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THIS BOOK IS A STUDY OF THE RELATIONSHIP 

BETWEEN ETHICS, METAPHYSICS AND MYTHO­

LOGY. It starts from the old problem of 
whether ethical values can be anything but 
subjective and goes on to show first that all 
ethics are grounded in metaphysics and then 
that metaphysical ideas are themselves 
derived from mythology, of which they 
provide an abstract formulation. 

So far from discrediting metaphysics, this 
derivation, Professor Munz argues, shows 
both its importance and its true place in 
human experience. The 'positive' view of 
the world presented, for example, by the 
natural sciences, deliberately aims to exclude 
all subjective feelings and states of mind. 
In order to communicate such states we have 
to make use of a system of symbolism in 
which mythology holds a place of central 
importance. It is therefore an essential part 
of our knowledge of reality. 

In the course of the argument the author 
attempts a classification of metaphv•i"al 
ideas in terms of iuyLholugical Themes lind 
di5~\.lm3 a wealth of historical material to 
illustrate the actual transition from mythology 
to metaphysics in ancient Greece, in India 
and in Christian thought. He also provides 
a most interesting description of the woy in 

which mythologicul pictures nre mllde up 
from Gomponents in the positive picture and 
of the way in which they become richer and 
more highly specified as they become 
further removed from it. 

He concludes that ethical values can 
neither be: dismissed as a matter of subjective 
preference nor taken to be true a priori. 
Rather they are derived, by way of meta­
physics and mythology, from certain states 
of mind which are real, common and (given 
the proper symbolism) communicable . 
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PREF.A .. CE 

I nm not mysPlf snti~ficcl with what I have rend and said on the 
philosophical basis of ethics. I cannot see how to refute the 
argumPnts for the subjectivity of ethical values, but I find myself 
incapn hie of believing that all that is wrong with wanton cruelty 
is that I don't like it .... I should deeply rejoice, if I could find 
or be shown a way to resolve (this perplexity) .... 

B. Russell. 

If the moral ought is objectively valid, this means nothing less 
than that a 'moral order' is somehow ingredient in the very 
nature of things. To develop the 'somehow' into a definite and 
intelligible concept is, of course, a task of the most formidable 
character, which only metaphysics is competent to discharge -
evC'n if it he compC'tent. But in order to know that, as distinct 
from how, a moral ordC'r is rooted in the nature of reality, there is 
no need to wait for a. metaphysical theory. If we nrc prepared to 
grant the objective validity of the moral ought, the fact of an 
objective moral order follows as a direct implication. ·we have 
need of a metaphysical theory only to know (if we can know) the 
manner in which 'the nature of things' incorporates that moral 
order. 

C. A. Campbell 

In writing this book I have been guided by two considerations 
which, though distinct, turned out to support one another. 
The first consideration is that if one wants to make things clear, 
one must show how they are cmmected with one another. 
Clarity results from explanation; and explanation is achieved 
when one shows how things hang together - when one can 
explain one in terms of another. The degree of clarity that 
can be reached is exactly proportional to the number of things 
that can be explained by one hypothesis. I hope to have been 
able to explain a large variety of phenomena by showing how 
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they are connected with one another. 1\Iy central theory con­
cerns the subjective nature of states of consciousness. This 
theory is framed in such a way that it can be used to explain 
the nature of metaphysical thought, its bearing on ethical 
ideas, the genesis of mythology and its relation to a purely 
scientific world picture. The clarity thus achieved depends on 
the connection the central theory succeeds in establishing 
between these things. 

The second consideration is that ethical values, to be effective, 
must have an objective validity. It is true that by itself ethical 
subjectivism, in any of its many forms, is difficult, perhaps 
impossible, to refute. But if one concerns oneself not with an 
attempt at such refutation but with a dispassionate contem­
plation of the nature of things, one might be fortunate enough 
to discover that at least a fragmentary moral order if; somehow 
inherent in the nature of things. For this reason the first 
consideration is the natural ally of the second consideration. 
For the way in which one can discover whether a moral order 
is inherent in the nature of things is to connect as many 
things as possible with one another and to examine them 
all from the point of view from which they are linked together. 
If one seeks clarity one will trace connections; and if one 
finds connections, one might eventually find the connection 
between a picture of the world and ethical values. That is 
to say, one might discover an objective validity of ethical 
values. 

This book has benefited more than I can hope to express in 
words by the kindly and constructive criticisms of Professor 
A. C. Campbell, Professor I. A. Ramsey and Miss Iris Murdoch. 
It also owes an indirect debt to my colleagues in the Depart­
ment of History of the University of Wellington because of their 
friendly if bemused tolerance of pursuits which are, for a 
historian, so unorthodox. I also wish to acknowledge a great 
debt to my friend J. L. Mehta, of the University of Banaras, 
for a remark made many years ago and so random that he now 
claims he cannot even remember it. For it planted in my mind 
the seed which led to my theory about the connection between 
Relationship and Solitude and thus came to be of vital assist­
ance in my understanding of the two basic types of mythology. 
Finally I wish to thank the directors of Eyre and Spottiswoode 
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for their personal interest, and the Publications Fund of the 
University of "'ellington, without whose generosity the publi­
cation of this book might not ha\·e been possible; and Robert 
C'ah·ert, for his help with the proofs. 

TV ellington, 
New Zealand. 
February, 1963 

P. l\1. 





TI-IE PROBLE)I OF ETHICS 

This book is a book about ethics. By ethics I understand the 
science of good and evil, the knowledge of what we ought and 
what we ought not to do. To know what is good is to know what 
one ought to do, and the question 'why ought one to do 
what is good?' makes no sense, because 'the good' is precisely 
what one ought to do and therefore this question amount-s to no 
more than to asking 'why one ought to do what one ought to 
do'. Ethics is, therefore, not concerned with the question 'vhy 
one ought to do the good; but merely with the question of 
how one can know what is good. 

If the science of ethics manages to describe something as 
good, it designates it as something that ought to be done. But 
it is not part of the science of ethics to compel people to do 
what they ought to do, any more than it is part of physics to 
stop people, on account of our lmowledge of the law of gravity, 
from jumping off the Eiffel Tower. If a person !mows what is 
good but refuses to do it, if he !mows what he ought to do but 
decides not to do it, we can have no quarrel with him- at least 
not from an ethical point of view. We cannot stop people from 
digging their own graves, and it is perhaps sad that one must 
U.l.hl Lu Llli1:1 lacollie refleeLiull Lhu eurullury LlntL we clLilllUL even 

stop peoplo from digging other people'~; graves. 
Rnt to admit this is not tho s:uno rts ndmitting tlmt wo cn.n 

have no quarrel with the man who says that he will do exactly 
as he likes because one action is no better and no worse than 
another action; or that to say it is, is no more than the expres­
sion of a subjective feeling or preference; that goodness is not 
a matter of knowledge and that therefore his judgement of 
what he ought to do is no better than anybody else's judgement 
to the contrary. A man who argues like that is very different 
from the first man who acknowledges that he knows what is 
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good and what he ought to do, but for some reason or other 
refuses or is unable to do it. Our second man docs not accept 
the proposition that goodness is a matter of knowledge. He 
does not only believe like the first man that one is free to c-hoose 
whether one does what one ought to do or not; but also bel icves 
that one is free to choose as the good anything one likes or 
anything which custom or superior force or self-interest, or 
anything at all, happens to prescribe. The second man, in 
short, denies that ethical judgements have any cognitive value. 
He holds the view that there can he no discussion about ultimate 
ethical principles and that ethical judgements arc therefore a 
plain expression of stark irrationality. 

One cannot but admit the power of the first man to refuse 
to do what he knows to be right. He can have no right to such a 
refusal - for it would be a self-contradiction to concede the 
right to do what one knows not to be right; but we all know 
that while lacking the right to do what we know to be wrong, 
:e a~ have the physical ability to choose what we know not to 

e nght. One may however challenge the reasonableness of 
th ' ' 
c e second man to choose as right anything that he happe1~s. to 
hoose and to deny that ethical judgements have a cogmtlve 

value. But such a challenge places the burden of showing that 
ethical judgements have a cogm"tive value on us. If we chal-
len hi · ~e m, we must try to show that a judgement that a certam 
action is good is a factual judgement which admits only of the 
:ame kind of doubt as all other factual judgements. We must 
ry to show whence we derive our knowledge of what is good. 
Fo~ many centuries philosophers have tried to settle the 

qfuestlOn whether an action or a habit is good, by an observation 
o nature 'Y bli · 1 ' "d n· I B 1 ,. ·. our o gation to obey this aw , sa1 1s wp 

ut er, Is Its being the law of your nature' (Sermon iii). In this 
w~ d th~ question ·whether humility, magnanimity, egotism, 
tse - emal, patriotism, etc. were good was settled by an appeal 
ocert· £ ' ' 

. d am acts, i.e. to the facts of human nature. Ethical 
JU g~~ents that certain actions were good had a definite 
cogmtlve value. Certain actions were 'becoming' to human 
nature and th . · f ' o ers were 'unfittmg' and an observatiOn o 
hu~an nature would always reveal the appropriateness of any actwn. 

A brief survey of the whole field of this kind of ethical 
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speculation, however, will reveal that people were by no means 
always agreed as to what was and what was not becoming. 
Thus Aristotle set great store on magnanimity, while later 
Christian philosophers thought that humility was much more 
becoming. Some pagan philosophers attributed great value to 
unconditional patriotism, while later Christian philosophers 
held that true humanism demands man's worship of God and 
the performance of those actions that arc likely to result in the 
salvation of the human soul. But these differences of opinion 
a8 to the nature of what is good should not be attributed to the 
fact that the method of ethics was faulty and that ethical 
judgements arc matters of opinion and have no cognitive value. 
It is a mistake to infer from such clitTcrences of opinion about 
ethical values that there arc no ethical values, and that ethical 
judgements arc simply matters of arbitrary preferences, at best 
controlled by fortuitous social or psychological circumstances. 
All one may infer from these differences of opinion is that the 
people who expressed them differed in their estimate of what 
was, and what was not, human nuture. If one puts it in this way, 
the problem raised by these differences of opinion is reduced to 
a problem of knowledge, i.e. to the problem of how we study 
human nuturc and how we can observe it. 

It is actually not very difficult to discover the real reasons 
for such differences in the knowledge of what is good. If our 
knowledge of human nature is made the basis of om· knowledge 
of what is good, it must be conceded that our knowledge of 
what is good must vary "\\ith the various estimates of what 
human nature is. If one sees human nature as more completely 
fulfilled in membership of a Christian church than in member­
ship of a Greek city-state, one must of necessity form a dif­
ferent opinion as to what is 'becoming' to human nature. But 
how one sees human natm·e, and what estimate one forms of 
where it is most completely itself, depends of necessity upon 
the methods one employs for its study. The results of our 
observation will depend on the methods of observation we 
employ. If one's study of human nature is not controlled wholly 
by empirical methods, one will aiTive at conclusions as to what 
is fitting that differ profoundly from the conclusions that are 
arrived at when one is given, in one's study of human nature, 
entirely to statistical surveys of meaaurable attributes of men. 
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TJ 1 j~-; iH, of course, uoL to say that all ll<IJI-<'IIl}lirit·al or partly 
non-empirical met hods of obsen·ation yidcl ident il'al. results, 
and that the only disl'n·pancies in t IH~ l·slimalt>s of ln~n.um 
nature arc due to the employment of empirical or non-cmpmcal 
methods of study. On the <·r Jill rary: the usc of nun-CJl~pirical 
methods of study has !eel to a quite bewildering vancty of 
presumptions of what human nature is and of what is becoming 
to it. 

:For tnany centuries the study of human nature was carried 
out, in fact, by methods which we could not call altogether 
cmpirieal. :Many philosopher:; employed self-eYident truths; 
others, necessary principles; and oth('rs were only too ready to 
usc as part of the evidence rev('aled propositions - cit.her 
explicitly or implieilly. \\'II a lever lhl'y did, lhl'Y nen~r simply 
counted heads or measured qualities. The usc of such unempiri­
ca) llletlHHh-1 resulted in the drawing of a picture- or should wo 
perhaps Hay of a Yariety uf pictures? - in which certain actions 
and habib~ Htood out as 'becoming'. \\'hen such pictures of 
human nature were olJtained, it was possible to make ethical 
judgements as :t matler uf knowledge and to recognize clearly 
their cognitive value. 

But with the progress of the purely empirical methods of 
observation during the eighteenth century, a .sC\·cre crisis was 
brought about. \Vhen th~ method of observing human naturo 
a.n<l f~f describing it be<~amc complet<·ly empirical, it was found 
t.hat It was no longer possiblo to infer as a, matter of knowledge 
flrc·Jlll t~ 1 e pictures thus obtained what was and what was not 
)eCOl11Il1g 'j'J · · ) · l 1. tJ ' l · · 1C pwturc of 1Uillan nature obtame< uy no ung 
mt empirical obHcrvation was diseovcrcd to be ethically quite 
neutral '1'<) 1 . . I . . I . . II I ·t . · . JCgtn \VIL 1, an OlllJHnca survey, cspecm y w 1en 1 

was earrietl beyontl the Jimitctl confines of the well-known old 
worltl to tl1e A · Af · l · I I> ·r· 0 ·h . meriCas, to 1\ nca anc Into t 10 ac1 w cean, 
s oteu a completely bewildering variety of 'human natures' 
~n( ' from an ethical point of view the observer lost his bear-
lngs Th · ' 
, · · · e hn~t reaction was that expressed by the .Marquis de 

Bade. He rcmarkctl with seeming justification that all the 
arguments against certain sexual practices, which were based 
upon an appeal to human nature, were fallacious. For if one 
travel.lcu far enough one coultl tliscover that what was frowned 
upon m some societies, and what had thus gained the superficial 
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appearance of being incompatible with human nature, was in 
fact not frowned upon in other societies and must, therefore, 
be regarded as fully compatible with human natm·e. The 
l\Iarquis de Sade refused to infer from this observation that 
ethics has no cognitive value, and that knowledge of what is 
good cannot be derived from an observation of human nature. 
He inferred, on the contrary, that a great many more things 
than had hitherto been believed to be good, were in fact good; 
and in the end he managed to persuade himself quite plausibly 
that almost anything was good. One may well question his 
wisdom; but one cannot deny that, short of giving up the habit 
of considering questions of ethics to be questions of knowledge 
of human nature, his argument had a certain cogency. 

But before long it became customary to draw more ethically 
cautious inferences ii·01n the startling observation that human 
nature (provided one travelled far enough and refused to be 
hide-bound in one's observation by revealed or allegedly self­
evident truths) was not as uniform as one had supposed. One 
began to resign oneself instead to the simple conclusion that 
human nature could not be made the basis for ethical argu­
ments. It came to be believed that all judgements of what was 
good depended on local circumstances, on the conventions 
obtaining in a certain tribe or a certain society, and that it was 
in fact impossible to establish by an appeal to human nature 
a generally valid principle of what was good and what was 
bad. All societies and all periods of history, it came to be said 

' are 'equidistant from God' and our knowledge of ethics is 
entirely relative. 

This insight led eventually to a pm·ely negative conclusion. 
It made people think that ethical judgements had no cognitive 
value at all. But in the first instance it led to a more positive 
conclusion. It encouraged some people to convince themselves 
that since ethical knowledge could no longer be derived from a 
study of human nature, it must be obtained in a democratic 
manner. This positive conclusion was derived from a firm 
adherence to the belief that human nature must be the basis of 
ethical judgements. But if one employs only empirical methods 
in the study of human nature, then one need do no more than 
employ strictly empirical methods in the attempt to find out 
what is becoming to human nature. This gave rise to the belief 

B 
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that question<; of wl1at is good can he decided by a mere c:ouul­
ing of heads, by a purely quantitati\·e asscssmeut of \\·hat 
people in fact do and favour. The most sophisticated form of 
this kind of ethical knowledge is to be found in utilitarianism, 
i.e. in the belief that what ought to be done can be decided by a. 
simple, or perhaps not so simple, calculation of what will 
promote the greatest happiness of the g1·eatcst number of 
people. At the same time, especially in the United States, this 
way of discovering what is good has also found a Ycry unsophi­
sticated expression in the form of popularity polls. For the 
sake of these polls, people put themselves out to do all those 
things and to behave in those ways that arc likely to find the 
approval of the greatest number of their fellow men. In both 
ut~litarianism and in the popularity poll, ethical knowledge is 
still derived from an observation of human nature. Ethical 
judgements, therefore, still retain their cognitive value, for 
~owledge of human nature will help one to decide what 
~s good and what ought to be done. There is, however, an 
u~portant difference. As long as human nature was studied 
~t~the help of some non-empirical criteria, it was possible 
;~ ert from it. what was good and evil, what was and what 

no becommg. But when a purely Clllpirical observation 
revealed tl t 1 
• 111 lUlllan beings were in fact doinrr a very bewilder-
mgv · "" h anety of things, one ceased to feel entitled to condemn all 
. ut one group as offending against human nature. One reached 
~nstead the conclusion that the good can no longer be known 
.~observing a standard human nature, hut that it can only be 
1 . erred from a maJ· ority vote itself a I)Urcly em pirica.l and 
BCie t"fi ' · _n 1 cally unimpugnable procedure. The great qucstwn 
Which this procedure raised, however, was whether anything 
th; labelled 'good' is really entitled to be so labelled. 
th e find, therefore, that the triumph of pure empiricism in 

