.

(3) Because it puts the cart before the horse by
falsely suggesting that, because we have found
certain things and activities to be followed by
agreeable sensations, we thercfore desire the agree-
able sensations that follow them, whereas, in point
of fact, unless we first desired the things and
activities for themselves—unless, that is to say,
they were intrinsically desirable—they would not
bring agreeable sensations. Let me put this
diagramatically. Because pleasure P occurs when
I obtain something X which I want, therefore, the
hedonist maintains, I only want X because of P.
But if T had not wanted X for its own sake, I should
not have experienced P on obtaining it; P, in short,
only occurs because I wanted X independently of P;
hence, that we should desire things other than
Pleasure is a necessary condition of our experiencing
Pleasure when we obtain them.

(4) Because it gives an inadequate explanation of
self-sacrifice and unsclfishness, of the martyr who
goes to his death at the stake, or of the hungry

mother who gives her own share of the food to her
children.

If, howpver, it be maintained not that pleasure is the
only possible object of desire (Psychological Hedonism),
but that pleasure is the only thing that is ultimately
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good (Ethical Hedonism), and the only thing, therefore,
that ought to be desired, we must ask how the fact that
it is, if it is a fact, is known? How is the hedonist to
defend the proposition to somebody who presumes
to doubt it? I do not know. He can only say to
him, as I said above, “I see happiness to be desirable;
in fact I see it to be the only thing that, in the long
run, is desirable. Don’t you? ”’ And if the doubter
replies that he does not, the hedonist has no more
to say. Again we reach the conclusion which we
have already noted, that happiness, being an ultimate
good, shares with whatever other ends are ultimate the
characteristic of being perceived to be good as an end
by a process of direct intuition; it is not established as an
ultimate good by a process of ratiocination. This being
so, its desirability cannot be either demonstrated or
defended by reason. But if he admits this, as in the last
resort he must, in regard to the value of happiness, what
reply is the hedonist who invokes happiness as the only
ultimate end, the only thing which is, therefore, desirable
for its own sake, to make to the man who maintains that
other things arc desirable for their own sake as well;
that, in fact, there is not one value but several ?
Admittedly the upholder of the existence of several
values cannot demonstrate that truth, goodness and
beauty are goods in themselves, if their ultimate value is
questioned; but neither can the advocate of the
exclusive valuableness of happiness or pleasure. We are
here in a region where neither proof nor disproof is
possible; all that we can do is to call in witness the
general experience of mankind, which, as I have pointed
out, is impressively in favour of the view that the other
three values are also desired as ultimate ends, and ask
the hedonist whether, having looked as closely as he can
into his own consciousness, he can put his hand on his
heart and honestly affirm that, when he ascends a hill to
look at a sunset, he does so because he tells himself that
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the sight of the sunset will make him happy; or that
when he takes off his boots and paddles across a stream,
he does so because he thinks that the process of paddling
will make him happy and not because he wants to get to
the other side; or that when he takes up this book and
wades through its occasionally wearisome pages, he does
so because he thinks it will make him happy, and not
because he wishes to learn something about philosophy.

The Argument Returns to Subjectivism

This conclusion has a further application which brings
us back to our objections against subjectivist theories
of ethics, and enables us to bring home to roost a
further objection to Subjectivism. Confronted with an
apparen_tly ethical judgment the subjectivist reveals the
non-ethical origins, from which, he holds, it is derived,
or points to the non-ethical considerations which origin-
ally led to its being passed. For ““ This ought to be
don_e because it is right "’ he substitutes ‘I have a
feeling of obligation which impels me to do this and I
shgll have a feeling of guilt if I don’t do it, because
this, and conduct like this, wins and has always won
the approval of my community ’. 'Why does it win
apprpval? “ Because in the long run it conduces to the
survival and welfare of the community.”

At this point we propose to put the question, what is
meant by su?vival and welfare? We have scen ! that
th(;se €Xxpressions are, at least in part, analysable into the
enjoyment of agreeable sensations. Why, then, should
we desire ,t'O enjoy pleasant and agreeable sensations?

Because ", says the subjectivist, ** pleasure is a good."’
But h_OW, we ask, do you know that pleasure is a good ?
To this question, as we have seen, there is no reasoned
answer; the.subjectivist just sees it to be so and, if
pressed in this _imaginary dialogue, he must in the last
resort say, “T just see it to be so”’. The subjectivist’s
position rests, then, in the long run on the unanalysable

! See above, pp. 138, 150, I51.
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and indefinable intuition that pleasure is a good. I do
not propose to quarrel with him for that, for, if I am
right in asserting the indefensible character of ultimate
goods, he can say no other. But what we can and must
do is to ask him with what logic in the circumstances he
presumes to dismiss the intuition which insists not that
‘“ this is pleasant and ought to be pursued ", but ** this is
right and ought to be done ”’.

If the ultimate value of happiness turns out in the
last resort to be just assumed, with what right does the
subjectivist cavil at the ultimate value of duty? And
with what right, finally, does he suggest that the re-
duction of ethical sentiments to non-ethical ones is a
rational and legitimate process, while at the same time
stigmatising the intuitionist’s insistence that “ I ought
to do this because it is my duty ’’, with the implied
admission that that is all there is to say about it, as
illegitimate and irrational? The two positions here
asserted are, indeed, in the last resort on all fours. This
being so, there seems to be no longer any motive for
refusing to accept at their face value the intuitive deliver-
ances of our moral consciousness, or for analysing the
unique feeling which we have for *“ought’’ into some other
kind of feeling which is not unique, as for example, our
desire for pleasure or our calculations of expediency.

Conclusions

Latent Inconsistency of Naturalistic Ethics

Writers on subjectivist ethics lay claim to a hard-
headed rationalism, which is impatient of mystical
moonshine and moral hocus-pocus. They pride them-
selves on their success in explaining the facts of moral
experience in terms of the concepts applicable to pheno-
mena occurring in the natural world. Man, like the
earwig and the worm, is for them a product of nature and
exhibits the characteristics appropriate to his species.

F—PHILOSOPHY
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Among these is the instinct to survive as an individual,
the instinct to co-operate with other individuals who
belong to his society, and the desire for pleasure. In
these terms and along these lines the subjectivist sceks
to explain, and believes that with the expenditure of a
little ingenuity he can succeed in explaining, the facts of
moral experience. In point of fact, however, as we
have seen, in basing his argument, as he cannot help
but do, on the apparently unanalysable value of happl-
ness, whose status as a good he intuitively recognises
and irrationally accepts, the subjcctivist makes his
sacrifice on the altar of value no less than the objectivist,
albeit he does it privily and without being aware that
a sacrifice is being performed.  But since a sacrifice is,
in fact, performed, it may well be asked what is the point
of taking so long a journey and expending such a wealth
of ingenuity in the process, only at the end to find
mtruding itself through the back door onc of those
values which had so ceremoniously been kicked down

the front dgg teps ? not admit them openly from
the first ? rsteps? Why

Ethics as the Revelation of Values
To do so entails the corollaries:

(I) That there is something unique about man'’s
moral consciousness. .

(2) That to say * this is right and ought to be
done ** is, therefore, to give expression to a unique
€Xperience and to report 2 unique fact about the
Universe, s sk

(3) That * this is good ”, or ** this is right **, can
Never be satisfactorily analysed without remainder
Into “ this js pleasant to me’’, or “ this wins my
approval ”, or ** the approval of my society **.

(4) That ethical attributes do belong objectively
and in their own right to the characters of human
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beings, to the courses of conduct upon which they
flambark, to social institutions and to codes of
aw.

(5) That the universe contains, therefore, a moral
order in the sense that ‘  good ’’ and *‘ right’’ are
independent and objective factors in it and features
of it, whether recognised by our minds or not.

(6) That the characters, actions, institutions,
codes and so on which are met with in the familiar
world and recognised as good or right, are recognised
to be so—provided, of course, that they be rightly
recognised—in virtue of their possession of a moral
quality which derives from an order of reality other
than that of the familiar world. By reason of their
possession of that quality they are themselves, in
part, members of that order.

Thus, by another route we have reached the con-
clusion of the two preceding chapters. The familiar
world of common sense is not the only world; it may be
that in the last resort it is not the real world. There is
another order of reality which is immaterial and which
contains values of which goodness is one. These values
enter into relation with and are immanent in the
everyday world, the value of goodness being immanent
in human personalities.

The Transition to Theism

There is one further corollary which we have not, as
yet, permitted ourselves to draw and cannot here pur-
sue. The values, as they have so far been discussed,
have bcen représented as ultimate but isolated factors
in the universe. I have not hitherto dealt with the
possibility that there may be a connection or unity
between them. The real world, then, may, so far as the
implications of the ethical argument are concerned, be a
plurality, a plurality of values. The further question
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which remains to be asked is whether the values them-
selves form part of a whole or a unity which underlics
them.

Let us, first, consider the relation of values to minds.
Though it is plausible to supposein regard to beauty and
truth that they exist in complete independence of mind—
there seems to be no reason why a picture or a sunset
should not be lovely even if no minds regard its loveliness,
or why the proposition that (a? — 6%) = (a 4 b)(a — b)
should not be true, even if there is no mind to know it—
it is difficult to make a similar supposition in regard to
happiness and goodness. Can there, one wonders, be
happiness without minds or persons to be happy? It
seems highly unlikely. Can there be moral goodness,
which is not the goodness of persons, or which does not
characterise the conduct in which they express their good-
ness? Oneis tempted to answer that there cannot. For
what would such a supposition involve? First, since we
are assuming values to be objective, that the universe con-
tains a moral law or order which is as real and objective
as.the laws and order of physical nature; sccondly, that
th1§ moral law or order is in somec scnse part of the
ultlma_te reality of the universe and not—always
assuming that we have rejected Subjectivism—a
degcrlptlon of the way in which human minds happen to
think, feel and judge; thirdly, that the universe happens
at_a certain point in its evolution to have delivered itself of
minds, namely our minds, which are capable of divining
fmd obeying this moral law, which is, nevertheless,
mdepenglent of the minds which obey and divine it. But
though it is independent of o minds can we conceive a
moral law or a moral ideal which exists outside any
mind? I doubt it, just as I doubt whether we can
conceive of a happiness which is not the happiness of any
person. Hence, the admission of the objective values of
morality and happiness seems to imply the existence of a
mind other than our own which knows and enjoys these
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values. If we do not accept this implication, we are
faced with the following dilemma:

(x) If the moral law or ideal is known by, but is
not created by and is not, therefore, dependent upon
our minds, then, assuming all human minds to have
gone out of existence, it is difficult to sce in what
medium the value of morality would manifest itself,
or to what actions or characters it would attach
itself.

(2) If, in order to avoid this difficulty, we make the
moral law dependent for its existence upon the minds
that know it, maintaining that it is wholly and
exclusively manifested in our minds and characters,
manifested as beauty is manifested in works of art
and truth in propositions, so that without our minds
as its medium of manifestation it would no longer
exist, we fall into the Subjectivism which we have
been engaged in criticising, since, if this were indeed
the case, morality would have no validity apart
from us.

The obvious way out of this difficulty is to postulate
the existence of a mind other than our own by which
morality is known, and not only known but created—to
postulate, in other words, a law-giver who lays down the
moral law or order of the universe. If this law-giver is
also the Creator of the universe, then the moral law,
since it prevails throughout the universe, will exist and
be valid independent of us. Granted this assumption,
we could reconcile the requirements of both sides of our
dilemma, since it would be possible to maintain that the
minds and characters of human beings were the medium
in which the value of morality was manifested, without
at the same time making morality dependent upon the
minds in which it was manifested, and so reducing it toa
subjective status. Morality, on this view, would be
dependent upon mind, but not necessarily upon our
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minds, and the universe would be a moral universe, even
if there were no human minds to manifest the value of
morality.

At this point the argument passes over from ethics to
religion, where we cannot further follow it. I have taken
it thus far in order that, having rcached the point of
transition, I might be in a position to add that most
though by no means all writers on ethics have believed
that sooner or later the bridge must be crossed; that
ethics, in fact, passes over into theology precisely because
if we take the fact of morality seriously, it is found to
imply the existence of God.

I conclude with three observations which, without
taking us beyond the point which we have reached, may
serve to round off our journey.