e study of human nature led to two difTcrcnt results. There 
~~~e firstly those people who adhered to certain traditional 
e Ical beliefs. They found that these beliefs could obviously 
no~ be derived from a genuine observation of human nature, 
~n t tha~ such genuinely empirical observation yielded nothing 
hu ethical relativism, i.e. the belief that ethical judgements 

ave no co ·t· 
t h gm Ive value. And secondly there were the people 

0 w om a genuinely empirical observation of huma.n nature 
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suggested that the ethical opinions of the past had little truth 
because they were derived from a faulty method of observing 
human nature. They were therefore prepared to overthrow 
all those ethical judgements that could not be justified by a 
genuinely empirical study of human nature and were thus 
led to the belief that the good could only be assessed (still 
alwnys as a matter of knowledge) in terms of what people in 
fact wanted or approved of. In this way it turned out that the 
only possible argument against, e.g., torture was that most 
people did in fact not approve of it, and that, if it so happened 
that they approved of it, then, as a matter of ethical knowledge 
derived from the empirical observation of human nature, tor­
ture had to be accepted as good. In this reaction to tho situation 
brought about by the introduction of genuinely empirical 
studies of human nature, good came to be defined ultimately 
in terms of what people want or approve of. And this, like the 
first negative reaction to the same situation, can only lead to 
ethical relativism. But this time it is ethical relativism with a 
vengeance. For in the first negative reaction it was at least 
granted that relativism results only if one insists that ethical 
judgements are to be derived from an observation of human 
nature. If one admits, however, that ethical judgements have 
no cognitive value, the door is still left open to a possibility 
of finding a different non-cognitive basis for them. One could, 
for instance, maintain certain ethical standards as the will of 
God. Considering, however, hmv notoriously difficult it is for 
people to agree what they hold to be the will of God, it is not 
surprising that this possibility has remained no more than a 
possibility. For if ethical judgements are not based on a know­
ledge of human nature, they can be no more than the expressions 
of whims, of preferences and odd circumstances, and remain 
therefore purely relative judgements about which one cannot 
profitably argue. 

But in the second, positive reaction, relativism emerges in 
the guise of an appeal to human nature. The cognitive value 
of ethical judgements is saved, but the resulting definition of 
good in terms of what most people do or want done leads of 
necessity to a relativism which is all the more insidious because 
it appears to be grounded in lmowlcdge of human nature. 

The most militant aspect of this positive relativism in the 
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history of ethics is the development of functionalism in sociology 
and anthropology. Functionalism regards a soeicty as a com­
plete whole and sees every habit or belief as a function whi~h is 
to be judged by its relation to other functions in that socwty. 
The only value-judgements that arc thus possible arc judge­
ments about the adjustment of an individual to the group. 
Goodness has therefore no further meaning than integration 
or adjustment, and the goodness of any function can he asse-ssed 
only in terms of its degree of integration with the other func­
tions. In this way mental health, personal development, friend­
liness, aggressiveness, etc., are all subject to a purely empirical 
judgement, and 'ethical' judgements retain their purely cogni­
tive value. But the empirical observation of how functions arc 
related to and integrated with other functions allows really 
no other judgements than that of good or bad integration. 
In the functionalist approach to man and society, the good is 
defined in terms of the working of the society and in terms of 
the degree of the social harmony that persists in it. If ~t society, 
for instance, manages to integrate torture, or is organi:wd in 
such a way that a certain amount of aggressi vcness either 
against foreigners or against members of the same group is a 
functional necessity (in view of its relation to the food supply 
or certain religious practices, etc.), then one can only express 
approval of it, and any criticism would be no more than the 
expression of an arbitrary and ill-informed judgement. \Vc can 
see, therefore, that this kind of preservation of the cognitive 
value of ethical judgements is completely stultifying: it obliges 
o~e to regard failure at conformity and integration as the only 
cnme and sets a premium not upon what has traditionally been 
regarded as good or on what we feel \ve would like to regard as 
good, but upon success at integration . 
. Fror_n such a point of view, given a certain type of society 
m W~ICh the torture of prisoners or enemies is an integral 
fu~cbon, torture cannot be condemned in that society. If one 
of It? members objects to it, one can only shrug one's shoulders 
a~ his lack of integration and hope that he will soon be suffi­
Ciently well integrated into his society to learn to watch it with 
~qua~mity. The ethical judgement that torture is bad says, 
m this particular society, nothing about torture: it merely 
proves that the author of the judgement was not well adjusted 
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to the society of which he is a member. Rousseau's paradox 
of the criminal who must wish to be punished lest he be out of 
step with the General \Vill, has always been condoned because 
H.ousseau wisely chose a criminal as an example. But the utter 
paradoxicality of tho case is much more patently revealed 
when we look at it tho other way round and say that in this 
kind of functionalism, given a society of gangsters or concen­
tration-camp guards, the 'good' man must wish to be tortured. 

Considering that both the negative and the positive reaction 
have resulted from the introduction of purely empirical methods 
into the study of human nature, it cannot come as a surprise 
to find that the great popular work, written from the stand­
point of tho negative reaction, Spengler's Decl-ine of the TV est, 
should have proved a source of inspiration to tho great popular 
work, written from the standpoint of functionalism, Ruth 
Benedict's Patterns of Culture. \Vhatever one may say against 
Spengler's method of writing history, one cannot deny that he, 
like very few other historians, had fully understood the sig­
nificance of the fact that an empirical study of human natm·e 
cam1ot be made the basis of ethical judgements, and that the 
values obtaining in certain cultures and at certain periods can 
neither find a justification outside those cultures and periods, 
nor be made the subject of intelligent criticism in terms of 
standards derived from other cultures or periods. Ruth Bene­
dict, though an anthropologist whose somces of information 
areverymuch more reliable and adequate than those of Spengler, 
has nevertheless explicitly acknowledged her debt to the latter: 
her functionalism, like Spengler's historicism, is also firmly 
based upon the insight that one cannot pass judgement upon 
the values obtaining in a certain society by using standards 
other than the ones that are enshrined in the concepts of cultural 
function or pattern. To Spengler, the good is defined in terms 
of what people happen to approve of; and to Ruth Benedict, 
tho good is defined in terms of functional integration. 

In view of the development of these various forms of ethical 
relativism, it is little wonder that at the beginning of this 
century, well before either Spengler or Ruth Benedict, G. E. 
Moore should have drawn attention to the fact that this kind 
of ethical relativism was based upon the 'naturalistic fallacy'. 
He concluded from an observation of utilitarian arguments- but 
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what he said might h:we been appl icd to the other form~ of 
relativism we have discussed - that people had formed the 
habit of inferring what ought to be done from ,,·hat i,.; being 
done. Formally speaking his argument insisted that it is a. 
fallacy to deduce values from facts or to infer that things arc 
good because most people want them or arc actually doing 
them. But the material substance of his argument amounted 
to no less than the observation that people had got into the 
habit of defining the good in terms of things that had no con­
nection with ethical values and which, in fact, had no greater 
recommendation than that they were being done or desired by 
lots of people. 

Unfortunately, whether through 1\Ioore's own fault or through 
the zeal of his followers, the argument was interpreted too 
closely in the purely formal sense and therefore applied not 
only to the various ways in which people had rcaetetl to the 
discovery that a genuinely empirical study of human nature 
does not yield the same clear insight into what is and what is not 
becoming to men as had been yielded by earlier less purely 
empirical studies of human nature, but also to all other forms 
of deriving ethical judgements from a knowledge of human 
nature. This extended application of the argument that an 
inference from facts to values is a fallacy seems to me to be 
itself a fallacy. 

Before the study of human nature came to be carried out 
in a purely empirical sense, our knowledge of human nature was 
derived not exclusively from the observation of how men 
behave, but also from certain self-evident principles, from 
certain definitions and possibly from certain revealed truths. 
In other words, the picture of human nature which thus 
emerged was not really a purely naturalistic picture, but one 
that was shot through with non-naturalistic features; and it is 
not difficult to see that the values which this picture exhibited 
and which became, of course, the basis for all judgements of 
v.alue inferred from this picture, stood in a very intimate rela­
tion to these non-naturalistic features of the picture of human 
nature. With the growth of the purely empirical method of 
describing human nature these non-naturalistic features came 
gradually to be excluded: and the ethical relativism, which we 
saw resulted from the employment of purely empirical methods 
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in the study of human nature, stood therefore in a precise 
relation to the employment of empirical methods. The more 
empirical the study of human nature became, the more urgent 
became the conclusion that ethical values arc relative to a 
certain society and that it is not possible to define them in terms 
other than what most people in a certain society are either 
actually doing or actually desiring. Ethical relativism, or, what 
is the same thing, ethical naturalism (i.e. the habit of deriving 
values from facts) is thus dependent on the employment of 
pure empiricism in the study of human naturo, and there is a 
precise relationship between the two. 

Once this is realized, it is easy to see that the naturalistic 
fallacy is committed when the good is defined in terms of what 
people can be observed to be actually doing or desiring; because 
in such a case there is an inference from facts to values. But one 
cannpt maintain that the same fallacy is committed when the 
picture of human nature, from which values are inferred, is 
not due to purely empirical observation. \Yhcn Aristotle 
argued, from certain definitions and from certain metaphysical 
insights, that the contemplative life was the highest good, he 
did ground his statement upon human nature. His ethical 
prescription had a cognitive value- for it was either a true or a 
false statement, given the picture of human nature he had in 
mind. But since he had not derived this picture entirely from 
empirical observation, one could not argue that he was inferring 
values from facts. He did not put forward his statement 
because he had actually observed that a large number of people 
are leading or are desiring to lead the contemplative life and he 
had therefore not defined the good in terms of what people are 
actually doing. His ethical judgement did have a different 
cognitive basis: it was grounded on a conception of human 
nature which depended by no means exclusively on a pure 
observation of what people were doing. His inference was 
therefore not one from facts to values; but from facts-and­
values to values. ·whether his inference was formally completely 
valid may well be questionable; but there can be no doubt that 
he did not really commit the naturalistic fallacy - at least not 
in the obvious and stark way in which it was committed, for 
example, by the utilitarians. 

It follows, therefore, that it is a mistake to see the naturalistic 
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fallacy in operation in arguments other than those which define 
the good in terms of what is being done or desired by a. large 
number of people. An inference from human nature to ethical 
value is by no means illicit - provided the picture of human 
nature is obtained by other than purely empirical methods. 

Before proceeding with the argument, it is profitable to 
survey the development of ethical arguments that followed 
upon the discovery of the naturalistic fallacy. 

Moore himself attempted to establish ethics on completely 
new grounds. He was very much concerned, of course, with tho 
belief that ethical judgements arc not relative values and arc 
more than arbitrary decisions. In this he showed himself firmly 
wedded to the whole tradition of ethical thought from Aristotle 
to the utilitarians. He put forward the celebrated argument 
that the good is sui generis; and that one notices goodness in an 
action just as one observes yellowness in an object. \Vith this 
argument he certainly managed to avoid any nuturalistic 
fallacy. But no matter how logically impressive it is, it proves 
to be pragmatically completely useless. The utilitarians, no 
matter how fallacious their inference from facts to values, 
had at least the one advantage of being pragmutically useful: a 
utilitarian can ulways prescribe some way in which, for practicul 
purposes, an ethical judgement can be made, and indicute a 
method by which one cun carry on a debate about the ethicul 
value of institutions, hubits, customs or individual behaviour. 
His insistence on the cognitive value of ethical judgements 
h~s ~ very practical significance, and even though he is com­
mittmg the naturulistic fallacy every time he opens his mouth, 
and ~v~n though he is getting hopelessly bogged down in ethical 
relativism, he always provides a ground for a genuine ethical 
argument. The same cannot be said for Moore: the observation 
that an action is good, like the observation that an object is 
yellow, cannot lead to a sensible urgument. One can well suy 
~at one sees that an action is good; but one can say no more. 

o~re's. belief that his theory salvuges the cognitive vulue of 
ethical JUdgements is therefore deceptive. The argument has 
the outward appearance of doing so. But since there are no 
facts t~ which it can appeal in case of a difference in ethicul 
valu~twn, .the view that the good is seen as a property of 
certam actions is really indistinguishable for practicul purposes 
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from the view that an ethical judgement is simply an expression 
of an arbitrary decision or a whim or a. certain feeling or desire. 

It is, therefore, no cause for surprise when we find that 
l\Ioorc's rigid objectivism (his attempt to preserve the cognitive 
value of ethical judgements) made way finally for an extreme 
form of ethical subjectivism which believes that an ethical 
judgement has no basis in facts and that there can be no argu­
ment about ultimate' ethical judgements. This view, reinforced 
by the theory of Logical Positivism that the meaning of a 
statement is its method of verification, was propounded, for 
instance, b.\' Aycr and has since then been upheld in one form 
or another by countless other writers. Judgements of value, 
they argue, arc not like judgements of facts. The meaning of the 
latter can he asccrtainc<l by some verification procedure. The 
only meaning that can be attributed to the former is that they 
are an expression of preferences, of feelings, etc., about whici1 

one cannot argue. One ethical judgement is therefore as good 
as any other. \Yith this theory of ethics we have finally come 
to the view of the man wh~ says th~t h~ will do always exactly 
as he likes because there IS no obJective way of establishina 
the good and that therefore one action is as good or as bad a~ 
any other. \\'c arc now a far cry from the man who might ha\e 
said that he knew very well what the good was and knew that 
he ought to do it; but that he chose in fact not to do it. 

It is perhaps strange that it should be such <t short step from 
Moore's objectivism to Ayer's subjectivism. But if one takes 
the naturalistic fallacy seriously and believes that it applies 
to all arguments from human natm·e to ethical value, even whe 
the picture of human nature involved is based upon methodn 
of observation other than empirical ones, it is impossible t s 
avoid the conclusion that ethical judgements luwe no cognitiv~ 
value at all. l\Ioorc's theory had the appearance of avoidina 
this conclusion, but proved in actual practice to be indist' ~ 
guishable from pure subjectivism. For if the perception 111f 
goodne~s is sui generis, ?ne cannot arg~e with a ma.n wl~o 
mainta..m~. that he ~ercmves ~oodness m t?rture. And the 
impossibility of startmg a sensible argument IS alwavs a l . 

. f b. t' . J c ear indica.twn o su Jec lVIsm. 
·what is a. little more surprising, perhaps, is the fact th ttl 

views of Jean-Paul Sartre lead to exactly the same ki~d ~~ 
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subjectivism. Sartre, unlike Moore and Aycr, did not react 
against the naturalistic fallacy committed by the utilitarians. 
He began by reacting against the views of Hegel. Hut since 
Hegel was one of the foremost representatives of the negative 
(historicist) reaction to the employment of purely empirical 
methods in the study of human nature, Sartre's position is 
quite intelligible. The historicists, unlike the utilitarians, con­
cluded from the observation that a purely empirical study of 
human nature leads to the view that men do in faet appro\·e of 
the most diverse things in different ages and different soc:icties, 
that ethical judgements lmve no cognitive value but arc :dto­
gether relative to certain periods and certain cultures and that 
what happens to be approved of in one culture is neither worse 
nor better than the opposite that may happen to be approvccl 
of on the other side of the frontier or in a different age by the 
~arne society. Having thus denied the cognitive value of ethical 
JUdgements, the historicists made no attempt to commit the 
naturalistic fallacy. They simply resignee! themselves to a 
complete and outspoken ethical relativism without trying to 
remedy it by means other than philosophies of history, i.e. 
by attempts to show that the various relative standards of 
value professed in certain societies at certain times stand in a 
certain necessary relationship to one another. Sartrc was there­
fore not tempted to react against the naturalistic fallacy. He, 
on. the contrary, reacted against the attempt made by these 
~hilosophies of history to show that there was a certain method 
m the way in which one relative judgement of value ga.ve way 
~ another. He questioned the validity of historicism; but he 

d not question the insight that ethical J·udgements lmve no 
co •t• r lVe value. On the contrary: having abandoned as un-
r~ able all philosophies of history, he was left with the very 
~m~Ie view that ethical judgements are subjective. In this view 
\·ad. r:ot really parted company with historicism, but the 

~u ~ecttVlsrn.of this view came out more starkly in him because 
; h ~d cut htmself adrift from the moorings of the philosophies 
~ ~~t~ry which had alleviated or disguised this subjectivism 
~ . eir constant efforts at showing that though values are 

~e attve they stand in certain necessary and intelligible relations 
t otone another and can, therefore, be imagined to add up to a 

0 al whole which is itself not relative. ('It takes all sorts to 



'l'HE PROHLEl\1 OF ETHICS lfi 

make a world' - the historicist seemed to be saying, thus 
sugaring the pill of complete ethical rclatiYism. Ranke, with 
greater sophistication, said: 'all periods arc equidistant from 
Uod!') 

Sartrc formulated his ethical subjectiYism as the theory that 
'existence precedes essence'. This means in brief that we do not 
derive Yalucs from an awareness that human nature is such and 
such and that certain actions arc more becoming than others; 
hut the fitet that we act in a certain way and not in another, 
is a free decision ('we arc fated to he fi·ec') because it is not 
grounded on the necessity for acting in a certain way that is 
in conformity with human nature. Human nature, on the con­
trary, is the result of our free decisions to act in certain ways­
and not the other way round. 

From the point of view of moral philosophy, there is much to 
be said for Sartre's formulation. For it draws our attention to 
the fact that we are free to shoulder the responsibility for what 
we are or to feel self-pity instead and blame circumstances. 
'Ve arc always what we are and our choice lies either with 
Sartre and with saying that we have chosen to act in a certain 
way that has brought about what we are; or with self-pity 
and resignation and a refusal to accept responsibility. The argu­
ment seems in fact to recommend that '"e extend the mean­
ing of the word 'responsibility'. Usually we hold ourselves 
responsible only for those actions which we know, or which 
someone else knows, we could have avoided by a more or less 
great and sincere effort. And we usually do not consider our­
selves responsible for being English, Jewish, tall, stupid, or 
handsome. But Sartre's argument seems to recommend that we 
use the word 'responsible' in the wider sense, in the sense in 
which it makes us feel that we have chosen to be what we are 
and that we arc thus committed to that choice and that no 
purpose can be served and no advantage gained by the belief 
that we are committed to what we are innocently, through no 
choice of our own. 

However this may be, Sartre's view is, apart from these 
practical implications, indistinguishable from that of Ayer. 
In view of the famous criticism which Ayer has expressed on 
linguistic grounds of Sartre (Horizon, July and Aug., 1945) and 
in view of the vast distance that seems to separate Language, 
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Truth and Logic from Being and Nothinr;nc.8s, this may he 
surprising. But then differences in logical procedure clo not 
always imply differences in outlook. And since both Sartre 
and Ayer belong to the generation that reacted against histori­
cism and utilitarianism respectively; and since both historicism 
and utilitarianism were different forms of an ethical relativism 
that resulted from the empirical study of human nature, the 
similarity in the positions of the two men is probably not so 
strange as it may appear at first sight. 

We have then come to a point at which the non-cognitive 
and therefore basically irrational character of ethical judgements 
is almost universally accepted. We do hear from time to time 
of re-examinations of traditional ethical theories and of 
attempts to steer a course between the Scylla of the views of 
Moore, which make ethical judgements cognitive in theory but 
relegate them in practice to a field where discussion and rational 
assessment of them is not possible and where they arc in 
fact not distinguishable from subjective judgements, and the 
Charybdis ofthe views of such outspoken and self-confessed sub­
jectivists as Ayer and Sartre, to whom ethical judgements arc 
simply expressions of personal opinions or voluntary and 
undetermined choices. It seems to me that Toulmin's The 
Place of Reason in Ethics is the most noteworthy and at first 
sight the most persuasive of these attempts. But a closer 
examination of the argument shows that the author does little 
more than establish the fact that ethical arguments, once a 
certain fundamental ethical position is taken up, are a form of 
rational rhetoric. He shows in fact that once certain ethical 
premisses, such as the basic values recognized in a certain 
~ommunity, are accepted, ethical argument is rational argument 
I~ a sense in which neither Moore's perception of ethical quali­
ties nor Ayer's or Sartre's preferences or voluntary choices are. 
But one can hardly feel that the proof that reason has in fact 
a pla?e in ethical arguments of this kind is a convincing demon­
stratiOn of the cognitive value of basic ethical judgements. Of 
these basic ethical judgements Toulmin says himself that there 
can be no argument about them, and that there is no point 
~n inquiring whether polygamy is good or whether monogamy 
IS better. Polygamy and monogamy happen to be the accepted 
rules in certain societies, and ethical argument is not concerned 
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with an inquiry into their ethical goodness; but merely with the 
various rational forms of arguments designed to encourage 
certain actions and discourage others - gi nm certain basic 
premisses. But sooner or later, one will haye to start an examin­
ation of the basic premisses; and then one will not be able to 
derive any comfort or rational guidance from Toulmin's con­
tention that reason has a place in ethics. On this last, funda­
mental issue, his ethics is as helplessly irrational as the ethical 
theories of his predecessors. He can help us to be rational once 
we have decided to become Catholics or to be loyal to Britain 
or to live in a :i\Iohammedan country because we favour poly­
gamy. But he cannot help us, any more than l\Ioore, Sartre, 
or Ayer could, to JH"OYide us with reasons or with arguments 
from human nature to make up our minds in regard to the 
initial, fundamental decisions themselves. For this reason the 
place assigned by Toulmin to reason in ethics is a Yery modest 
place and not one that is likely to alter the general picture we 
have gained of the position of ethics at the present time. For 
as to the initial and fundamental decisions that have to be 
made, there is no telling whether he would simply abide by the 
ones that happen to be the conventions in the place where one 
is born, or whether he would try to justify them and adhere to 
them by the historicist argument that an csta blishcd convention 
at a certain period in a certain society, though relative, is 
ultimate because a product of necessary historical evolution; 
or whether he would prefer the utilitarian or functional 
approach and recommend their acceptance on the grounds of 
social utility or of their functional dependence on a large 
variety of other accepted customs and institutions. \Vhichever 
of these alternatives he prefers, and whatever theoretical 
justifications he may be able to advance for any of them, for 
all practical purposes none of them can carry much conviction. 
For in our modern highly individualistic and differentiated 
societies, there are always a large number of basic ethical 
standpoints competing for our support: in Britain one can be 
either for or against planning; one can be for or against the 
established church and for or against Catholicism. One may wish 
to emigrate to Russia or to Egypt because one believes in com­
munism or polygamy, or refuse to accept a position in Ghana 
because one would hate one's children to grow up together with 
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negroes; and so forth. On none of these questions is it possible for 
reason, given the modest place which Toulmin assigns to it in 
ethics, toprovideanansweror to suggest a rational way of weigh­
ing competing alternatives. His ethics, like those of .i\Toore, .Aycr, 
and Sartre, are therefore, in the last resort, irrational ethics. 

It is certainly true that none of the upholders of these ethical 
theories has ever issued open invitations to irrationalism; and 
it is also true that, on the contrary, the form of their discussions 
is a very sophisticated form of minute and cautious rationalism. 
But since their rational investigations always lead back to the 
point where one sees that no rational distinction between dif­
ferent basic ethical positions is possible and where one admits 
that one cannot rationally discuss different ethical standpoints, 
one cannot but conclude that their arguments lead in fact to 
an ethical irrationalism. For ethical irrationalism is the doctrine 
that there is no possibility of a rational discrimination between 
opposing ethical standpoints. 

I! we .want to reopen the question of the cognitive value of 
ethiCal Judgements, we must ask ourselves in the first place 
whether this ethical irrationalism is not excessive. It is, of 
course, possible that it is not excessive. And the mere observa­
tion that it is undesirable because it makes rational discussion 
of ~timate issues impossible even when people would wish a 
rational discussion of such issues (though such a wish is by no 
~e~ns very general), is no proof that such rational discussion 
Is, I~ fa.ct, possible. We may well have to content ourselves with 
the msight that ethical irrationalism is right and that, in the 
end, we can say no more than St Louis who said that there is 
only one thing to be done with a heretic: one must run a sword 
through him. I do not mean to suggest that ethical rationalism 
would necessarily obviate the necessity for running swords 
through certain people for it is quite possible that a man may 
say th t h ' · a e knows what is the good but refuses to do It. In 
such a case one still needs recourse to violence; but such violence 
'~ould be violence for the sake of the good, it would be 'just' 
vwlence. Whereas if we all abide by ethical irrationalism, there 
~an ?e no question of 'just' violence and the appeal to the 
Irratwnal sword is the only possible rational appeal. 

~ wou_ld take it for granted that we are all agreed that ethical 
ratwnalism, though not necessarily possible, is preferable to 
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ethical irmtionali:-;m. Even though the former may not enable 
us to dispense with violence, it will help us to be more discrimin­
ating in its use. \\"e must, therefore, not give up easily, and the 
importance of the whole question makes it appear worth while 
to try again to find a, rational basis for ethical discussion and 
to establish that ethical judgements have a cognitive value. 

A renewed search must take its cue from the observation 
made above: that the naturalistic fallacy is committed only 
in those cases where a value is inferred from the facts of human 
nature or human behaviour that arc known by mere empirical 
observation. If, however, one were confronted with a picture of 
human nature that docs not owe its existence to such purely 
empirical obscrnttion, an inference from facts to values would 
not bo a naturalistic fallacy; for the facts in such a picture 
are themselves already value-charged, and the picture itself 
exhibits values. Only the value-free, purely empirical and sta­
tistical compilation of facts of human behaviour and human 
nature yields a picture that exhibits, by definition, no values. 
And only an inference from the human beha;viour depicted in 
such a picture to values (i.e. the assertion that the good is what 
certain people are in fact doing) is a naturalistic fallacy. If we 
take our cue from here, we will see that our search for the cog­
nitive value of ethical judgements is really a search for a pictme 
of human nature that is compiled in a non-empirical way; 
or at least in part with the help of methods other tlum a mere 
statistical compilation of observable and measurcable facts. 
If we can find a valid method of drawing such a picture, we 
will have shown how an inference from the 'facts' exhibited in 
such a picture to values is legitimate. \Ve will thus have estab­
lished the cognitive value of ethical judgements. 

In this way, the question as to the cognitive value of ethical 
judgements or as to the feasibility of ethical ra,tionalism re­
solves itself into a, question of epistemology. 

There a,re two possible procedures. One can either begin with 
a,n assertion of the good a,nd then endea,vour to demonstrate 
how a,nd in what sense the truth of such a,n assertion is vouch­
safed by a, certain picture of the world we are living in. In this 
case one would begin with an ethical dogma a,nd then sea,rch 
for an epistemology which would allow one to produce a, picture 
of huma,n behaviom from which the ethical assertions could be 
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infened without tlw ~~oJIIJlli:-<:·don of tlu· naturalistic· fallaey. The 
scr~ond procedure (Jpr·n to us would lu·gin with an inYcstigat.ion 
of cpistcmolog.Y awl t lu· (·on;; I rud iun of a pil't ure of human 
behaviour from wltir·lt o1w would inl(·r a lllJJilhvr of judgements 
that v.·ould lmvc an dhir·al <·har:u~tf'r. Fmm a logieal point of 
view either of tlwso pnwedures i:-; lr·gitiJJl:ttP. But. the second 
procedure might rr~IJlind one: a lit til' J,it, of tho magieal trick of 
pr·odueing rabl,its out of bats; for t lu~ rearl<·r would know from 
the start that Ow epistc·mologi,·al inquiry is not. undertaken in 
a totally disintc·rr:st<:d spirit, l111t with a \'iew to finding a cogni­
tive basis for ethi1~al judg1~11H~nts, and that it is therefore likely 
to lJe c:arried out in a way likr·h· to produce the desired result. 
The first JH'fJC'r~durr: s1·r·n•s: t ll('n·f·o,·r·, 11111re honest. It. bPgins with 
Home dogmatir: etlti1·al assc·rt ion:-; and then shows that., given 
certain cpistemologic~al considr·ra t ions, t h<.'se assl'rtions arc not 
dogmatic and irrational. Til(' l'pisf<-lllologil'al inn'stigntions will, 
therefore, be quite openly fh•sigJu:d to furnish grounds for t.he 
rationality of the ctltir·al assert ions with whil'h one began. 
The secowl procc:dtli'C~ may ha\·e the adnmtagc of appearing 
less biassed and 111orc indr·JH'IHI<'nt: frolll r·Ntain <'pistcmologicnl 
argunwnts we c:orwlude that it. is pos;-;ii,J<· to put. forward rational 
ethical jwlgr:ments and the \'alidity of these ethical judgements 
will he cnharwed IH!r·ause they are bast·d on \'alid and indcpen­
dcn.t cpistenwlogieal argtJJltents. But the <'OJH'lusion may appear 
a.lnt like a c:rmjuring trick - for it may look like an odd coin­
Cidence indeed that \\'C' lll:tllage to produce just the very con­
elusion we desired. In t Jw fornwr· prcwedurc the argument. is less 
pre~entious. There is 110 pretence at an independent cpistemo­
logH:al inquiry, but a r·lea•· admission that that inquiry is 
~tlldertaken in order to Hhow the rationality of certain ethical 
Judgernents. TJwm is no <"onjuring trick that produces the 
desired rabbit from a seemingly empty hat; but an open 
demonstration that the hat ehoscn fur pruclucing the rabbit 
was built to order. Jf we can then produce the rabbit in the form 
of our desired rational justification of certain ethical judgements 
we cannot Lc accused of a. magical trick, provided no tricks 
were Used in the choice of materials ami methods used in the 
building of the hat. For t.his reason I have chosen to employ 
the former procedure. vVc will, therefore, begin by turning in 
the next chapter not to epistemology but to dogmatic ethics. 
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'l"'llB SCI EXCE OP ETI-IICS 

A. Dogmatic Ethic.s 

The seience of ethics is primarily and fundamentally concerned 
with the fact of e\·il. Not, however, with the fact of evil as the 
psychological phenomenon that makes us experience revulsion 
or displeasure on certain occasions. It rests on the assumption 
that certain actions are intrinsically evil even though they may 
cause pleasure, and that one ought, therefore, to devise ways 
and means of avoiding them. Ethics, therefore, is the study of 
how evil can be avoided. It is concerned, by implication, with 
the knowledge of the good. 

To begin with, then, it is necessary to find a conveniently 
abstract formula for a description of evil. It must be abstract 
enough to allow us to apply it to a very wide number of cases, 
so that we can subsume them all under one single heading. And 
it must at the same time be concrete enough for us to recognize 
actual cases as evil. 

If one said, for instance, that everything that is material is 
evil, one would be lacking in abstraction. l!..,or there are, first, 
many material things that are not at all evil, and, second, many 
things that are evil, though not material. If one said, on the 
other hand, that aU evil is the result of demonic interference 
with human life, or a human revolt against God, one would not 
be sufficiently concrete. 'Vithout being demonstrably wrong, 
one could, on such a definition of evil, never ascertain in any 
particular case whether man has revolted against God or not 
and whether his action, is, as a result, evil or not. 

I propose therefore to describe as evil all those actions and 
thoughts, motives, instincts, habits, etc., which cause us, either 
partially or wholly, to make use of other people for our own 
purposes. This means that I presuppose that every human being 
is an end in himself and that, if he or she is not treated as such 
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but used in order to promote the \veil-being, tl~t· intt·n·sts, the 
purposes, etc., of someone else, there is e\·il. I L follows from 
this description that all those phenomena in \\-IJi(·h only one 
person is concerned are ruled out as being int:apahlt• of being 
evil. This shows that the proposed formula is narrow. But since 
ethics is concerned with human relations and not with human 
beings in hermitages, there is ample justification for this arbi­
trary narrowing of the formula. 

I would suggest that one should understand the formula, in a 
perfectly mechanical manner. Thus, when a hahv needs its 
mother for its food and care and protection, it lll~tkes usc of 
the mother. Hence there is some justification for speaking of 
evil. If a man needs a butler, if a child needs n, teacher, we arc 
face to face with the phenomenon of one person using another 
person for his own purposes. The same phenomenon is to be 
found in every marriage, no matter ho\v happy the two partners 
are together. In a certain sense, they arc using one another. In 
fact, all human beings constantly make use of n, large num bcr of 
human beings all the time. In some they have a. personal interest 
: we.ll, which they sometimes exhibit ancl sometime:.; wish to 

sgwse; and in others they do not even pretend to have a 
personal interest. The man who handles my mail at the post 
office is someone I make use of· but for all I care he may be a. 
machine. ' 

Fo:tunately, this finely spun and seamless webb of 'w;c' 
:elationships which constitutes human ~-;ociety has the all­
Important relieving feature that most of these relationships 
athre mutual. The child needs the mother but the mother needs 

e hil ' h' c d. I need the postman, but the pm;tman needs me to pay 
t .1s salary. And so forth In other words although the prostitu-
Ion f h · ' 

h 0 uman beings to one another is a universal feature of 
w~man lif~ and although, according to my formula, it is evil 
atterehver It occurs, the evil has very often very little or no sting 

ac ed to it 

0~n fa?t,. wh~ther by careful planning or hy natural selection, 
bri societies, large and small, are organized in such u. way as to 
mo~f about a great deal of such mutual interdependence. The 
wr't er finds the child, the man a woman, the postman a letter-

1 er ~nd the policeman a criminal. In the most general terms, 
one co d say that evil is enormously alleviated by the fact that 
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human beings need one another and that therefore the resent­
ment of being prostituted to another person's needs is often 
very small. Gin~n the variety of human needs and circumstances, 
however, it can never be totally eliminated. For even in the 
best of cases, sueh as the mother-child relationship, or a happy 
marriage, the time comes when the mutual needs no longer 
dovetail to perfection: the child grows up and becomes a man 
with interests and needs that ean no longer be satisfied by the 
mother. But the mother remains a mother ... and if she eannot 
find another child there arc needs that will remain unfulfilled. 

It is one of the chief purpose:; of society to organize mutual 
dependence - to bring the obsessive organizer together with 
the men who wish to be organized to play football and to 
jockey men who need to exercise authority into positions where 
authoritative decisions have to be made. By this kind of social 
organization one alleviates the necessity for too much repression 
as well as the necessity for more moral regeneration than one 
can reasonably expect. But even in the best organized of 
societies, there remain loose ends. 

Ideally speaking it might be possible to alleviate evil by a 
huge effort at social organization. \Vith the help of card indexes 
and electronic filing-systems it might be possible to make a list 
of all the needs of all human beings and then fit every human 
being with another human being who will satisfy those needs 
and have his in turn satisfied. In general terms, such a filing 
system \voulcl discover for every sadist a masochist* and thus 
obviate the necessity for either the sadist or the masochist to 
seek a cure or a less harmful outlet for his energies. 

In practice, of course, this is not possible. No filing system 
could do justice to such a task, and even if it could, not all 
cases are so simple as the one of the sadist and the masochist. 
But even if they were, the problem of transportation would 
prevent us from implementing the human combinations recom­
mended by our filing system. I have merely indicated the possi­
bility of the filing system and of the dovetailing of human needs 

* This is not to bo taken literally. A sadist, tmforttmutely, cannot 
satisfy himself unless his victim genuinely suffers. If his victim is u 
masochist who enjoys tho tortures inflicted on him u real sadist would 
not bo content. I have merely used theso two type's us a rough-and­
ready way of indicating un ideal possibility of dovetailing. 
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on a huge scale in order to show that, though evil could never 
be eliminated in this fashion, it would be ideally possible to 
alleviate it fairly effectively. 

Ail we recognize that the filing system which would find a 
sadist for every masochist is a practical impossibility, we must 
turn our attention to the examination of an alternative way of 
transcending evil. 

Even without a filing system, however, human society is 
organized in such a way that much evil is alleviated and that a 
great deal of social integration, though resulting in the large­
scale organization of human prostitution for other people's 
needs, does not force us to seck radical and drastic solutions all 
the time. The sciences of social engineering arc largely con­
cerned with improving social integration and with thus alleviat­
ing evil without ever having to strike at the root of evil. What­
ever I will have to say about radical and drastic solutions for 
eliminating evil, I would make it quite clear at the outset 
that these recommendations should never be taken as alter­
~atives to those recommended by the sciences of social engineer­
mg. Social engineering is a far more practical technique for 
alleviating evil than any suggestion one can make for its com­
plete elimination. And in view of the realization of how horrible 
~vil is and of how much incredible suffering and pain it involves, 
It W?uld be irresponsible to belittle or discourage those practical 
devices that can alleviate it for the sake of theoretical rccom­
men_dations which are likely to eliminate it. The most one can 
sa?' m favour of any drastic recommendation is that it should be 
tned only when all attempts at social engineering have failed, 
a_nd when a radical course of action is not likely to make the 
Situation worse . 
. Social engineering can be carried on in both private and public 

life. Everything, from marriage guidance councils that help 
couples with their personal problems and from the psycho­
analytical couch, to the legislature which drafts a social security 
scheme and old age pensions, is part of social engineering. Radi­
~al recommendations for the elimination of evil, on the other 

and, are always to be applied in private or in small, voluntary 
~oups: they lose their cogency as soon as they get mixed up 
;Ith large-scale public or social movements. They are, there­
ore by nature socially irrelevant though I will try to show later 
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that they C'an malw a great deal of difference to human societies. 
The alternative 'vay of transcending evil is, in contrast to 

the soeial engineer's piecemeal attempts at alleviating it, a 
radical way. It cuts at the root of evil and recommends practices 
that will enable people to live without using other people. To 
live without using other people and rendering them services 
in return would mean, of course, to live like a hermit. Such may 
well be the final outcome, especially in the case of very scrupu­
lous people. But common sense will suggest that there is no 
need to transcend the evil that is invoh·ecl in the postman 
delivering my letters. I pay him; and provided I pay him enough 
(whatever this may precisely mean), neither he nor I can 
derive any suffering from our symbiotic relationship. There is 
therefore no real need for the elimination of evil which does not 
cause sufTering to anyone. 

The transcendence of evil is, however, an imperative in cases 
where mutual prostitution docs cause suffering; and especially 
where such a mutual relationship is not perfectly and lastingly 
symbiotic, as in the ideal case of the sadist and the masochist. 

If one agrees to neglect for the time being all those cases 
where mutual prostitution and symbiotic relationships are 
concerned with the satisfaction of purely physical mud material 
needs, such as the delivery of letters, one will see that symbiosis 
is necessary because of the w·eakness inherent in human nature. 
A child needs his mother's love; and a husband, his wife's 
devotion. Very often the mother is lacking in her husband's 
attention and therefore seeks compensation by acting in such a 
way that the child is not only given the care he needs in order 
to thrive, but is also tied to his mother's apron strings as an 
insurance against loneliness and purposelessness. The ways in 
which a mother may defend and rationalize such actions need 
not concern us; they are commonplaces of psychological text­
books. Alternatively, a mother may have resentments inherited 
from her own childhood, and her actions towards her own child 
are governed by her conscious or unconscious desire to compen­
sate herself for the suffering caused to her by her own mother. 
There is an inexhaustible variety of ways in which that sort 
of thing can be clone. She may inflict the sufferings which she 
had to endure on the child; or she may act in a way diametri­
cally opposed to the one in which her own mother has acted 
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towards her. The child itself, exposed to these constant attc111pts 
the part of his mother to find compensations for suiTl'rings 

on · f l · ·r and weaknesses will in turn need com11cnsat10n rom \Is w1 e, 
his schoolmate~, his friends and, in the end, from his 0\~'11 
children. And thus the cycle continues, a never ending scncs 
of mutual dependences, of attempts to seck compensations, 
of using other people as supports for one's own life. In this way 
every human being is both the victim of all the evil that was 
perpetuated in the world before him, anl\ t\\c g;uara.ntcc{\ in~tru­
ment tb.at tb.at ecl v.-ill. be b:a..n.C.!cC.. (\(,,,.-n. \o \_>()~\e1:\.i..":" . .\..n. '<:'"':"'<: 

t.G~ -a.n. e'5e, a. \GG\'n. br. a. \aG\'a. ·, ani\ it wi\\ \)c ecrtain t\1at the 
em on.e suffers will be inflicted by oneself on one's fellows 
and in turn be visited upon one's children and their children "s 
children. It is natural for a person to love or resent in return 
and in proportion to pleasures or pains which he has received­
even though the love and resentment (as the case may be) need 
not necessarily (in fact it rarely is) be bestowed upon the person 
from whom one has received tlle corresponding pleasure or 
pain. The fact tl1at this is so makes evil self-perpetuating; 
for if one returned love or resentment only to the person from 
whom one has received the corresponding pleasure or pain, 
evil would not be self-perpetuating. It would then exist only 
in small circles and would have to be genemted afresh within 
the life cycle of every individual. But the fact that it is quite 
possible to resent A for the pain caused by B ensures that evil 
is passed on from generation to generation, from one group of 
people to another. 

Once one understands this inexorable chain which consti­
tutes the natural history of evil, the remedy suggests itself 
immediately. The remedy is, in fact, a very obvious one. One 
must try to gain the freedom to refuse to be part of the chain. 
If the series of actions and thoughts by which evil propagates 
itself is a natural chain of causations, one must gain the freedom 
to be non-natural, the freedom to extricate oneself. This free­
dom means that one will be able to suffer and accept evil with­
out seeking compensation. This is the only conceivable way in 
which the ineluctable natural chain can be broken and evil be 
eliminated. 

The elimination of evil consists in the capacity to suffer evil, 
i.e. to be used by others for their own ends. For one cannot 
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hope to live in a world in which others will not make such 
attempts at prostituting one for their own ends. Hence the 
ability to suf1"cr without seeking compensation of any kind is 
the crucial factor in the elimination of evil. And we may now 
define the good as the ability to let oneself be used by other 
1)eople without seeking compensation by using the people who 
use one or using others in turn. Goodness consists in the freedom 
to halt the natural transmission of evil. 

There are two ways in which e\·i\ can thus be e\i.mi.nuted. The 
~t "W'J..~ \s b~ lt\.C:C\1:\.\.1.1.\~\\S\.\.':;.\.t'\~ \0-'-;"C"., 'J..'t\.Q tb.e SC\:C\1\.Q "W'J..': lS 
\Y~; ~\.'bso\"\.1.\.e U\'i.'J..~:\n\.Wl\.i.. 

There is a natural form of love which is very pleasant and 
often productive of mueh enjoyment; but it is part and parcel 
of the universal chain of causation of edl. For such love is a 
return for scn·iccs rendered: we will love a beautiful woman for 
the pleasure she affords our senses, a child for the pleasure we 
take in fondling it and protecting it. The other form of love, 
wllieh is gh·en spont:meously, not for the bcnC'fits rC"cei>cd but 
simply for the sake of the other person, is very rare. But such 
love is the love that breaks the series of evil actions. For if one 
lo,·es another person absolutely, unconditionally, and indepen­
dently of any benefits derived from him, love is spontaneous 
and incommensurable with any goods received in return. If 
one loves another person in that way, one will be able to refrain 
from using him or her for one's own purposes, no matter how 
great and deep one's needs arc. Incommensurable love trans­
cends evil. 

The tmnscension of evil by absolute detachment is the very 
opposite of the tmnscension of evil by incommensurable love. 
Normally we are anything but detached from other people. 
\Ve are dependent on their actions for the satisfaction of our 
needs and therefore attached to them in expectation, in love, 
in hostility and in a thousand other ways. But if we can reach a 
state of pure detachment from them and turn entirely to a life 
in solitude, we can release them from the expectations we have 
of them. It will then no longer be necessary for a child to satisfy 
his mother's expectations and for a wife, her husband's demands. 
An absolute detachment will enable us to forgo the services which 
we need from other people and enable us to cease using them for 
our own ends. In this way absolute detachment transcends evil. 
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For the sake of the following arguments I propose to intro-
d ber Of technical words and labels. I propose to uce anum 

£ t · mn1ensurable love and absolute detachment as re er o 1nco . . 1 -
b l t love and absolute detachment. It IS not dlfficu t to 

a so u e 1 , · 1 f tl d justify the use of the word 'abso ute m pace ~ 1e wor 
'incommensurable'; for incommensurable love has In fa?t be~n 
described as the opposite of relative love, of love g1ven m 
respon.c;e and in proportion to ~ertain soli_citati_ons. Fur~her­
more, I propose to use the catcgones of Relalwnslnp and Solztudc 
to describe the conditions referred to above as incommensurable 
love and absolute detachment. These two categories will serve to 
bring out the way in which the two forms of the transcension of 
evil are opposed to each other. Relationship means a heighten­
ing of one's love for others until it reaches the point of being 
absolute; and Solitude means the withdrawal from othC'rs to 
the point at which such withdrawal becomes absolute. Evil is 
transcended either in Relationship or in Solitude. I also propose 
to use the expression 'absolute consciousness' to describe 
Solitude or absolute detachment. This expression is commonly 
used by Indian philosophers to describe that state of complete 
solitude in which one's consciousness has been emptied of all 
c_ontents and a~tachments -.possibly something very much 
hke the state Anstotle was thmking of when he wrote that 'the 
supreme mind thinks itself'. It is not easy, given the grammatical 
structure of our 1 t · - b 
d . anguagc, o enviSage a state that can only e 

escnbed as on · I · } · · · If 
Our li . . em w uc l consciousness Is focused upon 1tsc . 

. ngll1stiC usage prescribes that we always usc the word 
consciOusness h · t 

. . w en we are consmous of something and do no 
use It In the way. h" } . . . . ' b 1 t 

. m w Ic 1 It Is used m the expressiOn a so u c consciousness' I "II d" . . 
n · · WI Iscuss tins questwn presently and state ow no mor th · · 
th t e an that this expression will be used to descnbe e s ate of solitude 

d. Altho~gh Relatio~ship and Solitude are two states that are Iametneall 
I·..,., Y opposed to one another it is of the greatest •uportance t d ' d 
t · J 0 un erstand that they arc fundamentally relate 
;r~ eae 1 other, and that it is impossible to cultivate one state 

WJ_thout cultivating the other state. 

1f one seeks Solitude alone and practises all the various forms 
of gradual detachment that will lead to it, one will find it 
extremely difficult to overcome the last and final attachment, 
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which may even prove the most intractable form of attachment, 
i.e. the attachment to one's own desire to find peace and absten­
tion from evil. lf this remains as the last n'stigc, the detach­
ment cannot be absolute. In order for the detachment to become 
absolute, one must pursue it for the sake of someone other than 
oneself, one must pursue it for other people and precisely in 
order to become able to abstain from the evil which one does 
to others by making usc of them. But one can only desire to 
avoid such eYil if one lo\·es other people - and loves them for 
their own sake (i.e. incommensurably). and not for the pleasure 
or comfort one derin's from them. Solitude, therefore, in order 
to become true Solitude, must be sought for the sake of absolute 
lo\·e or for the sake of Relationship. This mn~· sound para­
doxical, but the truth of this contention is not difficult to see, 
and the para<loxiC'ality of the statement is simply clue to our 
mode of cxpres:-:;ion. 

The same applies, mutatis mutandis, to the search of Relation­
ship. If one seeks absolute love, one can never test oneself and 
one's love as to whether it is really incommensurable or not. If 
one loves, there may alw:.tys be a thousand and one reasons for 
such love, and sueh love may therefore not be radically different 
from the selfish kind that is gi\·cn in response to a, service or a 
pleasure derived from the person loved. There is only one way 
in which one can make sure that love is really spontaneous and 
incommensurable. This is by having sought and found Solitude 
first: only when one is quite sure one has no expectations from 
the person that is loved, and when one is certain of living in 
complete withdr:.twal, can one test one's love clearly and make 
sure that it is gratuitous and not caused by a pleasure or comfort 
given by the person that is loved. Then, and only then, can 
one know whether one is in fact receiving pleasm·e and services 
from the loved person or not. Relationship, therefore, in order 
to become true Relationship, must be sought with the help of 
absolute det:.tchment. This again sounds paradoxical, but the 
paradoxicality is only due to the expression, not to the situation. 

Relationship and Solitude, therefore, are interdependent. It 
is not possible to seek the one without the other. And any 
statement made about Relationship must imply statements 
about Solitude. That is to say, whatever doctrines and recom­
mendations are connected with the two goals, they must not 
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only be mutually compatible, but also be seen to be mutually 
dependent on one another. I would say quite catcgorica1ly that 
the pursuit of either Relationship or Solitude hy itself is self­
frustrating, self-defeating, and pointless. The saint who is 
totally placid and stands serenely on a pillar for twelve years 
feels nothing and gains nothing. There is total solitude without 
love. By contrast, the person that docs good to others all the 
time, achieves for himself no more than passing the time. And 
to others he is a menace. For tho man who loves others and is 
incessantly active on their behalf, is a man who simply seeks 
to impose his will on others. As long as his love docs not depend 
on his own Solitude- i.e. as long as his love is not completely 
detached and selfless- it is merely an endcavom· at tyranny 
over others. 

To forestall critical readers who may point out that it is 
naive to maintain that a11 human conflicts can be solved by love 
or detachment, I would add the fo1lowing remarks. 

First, the preceding statements arc not meant to prove that 
lo:e will solve all human conflicts. They arc really conc_crncd 
With the transcension of evil rather than with the resolutwn of 
conflicts between person and person. The object of love, or for 
that matter, of detachment, is not to make soc.:icty run more 
smoothly (although this may be one of its incidental e1Tccts); 
but to set up effective barriers to the propagation of evil from 
person to person, and from generation to generation. A person 
that l~ves absolutely may not always be able to solve other 
people s problems; but he can effectively cease being part of 
the chain along which evil is handed down from father to son, 
from lover to lover and from teacher to pupil. I know quite 
well that the love that is bent upon doing good to others may 
':ell wreck people's lives, and that often an unloving and dispas­
SIOnate. frankness, or even cruelty, is more likely to have 
beneficial resu!ts. :Sut this is not my point. My point is ~h~t 
goodness consists m the transcension of evil· and that evil IS 

transcended ~f and only if a person ceases to' pass it on in the 
sense of seelung compensation for hurts suffered. 

My second observation is this. I know that there are all sorts 
of love, from benign goodwill to passionate possessiveness. And 
I know that none of these loves is likely to transcend evil. Any 
action or attitude towards another person, which is based upon 
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any of Ruch loves, is likely to continue the inclnd able passage 
of evil from person to person; for it ensures that the person to 
whom one gives addec based on such love, or towards whom 
one acts lovingly in such a sense, will subtly become the >ictim 
of one's own selfish desires and one ·s own egotistical notion of 
what is and what is not beneficial. The recipient of such forms 
of love can become prostituted to one's purposes in the most 
subtle of all ways. I would, therefore, be the last person to argue 
that love by itself can resolve human con!licts and problems. 
But I would add one all important exception to this admission: 
if love comes from the centre of one's Solitude then, and only 
then, can it indeed resolve all confiicts. If one's love is prompted 
by nothing at all, it comes from onc·s own detachment . .:-\.nd then 
it will have a force of conviction and inspire a confidence and 
trust that will prove irresistible. Any advice or any action 
prompted by such love will be effective in the sense that it will 
disarm. The person to whom it is extended receives it without 
suspicion or resentment, because he or she will know that it is 
not a subtle device (no matter bow unconsciously contrived) 
for prostituting him or her to someone else's purposes. 

In this sense I would answer to possible critics of the view that 
love resolves all human problems, that love docs indeed solve 
them, provided it is a love that comes from the centre of one's 
Solitude. Any love less than such love, it must be admitted, 
will not only not transcend evil but is likely to reinforce it in a 
very subtle manner. l\Ioreover, it would indeed be naive to 
believe that one could recommend it as a panacea. Any love 
other than the one that is centred on Solitude, is still part of 
the natural process of evil. And no one could recommend its 
pursuit without being guilty of a platitudinous reconunenda­
tion. For simply to recommend people to love one another 
without insisting that such love ought to come from the centre 
of Solitude, is no more than a well-meant but totally meaningless 
general exhortation to goodness, as ineffective as it is vague. 
But the love that is here recommended as a means of transcend­
ing evil is not a general kind of love; but a very specific form. 
And one need not fear, therefore, that it is not more than a pious 
platitude to invite people to practise it; and that one must 
qualify it and supplement it with utilitarian forms of thought 
and calculations in order to make it the least bit effective. I 
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would indeed stress that perhaps the most important aspcet. of 
my dogmatic ethics is the intcrclcpcnclcnC'c of Helat ion~hip 
and Solitude; for without that intcrdcpcndcnee, huth nelatwn­
ship and Solitude become vaguely pious phenomena. They 
acquire their effectualness and their strength and precision 
directly from their interdependence. 

B. Cognitive Ethics 
So far I have made a number of dogma tie ethical assertions. 1 t 
would be quite possible and very mueh in keeping with eon­
temporary discussions of the nature of ethics, to lea \'e the 