That Morality Points to without Necessitating God

First, it is probable that the moral values which we
designate by such words as goodness, right and duty, are
not only known by human minds, but manifest them-
selves in and through human minds; that just as there
could be no beauty in this world without matter, wood
or stone or sound or paint or steel or film or trees or
flowers or skies; just as there could be no truth without
the propositions of history and science and logic and
mathematics, so there could be no manifestation of
moral goodness in this world without human minds and
Wil_ls and emotions to serve as its medium. If there is no
umversa! mind to prescribe a moral law and to serve as
its repository independently of human minds, wills and
emotions, this assertion would be tantamount to
Subjectivism; if there is, it is not.

Secondly, if this world originated in a creative mind
which prescribes the moral order, the knowledge of
moral values by human minds is neither unreasonable
nor unlikely, but if the world js mindless and haphazard,
then the generation at a certain point in time of human
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minds with the power of knowing moral values which are
just waiting to be known is, to say the least of it, very
odd.

Thirdly, if there is a mind, or even a personality, at the
heart of the universe, the values may well be the medium
through which its nature is manifested, the modes under
which it permits itself to be known by us. On this
supposition, just as happiness and goodness are mani-
fested in particular human minds, truth in particular
propositions, beauty in particular physical things, so
God’s nature is manifested in the universal values,
happiness, goodness, truth and beauty. On this view,
the physical world of familiar things is, as Plato would
say, two removes from reality. First, it is the medium
in which the real world of universal values is manifested ;
secondly, the universal values are themselves the medium
in which God is manifested.

On this view, moreover, the universe, as the monists
have maintained,? is a single whole or unity; this unity
is God, who expresses Himself in the different values just
as they express themselves in the infinite variety of finite
phenomena.

Note.—I ought in fairness to my readers to point out
that these last observations represent speculations of my
own rather than the conclusions of the thoughts of others.
It is one of the results of contact with great minds that
our own lesser minds should by them be stimulated to
activity along the lines of thought that they have traced.
When the pioneers have blazed a trail, it is easier for the
generations that follow to branch off from the main track
along little paths of their own making. I mention the
point both by way of encouragement and of warning; by
way of encouragement, because it may help the reader to
realise, by illustrative example, that philosophy is not all
taking in and never giving out, but is also an independent
activity of exploration by the minds of those who, having

1 See Chapter IV, pp. 110, 111.
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taken in copiously and often, may sometimes be moved
to give a little out; by way of warning, because it is
important for the reader to realise that the later specula-

tions of this chapter own no better authority than the
initiative of their author.



CHAPTER Vi
THE PHILOSOPHY OF POLITICS

Plan of Chapter

In the last chapter I tried to show how an examination
of the facts of the moral conscigugness leads to a revelation
of values, andthat theories of ethics, which seek to
eliminate or to whittle away the objectivity of moral
values, fail to do justice to these facts. I propose in this
chapter to undertake a similar enquiry in regard to
politics. The purpose of ethics, according to the Greek
philosophers, was to prescribe the nature of the good life
for the individual; of politics, the nature of the good life
for communities of individuals. But ethics and politics,
they taught, interlock: (a) because the good life for
communities of individuals—that is to say, for States—
1s desirable only in so far as it is a condition of and a
means to the living of good lives by individual citizens.
In this sense, politics is ancillary to ethics.

(6) Because the good life for man is the good life of
man the citizen; it can, in other words, be lived only in
co-operation with his fellows in society. In this sense
politics is part of ethics, and the ethical life cannot be
prescribed or pursued without taking into account man’s
relation to society.

(¢) Because it is the business of the wise legislator to
lay down general rules for the living of the good life
by members of the community, and so to develop the
minds of the citizens by education and to mould their
characters by training that they may be able to live it and
desirous of living it. In this sense the art of the states-
man is, Aristotle taught, the supreme art, since it pre-
scribes the nature of well-being for the community as a
whole. It is entailed by this conception that it is the

169




170 PHILOSOPHY

business of the statesman to determine what the nature of
the good life for the individualis. I shall comment upon
this view later in the chapter.! Such, briefly, were the
conclusions of Aristotle in regard to the relation between
ethics and politics.

Following his lead, I shall endeavour in this chapter
to treat political philosophy with a view to the revelation
of the objective ends or values which underlic the
purposes of political action.

I shall enquire first, what ends do, in fact, guide the
policies of States, and consider in what respects they are
satisfactory and in what respects unsatisfactory.
Secondly, I shall cxamine the ends which politicians
profess to be the objectives of their policies and seck to
show that these are usually different from the aims
which, in fact, inspire them; it is the professed rather
than the achieved aims of political action which, when
analysed, reveal the presence of underlying values.
Finally, I shall consider what the social values are, and
seek to exhibit them as concerned with the establishment
of those conditions in which the objective values of ethics
—happiness, goodness, beauty and truth—may be
pursued by individual citizens. If this endeavour is
successful, it will have had the effect of exhibiting
politics as the means to the achievement of the objcctive
values of ethics.

I. The Ends which Communities do, in fact, Pursue.
That they are Unsatisfactory

What are the ends which States pursue and which,
therefore, politicians and civil servants, who direct and
carry out the policies of States, value? They are many,
but, for the purposes of illustration, three will serve.
They are power, prestige and wealth.

! See pp. 200~202, below.
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(a) Power as an End

That States desire power is undeniable. The posses-
sion of an empire is everywhere acclaimed as a good;
1oss of territory as an evil. Large populations tend to
make States powerful and, therefore, loss of population is
also accounted an evil. When States, through the
mouths of politicians, speak of ** their sacred mission *’,
their ‘‘ national interest *’, or their ‘‘ historic destiny ',
what they mean is that they have a “ mission” to
acquire territory—that is, to increase their power—that
their ““interests ’ demand an extension of power and that
their “ destiny *’, whether conceived as God, or fate, or
the movement of history, or the compulsion of their own
‘“ genius ’, has marked them out for such an extension.

What, then, is power? Power is the ability to impose
your will upon other human beings, by inflicting injury
upon them, if they refuse to submit to it. Power has,
of course, many forms: there is the power of money, the
power of place, the power of birth and bloed and the
power of learning; above all, there is the power of
superior force. All these forms of power have this in
common, that if men withstand or affront the power-
holder, then he can cause them to undergo disagreeable
experiences by putting them out of business (money
power), refusing to promote them at the office (power of
place), refusing to invite them and their wives to parties
and dinners (power of birth and blood), or by quite simply
fining or confining or hurting them (power of superior
force). When States committed to a policy of expansion,
embarked on a career of conquest or hot in pursuit of
Empire, demand that the territory under their rule be
cxtended, what they, in fact, desire is to be in a position
to impose their wills upon undeveloped peoples, subject
territories, inferior economic classes, or differently pig-
mented races. Now, this exercise of the State’s will is
accepted either willingly or unwillingly. If it is accepted
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unwillingly, then the imposition of one’s will by force
upon those who wish to be free to act in accordance with
their own wills, is not ethically admirable; the point has
only to be put and itis immediately clear that it is not.
If it is accepted willingly, then there is no nced for
power to enforce it.

It is sometimes said that power may be justifiably
exercised by communities against other communities
because these other communities are wicked and ought
to be punished; or because they are undeveloped and
ought to be protected, or civilised. Thus, the Nazis
exercised power against the Jews because they were
wicked ; Catholics against Protestants because they were
heretical ; while the British have taken over undeveloped
territories for the benefit of natives who were benighted.

But, (i) the belief in the peculiar wickedness of whole
peoples cannot be sustained; even if it could, it is not
the duty of other peoples to punish them for being what
they are.

(ii) The view that undeveloped peoples are improved
by being ** developed "’ is open to question. The South
Sea islanders, for example, were probably happier, and
were certainly more dignified, before western civilisation
gave them missionaries, bibles, gin, syphilis, cheap cotton
goods, radios and canned foods.

(iii) No community is entitled to feel so certain of the
superiority of its own way of life as to be justified in
imposing it by force on another pcople.

Physical benefits, such as roads, bridges, sanitation,
irrigation, transport, medical scicnce can, no doubt,
justifiably be conferred by more civilised upon less
civilised peoples, but history shows that there are few if
any cases in which these benefits have been given dis-
interestedly—given, that is to say, where there was
no prospect of acquisition of territory, no hope of
acquiring raw materials, or no intention of enlisting
supplies of cheap labour.
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(iv) The alleged beneficial effects to people B of being
ruled over by people A are always stressed by the
statesmen of people A; they are never, so far as I am
aware, demanded by the statesmen of people B. Empires
and Colonies, in other words, are acquired on the
initiative of the rulers and colonisers not at the instance
of the ruled and the colonised. This being so, the
alleged benefits to people B of the rule of people A look
uncommonly like rationalisations ! by people A of their
real motives for acquiring power over people B.

(v} The implied conclusion that desire for power leads
to self-deception with regard to motives is the least of
the evil effects of power upon the power-pursuer. Of all
appetites, the appetite for power grows the most quickly
and the most surely with what it feeds on. Power
corrupts character and obscures judgment; it makes
kind men cruel, good-natured men grasping and fallible
men sclf-righteous. The philosopher’s verdict on the
effects of power can be read in the account of the
* tyrannical man ' in the Ninth Book of Plato’s Republic;
the historian’s, in Lord Acton’s terrible verdict upon
the record of human history, * all power corrupts and
absolute power corrupts absolutely ”’. I conclude that
power is not a good in itself, whether it is pursued by
States or by individuals. Whether power is good or not
depends upon how it is used and upon its effects upon
those who use it and are subject to its use. Power, in
fact, when it is good, is good as a means to something
else.

(b) Prestige as an End

Prestige is bound up with military greatness, indeed
according to many statesmen, it is determined by it.
Thus, according to Mussolini, a typical exponent of
power politics, ‘‘ the prestige of nations is determined

! See Chapter V, p. 130, for the technical sense in which this
word is used.
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almost absolutely by their military glories and their
armed power.” Military greatness is, perhaps, the
commonest of all the standards which are invoked by
historians and politicians when estimating the worth of
States. Yet military greatness depends upon the
. possession of efficiency in the arts of slaughter; it is
because of their known efficiency in this respect, that
States are in a position to impose their will upon other
States. This, to put it bluntly, is neither more nor less
than the power of the bully to impose his will upon others
unless they submit; it is, in a word, the power of black-
mail. Not a very winsome attribute, one would have
thought, nor one pre-eminently in consonance with the
tenets of the principles of Christ, in which Western
civilisation professes to believe. One of the many
drawbacks of military power is that, sooner or later, the
State which possesses it is driven by force of circum-
stances or by its own ambition to put it to the test—in
other words, States which possess military power are
given to aggression. Yet history shows that aggressive
militarism has always ruined, sooner or later, the nation
that practises it. Unable to control their incurably
mischievous aggressiveness, the Greek States decimated
themselves and their neighbours in wars, until through
failure to unite before a common foe they fell under the
dominion of Macedon. The most militarily successful
phases of Carthaginian history preceded the utter
destruction of Carthage, and Hannibal, the greatest
military genius that Carthage produced, was the architect
of that destruction. All through history, militarily
successful and energetically aggressive peoples, especially
if led by men of genius, have under-estimated their
enemies, have deluded themselves with myths of short,
decisive wars ending in victory, have failed to make due
allowance for the factor of time, have, indeed, gone from
blunder to blunder with such persistence and unanimity
that, if history is read realistically, the production of a
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military genius is one of the greatest disasters that can
happen to a people.

Napoleon, for example, was a disaster to France. He
reduced the number of Frenchmen, diminished their
stature, and loaded them with debts. He brought
Ioneliness and misery to many women and gross physical
agony to many men. Why, then, should the ability to
produce a Napoleon or any number of Napoleons be
accounted a merit in a State? The answer is not clear.

I conclude that military prestige is not a good in
itself. One must consider how it is acquired and upon
what it rests. One must also ask what causes it supports,
what movements it assists, and what purposes it serves.
One must ask, in fact, how it is used. Prestige, then, like
power, when it is good, is good as a means.