matter at that. Moore would say that I seem to have cli:-;cU\·crcd 
the goodness of certain acts of love and of consciousness, as 
I might have spotted that the table in the garden was yellow. 
Sartre would point out that if I freely chose to love absolutely 
and to seek absolute consciousness, I \vould be committed to 
these activities, and that by such acts of existence I would 
have created my own essence. Ayer would st..-D in the preceding 
pages an attempt at preaching, an cfl"orL to expre:-;s certain 
moral preferences and to state them in a way likely to persuade 
others to accept them, or at least, if they do not wish to follow 
them themselves, to tolerate my pursuit of them. And Touhnin 
would endeavour, provided he was certain that, like monogamy 
in Britain, these values were accepted in the society he was 
living in, to use reason to show how they could be used to 
evaluate rationally all manner of ethical statements. 

But we set ou~ to discover the cognitive value of ethical 
statements. We decided not to remain satisfied with the insight 
that there can be no ultimate argument about ethics and that, 
though we have to be satisfied with the man who says that he 
knows what is right but decides not to do it, we clo not mean to 
be satisfied with the man who says that there is no knowing 
what is right and that he will therefore do exactly as he likes. 
And if we search for the cognitive value of ethical judgements, 
we mean to search for more than Moore's view gives us, for we 
have seen that according to that view there still cannot be a 
rational discussion about ethical discoveries when people hap­
pen (as is often the case) to differ in what they 'discover'. 

We must dismiss from the very start both the historicist and 
the utilitarian approach to the matter. The utilitarian might 
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think that our ethical beliefs arc justified if he can discover 
by a statistical smTcy that a very large number of people 
really desire to pursue our ethical values. It so happens, of 
course, that the two ethical values in question are such that 
the utilitarian would actually never succcecl. But since we are 
agreed that the utilitarian is committing the naturalistic fallacy 
and that his inductive definition of the good is not u definition 
of the good but merely a, factual sun·ey of people's behaviour, 
such a conclusion has no bearing upon our problem any more 
than if, in some queer social system, he would indeed find that 
people were striving for absolute love and absolute conscious­
ness, and that such attainments would therefore result in the 
greatest happiness of the greatest number. 

Similarly, the historicist approach is of no use. The historicist 
might accept our values if he could find them put forward as an 
aim in a certain society; but then he would add the proviso 
that they were values in that particular society at that parti­
culm· time, and no more; and that, on an overall view, they were 
no more urgent aims than, e.g. the aggressiveness or the scien­
tific technology pursued by other societies at other times. He 
is not committing, by such an argument, the naturalistic fallacy, 
of course; for the very simple reason that he is in fact not hold­
ing up the actual aims pursued in any society at any time as real 
ethical values. In this way his position is perhaps more unassail­
able than that of the utilitarian. But it is also less useful: for the 
utilitarian at least can provide a practical guidance for assessing 
the values of certain customs and institutions, and does not 
leave us like the historicist, helpless in a world of conflictinO' , 0 

values without chance of finding a criterion of discrimination. 
The historicist, unlike the utilitarian, leaves us helplessly at 
the mercy of any aim and value that happens to prevail, often 
by brute strength. 

\Ve must find a picture of the world in which the states of 
Relationship and Solitude occur. And furthermore they must 
occur in such a way that we cannot only formulate descriptive 
judgements such as 'there is Relationship' or 'there is Solitude', 
but descriptive judgements such as 'Solitude is good' and 'Rela­
tionship is good'. Only when we can formulate propositions of 
the latter kind about a picture of the world, can we say that the 
ethical judgements prescribing absolute love and absolute 
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consciousness have a cognitive value. In this case an ethical 
judgement that we must seek absolute love or absolute con­
sciousness or both is a description of a state of affairs - and 
no longer a dogmatic assertion or an arbitrary expression of a 
preference or a whim. In this case we are entitled to speak of the 
truth of the ethical judgements expressed, because there is 
nothing arbitrary or conventional in the designation of Helation­
ship and Solitude as good. 

It is important that we be quite clear as to the precise mean­
ing of this argument. 'Ve are seeking a picture of the world in 
which Relationship and Solitude occur; and, furthermore, in 
which they occur in a particular way, that is, in a way in which 
we are entitled to describe them as good. If we found, for 
instance, a picture of a monastic society, we might easily detect 
in it not only the occurrence of Relationship and Solitude, but 
also the fact that most of the members of that society are 
striving for Relationship and Solitude. But such a picture would 
not entitle us to the conclusion that Relationship and Solitude 
are good. If we drew such a conclusion from the observation of 
such a picture, we would clearly be committing the naturalistic 
fallacy, i.e. we would be inferring certain values ('Relationship 
and Solitude are good') from the fact that they are being sought. 
The picture we are searching for must, therefore, be of a 
different kind. 

In it, the goodness of Relationship and Solitude must be part 
of the picture. If it is, there is no naturalistic fallacy involved 
in the statement that Relationship and Solitude are good, for 
the values enshrined in Relationship and Solitude are part and 
parcel of the original picture. In this case our ethical judgements 
that Relationship and Solitude are good, arc judgements about 
the picture of the world and not inferences from certain facts 
as to the goodness of these facts. 

There are two senses in which the picture we are seeking can 
contain the fact that Relationship and Solitude are good. In 
the first sense it can contain the goodness of Relationship 
and Solitude in a negative sense. Goodness, I have argued 
earlier, is the avoidance of evil. If evil is the use one person 
makes of another person, then we must see goodness in all 
those performances in which there is no evil, i.e. in which a 
person is willing to bear the suffering inflicted on him by other 
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people without trying to f;CCk compensation from the:;c people 
or from a third part.y. On our definition of evil, any act which 
breaks the inexorable chain of the natural history of evil as 
described above is good. 

It is natural, I have argued above, for a person to love or 
resent in return to and in proportion to which he has received 
pleasures or pains. Any act which breaks this natural chain is 
good. This conclusion is not so much merely an inference from 
my definition of evil as an observation of fact. The goodness of 
acts that break the chain consists in the a voidance of evil; in 
the fact that such acts arc like a barrier through which evil 
cannot be passed on and handed clown to the next generation. 
N"ow I have explained that Hclationship and Solitude constitute 
such barriers. A person who can love absolutely or live in abso­
lute detachment does not make use of other people to compen­
sate himself for the pains inf-licted on him by them or third 
persons. 

It is true that the appearance of goodness in a picture which 
contains such barrier acts is a direct consequence of our initial 
definition of evil. One might, therefore, object that we are able 
to find goodness as a fact in the kind of picture we are seeking, 
only because we have initially asserted as a dogma that evil 
is to use other people for one's own purposes. This dogmatic 
value judgement makes it possible to think of a certain picture 
of the world that contains performances which are good. 
The observation of such a picture would entitle us to say that 
Relationship and Solitude are good and that, when we are 
saying this, we are merely describing certain facts, namely the 
barrier-like quality of Relationship and Solitude. If ethical 
judgements to the effect that Relationship and Solitude are 
good acquire thus a cognitive value, they do so only because 
we have pushed the argument a stage further back. \Ve really 
ought to admit then that our initial evaluation, our statement 
that evil consists in making use of other people, is an ethical 
judgement which has no cognitive value. It is a dogmatic 
assertion, and not a description of certain facts contained in the 
picture we are searching for or in any picture. 

It is not possible to meet this objection. But it is possible to 
weaken its strength by a further consideration. I said that there 
are two senses in which the picture we are seeking can contain 
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the fad that l{eJationship and ~olitudP an• good. ~ll far WC 

lHwe only considered the fir:-;t, negatin~ =-'''11=-'l' in whic·h it can 
contain goodness. \\' c Ill ust now c·onsider the second, positi\·c 
sense. 

If the picture contains an account of human nature which 
shows that H.elationship ancl Solitude are the natural end of 
human existence, we arc entitled to the conl'lusion that in terms 
of that picture it is becoming to man to seek Helationship or 
Solitude or both; and that any refusal to do so would be an 
arbitrary refusal to be natural. Now I admit that in a strictly 
logical sense it would be wrong to maintain that just because 
Relationship and Solitude arc thus seen to I 1e becoming to man, 
they are good. In a sense, the natural end of all human existence 
is death- and in the universe as a whole (if we arc to believe the 
~econd law of thermodynamics), energy is continually and heat 
~rreversibly decreasing. But one could not n•ally mnintain that 
It follows from these and similar observations that death or 
the loss of energy enshrines any ethical valtw. All the same, it 
seems true to say that the acceptance of one's natural end and 
the pursuit of it enshrines an cthieal value. Hsu<'h an acceptance 
?fiends onc'H moral sense, it can have little cthi<"al value. But if 
It ~ctually enhances it and corresponds to it, then we ~re 
entitled to conclude that the acceptance of wlutt is bcconung 
for man lends to our moral sense a very strong bai'is in fact. If 
~ve find that Relationship and Solitude arc a fitting and beco~­
mg goal of human existence; if we find a, picture of the world m 
which these two goals appear- as a matter of faet - as the end 
towards which all existence converges, there is a strong pre­
sumption that we should accept them as ethical values. And if 
we then remember our earlier reflection~; upon evil and the 
barr~er-like quality of Relationship and Solitude, and how th~s 
barrier constitutes the avoidance of evil the reasons for tlus 
acceptance are strongly reinforced. In sh~rt: I do not wish to 
argue (and I cannot see how anyone could argue) that the 
appearance of Relationship and Solitude as the final goals of 
existence . th . . . l t In e pwture we arc seckmg would cntit e us o 
exp~ess the judgement that Relationship and Solitude are 
goo · But I do wish to argue that, taken in conjunction with 
our earlier · d t' b l · · ·1 b t consi era wns a out t 1e way In which cvi can e 
ranscended, the observation that Relationship and Solitude 
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arc the goals of exi:-;tC'nt·e would lC'nd a. Y<'TY strong pre­
sumption to the eondnf'ion that they arc in fact good. If we 
then could find a picture of the world in which there occur acts 
of Relationship and ~olitude as barriers to evil, and in which 
Relationship and Solitude appear as the ends of existence, we 
would be strongly entitled to the assertion that in such a picture 
Relationship and Solitude are good; and that any judgement 
to that effect is neither arbitrary nor dogmatic nor conventional 
nor tho result of a naturalistic fallacy, but a statement of fact. 
Given such a picture, then, the ethical judgement that Relation­
ship and Solitude arc good would have a dear and unimpugn­
able cognitirc Yalnc. It would haYe this cogniti,·c value firstly 
in the sense that the barrier-like quality of H.elationship and 
Solitude in regard to evil is a fact; and secondly in the sense 
that it is a fact that Relationship and Solitude are the goals of 
existence. I have admitted that in a strictly logical way noth­
ing definite can follow about the goodness of Relationship 
and Solitude from either of these two senses taken singly. As 
far as the first sense is concerned, we have found on closer 
examination that the goodness of Relationship and Solitude 
depended on a prior, dogmatic assertion about the nature of 
evil. And that as far as the second sense is concerned, mere 
fittingness or becomingness is not quite the same as goodness. 
But if tho two senses arc taken jointly, they can be seen to lend 
strong support to the view that the judgement that Relation­
ship and Solitude arc good, is a cognitive judgement, i.e. the 
result of the observation of a certain picture of the world. It is, 
moreover, worth recalling at this stage that for ethical judge­
ments to be cognitive ones, they do not necessarily have to be 
factual descriptions of a, state of affairs. All that is required 
for them to have cognitive value and for them to be distin­
guished from the various other alleged kinds of ethical judge­
ments which we have discussed, is that there should be reason­
able grounds (as opposed to arbitrary, conventional or subjec­
tive ones, etc.) for maJdng them, and that there should thus be 
a possibility for discussing them. And, in the case described, 
that requirement is amply fulfilled. 

We must now turn to an examination of the kind of picture \VO 

are seeking and which alone will give to the ethical judgements 
in question their cognitive value. A few considerations will make 

D 
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it clear that the picture we arc seeking ea nnot, by tl w nature of 
the case, be an ordinary naturalistic picture of human nature 
(even though this may sound paradoxical: but it is not really 
paradoxical when one remembers that the word 'naturalistic' 
in 'ordinary naturalistic picture' is a completely dilrcrent word 
from the expression 'nature' in 'human nature'). I will explain 
in the following chapter what precisely is meant by an 'ordinary 
naturalistic picture' and how it difTcrs from other conceivable 
pictures. Here it must suffice to say that I mean by it a pi<·ture 
that is compiled according to the simple criteria of empirical 
and statistical observation. 

There are two simple and cogent reasons why the picture we 
a~e looking for must not be an ordinarily naturalistic picture. 
F:trstly, any inference in an ordinarily naturalistic picture 
from facts to the values in question would be a naturalistic 
fallacy. And this would be so quite apart from the fact that it 
would be very difficult to show that in our contemporary wes­
tern societies the aims in question arc being pursued or desired 
by a sufficiently large number of people for us to maintain that 
~h?y are the good; even if we were willing to commit the natural­
Ist1? fallacy. The most we could hope to show is that there were 
SOClet• . 

b Ies m the past where the pursuit of absolute love and of 
a solute consciousness was either sincerely desired by a large 
number of people or believed to be desirable even by those 
i~~ple who for some reason or other ~id not actuall~ pu~·s~IC 

m. Such observation would at best g1vc rise to the h1stonmst 
~eflection that the values in question are two values relative 
. 0 a certain society but of little significance in the societies 
In Which ""'e h , b 1" . 'f) . d t th " appen to e 1vmg now. 1crc 1s no nee o survey 
are ~roblem again: no amount of observation of what people 
cl e In fact doing or desiring could ever provide the smallest 
w~~ ~s to what is good. If we arc seeking the kind of information 
tio Ic Would make an ethical judgement cognitive, this informa­
wo~~an, by definition, not be foun~ in an ordinary pictu:e of the 

S 'composed of pieces of strmght factual observatiOn. 
abs e~ondly, it is by definition almost impossible that acts of 
pic: ute lov~ and of absolute consciousness should occur in a 

ubre that IS compiled according to empirical criteria. As far 
as a solut . . t 11 e consciOusness 1s concerned, there can be no doubt 
a a :consciousness (our empirical method of relating events to 
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one another tells us), is always intentional. One is always 
conscious of something, and the expression 'to be conscious' 
should not be used in a sense other than a transitive sense. The 
very expression 'absolute consciousness' makes no sense and 
should not be used. There is nothing in our empirical experience 
to correspond to it; nothing that could be described by it. The 
case is less clear and clccisi,-e with the expression 'absolute 
love'. For it is well known that there are cases of love that stand 
in no commensurable relationship to tho object or person loved. 
The expressions 'incommcnsura blc love' or 'absolute love' are 
therefore not senseless in an empirical context in tho sense in 
which the expression 'absolute conseiousness' is. But our empir­
ical habits of treating evidence make us inclined to look upon 
all manifestations of love that are out of proportion with the 
desirability of tho object as neurotic. \Ye tend to consider such 
acts of love to be abnormal, and we feel it therefore incumbent 
to seck for special explanations: when a man loves a woman with 
a love that is out of proportion to her desirability, and when the 
woman is actually the kind of woman that destroys the man 
who loves her, we will say that his love is neurotic or obsessive, 
and that the incommensurability of the love is due to some 
hidden guilt feeling, or to an aggressiveness which the man 
wishes to compensate for, or hide from himself, as the case may 
be. Now in many cases of inconuuensm·able love there is little 
doubt that such an explanation, or a very similar one, is actually 
called for; and that a return to a normal, i.e. a commensurate 
form of love, is desirable. But it does not follow nccessa1·ily from 
this insight that every time a love is out of proportion to the 
lovcableness of the loved object, that love is due to a mental 
unbalance; and that love, like consciousness, should always 
be 'intentional', i.e. a well-proportioned response to well­
measured degrees of desirability. And yet that is the conclusion 
that one is more or less consciously driven to by empirical 
methods of observation. For these methods of observation 
predispose us, one might almost say require us, to see in love a 
response to a stimulus. If one takes, for instance, the very crude 
principle of empiricism that there is nothing in our mind that 
does not enter it through our senses, one will naturally think 
that any love that is greater than the received stimulus war­
rants, is a fancy, an illusion, a mirage or a neurotic response. 



40 RELATIONSHIP AND SOLITUDE 

People very frequently believe that any failure to love on their 
part is fully justified if they can prove that the object or person 
loved is in fact not loveable, i.e. fails to deserve love. On the 
assumption that love is a well-proportioned response to a 
stimulus, this justification seems indeed a sensible one. And as 
long as the phenomenon of love is viewed in this empirical 
manner, it is very difficult, if not impossible, to appreciate the 
significance of incommensurable or absolute love which is not 
relative to the desirability of the object, and which, therefore, 
cannot be sized up by any empirically ascertainable stimulus­
response relation. 

The most striking example of the view that absolute love 
does not occur if we confine our observations to positive facts, 
is the opinion of Sartre that there is no love other than the love 
of the master for the slave, of the sadist for his victim. He 
means to say that no man ever loves unless it is in proportion 
to the gratifications the 'loved' object affords him. According 
to this view, 'love' is defined entirely by a give and take, 
stimulus and response, relationship. The outgoings arc exactly 
conditioned by the income, and are strictly proportionate to it. 

We are now in a position to state with some precision the 
qualities the picture we are seeking must have. To begin with 
- and this really goes without saying - the picture must be 
~pistemologically convincing. That is, it must show the world 
m such a way that our criteria of logic and critical rigour are 
satisfied. Secondly, it must be such that Relationship and Soli­
tude, that is acts of absolute love and of absolute consciousness, 
appear in it. These acts, as we have seen, cannot really appear 
in a picture which is composed entirely of empirical data; for 
absolute consciousness certainly does not appear among our 
empirical data; and absolute love, when it does so appear, 
appears in a way that makes one inclined to think of it as a 
case of neurotic obsession or some other kind of mental aberra­
tion. Thirdly, the picture must not only contain Relationship 
and Solitude; but must contain them in such a way that practi­
cally everything else in the picture converges towards either the 
one or the other or towards both. The picture, in other words, 
must be a teleological one, with Relationship and Solitude as 
the two ends. 

The third requirement is not an epistemological one. When 
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we have obtained our picture, we may or ma.y not find that it 
has been met. But the sceoncl requirement is of an epistemolo­
gical order: it amounts to nothing less and to nothing more than 
that the picture be a. non-naturalistic one. This means that it 
must contain facts (e.g. Helationship and Solitude) which we 
are either not able to observe, or observe only in an oblique 
way. For we have seen that neither of these two phenomena, can 
possibly appear among facts as ordinarily observed. The picture 
we are seeking must then, at least in parts, be a non-empirical 
picture, or to usc a much abused term, a metaphysical picture. 

For, to make a long matter short, propositions asserting the 
existence of absolute love and of absolute consciousness are 
metaphysical propositions; and Helationship and Solitude arc 
metaphysical facts. By metaphysical proposition I mean a 
proposition, the truth or falsity of which cannot be ascertained 
by empirical evidence; a proposition, to the meaning of which 
all empirical evidence is irrelevant and which is, therefore, held 
in complete disregard of empirical evidence. Metaphysical pro­
positions arc not about the empirically constructed, naturalistic 
picture of the world. \Vhenevcr they are confronted with such a 
picture, they turn out to be not so much false (for that would 
already imply that they have some bearing on the picture) 
but meaningless, i.e. they turn out to be totally indifferent 
or irrelevant to any occurrence in the picture. If one says, 
for instance, that time is unreal, one is making a metaphysical 
statement. \Vhen confronted with ordinary experience, such a 
statement is neither true nor false; for even though we may 
believe in its truth (i.e. its metaphysical truth), we would never 
risk not paying attention to train time-tables only because we 
believe in its metaphysical truth. This observation has unfor­
tunately tempted many philosophers into maintaining that 
metaphysical propositions, since they so obviously have no 
relevance to the practical world we arc living in, and since no 
metaphysician putting them forward is willing to alter his 
ordinary behaviour accordingly (e.g. become oblivious to time­
tables), are meaningless propositions. 

It seems to me that such a conclusion is completely unwar­
ranted. The observation merely proves that metaphysical pro­
positions do not refer (and in fact nobody ever said that they 
did) to the world presented to us in our ordinary experience. 
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And considering the stubbornness with whieh people ha \"c c·lung 
to metaphysical propositions, and con1;idcring that philo1;ophers 
like Bradley and McTaggart both used to argue that meta­
physical propositions are held by instinct, it woulcl he rash to 
conclude that the only world there is is the one that is presenter! 
to us by our ordinary experience, and that propositions that 
obviously do not refer to it are meaningless propositions, i.e. 
propositions that refer to nothing. I would propose, therefore, 
that it seems much more reasonable to iufcr from tho said 
observations that metaphysical propositions do in faet refer 
not to the ordinarily experienced picture of the world, but to a 
different picture altogether. And that it is not only not sur­
prising when propositions about absolute consciousness and 
the unreality of time cannot be seen to be meaningful in terms 
of ordinary experience but that in fact it would be surprising 
if they could. ' ' ' 

Our next task is, therefore, an investigation of metaphysics. 
It ~i!l turn out that the whole problem of metaphysical ~ro­
po~ItiOns can be solved if one understands clearly tho relatiOn­
ship between various pictures of the world, and more precisely 
betw~en those pictures that are the subject-matter of mcta­
P~YSI~al speculation and those that are the subject-matter of 
SCientific theories. 



Chapter Three 

TI-IB PRIXCIPijE S OF 

i\ f 1~ 'r A P I-I Y S I C S 

I wish to put forward the thesis that metaphysical propositions 
arc synthetic a posteriori propositions.* To say that they are 
synthetic is to say that there is evidence in terms of which they 
are either true or false; and to say that they arc a posteriori is 
to say that there are phenomena that nrc described by meta­
physical propositions and the obsetTation of which gives rise 
to such propositions. This thesis is opposed to practically all 
the various, commonly held, beliefs about the nature of mettt­
physical propositions. It is, for example, opposed to the view 
that metaphysical propositions arc due to pure reason and are 
therefore a priori, and that they do not refer to any observable 
phenomena and can, therefore, not be said to be synthetic. It 
is equally opposed to the view that metaphysical propositions 
are synthetic a priori. It is, of course, also opposed to the view 
that they are analytic a posteriori- although I do not think that 
anybody has ever held this view. There are many possible 
variations of the first two views to which my thesis is opposed. 

* The expression 'synthetic a JJostcriori' is quaint and possibly a 
pleonasm. I have chosen it on purpose in order to indicate the point 
at which my argument differs from that of Kant. For Kant was adamant 
that metaphysical propositions, if they are possible at all, are synthetic 
a priori. As I pwpose to argue that metaphysical propositions are not 
derived by pure reason but arc propositions about certain experiences 
I thought it best, in tlus context, to stress that metaphysical proposi­
tions are synthetic (as Kant thought they would have to be) and a 
posteriori, i.e. based upon experiences. By tho choice of this expression 
I moan to indicate that, contrary to Kant's view, they are not unlike 
scientific propositions. If it were not for tho fact that Kant had argued 
that they would have to be synthetic a priori and that I would like 
to contradict this view, it would be perfectly sufficient to describe 
them as either synthetic or a posteriori. 
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For the time being I will leave these views as well_ as tl~e many 
possible variations that are opposed to my thes1s astde, and 
deal with them at the end of this chapter. 

By metaphysical propositions I mean such doctrines as 'time 
is unreal', 'consciousness is absolute', 'tho supreme mind thinl{s 
itself', 'God is triune', and such like. One should nutc at the out­
set that these propositions are not generalizations, like scientific 
theories but, in their logical form, more like particular state­
ments, like assertions of particularity. 

There are two other kinds of general statements which arc 
with more or less justification called metaphysical statements. 
Whitehead's doctrine that 'all organisms prehencl' is an example 
of the first kind; and the generalizations of the 'all-some' type, 
described by Watkins,* are an example of the second type. 
Whitehead's doctrine is however not really different from an ' ' . 
ordinary scientific generalization. It differs from such generaliz-
ations only in degree. It is so highly general tlmt it is difficult 
to say what particular facts would count for or against its 
truth. The only reason for calling it metaphysical is its high 
d~gree of generality and the fact that that generality is not the 
kind of generality that is described as 'unlimited universality', 
but a kind of generality that consists in the mea,ning of the con­
?epts of organism and prehension. Whitehead was not only 
~nterested in establishing the fact that all organisms prehend; 

ut a~so in showing that the most general characteristic of 
?r~amsms is to prehend. But since \Vhiteheacl himself always 
InSisted that he was merely aiming at scientific doctrines of 
such generality that all other scientific doctrines could be sub­
sumed under them, it is very questionable whether anything 
cahn ?e gained from dubbing his and similar doctrines meta­
p ys1eal. 

As far as the 'all-some' statements are concerned it is certainly 

of *t~· Vf'· N. Watkinq has shown that thoro arc cortnin statements 
tion ~h all-so~o' kind which are in principle incapable of falsifica­
met~ h e~ enJoy 'a charmed lifo' and ought thcl"Oforo to be considered 
thesep Y~~cal. At tho same timo they may be inconsistent with hypo-
ph .8 wl lCh are controlled by experience and therefore, though mctn-

ysiCa have a . I . I . . . C I . 'Th H' n Important ogJCa connectiOn wtth smcnce. p. us 
'B : auntcd Universe', The Li.~tene1·, 21 and 28 November 1957; 

~ ;e~n An_alytical and Empirical', Philosophy, 32, 1957; 'Confirmable 
an n uentul.l Metaphysics', Mind, G7, 1958. 
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true, as \\Tatkins contends, that they are neither verifiable nor 
falsifiable. The theory that every en•nt has a cause, for instance, 
can neither be verified nor falsified; but we can get an inconclu­
sive instantiation of it by discovering that an event A has a 
cause. One may conclude from this observation that the theory 
in question is metaphysical in some respects (e.g. it cannot be 
shown conclusively to be either true or false), but 'scientific' 
and non-metaphysical in another respect (e.g. it has a bearing on 
ordinary existential statements such as 'event A is caused by 
event B'). All this shows that scientific statements and certain 
types of apparently metaphysical statements are not wholly 
different from one another. But for that very reason I propose 
to omit any further consillcration of such types of metaphysical 
statcmcn ts. 

Furthermore, I do not propose to acUwre to the time-honoured 
distinction between theological and non-theological (but meta­
physical) statements. Propositions such as 'God exists' or 'God 
is triune' are to my mind, and for reasons which will appear 
presently, as metaphysical as the proposition that time is unreal. 
Any attempt to distinguish theological propositions from meta­
physical ones is based on purely material considerations. That 
is to say that at best one can draw such a distinction only 
according to the content of the doctrines, not according to the 
way in which they nrc arrived at. Some arc obviously more 
concerned with the nature of God than others, but such a dif­
ference in material content docs not provide a reason for 
believing that from an epistemological point of view they form 
a class apurt. I know that this too is very commonly denied, 
and again I propose to postpone a discussion of this denial to 
the end of the chapter. To begin with, it is enough to state 
that ull these metuphysical propositions have one feature in 
common and that that feature constitutes their metaphysical­
ness: there is nothing in our ordinary experience, nothing in our 
picture of nature and of the natural world we live in, that would 
enable one to say whether these doctrines are true or false; 
and that one must, therefore (unless one decides blindly and 
stubbornly that the natural world is the only world there is), 
form the conclusion thut these doctrines do not refer to the 
natural world we know. \Vhen it is said that they are synthetic 
a poste1·iori doctrines, this is meant to state that they are 
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doctrines about phenomena that do not occur in nature. But, 
and this will appear in the course of the argument, I do not 
mean to suggest that they are doctrines about extra-sensory 
phenomena or about events that are miraculous either in the 
sense that they are miraculously perceived, or in the sense that 
they are of a miraculous nature and m:dina.ri.\: \)~'tc:~'\.,cc<l, '01: 

batb.. On. tb.~ e:10n.\-;:·"':r~, \be -p"henomena the metaphysical doc-
trines are about (their subject-matter), though they do not them­
selves occur in nature, stand in a very clearly definable relation 
to the phenomena that do occur in nature. There can, therefore, 
be no question of any miraculous or irrational form of perception 
of these phenomena, and I would reject as non-philosophical 
any attempt to account for metaphysical doctrines in any 
irrational way. 

My thesis is based upon a complete confidence in the validity 
of Kant's distinction between phenomena and noumcna. \Vhat­
ever knowledge we have is a knowledge of certain appcara,nccs, 
not of the World Itself. All attempts to discover what the \Vorld 
Itself looks like seem to be based upon a very serious logical 
confusion. To ask what the World looks like in reality, that is as 
distinct from the way in which it appears, is like asking what 
the World looks like when nobody is looking. In other words: 
all knowledge is linked to the categories of our sensuous 
experiences and a knowledge that is not so linked is completely 
inconceivable, for such knowledge would have to be linked 
to a category of which we can form no conception. All one can 
say about the World is what Heidegger said about it: 'The 
World worlds'. Heidegger himself, it would seem, thought that 
this proposition expressed a profound insight into the nature 
of the noumenal World. I cannot see that it docs. But the state­
ment is nevertheless a significant one for a reason precisely 
opposite to the one for which Heidegger thought it significant: 
it expresses the fact that there is nothing, absolutely nothing, 
t? be said about the World Itself. It is true tlmt philosophers 
like Bergson have mainta,incd that there are in fact non-rational 
categories by which we can manage to understand the World 
as it is in Itself. But a discussion of these non-rational cate­
gories would require a suspension of reason; and such a suspen­
sion can, from a rational point of view, be hardly considered 
feasible. It would indeed amount to a self-denying ordinance, 
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to an arbitrary dcerce, based on rational insights, which rules 
reason, at a certain point in the inquiry, out of order. Some 
people may be inclined towards sueh a despotic al't of philo­
sophical self-mutilation. But for the genuine philosopher such a 
self-denial is impossible. If he wishes to remain true to his 
-p\\\\o~op\\ica\ acti,·ity, \\e nm:,t <.\u\ue b: the teq_uU:emen.ts of 
reason and therefore eschew the invitation to pursue his 
inquiries with the help of non-rational categories. In the context 
of our present problem, this means that he must remain content 
with the assertion that the ""orld Itself cannot be 'known' 
and that all our knowledge is of phenomena, i.e. of the world as 
it appears. 

This is, of course, an old argument and there is no need to 
repeat all detailed considerations that have from time to time 
been advanced in its favour. Basically they all come to this: 
the 'Vorld is a seamless whole. Every single statement about it 
must be couched in terms that relate one part to another. But 
since in the seamless whole no part can be isolated and still 
remain part of a seamless whole, it is not possible to formulate 
adequate expressions about the 'Vorld. It follows, therefore, 
that no single statements can be made about the 'Vorld. But it 
is equally true that nothing at all can be said about the 'Vorld 
as a whole. We cannot assert even that it exists; and we cmmot 
say anything about the nature of its existence, e.g. whether it 
is finite or infinite. There is no conceivable answer to the ques­
tion why anything, rather than nothing, exists. And our minds 
cannot conceive that the World should be neither finite nor 
infinite. And yet, since it is also inconceivable that it is either 
finite or infinite, this is exactly what we should be required to 
conceive. In every single respect, therefore, the 'Vorld is a 
mystery. (I would like to stress that I do not say that the 
existence of the vVorld is a mystery. To assert that it exists is 
already to assert more than we can answer for.) I think, there­
foro, that Wittgcnstein was wrong when he made his celebrated 
statement that the mystery is tltat the ·world is; not how it is. 
Quite generally speaking, the nature of its existence is as 
mysterious as the fact of its existence: 

Nicht ist die Liebe erlernt 
Nicht ist das Lciden erkannt. 
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Was im Tod uns cntfcrnt, 
Ist nicht cntschlcicrt. 
Allcin das Lied iibcrm Land, 
Hciligt und fcicrt. 

(R. l\L Hilke)* 

We must conclude, therefore, that the only thing that can be 
said about the World is a tautology such as 'the \Vorld \\·oriels'. 

As the next step, I would insist on an important distinction 
between the various appearances of the world. Every appear­
ance of the World is a picture of the \Vorld. And I would like 
to argue that there are many different pictures of t.hc \\"orld 
and not, as is frequently supposed, only one. EH~r.r picture 
that is drawn of the \Vorld is a picture drawn according to ccr­
t~in criteria; and while it is impossible to consider that any 
picture of the World contains phenomena other than the ones 
that can be observed with the one or the other of our senses, 
it is certainly possible to consider that there arc many different 
criteria by which the various phenomena can be aJTangcd and 
put together into determinate objects or events. 

1. would, first of all, like to describe that picture of the \\r orld 
whiCh I shall call, for reasons which will presently become 
apparent, the positive picture of the ·world. 

The _Positive picture of the World is the picture that is made 
use 0~ In _the construction of or in the testing of scientific theories. 
It cor_ncides up to a point with the picture of our ordinary 
~x~enence, of the kind of experience we make usc of in our 

ally round of activities. The coincidence is, however, not 
r~rfect: in our daily activities we often arc less exacting in 
t e measurements of objects and events; and we seem to be able 

0 ~et by, c~tching trains, sizing up people, gathering our food, 
an so on, Without adhering strictly to the standards of measure-
ment and ob · · £ 1 · f · t"f" th . servation requrrcd or t 10 tcstmg o scwn I 1c 

eones. This observation has made people puzzle a great deal 

* Sorrow we misunderstand, 
Love we have still to begin. 
Death and what's hidden thoroin 

Await unveiling. 
Song alone circles the land, 
Hallowing and hailing. 

(Leishman's TranBlation) 
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and has cycn gh·en rise to scYeral grandiose attempts at per­
suading us to speak in such a ,,·ay as would be in fact consistent 
with the requirements of scientific theori('S. Eddington, for 
instance, tried to persuade us that when we are putting our 
finger on a table there is a rare chance that it will go right 
through, for the material table, so atomic theory says, is more 
like a swarm of atomic f\i('s than like a solid object. There have 
been many controYcr:-;i(':-; about the d('sirabilit.y and the feasibi­
lity of bringing the pi<·tur(' of the \Ynrld we usc for ordinary 
practical purpose:-; into line with the picture that is drawn by 
scientific theories. But when one considers that apart from the 
scientific, po:-;itivc pidurc, there arc so many other possible 
pictures of the \\"orhl, the problem can hardly seem a very 
urgent one. Only if one bclic\CS that the positive pictme is 
the only possible one, docs the question acquire some immediate 
urgency. On the assumption that there arc other pictures, 
the problem loses its urgency: for it is quite conceivable that 
the picture we ordinarily make usc of is a mixture of several 
possible pictures and that it is only roughly consistent with the 
positive picture. 

The positive picture of the \Vorld is the result of n, number of 
requirements. 

Ordinary experience is collected according to two major 
rules. It must be inter-subjectively testable; and it must make 
an observable difference to something or someone. \Ve often do 
hear of records of experiences which satisfy neither of the two 
rules. But it is customary to treat such experience with the 
greatest of caution and not to make it the basis for altering our 
behaviour, our beliefs or our scientific investigations, unless it 
has been reproduced in one way or another in conformity with 
at least one of the two rules. The two rules themselves seem 
somehow to be connected with each other. For 'inter-subjective 
testability' means that the experience must be capable of being 
reported in much the same way by more than one person. And 
this in turn demands adherence to the second rule, for an 
experience that makes no difference at all to someone or some­
thing, whatever else it may be, is certainly not inter-subjectively 
testable. 

More generally speaking, the two rules have given rise to a stan­
dard requirement for ordinary experience. Ordinary experience 
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must be such that any event can be seen as the function of 
another event. This requirement is the result of the imposition 
of the two above rules. It means that whatever is ordinarily 
experienced must be an event which is related to another event 
which, in turn, can be ordinarily experienced. 

For instance: when I see a cow, I do not ordinarily state that 
I am conscious of a cow; for consciousness is an event which 
cannot be observed by others, and to be just conscious of a 
cow need not necessarily make any observable difference 
anywhere. I may be dreaming or suffering from a hallucination. 
In order to fulfil the two rules and to satisfy the general require­
ment they give rise to, one says that the cow is related to certain 
changes in the visual field; that it causes changes in the retina; 
or that it is linked to a certain behaviour of light rays, etc. 
Any statement of the experience in terms that link the cow 
with certain other events, which themselves satisfy the rules 
and the general requirement, is a genuine description of experi­
ence. It is true, of course, that this process of describing experi­
ences is a never-ending one. For, say, the behaviour of light 
rays becomes itself only a genuine experience when it is, in 
turn, related to another observable event. Thus it can be related 
to the difference the rays make to a photographic plate; and 
these differences, again, can be related to the differences pro­
duced in certain chemicals with which the plate is coated, and 
so on. This problem, however, need not concern the present 
argument. 

Given the various requirements which the positive picture 
has to fulfil, we can say that it is a picture in which every single 
~eature must be functionally related to another feature- which 
In turn must be inside the positive picture in the sense that it 
too can be functionally related to another feature - which in 
turn must be inside the positive picture in the sense that it 
too can be functionally related to another event in that picture; 
and 80 on. The positive picture is therefore autarchic. The order 
that emerges in it, and the way in which its parts or features 
:~semble themselves and are connected with one another, can 

erefore be said to be inherent in the picture itself. It is not 
~rdered through an outside criterion, but is entirely autarchic. 

he order that arises in the positive picture is self-made or 
spontaneous. It can be changed, of course, by ascertaining that 
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a functional dependence i:-; in fact not a. functional dependence 
or that its function is other than it appeared to be. But even 
such a change of order is entirely due to the establishment of a 
different functional dependence inside the same picture. No 
extraneous consideration can eyer have any influence upon the 
order in the positive picture. 

\Ve find, therefore, that through what we haye called ordinary 
experience, there emerges something like a picture of the 
world or of nature. The picture is a fluid one in that it can never 
be complete. But what interests us is the observation that it is 
of necessity a picture that is poorer than the totality of the 
world. All pictures, if they arc to serve any purpose at all, 
must be poorer than the totality of the world; for if one could 
survey that totality, one would become quite giddy and soon 
lose one's way. But the picture that results from experience is 
poorer than the totality of the\ Y oriel in a different sense as well. 
It is in fact poorer than another possible picture of the same 
world; but one thut is not drawn in conformity with the require­
ments of experience as stated. 

The poverty of the picture which emerges from experience 
and which I shall henceforth call the positive picture, consists 
in the fact that it leaves out, in conformity with the require­
ments according to which it is being drawn, a whole class of 
events. The nature of these events is such that any awareness 
of them would, by definition, not be classed as experience. 
These events are then omitted from the picture of the world 
such as it emerges orclin11rily. 

The events in question, if such they can properly be called, 
have variously been described as 'inner experiences' (l\Iaine 
de Biran) or as subjective states of mind or as feeling-states or 
states of consciousness. By definition it is impossible to charac­
terize them in terms of ordin11ry experience. (But this fact can, 
of course, not be taken as 11 ground for a denial that they occur; 
for in view of the fact that what I h11ve called ordinary experi­
ence is subject to a number of self-limiting rules, it cannot be 
used 11s a criterion of wh11t does 11nd what does not occur.) At 
the same time, there is such a widespread un11nimity of opinion 
that they do occur that it would seem wrong-headed to seek 
for grounds on which their occurrence could be denied. And 
one could do no better than remember the wise words written 
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recently by Professor Campbell on this subject in his essay on 
'Self-Activity and Its Modes':* 

There are not, perhaps, many errors that bring in their train so 
extensive a series of philosophical disasters as that of supposing 
that 'experience' is reducible without remainder to consciousness 
of something before the mind, something presented to the subject. 
The error is in part e:11.-plicable, no doubt, by the fact that it is not 
his subjective activity, but the object to which it is clircctcd, 
that commonly interests the experiencing subject, and that thus 
lies in the focus of his attention. The subject's consciousness of 
hisownsubjective functioning is, as a rule, very faint and inexplicit 
by comparison with his consciousness of his object. Y ct it is a 
little surprising that the strenuous efforts of notable thinkers 
like Maine de Biran in the nineteenth century and Alexander, 
Pringle-Pattison, and Bowman in our own day, who have laboured 
to show that awareness of the subjective side is in some degree 
present in all experience, should have borne so very little fruit. 
Even if we are a little hesitant about endorsing their thesis in its 
full universality, still there do seem to be at least some experiences, 
for example, that of cffortful willing, in which the direct aware­
ness of subjective functioning can hardly be missed save by those 
who are determined on a priori grounds not to find it. \Vhcn 
we have collated with meticulous care all the items 'objectively' 
apprehended in an experience of cffortful volition, it remains 
perfectly clear that these items in their totality do not add up 
to. w?at we in fact experience in 'making' the volition. There is 
mi_ssmg what one might call, in Bradley's phrase, 'the felt out­
?OI~g of the self from the self', the inner experience of the su bjcct 
Ill Its subjective functioning. To this experience we can at least 
attach a meaning; for we can reproduce it whenever we set our­
selves to 'relive' a volition, although in the nature of the case it 
cannot be presented to us as an 'object'. It is thus, and thus alone, 
t~at activity in general is to be known: and I ought perhaps to 
give warning that a good deal of what I have to say in this 
P~per will be incomprehensible to anyone unable to discover in 
his experience anything more than the presentation of 'objects' 
to a 'subject'. 

80 The :Whole weight of opinion in contemporary British philo­
phy 18 opposed to the belief that there are mental states or 

m~ntal events of that kind. I wish to argue not only that they 
exist; but also that their presence can only be detected and 

* Contern;porary British Philosophy, 3rdseries, London, 1056, pp. 88-80. 
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indicated, and that their nature can be described only in a. very 
special and indirect way. 

Ryle argncs that there is nothing o\·cr and above doing or 
saying something. The Yiew that there is, he says, is the view 
that things happen double- that there is a ghost in the machine. 
To do something sadly or intelligently, is simply to do something 
in a. certain special way. 

\Vittgenstcin's arguments seem more sophisticated. He 
insisted that to be in pain or to be sad is something one is 
immediately aware of. One cannot know or perceive that one is 
sad or in pain as one can know that there is a chair in the room. 
He concluded from that very sound obse1Tation that we do not 
learn the right applicatiot~ of the wonl 'pain' by knowing 
something, hut that we learn its right npplieation by learning 
the right usc of the word, i.e. its 'logic'. 

Ryle, it seems to me, is quite wrong. \Ve certainly know by 
introspection (we shall return presently to the exact meaning 
of this process) that there is something over and above doing 
something sadly. And I have no hesitation in subscribing to 
Campbell's statement quoted above. It is true that we know of 
this 'over and abm·e' only by introspection. If someone main­
tains that introspection docs not count, then l~yle is right. But 
he is right, in that case, only because he begins his argument 
by legislating that a certain kind of evidence does not count, 
i.e. by a despotic act. 

vVittgenstein, on the other hand, seems to me to be right in 
thinking that pain and sadness arc known immcdia,tely: they are 
felt, rather than perceived. He is right in saying that we cannot 
know that we arc sad; because our sadness is a. feeling and is, 
therefore, not an object of knowledge. But he is wrong in infer­
ring from these observations that the appropriateness of saying 
'I am sad' depends on the logic of 'sad'; or in inferring that since 
sadness is not an object of knowledge we learn the meaning of 
sadness by the way the word 'sadness' is used. He is wrong on 
the ground of his own argument. If I say I am sad, I say no 
more than any observer can say about me. And to such a.n obser­
ver my sadness (i.e. my tears, etc.) is an object of knowledge. 
Hence, when I say 'I am sad', I pretend to be ta1king about 
myself as a stranger would, i.e. as a man to whom my sadness 
is an object of knowledge. But vVittgenstein himself asserted 

E 
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that my sadness is not an object of knowledge to me. lt would 
rather follow from this assertion that 'vhen I say I am sad, I 
mean something other than the person who observes my sadness 
means and to whom my sadness is an object of knowledge. 
Hence there must be a way of giving expression to the fact 
that my sadness is not an object of knowledge, to me, other 
than making the statement 'I am sad'- which latter is a ~tate­
ment, the meaning of which one may indeed learn by learning 
the logic of the word 'sad'. 

Wittgenstein's argument draws attention to an incontestable 
fact. Sadness and pain are feelings and not objects of knowledge. 
The weakness of his view lies in the fact that he insists that the 
truth or falsity of the observation that one is sad docs not 
depend upon knowledge, i.e. on whether something is the case; 
but upon the right use of the words in question. Only knowledge, 
he says, can be right or wrong. And since feeling sad is not 
knowledge, there must be a different procedure for clecicling 
whether the statement 'I am sad' is appropriate or not. 

This whole reasoning is based upon the more or less tacit 
assumption that introspection or one's awareness of one's 
feelings cannot be wrong in the sense in which one can be wrong 
about the perception of a chair. If one grants this, then one 
must also grant that 'Vittgcnstein was right in believing 
that the only procedure left for testing the statement 'I am 
sad' is to ask whether 'sad' in the statement is used according 
to. its proper logic - whatever that logic may be. (It is only 
farr. to add that Wittgenstein believed that a word can have a 
vanety of logics.) 
. As against this, I want to argue that there is a way in which 
mtrospection can be wrong and in which one can make a mistake 
when one is saying 'I am sad'. There is therefore no need to 
conclude, as Wittgenstein did, that an examination of the logic 
of the words in question is the only procedure left for deciding 
the validity of the assertion that I am sad. 

If one takes it that introspection is simply a form of inner 
perception, of taking a look at the inside of one's mind, then 
there is no difficulty in the view that such a look can lead to 
wrong knowledge. One could then be wrong as one might be 
wro_ng_ in taking a look at a room and saying that there is a 
charr m the room, when in fact there is none, or when in fact 
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the only object in the room is a stool. But I think most people 
are now agreed that whatever introspection is, it is not a form 
of inspecting one's mind, not a form of inner perception. And 
it is true that one can therefore not say that one is mistaking a 
feeling of joy for a feeling of saclnes~ as one can mistake a 
chair for a stool. 

In order to show how one can be wrong about one's feelings 
(albeit not \\Tong in the :-;cnse in which one can be wrong about 
the perception of a chair), I must repeat the argument which I 
advanced above in critieism of \Yittgcnstein. A mental state, 
such as sadness, cannot be described literallv. \Vhen I say I 
am sad, I say no more about myself than any outside observer 
who is noticing my tears might say about me. But since my 
sadness is in fact a feeling that differs profoundly from anything 
an outside observer can know or feel, it follows that my state­
ment 'I am sad' is a wholly inadequate description of my feelings. 

I would like to argue, therefore, that there is only one 
adequate way of describing or indicating one's feelings. And 
that way is an indirect one. In order to stress that when one 
is feeling sad one is feeling something other than an observer 
of one's tears and one's long face, one must point at an event 
or an object and say 'that is how I feel'. That event or object 
becomes then the symbol of one's feeling-state. It indicates 
(it can hardly be said to describe) the state of how one feels 
oneself to be. This kind of symbolization takes care of our 
difficulty. For a symbol can really symbolize a state of feeling 
in a way in which the statement 'I am sad' cannot. For the 
statement 'I am sad' does not indicate more than an observer 
can notice. And we found that a proper 'description' of a feeling­
state requires an act that does more than that. 

Bearing this in mind, we can now retm·n to the proof that one 
can indeed be wrong about one's feelings, even though it is 
admitted that awareness of these feelings is not a form of per­
ception. One can be wrong about one's feeling-sta,tes in the 
following way. 

If I have a feeling of distance I might say to myself that I 
feel as if everybody on the street were infinitely far away. In 
this case I form an image (symbol) of certain events that are 
not physically verifiable (they do not exist in the positive 
picture). These events symbolize my feeling-state. 
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On second thought I might realize that the image docs. not 
appear to be meaningful (where 'meaningful' is an undefined 
and unexplained category). I therefore cast around for another 
image. It arises when I picture people not infinitely far away 
from me - but only incapable of making their voices carry 
sufficiently far to reach me ... I'm for ever stretching my cars 
to catch what they say. 

The second image is an alternative to the first and turns out 
to be more meaningful. Hence it must replace the first as a 
symbol. The first symbol is now said to lwvc been a mistake, 
an error of judgement. 

To discover such a kind of mistake, is certainly very different 
from discovering that one has used a word wrongly. Since one 
cannot describe or indicate a feeling-state other than by sym­
bolizing it, one can very well be mistaken in a description of a 
feeling by choosing the wrong symbol for it. Such wrong choices 
are freq_uently exl?erienced, and they stem mostly from care­
lessness in what one considers to be meaningful. They arc also 
often made by people whose idea of meaningfulness is not a very 
exacting one. On reflection, such mistakes can be corrected by 
substituting one symbol for another or by amending the original 
symbol. But since the feeling-state is identified and distinguished 
from other feeling-states by symbolization, the choice of a wrong 
or vague or ambiguous symbol must lead to a mistake in identi­
fication. In this way 'introspection' can very well be wrong. 

We can thus state a number of conclusions. Mental events 
take place. They are not ghostly duplicates of 'real' events, and 
the:y are not known by perception. Although not known as 
charrs and tables are known, one can be wrong in identifying 
them as this or that feeling. And such mistakes of identifications 
~re not mistakes in the use of words, but genuine mistakes 
m symbolization. For mental events and feeling-states cannot 
be described by so many words, but can only be symbolized. 

Attacking this same problem from a different angle, Professor 
I. A. Ramsey has reached strikingly similar conclusions and I 
consider this part of the argument so important that I would 
like to quote him at some length : 

Can human behaviour in principle, and on all occasions, be 
adequately and satisfactorily treated in terms of observablcs, in 
terms of what can be perceptually verified1 
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Let us admit at the outset that human behaviour would be no 
more than the observables which charactcdzc it if A's saying 'I 
did X' alu-ays meant in principle no more than B's saying of A, 
'He did X'. Further, let us readily admit that sometimes this is 
the case. Sometimes I do speak of mysC'lf as others speak of me, 
i.e. wholly in terms of observables .... \Vhile we may readily allow 
that 'I' sometimes functions as 'he', yet we may also argue that 
this is not the whole account of the logic of '1'. At this point we are 
both echoing and rejecting something which Witt.gt>nstcin once said. 

Ramsey tl1en explains tlwt \\'it.tgcnstein lwld tlwt the word 'I' 
or any other word whicl1 denotes a subject, is used in two 
utterly c.lilferent wa.rs, one in wlliell it is on a ]e,·el with other 
people and one in which it is not; and that this difference was a 
difference in the grammar of our ordinary language. Ramsey 
continues thus: 

There nrc thus two uses of 'I'. But \Vittgenstein said, let us 
notice, that this difference is just a difference o£ 'grammar', and 
by this I suppose he meant not only that the distinctive use of 
'I' is not one which is perpetually verifiable (with which we 
would agree), but more positively (with which we would not 
agree) that the difference arises merely and simply because we 
need somehow to distinguish the speaker from the hearer. I do 
not deny that we need to make the distinction . . My potnt -is tllat 
more needs saying as well. But what more? 

To answer that question consider the three assertions: 

a) 'The Dean shuts the door' said by the Dean or someone else, 
say B, of the Dean. 

b) 'I shut the door' said by the Dean of the Dean. 
c) 'He shut the door' said by B of the Dean. 

There is no difficulty with a); everything can be verified equally 
well by everybody; speaker and hearer are on the same footing. 
But in b) does 'I' just 'indicate' the speaker1 Certainly it does 
that; but it surely does more than peg the assertion to this point, 
this speaker, this chap talking. For it asserts that particular 
existence which I know to be definitely mine. Now I agree that 
this 'extra' in b) is not a perceptually verifiable 'more'. It is not 
like the 'more' we tell about Tom's uncle by speaking of 'Tom's 
rich uncle'. The 'more' in this assertion b) is something which 
can never be enumerated in observational terms. How then can 
it be secured1* 
* 'The Possibility and Purpose of Metaphysical Theory', in I. A. 

Ramsey, ed., Prospect for Metaphysics, London, 1961, pp. 164-6. 
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The answer to this question can he given if we now return 
to the main line of the argument. For simplicity"s sake I would 
suggest that we draw the following diagram : 

A B 

Field A contains all feeling-states or states of consciousness; 
and field B contains all other events. The positive pieture of 
the World emerges when events in B arc related to other e\·cnts 
in B; such relation constituting an 'experience'. A clilrerent 
picture of the same \Vorld will emerge when e\·cnts in B nrc 
described in their relation to events in .A. Both pidurcs, it is 
true, are poorer than the totality of the \Vorld in the sense that 
pictures are Etlways poorer than the objects they represent. 
But the second picture is richer than the first. This cloes not 
mean that it is more adequate or more real than the first; for 