(c) Wealth as an End

There are some who desire the appearance of possessing
wealth as much or almost as much as its possession, but
the appearance would not be thought desirable, unless
the reality was desired; hence, we need concern ourselves
only with the possession of wealth considered as an end.
Is wealth, then, a good in itself? Wealth is accounted a
good in itself only by misers; most of us want money for
what it will buy; we also want it because of the estimation
in which its supposed possession causes us to be held by
others. If we use it to spread happiness and enlighten-
ment, to assist the poor, to succour the needy, to help the
distressed, to raise the general level of taste; if, moreover,
we do all this without patronage, expecting no return and
exacting no service, our wealth may be said to be well
used. If, however, we use it to acquire possessions
because, like Americans and business men, we measure
the value of men in terms of their incomes, and we are,
therefore, anxious to acquire as many proofs of income
as possible, our wealth is employed to minister to pride
and support self-complacency.
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Men also value wealth because money gives them
power over others; but there is no merit in acquiring or
possessing the power of money. Broadly speaking,
money is acquired in one of two ways; it is left to us or
made by us. To be left money is a sign of luck rather than
of virtue, since in most cases the receipt of an inheri-
tance is determined by the bedroom in which a man
happens to have been born, an event over which, pre-
sumably, he had no control. To have made money
means either that you have been successful in over-
reaching your competitors—but astutencss, far-sighted-

y ness, predatoriness, though virtues in the gambler or the

poker player, are not morally desirable qualitics in the
citizen—or that you have the luck to possess some special
faculty or attribute, a melodious voice, a lovely face, a
droll wit, a quick eye or a nimble foot at games—but
such possessions though of great value to their possessors
are not moral virtue—or that, desiring money more than
anything else, you have sacrificed everything clse to its
accumulation. To sacrifice everything to a single aim
1:ndicates strength of will and a restricted outlook, but it
1s not in itself morally meritorious. I conclude that the
possessing of money and the power of money, whether
the money is left to you or made by you, is not in itself a
good; in so far as money is good, it is good as a means
and not as an end.

The Defects of Communities which Value Wealth

This becomes clearer when we turn from the possessing
of wealth by individuals, to the possessing of wealth by
communities. For immediately we find ourselves faced
by one of the many anomalies of modern society—
namely, the unequal distribution of wealth among
citizens. Before the war Great Britain was commonly
and rightly accounted one of the wealthiest States in the
world, yet her wealth was distributed very unevenly,
with the result that, according to a report published by



THE PHILOSOPHY OF POLITICS 177

Sir John Orr in 1938, 22,500,000 of the inhabitants of
England and Wales were living on a diet below the
minimum standard of health, while 43 million were living
on a weckly income of ros. per head, of which only 4s.
was spent on food.

I am not writing a book on politics, so I leave the
political moral to be drawn by others; my concern is with
philosophy and, more particularly, with the philosophy
of values, in whose pursuit, as I tried to show in the
previous chapter, the true end of life is to be found.
From this standpoint the existing system of wealth
distribution has two defects:

(1) First at the top of the scale, the rich, as
we have seen, tend to value money-power as an
end. Therefore, they devote the major part of
their energies to the acquisition of money. It
follows:

(a) That they have a false scale of values, as
a result of which they under-estimate, or are
ignorant of, true goods such as beauty and
knowledge.

(6) They have neither the time nor the energy
to pursue true values, and, in the course of a
lifetime devoted to the pursuit of false values,
lose both the capacity and the will to pursue
true ones. For human nature is moulded to the
stuff in which it works, and a settled habit of
valuing money and power as ends blunts our
apprehension of beauty, and makes us incurious
in regard to knowledge and insensitive to the
finer points of human relationship. These
results emerge most clearly from a consideration
of the use which is made by the rich of their
leisure. Take, for example, the case of the
retired business man. All his life he has been
engaged in making money in order that one day
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av retire and enjoy his gains. The age qi
}rl:t;:‘cr?lent comes, and for 2 time, bereft of his
accustomed hard labourt, he endeavours to make
his existence tolerable with the aid of sport,
games, cocktails, dancing, speeding, t}xc theatre,
and a little unconvincing love-making on th_e
Riviera. Sated by these amusements, he 1s
driven to take to big-game hunting, desert
exploring, mountain climbing, or some .other
dangerous and disagreeable pursuit on which he
can persuade other people to accompany him
only by offering them large salaries, and finally
retires disgustedly to his desk, in despair of
finding life tolerable without the hard labour to
which he has been accustomed.

at the bottom of the scale, most
dered incapable of living the

good life by four considerations:

!

l

(@) They work too long and exhaust their
energies, blunt their sensibilities and expend
their spirits in getting the means to make life
possible.

(_b) They work at dull and drudging tasks
whlph do not fire their imaginations, exercise
their reasons, or call out the full stretch of
their faculties. They are, therefore, literally un-
developed men and women. Moreover, their
work consists very largely in the management
and tendance of machines, the effect of con-
tinual intercourse with which is to close the
zzgnues of the mind, to restrict its activities
andtrgre}clluc_e its i{l‘terests to those of schoolboys
iy ;c anics. How_ does it work, daddy? "’
my Sorll)pmpnate quest}or} w_hen it is asked by
oo aged 12, but it is inappropriate in a

grown man who should be concerned not
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with the mode of its working, but with the
purposes for which it works.

(c) They are inadequately educated, so that
they are unable to realise their potentialities
and get the most out of life by bringing to it the
most that is in themselves. Their faculty for
the appreciation of great work in art and litera-
ture remains, for example, undeveloped.

(d) Their ends are restricted by the circum-
stances of their lot. Enough to eat and drink, a
comfortable house to live in, a sccure job,
provision for sickness and unemployment, with
an occasional visit to Southend, Blackpool or
the cinema—these, for most of them, exhaust
the conception of * goods *'.

Most human beings who have ever lived have not even
enjoyed these limited goods. Is it any wonder that those
who find themselves suddenly endowed with them value
them beyond reason, and equate them with the whole
** good for man’’?

It is interesting in this connection to observe that the
mechanical arts and crafts, including applied science and
such work as is now done by technicians and cengineers,
were denounced by the two great philosophers of anti-
quity, Plato and Aristotle, because they left a man no
leisure to make the best of his body and his mind. The
continual practice of them stamps both body and mind
with the soullessness, regularity and uniformity of the
mechanical medium to which body and mind are subdued.

The conclusion is that the valuing by communities of
wealth as an end issues in the production of citizens who
are ignorant of the true ends of life and do not know how
their lives should be lived. Of the art of living they
know little or nothing; they are too preoccupied with
the acquisition of the means to make life possible, thus
sacrificing the end to the means.
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I have taken three examples of the objects which
communities do, in fact, value—power, prestige and
wealth—and shown that they are not entitled to be
regarded in themseclves as the rightful ends of human
endeavour. When they are good, they are good as
means to ends which lie beyond them.

ll. The Ends which Communities profess to Pursue.
That they are, in fact, Means

These are numerous and various. A good gencral
statement of them is afforded by the four frcedoms of the
Atlantic Charter—freedom from fear, frecdom from want,
freedom of expression and freedom of worship. Iam
not, I venture to repeat, writing a treatise on POlltlé:S,
my concern is to analyse political conceptions, In or ei'
to sec what light they throw on the nature of value.
am, then, under no obligation to make an cxhaustive list
of the ends professed by statesmen. Three will be
sufficient for the illustration of my theme. The three

which T have sclected are Social Justice, Liberty and
Education.

Social Justice

Social

Justice includes freedom from want; it also
includes

a fairer distribution of the community’s wealth
than at present obtains, and the extending to every
citizen of the right to make the most of himself and his
talents in the interest both of his own development and
of that of the community to which he belongs. Two
different ideals are involved here which require separate
treatment. Freedom from want is a comprehensive
phrase covering all that we mecan by ‘‘ economic goods *’,
a fair wage, a sccure job, provision for oneself and for one’s
family when one falis sick or falls out of a job, a good and
comfortable house with ‘“ a2 bit of garden ”’, adequate
leisure, lighted and paved strects, a sanitary system,
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a hospital system and so on. Do these things constitute
‘“goods in themselves’’? I think that they do not. .
They only scem to be goods to those who are deprived|
of them, or who enjoy them in too small measure, or who
must fight to get them, or who hold them insecurely, just
as health, which is taken for granted by the healthy man,
is accounted a good by the asthmatic who must fight to
draw each difficult and painful breath into his straining
lungs. That this is so, may be seen by a consideration
of the behaviour of those to whom these things come
easily and as of right. The kings, the emperors, the
caliphs, the sultans, the aristocrats, the business men,
even the secure and the established middle classes, do
not take these things for goods; they take them for
granted. That there should be an adequate supply of
money, that there should be sccurity, that there should
be a roof over one’s head and a fire in one’s room, that
there should be indoor sanitation, that there should be
tables spread with food four times a day—these things
seemed to the upper and middle classes of prosperous
Victorian England part of the natural order of the
universe. They no more accounted them goods than
they accounted the air that they breathed. Nor, indeed,
would any human beings to whom they came naturally,
easily, securely and as of right, regard them as goods.
For these things are valued, in so far as they are valued at
all, as a means to other things; if they are absent, then
these other things are put out of reach. If a man is;
thinking continuously about his job, he cannot thinkk
about poetry; if he is cold or hungry, he cannot enjoy
music; if heis apprehensive or afraid, he cannot give his |
mind to science or philosophy; if he must regard his
friends as potential competitors for a few precarious jobs,
then he cannot disinterestedly enjoy and value their
friendship. I conclude that the goods included under
the term Social Justice, of which ‘* freedom from want *’
may serve as a typical example, are valuable as a back-
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ground to and condition of the good life, not as part of
it. In their absence we cannot enjoy the good life nor,
if our minds are wholly preoccupied with them, can we
pursue those ends which are good in themselves; but,
once they are present and securcly present, we become
habituated to them and take them for granted, with
the result that they sink into the background of our
consciousness.

The other ideal covered by the term Social Justice is
equality. When men demand equality, the demand
does not, of course, mean that they think that all men
are equal, though it has often been falsely charged
against the advocates of cquality that the natural
cquality of all men was what they maintained. It must
be admitted that the language used by the advocates
of equality has lent countenance to this misinterpreta-
tion; for example, that of the American Declaration of
Independence, which misleadingly asserts in its second
pa_ragraph, “ All men are created free and equal.” What
1s1t, then, that the doctrine of equality intends to assert ?
I suggest the following three propositions :

s (r) All men are equally important in the sight of
“ God, precisely because they are His creatures and
His children.
(2) All men are equally important to themselves.
(3) Effect can only be given by the State to
propositions (1) and (2), if it extends to all its
citizens an equal opportunity of devecloping them-
selves and showing what they have it in them to be.
In other words, it must treat them as if they were
all equally important to it.

Equality, then, is not a good in itself. It is a means,
and a necessary means, to something else—namely, the
opportunity for the self-development and realisation of

\
' citizens and of all the citizens.
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Liberty and Education

These need not detain us long; they lead to the same
conclusion as our examination of Social Justice, and a
short treatment should be sufficient to revealit. Liberty
of speech, liberty of action, liberty to read and to write,
are not felt to be goods, except by those to whom they
aredenied. The generation in which I grew up took them
for granted, as witness the {ollowing extract from
Professor Bury's book History of Freedom of Thought,
which appeared in 1913.  ** The struggle of reason against.
authority has ended in what appears now to be a decisive
and permanent victory for liberty. In the most civilised},
and progressive countries freedom of discussion is
recognised as a fundamental principle.”” And because
we did take them for granted, we did not realise how
hardly they had been won and how precariously they
were maintained; Fascism has disillusioned us, and all
Europe craves to-day ! for the freedom which tyrants
have denied. Nevertheless, freedom is not a positive,
but a negative good. It is like hecalth or air. We
normally value hcalth only when we have lost it or,
having lost it, have just regained it, while the memory
of illness is still vividly with us. Similarly with air;
we value it only if it is taken from us, when we value it so
much that we proceed to die unless it is restored to us.
So men normally value liberty only when it is denied to
them, but its denial is a denial of all that makes life
worth living, so that the spirit of the prisoner cries out
for liberty and again for liberty, as the lungs of the man
who is choking cry out for air; liberty, indeed, is the air
of the spirit. Air and health are means to an efficient
and freely acting body. But we may use our efficient
and freely acting bodies to beat our wives, bash the heads
of our fcllows, or rescue children from burning houses or
sinking boats; the more efficient the body, the more

! I am writing carly in 1943.
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efficient the beating, the bashing and the rescuing. . . .
Similarly, liberty is a means to an efficient and frecly
acting mind; but, again we must ask, will the cfficient
and freely acting mind be used to plan revenge, to pursue
a ruthless ambition, to devise tortures or to discover the
theory of relativity, organise the feeding of starving
Europe, or compose Beethoven’s Fifth Symphony? In
other words—and the point should surely by now be clear
—liberty is liberty to think something, to plan something,
to devise something, to organise something, to acquire
something, or to pursue something, and upon the quality
of these *“ somethings '’ depends the valuc of the liberty
with which we think, plan, devise, organisc, acquire or
purgltle. What matters about liberty, in fact, is how we
use it.