it will be easy to see that, though richer than the first, it suffers 
also from very obvious disadvantages in that it will be less 
tangible and less precise. 

The events of A are such that they cannot he adequately 
described by themselves. The truth of this assertion is crucial 
to the argument. It is, of course, possible to say 'I am sorry' • 
or_'Jones is happy', or 'Smith is wishing he could try hard~r to 
raise his arms', etc. But all these descriptions of events m A 
suffer from a very severe shortcoming. It is one of the essential 
qualities of events in A that the person 'in whom' they occur 
has a knowledge of them that differs from the knowledge which 
a mere observer can have. For it is one thing to sec Jones being 
sorry; and quite another thing to be sorry oneself. But a state­
ment 'Jones is sorry' is very much like the statement 'I am 
sorry'. This means that such purely descriptive statements 
of events in A fail to bring out the enormous difference bebveen 
two different states of affairs, i.e. between being sorry oneself 
and watching someone else being sorry. These descriptive 
?ta~ements can be rough hints; but they cannot accurately 
I~dicate what is going on because they slur over this important 
di~erence.lfi observe Jones being sorry, I relate an event in B 
(his facial expression) to another event in B (e.g. my visual 



THE PRI:NCIPLES OF l\IETAPHYSICS 59 

perception of his face). As far as Jones is concerned, this is all 
I can do. But suppose the person that is sorry is me. In that 
case to say that 'I am sorry' would be to relate an event in B 
(the expression of my face) to another event in B (e.g. to my 
visual perception of my face in a mirror). But whatever advan­
tage I can gain from such a perception, it will fail to do justice 
to the state in A, i.e. to my being sorry. 

Hence there is only an indirect way of describing events in A. 
This way is to usc the events in B as a store-house of symbols 
that indicate (but do not stand for) events in A. Since there is 
no direct way of describing events in A without making them 
look like events in B, we can only usc a symbolic method. 
E\·cnts in B can be embroidered and exaggerated; they can be 
loosened from their context and joined with events with which 
they are not ordinarily connected; the resulting phenomenon 
can again be exaggerated and given a twist by putting an 
emphasis on a certain feature; and so forth. In this way we 
obtain symbols which 'mean' events in A. 'Ve can construct or 
obtain stories which can themselves not bo said to be true, 
for they cannot be related to events in B that are related to 
other events in B (such us visual impressions or readings on 
certain measuring instruments, etc.). 

The notion of the symbolization of feeling-states is funda­
mental to the whole thesis. It so happens, however, that very 
little can be said about it. One can prove, us I have attempted 
to do, that states of feeling must be symbolized rather than 
described literally. For the rest, one can only insist that the 
concept of meaning in such symbolization is itself undefinable. 
Either a. symbol means something or it does not mean any­
thing. One could perhaps add that the presence of such meaning 
is usually indicated by a. state of clarity or illumination, in which 
one identifies the feeling-state. But since the feeling-state 
itself cannot be properly described in so many words, it is 
impossible to explain that 'such and such' a. feeling-state is 
symbolized by a tree in sunshine. For it is precisely OUI' inability 
to say what the 'such and such' precisely is that makes it 
necessary to seek symbolization. Furthermore, it is easily 
possible to see differences in symbols; but it is not equally 
possible to state in so many words the differences in the feeling­
states they symbolize. Let us consider, to choose an example 
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at random, the enormous differences between the Babylonian 
creation story and the story related in Genesis. They have 
something in common. In both stories, chaos is o\·et-eome and 
shaped into definite objects. In the Babylonian story, we nrc 
given to understand that the original chaos was a female, by 
the name of Tiamat, and that l\Iarduk pierced her with a sword 
and carved her up into the separate things that went to make 
the world. In Genesis, an omnipotent God is said to haYe made 
all separate objects and beings, thus producing different shapes 
where there had only been undifferentiated chaos. It is not hard 
to point at the differences between tho two stories awl to state 
quite literally where the difference lies between the 1'oh uwabolm 
of Genesis and the Tiamat of the Babylonian story, aml so on. 
But when we consider the stories as symbols and .try to assess 
the differences in the emotional impact (the differences in mean­
ing qua symboL'3), we arc at a loss. \Vc can give general indications 
of the different states of feeling the two stories sym holize. But 
since we can never hope to describe the feeling-states indepen­
dently in a precise fashion (if we could, there would be no need 
to symbolize them, of course), we can never really state with 
P7ecision the differences in 'meaning' of the two stories. These 
differences, though completely obvious, must ultimately remain 
undefined and undescribed. It is possible to make some fumbling 
atte~pts at indicating them. But our pm,·er of speech gives 
way In the end. And we can do no more than point at the two 
symbols and refer to the differences in their meaning, that is, to 
the_ differences in the feeling-states they symbolize, in this 
oblique manner. 

The 'truth' of these stories about events in B will, however, 
~epend on the symbolic character in which they stand to events 
In A. If I feel very sorry, I can pick a, few evet;ts in B and com­
pose them into an image of mourning or dejedion (e.g. people 
~e mourning, I walk round dejectedly in a cloudburst at night). 
t nd even though these events have not actually been observed 
~ have taken place, or are such as can conceivably never take 

P ace, their symbolic value will consist in the way in which they 
confer meaning on events in A, and thus enable us to point 
at events in A and describe them in this oblique symbolic 
manner. 

Once events in B have acquired this symbolic value, the 
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conventional distinction between their being 'facts' and 'non­
facts' disappears; or, at any rate, ceases to haYc any meaning. 
This has been put admirably by Professor l\I. Oakeshott in 
his essay 7'he l 'oice of Poetry in 'I.' he Con zwsation of .JJJ an kind: 

Let me recall a mnnncr of being active differcnt from that in 
eithcr practice or :--;cience but nevcrtlwlcss not unfamiliar. I will 
call it 'conh'mplating' or 'dclighting'. This activity, like every 
other, is making images of a C'ertain sort and moving among them 
in an appropriate manner. But thcsc imagcs, in the first place, 
arc rccogniscd to be mere imagcs; that is to say, they arc not 
recognisl·d <"ithcr as 'fact' or as 'not-fact', as 'cn'nts' (for cxample) 
to have taken place or not to have taken plaC'c. To recognise 
an image as 'fact', or to ask mwself the qucstion: Is this 'fact' or 
'not-faet'?, is to announce oneself to be engaged in some other 
manm·r of aeti\·ity than contemplation - a practical, a scientific, 
a histori(•al manner. Nor is it enough to say: 'This image mny 
not be "fact", but in conte-mplating it I ignore the possibility 
of its faetual charadt'r.' For images arc never neutral, eligible 
to be considered in this or that manner: they cannot divest 
themsclvcs of the eonsidernbilities which determine their charac­
ter and thcy arc always the partners of a specific kind of imagin­
ing. \Vhcre imagining is 'contemplating', thC'n, 'fact' and 'not­
fact' do not appear. And consequently these images cannot be 
recognised as either 'possible' or 'proba blc', as illusions or as 
mal>ehclievc images, because all these categories look back to a 
distinction betwC'cn 'fact' and 'not-fact'.* 

The picture of the world which thus emerges will be pointedly 
different from the positive picture. In itself, it will again be 
poorer than the totality of the vVorld; but it will be richer than 
the positive picture in that it will be a picture which includes a 
reference to events in A. And such reference consists not in the 
rough and inaccurate description of A by way of direct state­
ments ('I am sorry'); but in the fact that all events in B, such 
as they emerge, arc seen through the screen of events in A; and 
their perception has, therefore, a clear reference back to A. 
At the same time, it is crucial to my argument tha.t the symbol 
picture itself will differ from the positive picture only in the 
mode of its composition, in emphasis, accent, and stress; but 
it cannot itself contain events other than can be culled from B. 
For what we cannot perceive in one way or another quite 

* Rationalism in Politics, London, 1962, p. 217. 
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ordinarily, tl1at we cannot perceive_. And there the ma~tcr rests. 
Even the most complicated event m A can be symbohzcrl only 
by an intricately composed series of symbols, every part of 
which and every feature of which must be found somewhere in 
B. The positive picture and the symbol picture thus must 
always contain the same parts. They merely differ in the way in 
which these parts are put together. In the positive picture they 
hang together as they appear to be related to other eYents in B, 
such as physical changes in a retina or chemical changes in n. 
photographic plate. This is the reason 'vhy we say that tho 
positive picture is autarchic: it exhibits the order in which the 
parts of B stand when they are not related to events other than 
occur in B. But in the symbol picture these events hang to­
gether as required by events in A, i.e. in such a way that they 
become clear and efficient symbols of events in A. 

The existence of events in A makes it necessary that from 
time to time the natural order of events in B be disturbed. A 
reshu:ffiing of the natural order will create a second picture, the 
symbol picture, and that picture will provide numberless 
additional facts and events for the symbolization of our feeling 
states. The symbol picture will, therefore, contain artifacts, 
that is facts additional to the positive picture. For the sake 
of symbolization we must perform more acts than arc biologi­
cally or socially necessary or useful; and we must tell more 
stories than are positively true. The symbol picture must there­
fore be seen primarily as an enlargement of the positive picture. 
It can even contain acts that are biologically or economically 
harmful - but there is no denying that in view of the existence 
of field A it is a necessary adjunct to the positive picture. 

If one were to put this in more purely psychological language, 
one would say that the private and the public world do not lie 
apart, are of much the same order, and that knowledge of the 
public world may be illusory unless the workings of the private 
world are recognized and allowance made for them. In brief, 
the inner and the outer world are of one fabric and overlap.* 

The most primitive attempt at creating additional facts 
(artifacts) is the famous picture of the so called 'great sorcerer' 
of Trois Freres. It is easy to see how the reshuffling of parts of 

* I owe this formulation to an unpublished lecture by Dr Harold 
Bourne. 
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the positive picture took place. A man was made to look like 
an animal by putting a mask and a ~kin on him. This is an 
example of a very primitive exercise of the imagination that 
resulted in the creation of an additionalfact, i.e. of an artifact that 
supplements the facts put at our disposal by the positive picture. 

Historically, the primitive exercise of the imagination always 
leads to a violent reshuffle, and thus produces artifacts of 
startling, if elearly traceable, novelty. The more controlled 
imagination manages to produce more sophisticated reshuffies 
by the slightc·st ~haking of the original picture. So much so, 
that the resulting symbol picture will contain hardly any non­
natural events. 'fake, for instance, the case of a great novelist 
like Tolstoy or Proust. A no\·cl is a set of facts additional to the 
positive picture. But the story and the characters arc obtained 
by the most controlled kind of reshuffling, so that the novel 
contains nothing that could not be found in the original positi,-e 
picture. Although the novel is an artifact, it contains no non­
natural events and manages to be a set of additional symbols 
all the same. Proust gave his own description of the process. He 
explained that for e,·ery character of his novel there are eight 
or ten keys. "'When he described, for instance, Madame Swann 
going for a walk ncar the Tir-aux-Pigeons, he thought of an 
admirably beautiful cocotte of those clays who was called Clomes­
nil. The same, he said, was true of the church of Com bray; 
for many churches had posed for it and he could no longer tell 
\vhethcr the paving stones had come from Lisieux or another 
church, and whether the windows were those of Sainte­
Chapelle, of Evreux or of Pont-Audemer. 

The theory and practice of reshuffling has been described 
most explicitly by Baudelaire and Mallarme: 

Fantasy decomposes the whole of creation. According to laws 
that have their origin in the deepest depths of the soul, the 
fantasy collects and assembles the various parts derived from 
this composition; and thus generates a new world.* 

Nature is given. One can only add material constructions to it, 
cities, railways. But true freedom consists in this: thanks to an 
inwardness which spreads according to its own laws, over the whole 
world, we can seize hidden relations. And for this reason poetic 

* Baudelaire, Bibliotheque de la Pleiade, Paris, 1954, p. 41. 



64 RELATIONSHIP AND SOLITUDE 

creation consists in the invention of a, word for a thing that. doC's 
not really exist.* 

And lest anyone should think that the theory aml practice of 
reshuffling is essentially linked to symbolist poetry, one ought 
to recall the most accurately and most amply doeumcntcd 
case of reshuffling - the composition of K1lbla JUwn and 1'hc 
Ancient Mariner as presented by J. L. LO\vcs in 1'/tc Road to 
Xanadu. 

Very little reshuffling may be enough. To obtain the story 
of events known as 'fiction' (novel, epic, etc.), it is enough to 
reshuffle dates and places, and transfer qualities from ono 
historical (positively locatable) person to another. In this 
way a story will emerge that is 'richer' than any in the positive 
picture; but one which is not necessarily outside the po:-;itive 
picture. This kind of story, though it is fiction in the sen:-;e that 
it did not really happen quite in the vmy in whieh it is told and 
that nobody actually observed it, is not part of a symbol picture 
(though it can fulfil the function of a symbol) in the sense that 
it is conceivable that it could have happened and that someone 
might actually have observed it in the sense in which one 
observes any other event in the positive picture. 

Apart from the creation of such sophisticated artifacts as 
are contained in 'fiction', it is customary to rcshuffie with 
enough violence to create artifacts that arc actually non-natural. 
The_ ~st reshuffle, as a rule, results simply in the creation of 
addit10nal facts. People make additional animals by painting 
them on walls; they perform more hunts than arc necessary 
for t~e food supply and underline them by ritual repetition of 
certam features; they fashion additional women in the form of 
stone statues, perhaps with all sexual characteristics exagger­
ated; they crawl into caves that are obviously not suital>lc as 
shelter; and so forth. Their object here is simply to multiply 
the number of available facts and to multiply them in such a 
way that all newly created facts (artifacts) should be richer, 
less schematic and more suggestive than those th~tt are naturally 
locat d · e m the symbol picture. 

I would, therefore, also suspect that the phenomenon that is 
commonly described as sympathetic magic owes more to the 

* Mal!arme, Bibliotheque de la Pleiade, Paris, 1952, p. 647. 
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desire to multiply facts than to a process of reasoning, compli­
cated and foolish at the same time, which suggests that an 
imitation of ana tural event will hasten and promote that event. 
If a man reprodtH·cs a natural event (growth of corn, melting 
of snow, hunting of a bear), it is usually bcliC\-cd that he is 
doing sympathetic magic, that is: he imitates nature in order 
to speed her on hcr way or assure that she will perform well and 
according to expectations. I wonder, though, whether such 
actions, dune in imitation of nature. do not primarily represent 
attempts to enrich nature- that is, to multiply existing symbols 
and to add an event (e.g. a hunt or the melting of snow) 
which is more clearly specified amlin which certain features are 
emphasized, underlined and pronounced, to the already existing 
events. Sympathetic magic may well be there. But the primary 
purpose of such performances is symbolization, i.e. the creation 
of additional and more highly elaborate symbols than nature 
herself provides. 

The symbol picture, then, consists of artifacts, i.e. of events 
and objects that arc 'artificially' put together for the sake of 
symbolization. An artifact may difier only very slightly from 
a natural phenomenon, such as would also occur in the positive 
picture. Somctimcs no more than a slight emphasis of a single 
feature is required for the natmal phenomenon to be turned 
into a quite adequate symbol. .At times, however, a great deal 
of abstraction is employed, so that the resulting artifact is 
only in its barest outlines rclated to the natural phenomenon. 
And again, at times some of the features of the natural pheno­
menon arc completely detached from it and are transposed 
to another part of the field of vision or sensation and linked 
there with some other features equally artificially detached from 
the original natural phenomenon to which they had been 
linked . .ln this manner a completely new object or event may 
be created. Such a. new event is, of course, not directly related 
to, or recognizable in, any natural phenomenon that had 
occurred or that conceivably might occm in the positive pic­
ture. In such a case we arc dealing with a completely artificial 
symbol. 

I would insist, however, that the artificiality of the artifacts 
(symbols) is to be understood in a very relative sense. Usually 
one opposes the concept of artificiality to the concept of nature; 
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and one says that a thing is either natural or artificial. But 
in this particular case there is no such clear opposition between 
the natural phenomenon that occurs in the positive pieturc 
and the artifact that occurs in the symbol picture. And it would 
be quite wrong to think of the symbol picture as one that is 
altogether opposed to the positive picture. The two pictures 
are in fact related in two different and very essential ways. 

They are firstly related in an essential way because both 
pictures are an abstraction from the totality of the \\'orld. The 
noumenal vVorld itself can never be known. But both the symbol 
picture and the positive picture arc different forms of appear­
ances of the World Itself. Both pictures are poorer than the 
whole World. They differ in the emphasis they give to certain 
features which are incontestably part of the \Vorlcl Itself. In 
the positive picture feeling-states or states of consciousness arc 
nev:er referred to; and in the symbol picture they arc includc.d 
obliquely. The two pictures, therefore, differ in the emphasis 
they lend to certain features of the vVorld, and the 'Vorld 
appears in them with accents on different features. But there is 
no cogent reason why the positive picture should be considered 
more 'natural' than the symbol picture. Both pictures are 
appearances; and if common usage has conventionally agreed 
to c~ll the positive picture a natural picture of tho 'Vorld and 
has m fact tended to identify it as 'nature', we should be on our 
guard and take this conventional identification not for more 
than it is. Conventionally we may well spca,k of the na,tuml 
phenomenon of the positive picture and of the artifacts of the 
symbol picture. But one might just as soon invert this usage 
and speak of the artifacts of the symbol picture as the natural 
e;ents - for there is nothing unnatural in the occurrence of 
s ates of consciousness and hence nothing unnatural in the 
~ethod employed for their symbolization. For symbolization 
Ist only a roundabout manner of referring to or describing these 
s ates of co . . . 
th nsc10usness. One should, however agree to mamtam 
b e conventional distinction between natural 'facts and artifa,cts, 
t ecause such distinction helps us to discriminate between the 
di~ appearances of the World and helps us to understa,ncl the 
, erent emphases given by the two pictures to the va,rious 
parts' of the Whole. 

The two pictures are secondly related in the following manner. 
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Even though the artifacts of the symbol picture refer to the 
states of consciousness of.:\, they are themselves all located in 
field B. That is to say that at no time a sixth sense or a special 
revelation or intuition is required for discovering them, for see­
ing them or for sensing them in any other way. Every artifact 
is clearly to be perceived in a perfectly ordinary manner. No 
matter how fully artificial an artifaet is and no matter how 
completely invented it is and how unable we arc to locate it in 
the positive picture (to locate it there, would mean that we are 
able to establish its fun<..:tional dependence on other facts, whose 
functional dependence on further facts can in turn be estab­
lished; and it would further mean that any variation in it would 
be detectable by a corresponding nuiation in another fact ... 
and so forth), its parts and the various features of which it con­
sists can always be located in the positive picture. 

A symbolic artifact may be an image of a giant. But a giant 
is, after all, only a very large man. And both men and largeness 
are natural phenomena - even though the two may not occur 
together in the positive picture. Or again, a symbolic artifact 
may be an image of a giant flying through the air. No such giant 
can be traced flying through the air in the positive picture. But 
'largeness', 'man', and 'flying' all refer to natural phenomena, 
and every one of those natural phenomena can be separately 
located in the positive picture. The artificiality of the symbols 
in the symbol picture consists therefore entirely and exclusively 
in the manner in which the various features of the positive 
picture are put together, in which some fcatmes are suppressed 
and others transposed from the place where they occur natur­
ally to a place where they do not occur naturally. For tlus 
reason it is always possible to make a clear sensuous repre­
sentation of the symbolic image. Since every part of the image 
is singly a natural fact, it is possible to provide a representation 
of the whole image in sensuously perceptible terms. A symbolic 
artifact may be an imaginary landscape, such as the Garden of 
Eden. But since every single feature in that garden is a natural 
pheomenon, and since the artificiality of the symbol consists 
merely in the manner in which various natural plants and trees 
and brooks are transposed from the place in which they occur 
in the positive pictme, it is possible, e.g. to paint a picture 
of the Garden of Eden- a pictme which can be perceived by 
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the eyes. In short, symbolization, no matter how Pxtravagant 
and forceful it is, can never dispense wiih ihc materials fur­
nished in field B; and the artificiality of sym bul iza tion consists 
merely in a reshufiling of the separate elements in that field 
and in their transposition. 

~1yth and ritual arc the most funclamental forms of all such 
symbols. Myths are stories; and rituals arc performances. A 
myth is a story of an event which cannot be located in the 
positive picture. It is told for the sake of the symbolization 
of an occurrence in field A; and if there is that certain occur­
rence in field A, there is a certain compulsiveness ahout telling 
the myth which symbolizes it. The oecUJTCJH:e in field A cannot 
be laid hold of unless the symbolic myth is created. In this way, 
certain events in field B arc seized upon ancl moulclcd, by suit­
~ble transpositions, by emphasis, by exaggeration aml so forth, 
mto an artificial event. This new artifact is a, myth. It consists 
of many parts, each of which can be located somewhere in the 
P?sitive picture. This makes it possible for the myth to be 
~n~t~rially represented. The pictorial representation, whether 
It ISm the shape of a theatrical performance, of a sculpture, or 
of ~ painting, must in turn form part of the positive picture: 
for It can be ordinarily perceived in the sense that it is function­
ally dependent on certain changes on our retina or on a photo­
gra~~c plate. 1'he pictorial representation itself is therefore a 
~Ositxve fact; the existence of which can be no more in doubt, 
In terms of the positive picture, than the existence of, e.g .. a 
~ock or the sun. The subject thus depicted, however, is an arti-
~ct and as such part of the symbol picture. By the standards 

0B the positive picture that artificial event has never occurred. 
ut ' · I th even though it has never occurred in the sense in wine 1 

it~ events in the positive picture arc said to have occurre~, 
B~b n~t a figment of the imagination or pure phantasy: 1t 

olizes an occurrence which is only too real, namely an 
event in field A 

:rn Ritual perfor~ances must be understood in much the same 
or~r:ner. For the sake of symbolization one seizes a perfectly 
lo I~ary performance, the occurrence of which can well be 
orca ed in the positive picture, such as, for instance, a hunt 
th a :meal. But in order to make it into a suitable symbol, 

e performance has to be turned into an artifice: it has to 
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he embroidered by repetitive gestures which serve to heighten 
the efTeet of this or that of its features. In this way, the 
performance of a perfectly ordinary action becomes a highly 
stylized and artificial event. The artificial performance of, e.g. 
the meal, can as such again be located in the positive picture. 
The artifieiality of the performance docs not consist in the 
performance itself; but in its repetitiveness, in its stylization, 
in short in its rituality. As such it functioni' as a symbol of an 
event in field A. And since such an e\·ent, if it occurs, will out, 
there is again a certain compulsiveness about the performance 
of the ritual. 

In this "·ay the sym bnl picture, consisting basically of myths 
and rituals, is a world of artifices. These artifices nrc an enrich­
ment of the positive picture in that they afrord a glimpse of 
the events in field A. But each artifice, if it is a story, is capable 
of a pictorial representation which is part of the positive 
picture; and if it is an action, is ca pa blc of a physica 1 enactment 
which can be located in the positive picture. Ritual perfor­
mances like mythical pictures, can be sensuously perceived. 
The existence of events in field A requires these artificial addi­
tions to the positive picture which by itself is too barren and not 
rich enough in variations to symbolize events in field A. But 
these additions arc thcmseh·cs represented as natural events. 

All this points to the conclusion that even in the highest 
flights of our imagination, which are employed in the sym­
bolization of states of consciousness, we arc eomplctely limited 
to the various features and parts of field B. The most ima(Yina-o 
tive acts of human fantasy can never do more than transpose 
single features from the place in which they occur in the positive 
picture to other places, and link them with other features of 
the positive picture, possibly similarly transposed. But no 
amount of fantasy can ever result in the creation of a symbol 
that consists of features other than occur in field B and for the 
'perception' of which one \Votlld require either a sixth sense or a 
special act of intuition or revelation; or which could not be 
either enacted by existing people in suitable disguises or repre­
sented pictorially. The difference between the positive and the 
symbol picture, between the two appearances of the ·world 
consists, therefore, entirely in a rearrangement. To obtain the 
one picture from the other, no more is required than a reshuffling 

F 
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of the single clements. To turn the symbol pic·( ure into the 
positive picture, all one needs to do is to resh u flle the various 
elements with a view to the order that obtains when every 
feature is assigned the place in which it appear:; funetionally 
dependent on another feature. And to turn the positive picture 
into the symbol picture, all one needs to do is to prize the various 
features loose from the moorings they occupy in vil·tuc of their 
functional dependence on other features and allow them to 
rearrange themselves in the order in which they appear as 
symbols of the events in field A. 

It is now possible to see that there arc very good grounds 
for maintaining that there is a perfectly intelligible connection 
between myths and rituals on one hand, and the world that 
~ppears in our ordinary experience, on the other. This intellig­
Ible connection is very commonly overlooked. Awl this oversight 
has compelled people to seek various other explanations for 
the occurrence of myth and ritual. These other explanations 
seem now, epistemologically, both superfluous and irrelevant, 
and we will postpone a discussion of them to the next ehapter. 

A myth is a concrete story. It is composed of events that 
take place in the world; even though they do not actually take 
p~ace quite in the way in which the myth insists. A myth about 
gta~ts moving mountains consists, for example, of a number 
of Single features every one of which is taken from the world 
of ordinary expe~ience. Giants are very large men; and Loth 
the t· · no ton of largeness and the fact that there arc men arc 
taken from nature. Only in nature they do not really occur 
together. Here, however, they are put together in order to 
serve as b . . t• . th · a sym ol of an event m A. The story m ques wn IS, 

erefore, still a story about something that takes place in the 
:Vo~d - only that something comprises events in .t\ as well as 
m · The myth, therefore, is a story that is quite rationally 
connected "th · f · · alit . W1 the world. And whatever appearance o Irratwn-

y It may have stems entirely from the faet that we are 
accustomed t "d if . li . 1 d" . B t o 1 ent y ratwna ty wit 1 or mary cxpencnce . 

. ut once it is understood that a myth is part of a symbol 
pte ure h" h b W lC refers back to events in A, and as long as we re-
~:~ er that the events in field A are as much part of the 

bo a ty of all occurrences as the events in field B, a myth 
ecomes a · ·fi · 1 stgru cant report about the world, the truth of wluc 1 
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can soon be tested, albeit in a very complicated manner, by a 
reference to cYcnts in A. 

If events in B, as ordinarily observed, are incompatible with 
events as related in the myth, this means precisely nothing. 
The truth of a myth has to be investigated not by confronting 
it with events as they occur in the positiYe picture, but by 
confronting it with the events in field A. To begin with, it 
can always be taken as a primary indication of the truth of a 
myth if there arc other parts of the symbol picture (that is, of 
the 1·eshujJlcd field B) that are compatible with it. For this is 
proof that the myth in question is not a freak fantasy, but that 
the event in A, to which it has symbolic reference, is symbolized 
in a slightly different manner by the other myth. In fact, 
if one can show a long series of compatible myths, the likelihood 
of their being a consistent series of symbols of genuine events 
or series of events in A is increased. 

This is not the place for an in\estigation of the conditions 
under which myths can be said to be true. Suffice it to observe 
that false myths, i.e. those that have no cogent symbolic 
reference to an event in A and which are mere concoctions 
by people who for some reason or other wish to break up the 
pattern of events as presented in ordinary experience and who 
wish to reorder it according to some private fancy, have no 
survival value and are, as a rule, forgotten as soon as they are 
made. An ordinarily perceived series of events in B has its 
ordinary, inherent justification; a symbolically perceived com­
position of events in B has its justification in the meaningful 
way in which it symbolizes events in A. But an arbitrarily 
concocted story of events in B has no grounds for existence* 

* The following passage from Apollinaire's Oncirolaitil.:a is a good 
example of an arbitrarily concocted story: 

'The coals of hcav<'n were so ncar that I became afraid of their smell. 
Two animals of different species begun to mate and the shoots of 
roses turned into grape-vines, hanging heavily from tho moons' 
bundles. Flames shot up from the throats of monkeys and decorated 
tho world with lilies. Tho monarchs wore amused and twenty blind 
taylors emerged. Towards evening, tho trees flow u.way and my 
Solf multiplied a hundred times. Tho herd which I thus was, sat 
down by tho sea. Tho sword quenched my thirst. A lnmdrod sailors 
killed mo ninety-nino times. A whole nation, incarcerated in u. wine­
press, bled while singing. Uneven shadows lovingly obscured tho 
scarlet of the su.ils while my eyes were multiplying in the rivers, in 
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and, therefore, no survival value. Hence the apparently curious 
phenomenon that there are actually no 'false' myths; and that 
all the ones one can think of turn out to be true ones. This is 
no ground for suspicion and for thinking that there arc after all 
no rules for distinguishing false myths from true myths, and 
that myths are just myths, one as weird as the other. It merely 
indicates that a myth is a symbolic story which has survived, 
because it does have symbolic reference to an event in A. lf it 
were a false myth, it \Youl<.l, for the lack of such rcfercneC', never 
have come down to us. This explains why there arc, in fact, 
no such stories as 'false myths'. (.Myths seem to be in a position 
that is the converse of the position of treason. 'Treason never 
prospers', one says. The truth of this observation is not due to 
the fact that treason never really does prosper, hut to the fact 
that, when it prospers, it is no longer called treason. Similarly, 
there are false myths; but since they have no possible survival 
value, the myths that do survive arc all, without exception, 
true ones.) 

The positive picture of the vVorlcl, then, emerges through 
the establishment of the relations of events in B; and the 
sym~ol picture of the World, through the establishment of 
relatwns between events in A and events in B. Both pictures, 
though of varying degrees of richness, arc pictures of the \Vorlcl. 
. We .come now to the final stage in the argument, to the way 
m whH~h theories about the various pictures of the \Vorld we 
have discussed are put forward. There is no need to say much 
about s.c~entific theories. They arc clearly put forward about 
the positive picture. It matters little to our argument as to 
whether they are put forward as inductive generalizations or 
as bold hypotheses which arc held to be provisionally true as 
~ong as they have not been falsified by events observed to occur 
m the positive picture. Scientific theories are concerned with 
?tatements of regularities of functional dependences that occur 
m the positive picture and it is iiTelevant to our argument 
whether one can justify such statements by pointing to the 

t?e cities over the snow and over the mountains'. (Author's transla­
tiOn) 

H_ero we havo a striking case of re-shuffling. But tho toxt fails to 
fascu~ate becaus~ there does not appear to havo bcon a reshuffling in 
obedwnco to an mner compulsion, i.e. according to events in A. 
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fact that the stated regularities are inductive generalizations 
or whether one justifies them by saying that they are general 
hypotheses, the validity of which depends on whether the 
particular propositions that can be deduced from them are 
compatible or incompatible with any occurrences in the positive 
picture. But at the same time, it would appear that the hypo­
thesis view of scientific theories is more in harmony with the 
general line of our argument than the induction view. For 
according to the induction view, scientists would have to busy 
themselves first with the preparation of the positive picture; 
and then, as a second step, proceed to inductive generalizations 
from that picture. It would seem, on the contrary, that the 
reverse is the case. Scientists begin with hypothetical theories; 
they then deduce from them particular propositions and look 
to see whether these particular propositions can be falsified. 
A single instance of mere verification would mean very little; 
it would mean in fact no more than that one particular instance 
of the alleged regularity is the case, but it would tell us nothing 
about the truth of the statement that the alleged regularity 
is of unlimited universality. If it is not falsified, or as long as 
it is not falsified, one will take the general hypothesis to be 
true; and once it is falsified, one will abandon it. The criterion 
as to whether the general theory or hypothesis refers to, or 
does not refer to, events in the posith·e picture, is constituted 
by the fact that one can indicate what event would have to 
occur for the theory to be falsified. If such an indication cmmot 
be given, then the theory does not refer to the positive picture 
and may in fact refer possibly to the symbol picture. The 
criterion of what does and what does not constitute falsification 
is, in turn, provided by the criteria governing the composition 
of the positive picture. The occmTence of an event that is not 
functionally dependent on other events which are, themselves, 
not functionally dependent on further events, and so forth, is 
not a possible falsification of a scientific theory. This form of 
scientific procedure, first described by K. R. Popper, shows 
that what we have called the positive picture is really only a 
hypostatization. In the traditional inductive description of 
scientific procedm-e on the other hand, the positive pictm-e 
precedes the formulation of scientific generalizations. In terms 
of the present argument, about the 'Vorld and the various 
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appearances of the \Vorld, Popper's dcseription seems prefer­
able. For if the aim of science is the invention of gem·ra liza tions 
about regularities, no purpose can be gained by iJJC lai)(Jrious 
construction of positive pictures. It is much preferable to see 
the positive picture only as a conceptual hypostatizatiun that 
is postulated every time a theory has to be tested. But it has 
no 'existence' in our minds apart from sueh specific tests of 
general theories. Whereas, if one prefers the incluctive dcserip­
tion of the formulation of general theories, one will have to 
convince oneself that the positive picture really exists in the 
form of so many statistical tables and catalogues :mel die­
tionaries. And furthermore, one will easily fall prey to the 
idea that it is more than an appearance of the \\'orld. In short, 
Popper's account seems to suit the general Kantian framework 
we have used in this argument much better than the inductive 
account. 

But let us return to our real purpose, to the problem of how 
metaphysical, as distinct from scientific, theories emerge. I 
would now like to argue that metaphysical theories are theories 
about the symbol picture, albeit, unlike scientific theories, not 
statements of any regularities in the symbol picture. They arc 
theories about the symbol picture, because their truth and 
falsity can be tested by reference to the symbol picture. Speak­
ing quite generally, they are abstract and conceptual descrip­
tions of the symbol picture. 

At this point in the argument it is as well to make a confes­
sion. I did not form the above view of the symbol picture and 
then discover that it would be possible to sa.y that metaphysical 
theories are abstract and conceptual descriptions of it. I began 
~he other way round. I began with the observation that there 
IS a very striking and very obvious similarity between tho 
themes ~f many great myths and many metaphysical doctrines. 
In fact, It would not be an exaggeration to say that there is no 
metaphysical doctrine, the theme of which is not also present in 
some myth or other. The theory that there are two substances 
in the world, mind and matter, is, thematically, very close to 
the biblical creation story; and the view that time is umeal is 
undoubtedly to be linked to those ancient creation myths in 
which it is said that at first there was undifferentiated chaos, 
or being; and that time began when this undifferentiated chaos 



TIT E PRINCIPLES OF l\IET "\PHYSICS 75 

was rent asunder hy f'onw net or e,·ent. Time is thus only a 
mode of being (or pcrha ps only a motlc of perception) and real 
being can be prcdil'a ted only of the undifferentiated chaos 
that existed in the first place. There is no need to multiply 
examples. 

HaYing made this ohsPITation, I then proceeded to formulate 
my view of the symbol picture. If I can now argue that meta­
physical doctrines seem to he abstract descriptions of the sym­
bol picture, this may appPnr like a stroke of goodluek. It is in 
fact no such thing and one need not be surprised to find that 
we arrive at this C'Onclusion when the whole of the preceding 
argument was built up in such a way as to lead to it. For it will 
be recalled that at the entl of Chapter Two we had come to the 
point where it was necessary to discover the possible field of 
experience to whil'h metaphysical propositions, considering 
that they did not refer to our ordinary experience, did refer. 
It is therefore not by goocl luck that the preceding argument 
should now yield the desired result. The whole idea of the sym­
bol pieture was concei,·cd with a view to showing that it is, in 
fact, the field to whieh metaphysical doctrines are applicable. 

The events awl actions that serve as symbols have a quasi­
mysterious quality. They seem to indicate more than they 
appear to be. 1t is often believed that this is due to the fact 
that they stand for unseen and unseeable realities. Their 
mysterious quality is often considered to be proof of the fact 
that there must be such realities - for otherwise, how is it that 
symbols seem so mysterious, so obviously beckoning towards 
something other than meets the eye? 

The real explanation is, however, that they stand for feeling­
states. Sym bois freeze the tenuous and ghost-like quality of 
feeling-states into tangible form. But they are tangible witness 
to something that is not tangible and of ''"hich we are only 
conscious in so far as we can point to a symbol. It is from this 
that symbols obtain their mysterious quality and seem to be 
pregnant with something unexpressed; with something other 
than themselves. 

A first attempt at symbolizing an event in field A will take a 
very primitive form: one will look around the whole field of 
B - or around that part of it with which one happens to be 
most familiar- and designate any natural event or happening, 
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or possibly an object, as a symbol. In this way a me~l, a hunt, 
a sunset a thunderstorm or a sexual act may be designated as 
a symb~l. The choice of a natural event in B as a symbol is n 
very simple form of symbolization. And it is not to be wondered 
at that such a symbol which is barely distinguishable from a 
natural event (which might also be described in relationship 
to another natural event in B) is not a very accurate symbol. 
The meaning it bestows on the event in A will be diffuse. The 
most such symbolization is likely to achieve is to establish that 
the meaning of the event in A is not actually the opposite from 
what it is. But even when it is established that it is not the 
opposite of what it is there is still left a wide variety of 
possibilities of what it means. 

The first and most striking observation to be made about 
the outcome of a simple reshuffling of the positive picture, is 
that the resulting symbol is almost completely unl'>pccified. 
There is no clear distinction between subject and object, up 
and down, beginning and end. Consider, for example, the follow­
ing lines: 

I knew that I hung on the wind-swept tree 
Nine nights through, 
Wounded by a spear, dedicated to Odin 
I myself to myself. 

. Or let us examine the state known as algolagnia. Algolagnia 
IS the relation between pleasurable sexual excitation and the 
occ~ence of terrifying events. This relation can either be 
deliberately contrived or come about by accident, and the 
eve~ts themselves (which may be real or imaainary) can be of 
va:Ious kinds. They may involve the death of lmman beings or 
ammals, or at least the threat of death; or they may involve 
some thr~at to or destruction of health or property; or they 
may cons1st of the annihilation of inanimate objects. Moreover, 
the person who derives sexual pleasures from such events may 
perform the acts himself, may induce someone else to perform 
them, 0~ may simply be a spectator. He may even be the volun­
:ary or n:~voluntary victim of attack. There is, in short, a very 
arge variety of completely different events which can act as 

symbols for one and the same feeling-state, and this shows 
that. any first attempt at symbolization is almost invariably 
ambiguous. In the verse quoted above it was a question of a 
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very diffuse image symbolizing a presumably equally diffuse 
feeling-state. In the case of algolagnia. a series of completely 
incompatible en'nb; pnrports to symbolize one and the same 
feeling-state; aml, because of these incompatibilities, each 
event symbolizes it in a slightly different way. 

Hence there arises the need for a more precise form of 
symbolization. The s:nnhol, in other words, must be made 
more spceifie, more unequivocal. The specification of the sym­
bol, however, can he achieved only in one way. The natural 
event, originally ehoscn as a symbol, must be slightly altered. 
One of its features must be exaggerated for the sake of emphasis; 
another feature may be suppressed entirely. In this way, the 
natural event, the unspcciflcd and inaccurate symbol, becomes 
a more specifie symbol in the proportion to which it loses its 
purely natural shape. The resulting story can now no longer 
be rclatccl in terms of other events in B; and receives its truth­
value entirely from its relation to events in A. "'e may, there­
fore, say that the spceification of the symbol takes place 
through an increasing d<'twturalization of the original event 
chosen. The more non-naturalistic the event becomes, the 
greater its symbolic accuracy. 

The specification of a symbol and the resulting increase of its 
symbolic accuracy can be carried on almost indefinitely. Step 
by step a symbol can become denaturalized until at the imagin­
ary end of the series of symbols (which began with the choice of 
a natural event as a, symbol) there stands a completely non­
naturaJistic story of an event. If the first symbol is the hunt, 
the second, more specified symbol, may be the hunt of a divine 
animal; the third symbol may be the sacrificial killing of an 
animal; the fourth, the sacrifice of the animal's soul; and in 
the fifth, the emphasis may be placed entirely on the spirit's 
sacrificial death; ancl so forth. The greater the denaturalization, 
the greater the specification; and the greater the specification, 
the more unequivocal the meaning that is bestowed upon the 
event in A. 

The feature of this process that is most important for our 
purpose is the fact that every symbol in the series of pro­
gressively specified symbols stands in a certain relationship 
to every other symbol in that series. Every symbol in the series 
must exhibit the same basic pattern or rhythm of events. Every 
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single feature may be changed and be less and less like the 
original, natural feature. But the less spe~ified s~n~bol ca~1 he­
come more specified only by a symbol which exlnlJlts basically 
the same pattern. Thus, in our example, the basic pattern of the 
original, natural symbol (the hunt) is this: aggressiveness -
killing- triumph. Or, in more abstract words: hatred- suffer­
ing - joy; and alternately: evil - surrender - goodness. In the 
next symbol of the series and in all the following ones, only 
single features and the emphasis may be altered. J~nt the basic 
pattem must be preserved. for the last sym hol of the series 
to be a more highly specified and therefore more aeeuratc 
symbol of the event in A in question. 

It is a well-known fact that a very large number of myths <lo 
indeed stand in this particular relationship to each othN. 
The ancient Church Fathers, for instance, were well aware 
that certain myths could be related to one another in this 
fashion, and they called this relation, very appropriately, a 
typological relation. The myths of the series, they said, were 
all of the same type or had the same figure. And the earlier, less 
specified ones, were the types; or prefigured the later, more 
specified ones which were said to be the anti-types. vVe arc not 
concerned here with the fact that the Church Fathers, from 
their own peculiarly ecclesiastical standpoint, made a very 
narrow and special usc of this discovery. The ma ttcr of greatest 
importance is that these typological rehtiom;llips extend 
through the whole world of mythology, and that every single 
myth can be assigned a place in some such series. There arc 
no myths and rituals (artificial events) that are not typologica.lly 
related to natural events, i.e. to events that occur in the positive 
picture. Every sacrifice, every i.~:poc; yar-oc;, every baptism, 
is no more than an act, highly embroidered and containing 
features added to it for the sake of emphasis, that is the end 
of a chain, the beginning of which is to be found in such natural 
acts as killing, copulation, and ablution. None of these natural 
performances have a high symbolic value. They signify little 
or nothing in terms of events in field A. They assume symbolic 
quality when they cease to be natural and begin to be artifices; 
but no matter how artificial they are, they are typologically 
related to natural events. Every part of the symbol picture is 
typologically related to the positive picture. 
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~omcone may well objec·t that this contention remains to be 
proven; and that the only way of proving it is to list all known 
myths ami im·estigatc in en~ry single case whether this is so or 
not. But in view of what has been said, this does not seem to me 
to be necessary. For originally. every single symbol must be 
chosen from the field of natural events the symbolizer is ac­
quainted with. For where else coul<l it be chosen from? And 
after this initial ehoil'e. there is only one way open for increas­
ing the specificness of the' original symbol. and that is the way 
of clcnaturalizat.ion. Hut :-;1wh dcnat.nralizat.ion would fail in its 
purpose if it wrrc not <'iliTie<l out according to the principle 
that the more spcl'ifie<l symbol must exhibit. the same pattern 
as the less specified symhol. If this principle is not adhered to, 
then the more denaturalized symbol would stand in no relation­
ship to the less denaturalized symbol and could therefore 
hardly be counted as an attempt to gh·e more specific meaning 
to the event in A. There seems therefore no need for a general 
empirical investigation of all myths; for it seems wellnigh impos­
sible to envisage an altcrnath·c to typological relationships. 

It is now possible to state precisely the nature of the rela­
tionship between metaphysical doctrines and myths. A meta­
physical doctrine is related to a myth in either of the following 
ways. It may be the explicit description of the principle accord­
ing to which a symbol is turned into a more specific symbol­
of the principle in accordance to which nature is transformed 
into a sym bal. Or else, a metaphysical doctrine may be the last 
term in a series of typologically related symbols. The last 
symbol in the series is so minutely and definitely specified 
that it is, in actual fact, no longer a symbol but a conceptual 
statement. A metaphysical theory may emerge from a myth 
in either of these two ways. But it is of crucial importance to 
note that in both cases the relationship is not between any one 
myth and a metaphysical doctrine; but between a typologically 
ordered series of myths and the metaphysical doctrine. 

Let us examine, in order to illustrate the first case, a wen..:: 
known series of myths from the Bible. There is no need to 
explain the typological connection between the story of Abra­
ham's sacrifice and the sacrificial death of Jesus. Our own }mow­
ledge can supply one further term at the lower end of the series, 
i.e. the sacrifice of the fu·st-born, customary in those parts of 
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the world in which Abraham lived. The story of Abraham "s 
sacrifice is itself already a more highly spcc..:ificd story than the 
story of the sacrifice of the first-born, but is typologically 
related to it. We now have a series of three typologic..:ally related 
symbols. If one observes closely the principle aceording to 
which the second story is a more special instance thnn the 
first, and the third a more special instance than the second, one 
will be able to formulate the principle ac..:cording to which these 
specifications are carried out. One will he able to arrive at the 
doctrine that there is a love which gives infinitely more than 
is deserved by the object that is loved. This doetrine or some 
such doctrine is in fact a statement of the princ.:iple that deter­
mines the particular way in whic.:h the first symbol was spcc·ifiecl 
to become the second symbol; and the way in whic.:h the second 
symbol was specified to become the third symbol. All three 
symbols exhibit the same basic pattern. But cac.:h step in speci­
fication was taken according to a certain principle, when it 
could well have been taken according to another pJ"inciple. The 
principle itself, i.e. the metaphysical dodrine, could uot have 
been culled from any of the symbols- but only from the spcc.:ific 
way in which they arc related to one another. 

In order to illustrate the second case of the genesis of a, mcta.­
physical doctrine, let us examine an instance of a series of myths 
taken from an entirely different field. Professor Cornforcl in his 
posthumous Principium 8apientiae (London, l!lii2), has in fact 
provided a telling example. He has examined the series of myths 
about the origin of the world current in ancient Babylon. He 
found that these myths, the cosmogony of Hesiocl and the meta­
physics of Anaximander are, in our terminology, a, series of 
typo_logically related stories. But Hesiod's cosmogony is more 
specified than the Babylonian myth; and .Anaximander's 
met~physics or all ancient Ionian metaphysics is even more 
~peci~ed. In fact, Ionian metaphysics is so minutely specified 
hat It represents a system of abstrac.:t concepts. It is the end 

term ?f the series; a story in which the complete definition of 
~yth10al images, already fairly apparent in Hcsiocl, has almost 
Imperceptibly given way to abstract concepts. As Professor 
Cornford says himself, Hcsiod's cosmogony has 'advanced so 
f~r ?n the road to rationalization that only a very thin partition 
divides it from the early Ionian systems' (p. 198). The Ionian 
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systems, therefore, stand rC\-ealed as the end terms of the 
typologil'ally relah'll series; as the end term in which the 
almost impereeptihll• transition from a minutl'ly defined image 
to an ahstraet I'OIH'l'Jli has taken place. 

Given the two examples of how metaphysical doctrines are 
relatc1l to symbol pil'turcs, I have demonstrated the thesis 
I put forwarcl at the beginning of this <'haptcr, that metaphysi­
cal dol'ti·ines arc synthetie a posteriori propositions. But the 
a. JJostrriuri refers to the symbol picture, not to the World of 
whieh that pidurc as well as the positive picture is an appear­
ance. There is a Vl'ry :-;peeial and important sense in which 
mctaphysiC"al theories arc applieablc to the positive picture, 
even though t.heir trnt h cannot be proved or disprO\-ed by a 
consideration of it. A discussion of the applieabilit.y will be 
postponed to the eml of the last ehaptcr of this book, where 
the releva nee of Hlll'lt a pplil'a bility will become apparent . .As far 
as the \\'oriel ltsl'lf is coneernecl, metaphysical doctrines, like 
scientific theories about the positive picture, have clearly no 
relevance to it. Fur we said that the only eYidence we have about 
the 'Vorld is a tautolog~·. And since a tautology is compatible 
with any proposition other than a self-contradictory one, we 
]mow nothing of the 'rorld that would not be compatible with 
any mctaphysieal theory. The same is true, of course, for 
scientific theories ahout the symbol pieture. 

It is a very common vie\\· that metaphysical doctrines are 
useless, heeausc t.hey arc compatible with any e\ridence what­
ever and do not deny the possibility of the occurrence of any­
thing. (They arc :-;aid to he unfalsifiable.) But now we see that 
as far as the "'orld is concerned, it is exactly the other way 
round. The evidence about the \rorhl is such that it is expressed 
as a tautology and that evidence is therefore compatible with 
any metaphysical theory. The metaphysical theories are quite 
specific and exclude the possibility of certain occurrences in 
the symbol picture. 'Vhen held up against that picture, they can 
be falsified; and, in a sense, verified. But when held up against 
the one thing we know of the nomncnal \Vorld, it turns out that 
all we 'know' (all we can say) about that ·world is compatible 
with any metaphysical theory. This is not the fault of meta­
physics, but of the nature of our knowledge of the \'7orld- or 
ought we to say, of the nature of the World1 
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Since we can never form an idea or have a perception of any 
distinguishable feature or subject or eYcnt of the \\~orld other 
than as part of a picture or a ppcarancc of the \ Vorld, we can 
never say that any such feature or object or event is an instance 
of a metaphysical theory. But since we have no idea. or percep­
tion of such a feature, object or event, and since the only idea. 
or perceptions we have arc of appearances or pictures of tho 
World, this fact is of no consequence, interest, or importance. 
Why should we bother whether something we know nothing of, 
is or is not an instance of a certain theory? 

At the same time we can be quite sure that mcta.physical 
theories are irrelevantly relevant to Hcality - for they arc 
relevant to the symbol picture as well as to the positive picture 
(even though they cannot be derived from the latter and their 
truth or falsity cannot become apparent in the latter). Both 
these pictures are of necessity appearances of Reality and, 
therefore, everything that is true of an appearance must also 
be relevant to the thing the appearance is an appearance of. 
If you wish: metaphysica-l theories arc windows upon the \Vorld. 
Only they do not illuminate it because there is nothing dis­
tinguishable in it that could be illuminated by them. The wincl­
?ow lets light into the vVorlcl. But as there is nothing to reflect 
It, the light is of no avail. 

We have established that metaphysical doctrines are sound 
~octrines about the symbol picture; and that the symbol picture 
IS an appearance of the World. In a sense, then, I would sa,y tha-t 
metaphysical doctrines are descriptive - for they describe 
the symbol picture. But in another sense they are revisionary· 
~r _P~rhaps it would be better to say that they encou~·age_ a. 
evision of our view of the features of the world we live m. 

For their soundness can only be justified if we consider that 
apart from a positive picture there is a symbol picture, and that 
the l~tter has its own peculiar reality. The acceptance of meta­
physical doctrines encourages us, therefore, to revise our vision 
0~ _the world. They do this not by purporting to redraw our 
;~sion of the positive picture or to reveal the hidden features of 

fe noumenal World; but by forcing upon us a new analysis 
0 the phenomenal world in terms of a positive picture and of 
symbol pictures. 
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The thesis that metaphysical speculation has always been specu­
lation about a symbol picture will not be accepted without 
further explanation ami proof, for it is a widely held belief that 
metaphysical propositions arc the result of pure reasoning. 
l\Ietaphysical propositions, moreoYer, arc commonly considered 
to be necessarily true; and since necessary truth can neYer 
belong to empirical propositions, the necessary truth of meta­
physical propositions is taken to be proof of the fact that they 
arc not empirical. In this argument it is very dilli.cult to dis­
tinguish the premiss from the conclusion. People sometimes 
sa.y that metaphysical truths arc necessary and therefore cannot 
be empirical; and sometimes they say that they are not 
empirical and therefore must be ncecssnry truths. 

There seems to me no ground at all for believing that meta­
physical propositions such as 'time is mu·eal' arc necessary 
truths, and that metaphysical propositions of this kind are due 
to pure reasoning. On the contrary, in my argument I am 
putting forward the idea that a proposition like 'time is umeal' 
is a. proposition about a certain picture of the world. The 
adequacy of the picture itself has to be judged in terms of 
feeling-states; and the truth of the proposition itself has to be 
tested by reference to the picture. Not only is the metaphysical 
proposition itself not due to pure reasoning, but it can also very 
well be a false or partially inadequate proposition about the 
picture in question. In order to substantiate my thesis, I would 
like to begin with a brief survey of the history of metaphysical 
speculation. This survey is designed to show that philosophers 
have in the past either explicitly or implicitly been aware 
of the fact that metaphysical doctrines are doctrines about a 
symbol picture - rather than non-empirical, necessary truths. 
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~he ~;n:t•v£~"'!. m..'-'-~'t. ~~. '~~,~~~~. "'-'"'~ ·;:.. '~~~~~~':\.~ ~~'~'- ~'''"\\\_\~It "t~­
~~~~~ 't~::~ ~~ )w::;'\.'\ce \o t'nis task 