Sir_nilarly with education. An educated mind is
admlt_tedly more effective than an uneducated one; but
effective for what ends? Educated men have done as
much harm in the world as uneducated; in fact, they
have d'one more. They have also done more good. If
the object of education is to enable a man to realise his
latent potentialities, to help him to release his energies,
then upon the nature of those potentialities and of the
purposes for which the energics are used will depend the
value of the education. Education, in other words, is a
means to good. It is not in itself a good.

The Purpose of Political Action

The point of all these illustrations is the same. Social
security, social justice and the goods which they include
—health, housing, cmployment, provision against sick-
ness anc} accident—are not any more than are the political
value, liberty and the social value, education, goods in
themselves; they are good as means to something else,
that ' something else *’ being the effects which they confer
upon the individuals who enjoy them. More precisely,
they may be regarded as goods which are means to a
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certain kind of freedom; all of them, that is to say, set
the individual free, social security from want, fear and the
restraining cares of poverty; social justice from the
darkening resentments of inequality and arbitrary
privilege, liberty from oppressive interference with his
person, leisure, time and possessions, education from the
sense of social inferiority, of unused talents and restricted
development.

But frecdom, as we have seen, is itself a negative
concept; it is a condition of good rather than a good,
since it leads inevitably to the question, how is the
freedom used?

Two conclusions emerge. First, the object of political
legislation is to produce certain effects upon individuals.
Secondly, these effects may be most appropriately
summed up under the concept of freedom from restric-
tions and hindrances.

Our next question is frecdom from restrictions and
hindrances to do or to achicve or to become what? The
two answers commonly given are, first, to achieve
happiness; secondly, to realise and develop one's
personality. All the aspects of one's personality?
Obviously not. Nobody would say that the object of
political legislation was to set the individual free to
develop the baser elements of his personality, so that he
might become more unrestrictedly lustful, cruel and
predatory than he would have been without such legis-
lation. Clcarly, then, it is only certain aspects of his
personality for whose development political action
should seck to provide—those, namely, which are the
highest and best. We reach, then, the conclusion that
the object of political action is to provide those conditions
in which the individual is free to achieve happiness and to
develop the highest and best aspects of and elements in his
personality. Why should the State assume an obligation
to further such development? The answer that has fre-
quently been given in the history of political philosophy
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is that the individual has a * right ”’ to happiness and a
““ right "’ to personal development. In order that the
significance of this claim may be fully grasped, I must
briefly indicate the background of the doctrine of

“ natural rights ”’, as they are sometimes called, upon
which it is based.

The Social Contract Theory and the Doctrine of Natural
Rights

This doctrine has been historically associated with a
certain theory of the origin and purpose of socicty. Why,
political philosophers have asked, is there society at all?
In answer to this question a number of philosophers in
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries propounded a
theory known as the Social Contract Theory of the origin
of society, according to which human beings lived
originally under conditions of anarchic individualism, in
which every man’s hand was against his fellows and
everyman’s hand was against him. Finding the re-
sultant insecurity and misery intolerable, men came
together to form society in order to put an end to them.
Every man, then, on this view has a right to sccurity,
protection and justice, because it was precisely for these
purposes that society was formed and that men agrced
to live in it.

Few philosophers now hold this view. One of the
objections to it is that it assumes the validity of the
argument from origins! in seeking to explain and
interpret the present nature and purpose of society by
reference to and in terms of the origins from which it
is supposed to have taken its rise.

Another objection is that it is extremely doubtful
whether there ever was a pre-social condition of mankind.
If we begin, as Plato and Aristotle did, by defining man
as a social and political animal,? then it follows that we

1 See Chapter V, pp. 135-137. 2 See Chapter 111, pp. 72, 73
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must suppose him to have always lived in some kind of
society however rudimentary.

If further, adopting the conclusions of the argument in
regard to the meaning of the phrase “ the nature of a
thing '’ in Chapter V,1we insist that the full meaning of a -
thing’s “ nature "’ is to be found not in the germ from
which it arose, but in the highest development of which it !
is capable, then we shall say that it is only in society that
a man can recalise the full potentialities of his nature; we
shall add that a man has a * right ' to such development
and that, since it is only in socicety that he can achieve it,
it is the business of society to establish the conditions in
which such full development is possible. The justifica-
tion of “ rights’’ is, then, to be found in the ends or
purposes for which society exists rather than in the origins
from which society may be supposed to have taken its
rise. It follows that the end of social and political
action is to be found in its effect in enabling citizens
to realise their natures in the development of the highest
aspects of their personalities. To put this conclusion
in phrases which frequently appear in the history of
philosophy, we¢ may say:

(x) That human beings have a “right” to
personal development—that is, a ** right ”’ to realise
the highest aspects of their natures.

(2) That such realisation is to be found in the
pursuit of certain ends or goals which have value.

(3) That it is the business of socicty to guarantee
this “' right ”’.

An examination of the notion of ' rights ** leads us,
then, by a roundabout route, back to the ethical question
we have already raised—namely, what are the ideal ends
in the pursuit of which the highest aspects of our nature
are realised.

1 See Chapter V, pp. 136, 137.
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I1l. The True Ends of Politics
Recapitulation

We have scen that in order to find a basis for the
so-called ‘‘ rights ** of the individual, we must look not
to the origin from which socicty may be supposed to have
taken its rise, but to the ends or goals which its mem-
bers must, if they are to realise their natures, pursue,
“rights”’, to put it more technically, must be inter-
preted -not by reference to origins, but by refcrence
to ends or goals;! thesc ends or goals, we have further
seen, are fully realisable only by those who have
reached the highest development of which their natures
are capable. If we say that these ends are ‘‘natural”
to man, we mean ‘‘natural” only for those who
have fully realised the latent potentialitics of human
nature. And we have further qualified the statement
that man must develop the potentialitics of his nature
with the proviso that only the highest and best should
be so developed. A man, then, has a ‘“right” to
the development of the highest and best potentiali-
ties of his nature in pursuit of certain ends or goals.
Finally, we have scen that this *“ right "’ can be guaran-
teed to him only in a socicty. If we add that a man
h?.s also a right to happiness, we reach the conclu-
sion that the object of political action is to promote
both the happiness and the development of the highest
elements in the personality of citizens; that these, in
fact, are the purposes of the State.

Distinctions between the End which is Happiness and
the End which is the Development of Personality
At this point a distinction must be made between the
right to happiness and the right to the development of the
highest elements of personality, which I have hitherto
treated as if they were on all fours. It is a double
distinction.

1 See Chapter V, pp. 135-137, for an account of the signifi-
cance of this opposition.
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(a) The first distinction is that the happiness of
citizens can be directly promoted by the State. Some
philosophers, the utilitarians, have maintained that the
sole criterion of State action was the extent to which it
promoted the happiness of citizens. ‘ Morality *’, said
Bentham, ““is the art of directing men’s actions to the
production of the greatest quantity of happiness on the
part of those whose interest is in view.”” And he went
on to state what he calls the ** principle of utility *’ as
" that principle which approves or disapproves of every
action whatsoever, according to the tendency which it
appears to have to augment or diminish the happiness
of the party whose interest is in question ”.

Bentham's, no doubt, is a good common sense test but
unless we believe, as Bentham did, that pleasure is the
sole good or value,! we cannot accept it as the sole test
by which to judge the merits of political legislation.
Nevertheless, there can be no doubt that the State can,
by the actions it takes, the training it gives, the laws it
passes and the institutions it sets up, definitely augment
or diminish the happiness of its citizens. Thus, such
institutions as the Star Chamber, the slave compound,
and the Concentration Camp, obviously make against
happiness, whereas legislation designed to give effect to
the provisions of the Beveridge Report would almost
certainly increase it, though in this sphere, the sphere of
social legislation, it is the diminution of the causes of
unhappiness rather than the direct promotion of happi-
ness that is chiefly involved.?

When, however, we consider the case of personality, it
is the removal of hindrances to development in the shape
of want, fear, ignorance, injustice and oppression, rather
than the positive promotion and direction of development
that the State can most appropriately undertake. The
State, no doubt, can provide education, and education
develops the minds of those who benefit from it, but in all

! Sce Chapter V, pp. 156-160, for a reference to this view.
* See the argument on pp. 180-182, above.
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matters pertaining to the individual soul, to its progress
in the direction of seeing more beauty in the world, of
caring more for truth, of developing a more sensitive
conscience, a keener fecling for right, a more intensc
appreciation of good, and of achicving a higher standard
of personal relations, it is doubtful whether State action
can do more than remove material and social hindrances.
A man’s good is something which in the last resort he
alone can pursue, for a man’s good is individual and
establishes itsclf for different men under different forms.
Inallmatters pertaining to the soul of man we have come
to realise that individual insight and initiative are of
primary importance—have not all advances in morality
been due to the moral “ eccentricity ** of individual men
and women ?—and should not be cramped or even
interfered with by the State. The creation of beauty,
the development of good taste in its appreciation, the
deliverances of conscience and the integrity of the moral
judgment, the respect for and pursuit of truth, the
understanding and development of personality and of
the relations between personalities—all these are matters
outside the scope of State action. The State can clear
the decks, so that its citizens should be free to pursue
these goods, but, having done so, must leave the stage

to the individual soul upon which the drama of the
good life must be played out.

The Development of Human Faculty as a Pre-Requisite
of the Good Life

(B) The second distinction is this: when we are asked to
say why happiness is a good, we can give no answer to the
question,! for happiness, being an ultimate value, is not
desired for the sake of anything else, and, as we have
already seen, any reasons which can be given for thinking
something. to be good or valuable, take the form of

! See the argument in Chapter V, p. 59.
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specifying some other thing for the sake of which it is
desired ; but if the thing in question is an ultimate value,
then there is no other thing for the sake of which it is
desired. Thus, we can only say that the value of happi-
ness is intuitively perceived and since, if we are right,
the State can positively promote the happiness of its
citizens, we may now add that the duty of the State to
legislate with a view to increasing the happiness of
citizens is a duty which is also intuitively perceived; at
any rate if anybody questions that this s the State’s duty,
I do not sce by means of what arguments the fact is to be
established. But when we consider the other goal of
State action, the provision of those conditions in which
the highest potentialities of the citizen can be realised,
the position is different. Whatever our conception of a
full and valuable life may be, unless our faculties are
trained and developed, we cannot, it is obvious, live
such alife. If we are not fully developed men and women
we cannot enjoy the pleasures proper to mankind; for
example, if we have not refined and developed our senses
of seeing and hearing by intercourse with beautiful sights
and sounds, we cannot appreciate great pictures and
respond to great music; if our minds have not been
trained, we cannot be moved by intellectual curiosity
or feel the thrill of discovery in the realms of science and
philosophy, or enjoy the pleasures of intellectual inter-
course; if our spirits have not been cultivated by prayer,
enriched by meditation and sharpened by the constant
endcavour to increase in virtue and the love of God, we
cannot, so the religions tell us, fully enjoy the benefits
of God'’s goodness and love. And if anybody chooses to
think that these are high-falutin’ examples, I refer him to
that teaching of his own experience, which assures him
that it is only in so far as he knows something about a
thing that he can feel an interest in it—only in so far as
he knows about machines that he enjoys being shown
machines; only in so far as he has someacquaintance with
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farms or horses, that he enjoys being shown his friend's
crops and stables; only in so far as he knows something
about food and wine that he will be able to appreciate
those mysteriously recherché dishes served to him in the
little restaurants of Montparnasse. A cat can look at a
chessboard, but her casual glance lacks the interest of
comprehension; a wife can scan the page of symbols
in which the careful calculations of her mathematical
husband have been embodicd, but to her they are only
meaningless marks on a white background, and unless
she has been well-trained, the husband will, as likely as
not, find them in the waste-paper basket, or serving as
the foundation of his study fire.

Our interest in things, in short, is in large measure
proportionate to our knowledge, and not only our
Interest but our love. One of the many arguments for
t}_lg reading of great literature is that by enlarging our
vision and deepening our understanding of the world, it
enables us to see more beauty and more passion, more
scope for our sympathy and insight in life than we saw
before; thus, ‘literature makes life more interesting.
We must, then, cultivate our minds with zeal because
the more intelligent we are, the more intercsting we shall
find the world in which we are placed; we must develop
the highest elements in our personality because it is only
in and through them that we can apprehend and appre-
ciate those things which are valuable, the things which
we have called good in themselves. What then—and
here at last we come to the crucial question—are the

highest clements in our personality, and what the things
which are good in themseclves ?