It will be clear to the reader, however, that I am presenting 
metaphysical ideas in a 'new look'. l\Iy attempt to relate them 
to mythology and to consider them the rational end-product 
of the mythological vision of the world will not be easily wel­
comed. For both their supporters and their detractors bel icvc that 
me~aphysical ideas either are or arc alleged to he more narrowly 
ra~w.nal. In reply, I can do no better than to remind them of the 
~mwns of two eminent modern metaphysicians, Bradley and 
. cTaggart. Both philosophers believed that metaphysical 
~deas are really held by instinct and arc not the result of iabor­
lous and minute processes of reasonirw. Bradlcv believed that 
~~~ ;hiloso:lwr_'s !ob !s to ~inrl bacl rc~sons for ·them; and l\lc-
.aggart, that lw; JOb 1s to fmrl good reasons for them. But both 

were agreed tllat when we arc faced with metaphysical ideas 
we are not faced hy something that we owe exclusively to our 
own rational cogitations. And although lam making an attempt 
to show how metaphysical ideas arc generated by mythology 
and l10w mythology i:-; almost eompulsin·ly generated by the 
occurrence of certain mental events that arc not capable of a 
literal description, my 'now look' for metaphysics amounts to 
little more than what Bradley and l\Je'l'aggart were both 
agreed upon. . . 

It is of course true, and nobody the least bit acqnamtcrl with 
the history of philosophy could ever deny this, th_at all pro­
pounders of metaphysical ideas in the past have tncd to sup­
port them by rational arguments and have not been cont~nt 
to consider them the abstract end-products of mythological 
speculation. This is true even for Bradley and McTaggart. 
~y proposal, therefore, to disregard these rational efforts and 

0 consider the end-products only ancl to relate them to mytho­
~ogy, may look decidedly odd. Hut though odd, it can be 
Justified. 

Let Us look for a moment at the bewildering historical 
spectacle. We find, throughout history, a very limited number 
0! metaphysical doctrines. They are supported at different 
times by different people by a large variety of allegedly I:ati~nal 
arguments, none of which is really compelling and sa~tsfymg. 
Not one of these arguments has not been found wantmg and 
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And yet, nobody has ever been able to deny the fascination, 
the importance and the impact of the metaphysical doctrines 
these arguments had been designed to justify and support. 
In view of the impact of the doctrines themselves, the attempt 
to dismiss them as nonsense because the arguments that 
support them arc always wanting, is both childish and super­
ficial. And in view of the fact that innumerable arguments 
to support them have been tried by the best minds of mankind 
and have all been found wanting somewhere or other, all 
further eflorts to diseover an argument in their support that 
is not unsatisfactory cannot hope to have a great chance of 
success. It should therefore be little more than a dictate of 
common sense if one tries to re-examine the whole situation 
and to separate the doctrines from the allegedly rational 
arguments on which they have been commonly based. l\Iy 
proposal is in fact to cut the mass of the arguments away 
and to show that the doctrines, once they are dissociated 
from those arguments, recommend themselves on other 
grounds. In this ·way I will be able to explain why the doctrines 
themselves tenaciously persist c\-en though one is impatient 
with the never very conclusive arguments that have been and 
in some quarters keep on being advanced to prove their 
truth. Far from being odd, I look upon my proposal as a 
historical hypothesis that can explain an array of bewildering 
phenomena. If I try to gi,-c metaphysics a ne"· look it is only 
in order to explain an odd historical spectacle. 

1 .. ill eta physical Practices 
For the sake of argument, I would like to consider the history 
of philosophy in five phases. I would like to show how in the 
first three phases metaphysical speculation depended on the 
symbol picture, and how the failure to realize this dependence 
in the fourth and fifth phases has led first to serious misunder­
standings and finally to an impasse. The phases I propose 
to consider arc the Greek phase, the Patristic phase, the 
medieval phase, the modern phase and the contemporary 
phase. 

The beginnings of Greek philosophy, as has long been recog­
nized, are to be sought with the Ionian philosophers. The 

G 
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speculations of these philosophers, as has now lJPcn _shown in 
the posthumously published work of Professor Cornfonl, wc~e 
not concerned with pure reasoning and the alleged emanci­
pation of reason from mythical speculatio~1. These efforts '~ere 
concerned with the conceptual formulatiOn of the mytlucal 
evidence about the origin and growth of the univer~e. A _c~s­
mogonic myth, initially, it 'vould seem, of Ba.h~-l~ru3..n. on~. 
wa.:>. \:.a.\zen. b"':f '\.\:-..~ \l_,_,-m;,.n. ~~ot;o~al"t1:S ·-\.~ ':,\\.~ '<:.-<;\.0\."C\:\\:"C ~v\.\."\ 
~~\.~ ~'\~"'5 1:'0m;oneu; aml their metaphysical theories were 

conceptual formulations about a symbol picture constituted 
by that myth. 

The other important example in the Greek phase is, of course, 
Plato. Plato's writings arc full of myths; but the significa,nce 
of these myths has usually been misunderstood by scholars 
who were brought up in a philosophical environment in which 
metaphysics was considered to be the result of pure reasoning. 
Thus a large number of different views about these Pla,tonic 
myths have been put forward. Some scholars have main­
tained that Plato could not get himself to express the deepest 
truths in profane language and therefore resorted to poetic 
expression when he touched matters that were holy to him 
(Willamowitz-Moellendorf). Others, under the influence of 
Hegel, have maintained that Plato resorted to myth when 
he realized that words and concepts would be inadeqtmtc for 
the expression of the truth (Zeller). The formulation of myth 
therefore proves the powerlessness of thought. Others again, 
have argued that the myth is the forerunner of the logos and 
that Plato expresses in myth tentatively what he manages 
to say later in clear concepts (Stocklein). There is no need here 
to discuss these and other opinions in detail. They seem, how­
ever, all based upon the belief that Plato concocted these 
myths for his own purposes. 

The truth is nevertheless emerging. For the most part, 
Plato did not invent these myths, but took them from a 
number of ancient, often oriental traditions. The form in 
which he received them, of course, was not their original 
symbolic form. He received them with a great deal of specifica­
tion and differentiation. 

Unfortunately scholars find it very hard to agree as to the 
source or sources of these myths. Bidez favours Iranian origins; 
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but Stewart is quite outspokenly in favour of Orphic origins 
and I would like to quote from him: 

He derived the main doctrine, together with most of the details, 
of his E~chatological myths - the doctrine of the pre-existence, 
penance, rc- i nea rna t ion and fin a 1 puri fieation of the soul- directly, 
am\ through Pin1lar. from Orphic 5ourccs, the chief of 'vhich. if 
we a<:cept the <:an·fu\\y forme1l view of Dit·t.Prif~h. was n. popular 
~'ni.e ~\anu.::•\, th•, JJr:-~r:•nt tr, Ilrul.~>.~. ih w'!:,i.c:'h t.h•, v\c,·,;;;;\t,u<\f"-;; 

endured by the immortal soul, till it frees itself, by penance, 
from the Cycle of Births, were described - n work which lay at 
the foundation of Pimlar's theology, was ridiculed by ..:-\risto­
phnnes in the F·rogs, was the ultimate source of the Visits to the 
Dea<l of Plutarch and Yirgil, and greatly influenced Nco-Platonic 
doctrine.* 

It is doubtful whether the question of the origins of these 
myths can ever be settled beyond doubt. But the only thing 
that matters for our immediate purposes is tho fact that Plato 
did not invent his myths in order to support his doctrines; 
but that it was the other way round. He obviously accepted 
the myths and attempted to provide abstract formulations 
for them. His metaphysical speculation must therefore be seen 
as speculation about these myths. They were the evidence 
he ofl'ered in so many words for the truth of his metaphysical 
speculation about the immortality of the soul, the theory of 
ideas, the notion that knowledge is remembrance, and so 
forth. The myths were not inserted because Plato felt powerless 
to speak in concepts or because he felt that the deepest truths 
ought to be clad in beautiful images or because he wanted to 
give interim intimations of what he hoped to be able to formu­
late rationally at a later stage. When the myth begins in the 
dialogue and w·hen dialectical reasoning ends, this does not 
mean, as so many interpreters have taken it to mean, that 
Plato realized the inadequacy of reasoning and therefore con­
tinued with the help of poetical inspiration. It means very 
simply that the rational argument is at an end and that the 
evidence, on which it is based or of which it is a conceptual 
formulation, is being produced. 

There are two views concerning the myths in Plato which 
seem to come fairly close to the view I have taken. It has been 

*The .J.l:lyths of Plato, London, 1960, pp. 91-92. 
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suggested that the myths were inserted into the argument 
for pedagogical reasons. They were supposed to serve as a. help 
to understanding for those people whose powers of a.hstract 
reasoning were weak. Tllis view is compatible with my version, 
provided one means by it that to produce the factual evidence 
for an argument is an aid to an understanding of the argument. 

Secondly, it has been suggested (Frutiger) that Plato uses 
myths every time he wishes to propound 86gaL concerning 
becoming. For anything that is said about becoming cannot 
be E7Tta-r~p.7J and, therefore, cannot be seized hy dialectical 
reasoning. The opinions one can hold about becoming cannot 
be due to dialectical reasoning. If they were, they would not 
be S6ga, but ema-r~p.7J; but of becoming one cannot have 
e-n:ta-r~p.7J. This view is compatible with my argument, pro­
v~ded one understands it in the following way: the symbol 
p~cture (myths) is a picture of the \vorld, and if one draws a 
P_ICture of the world one is not doing it with the help of dialec­
ti_cal reasoning, but through observation. But observation is a. 
kind of opinion, for one could easily be mistaken in one's 
observation of the features of the world, for the world is in a 
state of becoming. Thus when Plato wishes to give a. part 
of th ' . e symbol picture of the world, he relates myths. One 
might sa:y more adequately that the myths he gives m·e the 
symbol PICture of the world he is talking about. His dialectical 
r~asoning, on the other hand is concerned with the elucidation 
0t the symbol picture and ,:ith the formulation of conceptual 
ruths about it. 

;;~ second phase I wish to consider is the Patristic phase 
~h Ic hstretches roughly from Philo to St Augustine. To the 

~-c. Fathers there was never any doubt that their philo­
sopthizmg would have to come to terms with a body of symbols, 
WI a certai · · I "th th . n Picture of the world, and more preCise y WI 
01~ PlC~ure and history of the world that was contained in the 
1 ~n New Testament For their philosophy they had very 
arhge Y1 the conclusions . of the various Greek and Roman 

sc oo s Th · . 
· eir problem was either to reconcile these conclusiOns, 

or some of tl . · "d 1em, With the symbol pwture; or to prov1 e 
reasons why these conclusions should be rejected on the 
~~~~d ~hat_ they were incompatible with the symbol picture. 