Digression on the Greeks, Ourselves and the Art of
Living

As T began this book with a sketch of some of the
theories of the great Greek philosophers, so it is to Greek
philosophy that I turn for my answer and my ending. I
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make no apology for doing this. The Greeks seem to me
to be like men who gave the right answers to a number of
sums which their successors have been getting wrong in
various ways ever since. The sums belong to the
arithmetic of living, and the answers are variations on the
theme of how life should be lived. Holding this view of
the Greeks in general, I hold Plato and Aristotle to be
the greatest of the philosophers and, as their writings
have been largely responsible for forming my own
attitude to philosophy, it is natural that I should turn to
them for an answer to the questions, what are the highest
elements in our personality and what the things which
are good in themsclves? The two questions are
obviously closely linked since, following Aristotle, I take
it for granted that the best life for man consists in the
cultivation of ourhighest faculties in the appreciation and
pursuit of those things which are good in themselves.

It is Aristotle, moreover, who insists throughout his
treatment of moral and social problems that the object
of studying both ethics and politics is to discover how to
make people good. * Political socicties ’, he tells us,
** exist for the sake of noble actions and not merely of a
common life"’; to translate into the language which I
have adopted throughout this chapter, it is the object of
politics to establish those conditions in which the best
life is possible for all citizens, the best life consisting of
the development of the highest elements in our personality
plus happiness.

The Moderns and the Art of Life

There is another reason why it is to the Greek thinkers,
and not to our own, that I go for an answer to my
question. It seems to me that the moderns know
comparatively little about those ends of life in the pursuit
of which excellence of living consists. How could we
know much, when we spend four-fifths of our waking life
in getting the means to make life possible? To the art

G—PHILOSOPHY
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of life, surely the most important of all the arts, we bring
tired minds and jaded energies and the fag-ends of days
devoted to acquiring the wherewithal to live. Con-
sequently, when we go on holiday with frcedom and leisure
for living, we know so little how to usc it that most of us
demand nothing better at the end of our fortnight than
that we should be allowed to go back to work.

When, free to live as we please, we sct about practising
the art of life, our notions rotate around two concepts,
the concept of the expenditure of money and the concept
of the movement of matter. The concept of the expendi-
ture of money means that we pay somcbody clse to do
for us the entertaining that we cannot do for oursclves,
and as we insert our coins in metal slots, crowd struggling
through clicking turnstiles, or sit in the dark to watch
photographs speaking and singing, we indirectly confess
our own bankruptcy in the art of living. The concept
that centres upon the movement of matter relates
chiefly to our own bodics. Before the war such movement
was treated as an end and was valued for its own sake.
A gencration grew up who thought that any place was
better than the one in which it happened to be, and
would accordingly move heaven and earth to save five
minutes without the faintest notion of what to do with
them when it had saved them.

Provided that one moved somewhere in the car, it
mattered very little whither one moved and, as the
countryside became increasingly invaded by a generation
which, unable to create beauty for itsclf, could not
preserve the beauty which had been bequeathed to it by a
more gracious past, England was being fast transformed
mnto a land in which the facilitics for movement from
place to place increased in proportion as the desirability
of the places to which one moved diminished. Move-
ment was also accounted a good in pieces of matter other
than one’s own body, especially if they were round, and
to hit, push, smack or kick round bits of matter in the
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right directions, at the right speeds and at the right
moments with mallets, clubs, racquets, sticks or bats,
exemplified for many the concept of the good life—to do
this and to watch others doing it.

The Education of the Moderns

The casc of the retired business man ! is a parable of
our times which, taken in conjunction with the tenden-
cies of which it is the logical development, affords
evidence that in spite of our unprecedented mastery of
means there is something amiss in our conception of the
ends and purposes of life. '* Surely ", says the essayist
Hazlitt, * life if it be not long is tedious, since we are
forced to call in the assistance of so many trifles to rid us
of our time.” This inability to tolerate our leisure
without either paying money or moving matter is in fact
the result of our illiberal education, that is to say, of an
education mainly devoted to securing proficiency in a
particular craft, science or profession. This, precisely
because it #s a specialist education, restricts a man'’s out-
look, giving him technical knowledge of certain things but
not a general understanding of important things. It fails,
therefore, to provide him with a perspective for living or
a scale of values, by reference to which the worth of
different kinds of activity can be measured and assessed.
Such an cducation and the avocations to which it leads,
more particularly those of the business man, the techni-
cian, the engineer, and the mechanic, inevitably set their
stamp upon the personality. A *liberal” education,
both Aristotle and Plato would have agreed, is one
which, as the name suggests, makes a man free, free both
of the cravings of the body, which demand that the senses
be satisfied, and of the solicitations of the mind, which
demand that it should be kept amused. Now to be
in bondage to the need for action or entertainment to
relieve our boredom is only one degree more tolerable

! I described it above, see p. 178.
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he can use his reason disinterestedly, in scientific enquiry,
in artistic activity and appreciation and in specula-
tion and contemplation. Let us consider each of these
activitics separately.

A. The Good for Man, the Citizen

Aristotle never suggests that the good for man can be
achieved by the individual as an individual; he thinks
of it always as the good of a citizen. And this for two
reasons: first, it is only by contact with his fellows that,
as we have scen, man can develop his nature; secondly,
if the community is badly governed he cannot realise
himself cither as a citizen or in any other way. It is,
therefore, the business of the community so to guarantee
the social background of our lives that our minds and
spirits can be freed for activity in accordance with man'’s
specific function.

(i) That man can only realise himself as a citizen
is a point frequently insisted upon both by Plato and
Aristotle. Consider a congenital Robinson Crusoe
growing up without human intercourse, with nobody
to care for and nobody to hate; with no occasion to
be selfish and none to be unselfish; with no ties and
no obligations; with no opportunities for cheating
and dishonesty and none, therefore, for the develop-
ment of truthfulness and integrity of character.
As he had never been to a meeting, exchanged views,
read a book, discussed, argued, even talked, his
intcllect would be as dormant as his moral and
social senses. Is it not clear that such a one would
have been deprived of his title to full humanity;
that he would be a man aborted ?

How Far and in what Sense Force is Necessary in a
Society

(i) Secondly, though it is true that society is

necessary to the development of human nature, a
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man cannot fully develop his nature, cannot,
therefore, come to his full stature in an unjust or
oppressive society. He cannot do so, for example,
in the slave compound or in the Concentration Camp ;
he cannot, I would venture to add, in a totalitarian
State, where he is denied freedom to speak, freedom
to hear, freedom to write, to read and to think.

Take, for instance, the question of fear. It was
maintained by, for example, the upholders of some forms
of the Social Contract theory 1 of the origin of society that
man lives in society unwillingly and obeys its laws only
through fear. If man lived in society willingly, they
argued, it would not be necessary to establish, as cvery
society has established, a system of law, and to back its
decisions with the police force and the prisons. Why
force people to do what they naturally want todo? This
view is put with great vividness in the speeches of
Glaucon and Adeimantus at the beginning of the second
book of Plato’s Republic.

The answer to it consists in pointing out that force is
necessary Ina society, not because most people obey the
laws unwillingly, through fcar of the consequences if
they break them and are found out, but because of the
Presence in every society of a few unrepresentative and
antr-social individuals whose activitics, if unchecked,
yvould make life impossible for the rest; force, in a word,
is necessary ag_ainst Nature’s gangsters and thugs. All
hlg'h-grade activity is at the mercy of low-grade activity,
which, unless it is checked, will destroy the high-grade.
The philosopher cannot philosophise while his next-door
neighbour 1s assaulting his wife; the musician cannot
compose whll'e the burglar is stealing his spoons; or the
good bourgeots go Peaceably about his business if he is in
momentary fear of a gangster  hold up ' in the street.
The same truth holds of liberty of speech.  Our generation

1 Sce pp. 186, 187, above.
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has discovered that freedom of speech for gangsters too
often means no freedom of speech for anybody except
gangsters. Even writing and reading are at the mercy of
noise, and the morning’s work of many a sage and scholar
has been ruined by the vacuum cleaner, the next-door
wireless, the palpitations of the internal-combustion
engine or the unchecked yelling of the human young.
Force, then, is necessary in a society, not because most
people are anti-social, but because a few are, and the
anti-social activities of the few would inhibit the social
activitics of the many. This need for the restraint of the
anti-social few affords only one example of the truth that
the exercise of the most developed aspects of human
personality is possible only in certain kinds of socicty.

The Principles which Constitute the Indispensable
Background of the Good Society

In general, it may be said that the thought of the last
two thousand years has resulted in a wide measure of
agreement as to the principles which must be observed
in any society in which the exercise of the most developed
aspects of the personality of the citizens is to be possible.
They are principles which, taken for granted fifty years
ago, have been thrown into high relief by the melancholy
events of the last twenty years. First, the individual is
entitled to respect as an end in himself, with a right to
happiness in this world and a chance of salvation in the
next. No claim on the part of the State is entitled
to override this right or to imperil this chance. For,
secondly, the State is made for man, and not man for the
State. Its function is to establish those conditions of
order, law, security and justice, in which alone the
individual can live the good life as he conceives it, develop
his personality, and realisc all that he has it in him to be.
Thirdly, every individual has certain rights; among
these are rights to liberty of action, of thought and of
speech, to security from violence, to property and to
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health. He also has an equal right with every other
citizen to such education as will fit him to make the most
of his natural capacities and to render to the community
such services as are appropriate to his talents. The
inventions of printing and the wireless suggest the
addition of a right to such information as may be
available with regard to current events and to protection
against lying propaganda deliberately disseminated by
authority. Fourthly, the individual should have a voice
in determining the nature of the society in which he lives;
through his eclected representatives he should help to
make the laws by which he is governed, and, if he dis-
approves of them, and can persuade a sufficient number
of his fellow-citizens to agree with him, he should be
entitled to change them. Fifthly, the individual should
not be arrested save for offences prescribed by the law of
th.e land; if arrested, he should not be held in prison
without trial, and his trial should be by an independent
judiciary.

All these are principles which, I would suggest, must
be observed by any State that claims the title of civilised.
They are the minimum safeguards of the * rights "’ 1 of
the.c1tizen, who may thus be said to have a *“ right *’ to
their observance by the community. This  right * is,
however, conditioned by the admission of a prior “right”’,
the " right ”’, namely, to develop the highest clements of
his personality ; the ** right ’, in other words, to live the
good life.

So much having been premised as to the minimum
social and political background of the good life, I return
to the consideration of its positive content.

The Life of the Statesman

I't was the fact that man is first and foremost a citizen
that led Aristotle to regard the art of the statesman as

1 See p. 186, above, for the technical use of this word.
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the highest art.! What is more, he often writes as if the
life of the statesman were the highest kind of life. For if
the production of goodness in ourselves depends upon the
establishment of a right social background and right
social relations, and if the establishment of right social
relations is the business of the statesman, then the proper
performance of the statesman's function is the condition
of the achievement by all citizens of such goodness as
belongs to their natures. Now this we have scen to
consist in the exercise of the highest aspects of their
personalities. The statesman must, then, know what
are the highest aspects of human personality and in what
their exercise consists—must, in fact, know what is the
best life for man, if he is so to frame the laws of society
that all citizens will have the opportunity of living it.

Canwefollow Aristotle in assigning to the statesman the
highest kind of human life? I think not, and for two
reasons, to the second of which he himself, in other parts
of his writings, subscribes.

Aristotle agrees with Plato 2 that it is the business of
the statesman to prescribe the good life for the citizens,
and so to educate and train them that they will auto-
matically tend to live it. It is because it is the states-
man'’s business to prescribe to the practitioners of all the
other professions—the educator, the lawyer, the econo-
mist, the producer, whether employer or employee—the
kind of life which they must live if their activities are to
conduce to the end of the gencral well-being of the
community, that Aristotle called the stateman’s the
supreme art. It is implied that there is only a limited
number of good lives—Plato, as we have seen, main-
tained that therc were three 3—that the statesman
knows what they are, and that by education and legisla-
tion he can promote them. Largely as a result of the
teaching of Christianity, most of those who belong to the

; See p. 169, above. * See Chapter III, pp. 72-75.
3 See Ch, III, pp. 63-66. P PP- 72775
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modern democratic world of the West, have, I think,
ceased to hold this view.