sIS fau·ly well known and scholars have never overlooked 
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the paramount-. importance of the symbol pictmc the Church 
Fathers spceulatcll about. But again, basing their approach 
on the tacit assumption that metaphysics is pure reason, 
scholars have never rated the philosophical achievement of the 
Church Fathers very high. This is not the place to discuss its 
value. But I wouhl like to stress that whatever the Church 
Fathers' conclusions in metaphysics, they lmve been more 
self-conscious in their attitude to the subject matter of meta­
physics, the symbol pieturc, than Plato or other Greek philo­
sophers were before them. ~\s a result we find in them a greater 
preoccupation with metaphysical method. And it is possible 
for us to form a clearer idPa of the initial stages of metaphysical 
thinking. Plato had been quite free to choose his symbol 
pictures and he had, therefore never been particularly pre­
occupied with the methods he employed in reaching his theory 
of the immortality of the soul from the myth that is recounted, 
for instance, in the Phacdrus. But neither Philo nor the Fathers 
enjoyed a similar freedom; and as a result they were much 
preoccupied with the methods they had to fashion in order 
to achieve some reconciliation between Greek philosophies 
and the revealed texts. For this reason we owe to them the 
first explicit statement of the allegorical and the typological 
methods of interpreting myths and rituals. The allegorical 
method, which eventually gave rise to the view that c,·ery 
passage in the Scriptures had a fourfold meaning, was used to 
cull from the revealed texts just those metaphysical theories 
which had been put forward, for different reasons, by Greek 
philosophers. The typological method, on the other hand, was 
used in order to establish series of symbols and to show up the 
logical connection between various parts of the symbol pic­
ture, such as, e.g. the Old and the New Testaments. There 
are even indications in some of the Fathers that they under­
stood that symbols from a non-biblical picture could be typo­
logically linked with symbols from the biblical pictme. But 
owing to their ecclesiastical standpoint, they shunned the con­
clusions which this observation might have obliged them to 
reach. 

In the third, the medieval phase, we find again a clear 
and profound preoccupation with a symbol picture and an 
open acknowledgement that metaphysical speculation is a 
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speculation about a symbol picture. Only no,,· I he Hym bol 
picture of the Old and the New Testament have come to be 
taken for granted and the possibility of other ~ymhols, such 
as were provided by the background against which Greek 
speculation had taken place, had passed from memory. As a 
result we find once again little self-conscious preoccupation 
with metaphysical method as such. But the distinction between 
the symbolic subject matter and metaphysical speculation 
itself is by no means lost sight of, even though it is not pre­
sented in an unequivocal manner. 

In the Middle Ages philosophers hclievc<l that the conclusions 
reached by ancient philosophers were the dictates of pure 
reason, forgetting thus the evidence much of thb speculation 
had been about. The symbol picture which they themselves 
cultivated, the Old and New Testaments, was believed to be 
a series of first principles from which further knowledge could 
?e deduced. This method of treating a sym hoi picture stands 
m sharp contrast with the method for trcatinrr a symbol picture 
which has been sketched in the present argu~nent. But of this, 
mor~ later. For the present it is enough to observe that the 
me.dieval philosophers distinguished clearly between rational 
philosophy, of which they had a weird and somewhat unhistori­
cal ap · t" d · l fr prec1a IOn; and theology, which was knowledge enve_c 