The Influence of Christianity

The political thought of the West derives from two
sources, one Greek, the other Christian. Christianity
taught that man is not only a citizen, but is also an
immortal soul made in the image of his Creator; it
taught, further, that his sojourn in the flesh upon this
planet is temporary, and that this world is only an ante-
chamber to the mansions of true Being, cxistence here
being a short rehearsal for real existence hereafter.
Nothing, then, that happens to man, the citizen, is of
comparable importance to what happens to man, the son
of God who is an immortal soul. (The first of the five
principles stated abovel is, it is obvious, of Christian,
rather than of Greek, origin.) This being so, the State
would clearly be exceeding its function, if it were to scek
to prescribe the nature of the true good for the indi-
V}qual. Provided that he lives the life of the good
citizen—provided, that is to say, that he serves the
community and keeps the laws—then, according to
Chnstxanity, he has a ““ right *’ to choose his ** good *’ for
himself. Now the life of the good citizen is not in a
modern State a very exacting life. In peace-time he kept
the 13\}/3, paid his taxes, served as a juror and voted.
Did beinga good citizen involve, in peace-time, very much
more than that? Not for most of us, though perhaps it
ought to have done. Moral development, the apprecia-
tion of art and beauty, the refinement of the spiritual
consciousness, the perception and observance of the finer
points of personal relationship, even the making of money
—all these things, so at least the democratic tradition
runs, are the concern of the individual and not of the
State. When the State aspires to interfere in private
affairs, as it does under the totalitarian régimes, our

1 See above, p. 199.
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instinctive reaction is to regard its interference as an
impertinence. ‘' Idon't want any Gestapo official prying
into my private life "'—such, I take it, would be the
normal protest of the normal Englishman, and the set of
values which it implies is, as I have said, Christian rather
than Greek.

The Genius and the Community

Christianity has been responsible for a further modi-
fication of the Greck view. It has laid great stress on the
importance of individual insight. The voice of con-
science, it has said, is the voice of God, and the voice
of conscience may speak through the most unlikely
individuals; when it does so speak, the State interferes
at its peril. No Greek could have understood, still less
permitted, the phenomenon of the conscientious objector.
We have been sufficiently impregnated with the Christian
thought to admit his claim in theory, even while we
constantly deny it in practice.

No doubt this claim by the individual to follow the
voice of his conscience, or even of his Church, has its
dangers: if pressed too far it results in anarchy. Never-
theless, it is a fact that alladvances in moral insight—one
thinks here of Socrates, of Christ, of Bunyan, of Tolstoy,
of Ibsen or of Shaw—Ilike all advances in aesthetic
perception—one thinks of Giotto, Cézanne, Picasso, Bach,
Beethoven, Wagner—have been due not to the wisdom
of States or statesmen but to the original genius of
individuals. The community may secure and stabilise
the life of mankind ; but it is to the individual that man
owes his development.

That all advances in moral, political and aesthetic
insight, are due to the exceptionally gifted individual
would be now fairly gencrally conceded by the citizens
of most democratic communities. As a corollary, we
demand that the individual should be free to follow the
light as he sees it. We realise, of course, that in morals,
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in politics, in aesthetics, and in the realm of the spirit
the light may lead him into what seem to us to be strange
paths and it is always possible that he may be following a
light that is not there. Worse still, we must concede
that we may not be able to tell at the time whether it is
the light of genius or a will o’ the wisp that leads him.
In other words, the originally gifted man is bound to
shock his contemporaries, nor will they be able to
distinguish the oddity in which his ““ shockingness ** con-
sists from the eccentricity of the madman and the fool.
Most perplexing of all, the same man may be compact of
all three, playing the genius, the madman and the fool suc-
cessively and sometimes even simultancously. Knowing
all these things, and as citizens of a civilised democracy,
the inheritors of a century and a half of liberal thinking,
we ought to know them, remembering, too, that cach
lndl_vidual is an immortal soul and that however weak,
foolish and sinful he may be, he is, nevertheless, in the
eyes of God the equal of the highest and wisest and, if
only for that reason, deserving of respect, we shall
conclude that every man is frec to live the good life as he
sees it, that, as individuals vary there may be, indeed
there are, many different kinds of good life, and we shall
refuse to follow Plato and Aristotle in holding that there
are at most two or three different kinds of good life
whlch. 1L Is the business of the statesmen to prescribe for
the Citizens. Finally, always excepting the value of
happiness, which, we have alrcady conceded, it is the
business of the State directly to promote, we shall not
rggard the positive promotion of the moral good of its
citizens as falling within its function. Provided that
the State removes hindrances to the full development of
the personality of citizens, we are prepared to concede
that it is doing all that can be expected of it. The art
of the statesman cannot, then, be for us, as it would
seem to have been for Aristotle, the highest of all the
arts or its excellence the greatest of human excellences.
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B. The Good for Man, the Individual

Nor, indeed, was it in the last resort for Aristotle. In
the last resort he admits there is an excellence beyond
the excellence of the statesman, and that man has ends
which lie outside the purview of the State. Political
activity, he agrees with Plato, is never an end in itself,
should never, that is to say, be pursued solely for its own
sake, but in order to win leisure and to ensure the worthy
and noble employment of that leisure. Just as the
return of Plato’s Guardians to the Cave to govern the
State was conceived as a social and political obligation,
their true good being found in the contemplation of
reality,? so, too, in Aristotle’s view, the highest good for
man is the right employment of his facultics in the
contemplation and pursuit of appropriate ends. Thus,
the life of the statesman is, in the last resort, only a
means to another life, the life that consists in the cultiva-
tion of the highest faculties of the individual in the
pursuit of ends that are good in themselves. The proper
regulation of the affairs of the State is, then, important
mainly because, as we have seen above, a man cannot live
the highest life, if he is fearful or insecure or oppressed.
Thus the State is in the last resort for Aristotle too, a
remover of hindrances to the right conduct of the indivi-
dual’s life and the development of the highest elements in
his personality.  And so, at last, we come to the question,
in what does the development of the highest elements in
our personality consist? Or, more simply, in what does
the best life for man consist ?

The Nature of the Good Life
In the course of the preceding discussion we have
accumulated a good decal of material for our answer.
Let me summarise this material:
(1) The good life is not to be found in the cultiva-
tion and pursuit of the ends which most men have
! See Chapter III, pp. 69, 70.
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actually pursued, both now and in the past; not,
then, in the pursuit of money. T have known three
millionaires in my life, but none of them, it was
obvious, was living the good life for man; they were
boring men, uneducated and domineering. Nor in
that of power; I have never actually known a
dictator,! but a slight acquaintance with the history
of mankind makes it abundantly apparent that
nonc of those great swelling figures that strut,
vaunting themsclves, up and down the pages of the
history books—the Caliphs, Sultans, Emperors,
Kings, dictators—was living the good life for man:
they have been capricious and self-indulgent; they
have lived in servitude to their desires and in fear of
their pcoples, and they have uscd their power t.o
organisc the mass slaughter and misery of their
fellows. Nor in speed ; for this modern good, as T
have tried to show, is good as a mcans rather than
as an c¢nd. It is of little use to increase man'’s
ability rapidly to alter the position of matter in
space, if he does not know what to do with it or
with himself, when he has moved it.

(2) I have tried to establish a second conclusion :
namely, that most of the goods that statesmen
pursuc are like speed—good as means rather than as
ends: social sccurity, frcedom from want, good
health and housing, even liberty and education are
means to fuller and better living; or, as I prefer to
put it, they set men free for fuller and better
living.

(3) There is a sense in which men may be said to
have a ““right " to fuller and better living, not
because when they enter socicty they bring with
them a string of rights which derive from a pre-
social condition, but because cach man has a right to

! I did, though, once have tca with one of them, albeit a little

one.
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develop the highest elements of his personality in
the pursuit of ends which are good in themselves.

(4) Ttis the function of the State to help him to do
so. This function it performs not directly, since it
is not the business of the statesman to prescribe the
good life for the individual, but indirectly, through
the provision of a favourable background and the
removal of hindrances. It is the purpose of poli-
tics, in other words, to establish the conditions,
physical, (health, housing and employment), mental,
(a good education) and moral and spiritual, (freedom
of religious worship and access to what great men
have thought and said memorably about life), in
which the development of the highest and best
elements of the personalities of the citizens is alone
possible. There is also a positive good or value,
happiness, which the State should seck to increase
mainly through the elimination of the social causes
of unhappiness.

(5) The highest elements of our personality are
those which are distinctive of man and are not shared
by him with the animals and plants.

We can now proceed to suggest an answer to the
Question, wherein is the development of the highest
" elements of our personality to be found?

Ends which are Good in Themselves

In view of the preceding discussions and, more
Particularly, those in Chapters IIT and V, the answer
should be clear. The highest elements in our personality
are developed by the pursuit and the cultivation of those
things which are good in themselves. What are they?
Broaqu, the answer which mankind has given to this
Question is that they are happiness, moral goodness,
beauty and truth. If we ask why these things are good in
themselves, no answer can, as we have seen, be given,
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since if things are ultimately valuable, no reason can be
adduced why they are valuable; we can only call in
witness the testimony of humanity which, broadly
speaking, has in all ages pronounced them to be so.
Listen, for example, to Hazlitt: * the contemplation of
truth and beauty is the proper object for which we were
created which calls forth the most intense desires of the
soul and of which it never tires *’.

To these we must add the moral worth of the man who
endeavours to increase in respect of goodness, taking
care to point out that in spite of the numerous varieties
of moral code and religious creed:

(i) we can most of us recognise a good man when
we sce one, and

(ii) the affirmations of all the world's great
religions, however they may differ in their more
Primitive stages, tend, as the religions develop, to
coincide in regard to the nature of moral good.
The good man, all the religions have held, is merciful,

not self-centred, kindly, compassionate, tolerant,
just.

Now, T would suggest that if we associate these four
abiding sources of value—happiness, the true, the beauti-
ful and the good—and ask oursclves who have been the
real benefactors of mankind, we shall find them among
those who have with conspicuous success pursued them.
For the benefactors of mankind have not been its rulers
and statesmen, most of whom have thriven upon the
slaughter and oppression of those whom they have ruled;
nor, even, its scientific inventors—the originators, for
example, of the fire, the wheel and the internal-combus-
tion engine—who have provided men with means to fuller
living, means which they have consistently misused, but
the thinkers, poets, musicians, artists and saints,

Of these we can say that they have both excelled in
themselves and have appealed in others to what is
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distinctive in man—namely, his reason and his spirit.
Fighting, fceding, making love, acquiring, possessing,
hoarding, developing his body and the virtues of the body
such as toughness and endurance, cultivating the
qualities which have survival value such as fortitude,
fleetness, fertility or guile, man is doing those things
which the animals do as well if not better than he.
Loyalty, discipline, uniformity ? Ants run the corporate
state better than any Fascist. Strength and ferocity ?
The lion beats us every time. Patience, grace and
fleetness? In patience the tortoise, in grace and
fleetness, the deer, are our undeniable superiors;
nightingales are more musical, rabbits more fertile, sheep
more gentle. If we value ourselves by any of these
criteria, we cannot but hold that we are inferior to many
of the animals. By what, then, are we distinguished
from them? The answer is by virtue of our reasons and
our spirits, and it is, therefore, to those who have led us
in our evolutionary journey through the vast epoch of
man’s past in thinking, in appreciating beauty and in
achieving goodness, that we owe the advance of our
species beyond the animals. They are the true leaders of
mankind and it was their vision and pursuit of what is
true, good and beautiful which distinguished their lives
and placed posterity in their debt.



CHAPTER VII
PRACTICAL COROLLARIES

. Guidance

Having said so much on the subject of value in the
preceding chapters of this book, I feel that it is time to
come to a close. I cannot, however, resist the tempta-
tion of adding what the sermonising flavour which has
pervaded the last few pages inevitably insists that I
should call ** a few last words *’, one of guidance, another
of warning, and a third of tidiness.

I have said that in the last resort no reasons can be
given why moral goodness, truth and beauty should be
regarded as ultimate values desirable in and for them-
selves. Thisisso; but certain characteristics distinguish
the. activities devoted to the pursuit of the values, for
which those desirous of recognising value-pursuing, or

value-appreciating states of consciousness may be on the
watch.  Here are three:

(3) Increase of Dividends

When we are satisfying a desire or an impulse, sooner
or l.ater we get tired, and if, when tired, we persist in
trying to satisfy, we become sated and tiredness turns
into disgust. This happens in two ways:

(i) You can cat only a certain amount of strawberries
a_nd Cream and sugar, smoke a certain number of
cigarettes; presently these things lose their flavour and
their savour. You cannot even enjoy the smell of a
flower for more than a certain length of time; some
nerve presumably gets tired, and cither there is no smell
or no enjoyment. The wise man knows these things,
and has learnt the lesson of the gratification of the
senses and the desires, which is, always to stop while
you still want to g0 on.

210
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(i) As you advance in years and maturity, some of
your earlier tastes fall away from you; you get beyond
strawberries and cream and cigarettes; you become tired
of dancing and games; even of gossip and laughter.
““ Tout passe, tout casse, tout lasse’’, says the old man as
he comments wearily upon the bankruptcy of a life
whose entries on the credit side of pleasure have come
to be outwecighed by those on the debit side of tedium
and pain. And bankrupt it is, if the only enjoyments
to be entered on the balance sheet are those of sense
and desire; for it is these that flag and lose their zest,
as our senses lose their freshness. But to the enjoy-
ments which attend the pursuit of the values these
meclancholy reflections do not apply. The man who
cares for beauty cares for it more not less, as he grows
older, and can spend more time in its pursuit, in
contemplating pictures, in listening to music—and to
more difficult music—and in the enjoyment of nature,
before tedium is felt. The scholar, the research worker,
the sage, the philosopher spend not less but more time
with their books and in their laboratories, and find that
their interests, instead of shrivelling at their touch,
grow and spread out before themn, until they come to
fill the horizon of theirlives. Similarly the good man who
aspires to become better discovers that the moral conflict
is never finished and moral goodness never achieved.
For the good after which he aspires recedes continually
as it is approached, so that each advance in moral insight
only reveals a further stage of the journey ahead, as the
man ascending a mountain only realises the full difficulty
and grandecur of the climb when, the lower slopes over-
pPassed, the dimensions of the peak that tower above are,
at last, revealed. The essential quality of the moral life
demands, indeed, that one goal attained, another should
take its place; nor, so far as complcte realisation is
concerned, should we shrink from being:

‘“ Like plants in mines which never saw the Sun,
But drecam of him and guess where he may be.”
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(b) Integration

In the satisfaction of our tastes and the gratification of
our desires some one part only of our personality is in-
volved. We lust with a specifically sexual, hunger with a
specifically gastronomic, appetite. Ambition, the desire
for power, avarice, the desire for money, fame, the desire
to be known, parental affection, the calculation of ways
and means, envy, jealousy and fear, all these emotions
we entertain, upon all these and many more undertakings
we embark, with a part of our natures only, a part which
has temporarily taken control of the rest. And, as Plato
pointed out, the control may become permanent, so that
we fall under the domination of a single tyrannical
desire.? In the enjoyment and cultivation of beauty, in
the pursuit of truth and in the living of the moral life,
all sides of our nature arc engaged, engaged and inte-
grated. In the activities of the artist, the scholar and
the good man the many contradictory elements of human
nature are, so long as they persist, dove-tailed, so that
he both perceives with his senses, understands with his
mind, appreciates with his tastes, loves with his emotions,
reverences with his spirit, and resolves with his will—
resolves, it may be, to become a better man, or to work
harder, or to be less self-regarding, or simply to leave the
world better than he found it.

It is to this integration of all the elements of our being,
to the fact that temporarily and while the experience
lasts we are at rest, not divided against ourselves but
single, unified wholes, that the sense of peace and
tranquillity traditionally associated with the contem-

plation of grez}t art, absorption in study, or the sense of a
duty done, arises.

(c) Change of Personality

Now it is not to be supposed that a man can have
intermittent and, if the contention in (a) is right,

! See Chapter 111, p. 74.
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growing contact with reality—for nothing else is being
claimed for the consciousness of value—without being
himself affected thereby. Satisfy your desires, obey
your impulses and, when they are done with, you are
left pretty much as you were before, except in so far
as “over indulged ” they grow with what they feed on
and become your masters.

But you cannot integrate your personality without
affecting it according to the manner of your integration.
If you spend your life in study and the pursuit of truth,
you become a scholar. The scholar has his peculiar
virtues and defects, but he is apt to be immune from the
smaller temptations which make up most people’s lives,
to be armoured against the toothaches and pimples of
experience. He may even on occasion achieve the tran-
quillity traditionally, but usually unjustifiably, associated
with the philosopher.

Woo beauty as artist, musician, film-director, photo-
grapher, poet, novelist or critic and you will gradually
come to exhibit the characteristic virtues and vices of
the artist-type. You may be unstable in character,
impatient of convention and sexually irregular; you
may run away with your neighbour’s wife or forget to
return his books. You will put things to improper uses,
spreading bread and butter with the razor and cracking
nuts with the curling tongs. In short, you may become
what the Victorians called a Bohemian, but in doing so
you will, if you are lucky, exhibit a passion for beauty,
a devotion to the highest that you can conceive, and a
determination to express it, which will enable you to
starve in a garret in the usual way in order that you may
do the work that your vision shows you for the doing,
rather than earn a handsome salary by pandering to the
popular taste with the artistic confectionery for which
the public with its coarser concepts and less developed
standards is prepared to pay. ’

Do your duty, help others, be compassionate and
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merciful, live, in fact, the Christian life, and that you
are immediately recognisable for what you arc—we all
know a good man when we meet him, though we cannot
define in what his goodness consists—the testimony of
mankind bears witness.

Il. Caution

The word of warning is against treating values as
human products. I have alrcady argued against such
treatment in the analysis of Subjectivism in Chapter V,
but so intimately is the climate of our minds pervaded by
science which recognises only the visible and tangible as
real, that it is extremely difficult for us to think of
immaterial entities as possessing a reality which is
independent no less of mind than of matter. For when
we concede the existence of immaterial realitics, our
tendency is to assume that an immaterial reality must
necessarily be mental; thus, we think of the values as
ideals and, in so doing, contrive to slip in an implied
contrast between what is ideal and what is real. Yet
how can an ideal attract us, pulling us forward magnet-
hlfe to realise it, unless it exists independently of the
mind which recognises it and the efforts which are made
to realise it? To suppose that an ideal which man has
himself invented should have power to evoke his cfforts,
to fulfil his aspirations and to change his personality, is
to suppose him capable of lifting himself by his own
spiritual braces.

Let me, then, insist once more that ideals are values,
values which are given to us and are discerned in greater
or less degree by us, but that they are not the products of
our own thinking.

We observe that our bodies are subject to certain laws
which govern their behaviour; they are the laws of
dynamics and statics, the law of gravitation and the
laws of growth and decay. These laws are studied and
described by mathematics and by the sciences of physics,
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biology and physiology. The results of these studies
give us, so we believe, information about the world ; thus,
we say, the world is so constructed that unsupported
bodies fall in a vacuum with equal velocities, that the
attraction between bodies in empty space varies inversely
with the square of the distance between them, and that
it is the nature of living organisms to be born, to grow up,
to come to maturity, to grow old, to decay and to die.

In just the same way it may be the case—though we
are less ready to concede it—that our minds and spirits
are subject to influences and laws which belong no less
than the laws of physics and mathematics to the funda-
mental structure of the universe. Thus, we all have a
disposition to call things right and wrong, to find things
ugly and beautiful and to discover what is true. The
responses of the human mind to these influences which act
upon it we call morality, art and knowledge. The fact
that our minds are sensitive to and may be controlled
by the intimations and influences that reach them from
without, should teach us not less about the nature of
reality than the study of the laws of chemistry and
physiology which govern the growth and decay of our
bodies. For just as the laws of the body give us infor-
mation about the nature of the physical reality in which
the body is placed, so the values which inspire our
spirits and guide the development of our minds are factors
in the non-physical reality in which our spiritual being
is set. They are, that is to say, elements of the real
world existing independently of us, no less than the laws
studied by mathematics and physics.

. Reference Back

The point of tidiness involves a reference back to
button up the argument. The last chapter, in spite of
its many digressions—they were in part deliberate; I
wanted to show how every philosophical problem
ramifies into others, one might almost say into every
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other philosophical problem—began as a chapter on
political philosophy. What, we asked, was the object of
good government, what the purpose of the good legislator,
and answered that it was to produce a certain kind of
community, that is to say, a community consisting of
citizens living certain kinds of lives. The State, in fact,
exists to promote the good life and the best State is the
one whose citizens live the best lives and which actively
assists them to do so either by the removal of hindrances
or the promotion of happiness. We have now suggested
a partial answer to the question, in what does the best
life consist? It remains to extend this answer to
embrace the question with which we began the last
chapter, what is the kind of community which it should
be the purpose of government to promote? The answer
is, that it is a community of whose members a sub-
stantial and increasing proportion pursue the values in
their individual lives, embody them in their standards of
conduct and introduce them into the climate of taste and
opinion by which the judgments of the community are
formed.

More precisely, it is a community whose members
value truth; who care themselves to know and care that
their children should be instructed in a knowledge of it
without fear or favour, without, that is to say, the pre-
judices of nationalism er the bias of a sectional, religious
creed; who value science and scholarship and the things
of the mind ; who are concerned to keep their own minds
alert, active and independent ; who make it their business
to know what is happening in the world, and in all parts
of the world.

It is a community whose members value art, music and
literature; who care to be surrounded by a gracious
environment; who insist that their cities should be
planned and spacious and their homes gracious and
elegant; who maintain a high level of public and private
taste and who are sensitive to beauty in all the forms of its
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expression and desire that its manifestations should be
increased.

It is a community whosec members maintain a high
level of justice and fairness in their dealings one with
another; who are tolerant even of individuals they
dislike; who are compassionate; who have a concern
for the under-dog; who do not consent to enjoy a com-
placent case while others are ill-fed and ill-housed; who
accept service as a public duty and are prepared to give
it; who, knowing that this world is inevitably in part
evil, are nevertheless determined that it shall become
better by reason of the lives that they live in it.

These are some of the social expressions of the values,
and it is in their increasing embodiment in the life of the
community that the true object of politics is to be found.



EPILOGUE
ON THE VALUE OF PHILOSOPHY

I sAIp at the beginning that philosophy had no effect upon life, that it
did not apply to practical affairs and that it had neither message nor
gospel for mankind. I said these things, exaggerating themn into over-
statements, to startle my readers to attention, because I feared Iest
students coming to philosophy for the first time might form an ex-
aggerated notion of what it could do for them.

But now that the student has read through some part of a book on
philosophy—and I hope that he has duly observed the advice given on
Page 12 as to the importance of skipping—I can venture to retract.
First, philosophy docs, I think, tcach us something, though it is hard to
t.ieﬁnc precisely what it teaches. But though one cannot define, one can
l.llustralc. In the last two chapters, it endeavoured to show that the
job of politics is so and so and that the good State may be defined thus
and thus; it told us, too, in what the highest clements of our personality
consist and added that the good life is to be found in their development.
In previous chapters it indicated the activitics which conduce to that
development and, in doing so, purported to give us some information
abqut the nature of the world which exists independently of oursclves,
telling us, for example, that it contains immaterial values which manifest
th9msclves in and bestow some of their characteristics upon the familiar
31111]1(;15, persons, codes, institutions and communities of the everyday

orld,

. And these things philosophy has told us, not as religion docs, apocalyp-
tically, as, that is to say, the announcements of a truth divinely or
supernaturally revealed, but without power over those who have not
sharc_d in the revelation, but as the result of a process of argument which,
starting from certain principles which we all, or most of us, look upon
as true, sought to elicit from them by a process of deduction the corol-
laries thc_y Implied, checking the results from time to time by reference
to the opinions commonly held and the valuations commonly passed by
ordinary men and women. The principles may be unacceptable, the
ch.ams of deduction faulty, and the conclusions incorrect—it is cer-
tau}ly true that many philosophers would refuse to accept themm—but,
while a.dmitting this, the philosopher would add that the remedy for
bad philosophy lies not in revelation, religion, science, or intuition, but
in better philosophy; that is to say, in a morc rigorous reasoning from
principles at once more embracing and more self-cvident to conclusions
which are inescapably necessitated. In this scnse philosophy can
teach us truths, even if it has not succeeded in doing so in this book.

Now it is at this point that we are enabled to catch a glimpse of the
practical cffects of philosophy. Let us supposc that our analysis in
Chapters 1V, V and VI, an analysis designed to reveal certain funda-
mental values as realities, underlying yct manifesting themselves in the
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objects of the familiar world, the facts of the moral consciousness and
the purposes of political action, is broadly correct. Granted this
assumption, our philosophising may be said to have issued in the con-
clusion that in addition to the familiar world there is another order of
reality which is related to and informs the familiar world.

Such, indced, has been the traditional teaching of the great philos-
ophers who, however they may have differed on other matters, have
with few cxceptions agreed that the familiar world does not provide the
principles of its own explanation, which principles must, therefore,
unless the world be wholly irrational, be sought for elsewhere. This is
the central teaching of philosophy, the so-called philosoplhia perennis,
which, starting from Plato, runs like a continuing thread through the
Scholastic philosophies of the carly Middle Ages down to the present
day. Itis also a channel in which the streams which flow from the two
sources of our civilisation, Grecce and Christianity, blend.

I have had much to say of the Greek presentation of this philesophy.
Let me now try to put it in its Christian form. Truth, goodness,
beauty and happiness are not just accidental features of reality, lying
about as it were in the universe, as furniture may lie about in a forgotten
room, waiting to be discovered and cnjoyed; they are the ways in
which an underlying unity which is almost certainly the unity of a
personality has revealed Himsclf to man.! In knowing and pursuing
these values we make contact, then, with an ultimate reality which is the
reality of a person. But though a process of reasoning such as we have
been engaged upon in this hook may convince us that values exist, it
cannot assist us to know them. The road to the knowledge of the
values lies through experience, and to enjoy it we must embark upon a
process of sclf-training and discipline.  In morals this discipline bids us
restrict ourselves to a moderate indulgence in the more obvious forms of
pleasure and spurn the more superficially alluring objects of desire, that
we may the more uninterruptedly pursue such things as are good,
harnessing all our energies to the pursuit of a dominating purposc and
resisting the thousand and one solicitations that would lead us to turn
aside from it, as a man ascending a mountain may resist the temptation
to turn aside from his climb to look at the view, in the conviction that
fully to enjoy its grandeur he must sec it first from the top. In art it
means gradually refining and enlarging our vision of beauty by a more or
less continuous intercourse with the highest products of man’s creative
genius and a willingness to put up with a certain amount of boredom
in the process of refining and cultivating our taste; for, as Sir Joshua
Reynolds was carcful to warn us, ' it is the lowest style only of arts,
whether in painting, poctry or music, that may be said in the vulgar
sense to be naturally pleasing . Thus, the cultivation of a refined
acsthetic as of a refined moral sense demands humility and faith. We
must be humble in respect of our willingness not to condemn work which
is beyond our own immediate appreciation; we must have faith in our
ability to appreciate in the future what bores us in the present. Those

! Sec Chapter IV, pp. 164-167.
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who would pursue the value of truth are again committed to a particular
attitude to life; even if they need not spurn all delights to live laborious
days, they must in some degree withdraw themsclves from the mass-
produced pleasures of a commercial civilisation.

If these things are true of a life devoted to a pursuit of the values, they
are true a fortiori of the lives of those who would know God. Neverthe-
less, the general teaching of the great tradition of philosophy is that, if
we live as we ought, we shall know things as they are, and that if we sce
things as they are, our vision will help us to live as we ought.

_ This is not merely a creed for the learned. It is a faith which many

. sn{nple folk have embraced and by the light of which they have been

w_llling to live. It is the faith that whoever pays the pricc—and it is a

hlgh_qne——-will find the pearl. For if this, the Christian version of the

}radxllonal teaching of the philosophy of Plato, is right, if there is,

indeed, a real world of values, then the faith that begins as an experi-
meut will end as an experience.

Now whether we shall be prepared to make the initial experiment
wlpch the living of such a life requires depends, in part, upon whether we
think that the existence of another order of reality is, to put it at its
l°“,’°§‘: a plausible hypothesis. It is here that the process of philoso-
phising, that is to say, of close, connccted logical reasoning, upon which
more particularly in Chapters 1V, V and VI we have been engaged,
becomes relevant, because, if the conclusions of our argument scem on

balance to be convincing, then the faith to make the experiment
upon which the living of the good life depends will seem reasonable.
Here, then, is one way in which the teaching of philosophy may bave
practical consequences, may, in short, affect our lives.

The Philosophical Temperament

There is a further effect, the effect upon temperament. There exists
a popular mythology in regard to what is called the philosophic tem-
g:l:g;lent. According to this mythology, the philosopher is represented
fO.rgctcr::t-mxindcd and inefficient in practical affairs, liable to miss trains,
sharks ﬂpgmntmcnts and-mislay his spectacles, an casy prey to the
he is dcni tSalcsmcn of this wicked world. _In coxn.pcnsatlon, however,
ups andpdc e'd as a man calm and serene, with a mmq remote from t'hc
fortitude ;)“dns of cveryd_ny life, able to bear lifc’s misadventures with
obs - And to endure its tragedies with resignation. So far as my

scrvation of contemporary philosophers goes, there is little or no
evidence, at any rate among modern philosophers, to support this
mythology. Philosophers, indeed, scem to be just like other men,
chafed and irritable creatures with red faces, cven as we are.  Although,
however, in any straightforward sensc the myth is false, there may,
nevertheless, as in the case of most myths, be substance at its root.
There could not have been so much smoke blowing so continuously
down the ages without alittle fire. And the scerct fire of the philosopher
is, I suggest, precisely this belicf of his that there is another world, rcal
in a sense in which this one s cphemeral, changeless where this is



EPILOGUE 221

changing, perfect where this is faulty. If he further believes that the
real world informs and is immanent in the familiar world, and that by
following a certain mode of lifc, by holding certain things to be valuable
and cleaving to them so far as in him lics, he will increase in the know-
ledge and love of reality, then his belief cannot but affect the practical
conduct of his life.

For if values are real they are also ideal. 1 do not mean by this that
they arce in some sensc in the mind; I do mean that they arc not merely
objects which we can know, but goals or ends after which we should
strive.  For if the values are real and can be known by the human mind,
then precisely because they are valuable, they exert a pulling power over
the mind that knows them., You cannot enjoy beauty without wishing
to cnjoy it more fully; be good without resolving to be better; know
that truth is just round the corner without wishing to track it down.
Idcals, in fact, draw us forward and pull us upward, giving us a strength
to rise above our selves which without them we could not have had.
Nothing can risc by virtue of its own inherent gravity and it is only in so
far as the values are dynamic and—if the metaphor may be permitted—
take the initiative in establishing relations with us, bidding us know
them more clearly and embody them more fully in our lives, that,
responding to their challenge, we shall be enabled torise above oursclves.

Scope of Philosophical Questions

If it be objected that I am herc verging on mysticism, I hasten to
bring the apprchensive reader back to earth with the trite reflection
that on any showing the greatness of the questions with which philos-
ophy dcals cannot but have a widening cffect upon the mind that is
brought into contact with them. If I may venture to repeat what I
have written elsewhere,! ' those who give time to the study of such
impersonal questions are bound to preserve something of the same
impartiality and freedom in the world of action and emotion. Since a
consideration of fundamental questions shows us how little is certainly
known, the philosopher is ready to grant that contrary views may have
as much or as little truth as his own. Thus philosophy generates an
attitude of tolerance which refuses to make the distinction between
right and wrong, good and evil, truth and falsehood, identical with that
between the things done and the views held by the self and the contrary
actions and thoughts of others. Finally, the fact that no agreed
answer has yet been discovered to the most fundamental questions
cannot but suggest to the honest thinker that all systems hitherto con-
structed are in some degree false. Those who have no tincture of
philosophy are inclined on all questions not susceptible of proof to
supply the place of knowledge by converting other people’s conjectures
into dogmas. The philosopher, on the other hand, will admit that even
his so-called knowledge is conjectural, and regard fanaticism, bigotry,
and dogmatism not only as an offence against manners, but as a betrayal
of the truth. 1t is for the sake of the questions which philosophy

t In Return to Philosophy, Chapter VIII.



222 PHILOSOPHY

studics, and of the methods with which it pursues them, rather than for
any sct of answers that it propounds, that philosophy is to be valued.

* Through the greatness of the universe which it contemplates the
mind itself achieves greatness. It escapes from the circle of petty aims
and desires which for most of us constitute the prison of everyday life,
and forgetting the nervous little clod of wants and ailments which is the
self, is elevated into communion with that which is greater than the self.
On the practical side this greatness of mind genecrates qualities of
tolerance, justice and understanding, in the growth of which lics the chief
hope for the world to-day.”

Topical Value of Philosophy

This attitude is particularly valuable in a time like the present, when
men'’s minds are the prey both of insecurity and of dogma.

In an insecure age it is good to be reminded of the fact that this world
is not the only one, that its prizes arce not the only goods and that if our
civilisation finally collapses in war, something of valuec will yet remain.
Indeed, the whole world of value would remain, while if we are right in
thinking that the values both inform and inspire the familiar world, we
may rest assured that civilisation will again arise as a result of the effort
of human minds to know, to pursue and to embody them. Moreover, a
belief in the existence of the cternality of values carries with it the
corollary that it is always worth while to fry; hence it can never be
right to abandon hope. Such a conviction brings comfort to men, as
Christianity brought them comfort at the time of the break up of the
Roman Empire.

In a dogmatic age, when men are given to the intolerant assertion of
moral, econornic and political doctrines, it is a welcome relief, to put it
no higher, to pass into a realm of intclicctual discussion in which men’s
reasons are not the slaves of their passions, and in which they can address
themselves to the business of discovering what is the casc without being
distrac.tcd by the fear that their views may be pronounced wicked or
degrading or pessimistic or liable to spread cosmic ‘‘ alarm and des-
pondency ", Thus, philosophy provides men less with a faith by
which to live than with a scale of values to regulate their living. These
values can, as T have tried to show, serve not only as idcals to guide the
individual’s life, but as ends to direct the actions of communitics, thus
providing the citizen with a goal for political effort and a test by which
to measure the worth of political programmes and policics.

Purpose of the Book

A word, finally, about the purpose of this book. It began as a guide
to phxlqsophlcal reading and study for those who ar¢ embarking upon
the subject for the first time; but it has outranged its original purpose
and become both an exercise in philosophy and an apology for its pur-
suit. I bave long felt that philosophy has a contribution to make,
however modt;st, to the alleviation of the distresses of our times, and
have on occasion ventured to indicate what this contribution should be.
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In Plato’s Republic Socrates says that it is only when philosophers
become kings that mankind will achieve salvation. But * Look at the
philosophers,” say his critics, * what a sorry figure they cut in socicty !
With what cffrontery can you ask us to suppose that such men should
exercise rule in the State? "

Socrates replies by the metaphor of a man taking shelter from a hail-
storm under a wall. When the community is swept by gusts of partisan
passion, when the hail of violent controversy is rattling about one's
cars, the wise man knows that ‘' he is not strong enough to hold out
alone where all are savages. He would lose his life before he could do
any benefit to the city or his friends, and so be equally uscless to him-
self and to the world. Weighing all these considerations he holds his
peace and does his own work, like a man in a storm sheltering under a
wall from the driving wind of dust and hail.”

Socrates’s answer is, one suspects, an apology rather than a justifica-
tion, for both he and Plato believed so strongly in the practical value of
philosophy that they devoted a large part of their lives to the endeavour
to implant its principles in the daily life of men and cities. Socrates
brought philosophy down from the clouds into the market-place, and
went hither and thither among the people teaching and discoursing with
young men on the right life for man and the right governance of citics.
Plato devoted two of his Dialogues, the Republic and the Laws, to the
principles of government, and acted as tutor to the son of a ruler des-
tined himself to hold absolute rule. Indeed, Plato's insistence upon the
philosopher’s duty of taking part in practical affairs led him on two
occasions into scrious danger of his life. In a time not very different
from that of Plato philosophers ought, in my view, to accept a similar
obligation. Philosophy in the modern world has become a specialised
study, divorced from life and devoted to the discussion of purely
technical problems. I do not wish to suggest that this is not the
business of philosophers; Isay merely that it is not their whole business
and that to proceed as if it were is to betray a trust. If modern
philosophers have no wisdom of their own to offer to a distracted
generation, they can at least seek to interpret for it, in language that it
can understand, the wisdom of the great philosophies of the past. For
they, after all, are the modern repositories and interpreters of that
wisdom, and if they do not make it plain, nobody else will. It is in the
spirit of this obligation that I have ventured to write this book.
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WHY STUDY PHILOSOPHY?

THERE is only one answer to the question.

To satisfy the impulse of curiosity. Some of
us want to know the Meaning of this surprising
world in which we find oyrselves, to understand
the significance and, if possible, to discover the
purpose of human life in general and of our own
lives in particular. What is the point of life and
how ought it to be lived? Philosophy concerns
itself with these questions, not aspiring to answer
them with finality, but considering and dis-
cussing them and studying the answers Wwhich
have seemed convincing to greater men than
ourselves. Philosophy, then, is a record of the
soul’s adventure in the cosmos. Some find en-
joyment in the pursuit of mental and spiritual
adventure; these are philosophers, and only
those who share their tastes are advised to set
foot upon the trail which they have blazed-
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