om the symbol picture. Some argued that philosophy IS 

alt~get~er superfluous provided one has theology; and others 
mamtamed that philosophy is very useful in that it can show 
~s by pure reason what the evidence which is not ahvays 
t~lly explicit obliges one to believe. Genuine philosophy, so 
._; argument ran cannot contraclict theology but gives us 
huormat· ' f t] Ion on those simple and very general features o 1C 

::rid we are living in, on which the knowledge derived from 
e s.ymbol picture is silent. 

b This way of distinguishing between the information that can 
. e t c~ed from the symbol picture and the information that 
~s ~ e had by the natural reasoning of philosophy, seems to 
et ased upon a serious and fateful misconception of the 

na ure of th . · b d .b e symbol picture. The latter can, of course, e 
escn e~ by words and propositions. But it does not follow 

fro~ tlus fact, as was so commonly believed by meclieval 
philosophers, that such expressions as 'in the beginning was 
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the word' or 'I am that I am' are expressions describing a 
state of affair::; in the same way in which the expression 'there 
is a table in mv room' describes a state of affairs. The two 
former proposit.ions arc descriptions of parts of the symbol 
picture and shonhl become the subject matter of metaphysical 
(or theological) speculation. But medieval philosophers, when 
they found that the truth or meaning of such propositions 
could not he established in the wav in which the truth or 
meaning of the propositions 'there is; table in my room' could 
be established, failed to draw the proper conclusion from this 
observation. They argued instead that since 'in the beginning 
was the word' was obviously not a proposition about an event 
which we can obsen·e with our senses, it must be a proposition 
about a difl"crcnt, supernatural event. They still believed it to 
be a proposition descriptive of a state of affairs. They only 
insisted that since the state of affairs could not be observed 
by natural means, it must be believed to exist supernaturally, 
remo,·ed by its supernaturalness from the reach of our senses. 
Hence they formed the opinion that the propositions contained 
in the Scriptures (at least on one of the levels of their four 
meanings) were descriptions of super-sensible events. They 
persuaded themselves that the Scriptures contained additional 
information about the ':Vorld; and precisely the kind of infor­
mation that was not to be had through our senses. They held 
that our ordinary knowledge left gaps and that these gaps 
were to be filled by the knowledge contained in the Scriptures. 
To make a complete picture of the unh·crse, one simply had to 
add the two kinds of knowledge together like a sum. 

I think it is of extreme importance that the genesis of the 
notion of supernature should be understood as the db:ect 
result of the juxtaposition of the body of Greek (so called, 
natural) philosophy and a body of revealed texts and of the 
failure to understand the proper logical relationship between 
such philosophy (or between those parts of it which are meta­
physical) and scriptural texts. The proper logical relationship 
between the two is this: the scriptural texts are the subject 
matter of metaphysical speculation and are interpreted by it. 

The fourth philosophical movement began shortly after the 
Renaissance and is characterized by an entirely new departure 
in methodology. For the first time in the history of philosophy, 
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philosophers tried to dispense with the subject matter of meta­
physics and argued explicitly that whatever we could know of 
the soul, its immortality, of God, His providence, the origin 
of the world, the nature of time and space, etc., could, if such 
knowledge was to be trustworthy, only be known by the efforts 
of unaided reason. They rejected, in other words, the evidence 
for metaphysical speculation contained in the ~ymbol picture 
as untrustworthy evidence. It is not difTicult to sec that they 
shared the medieval philosophers' belief that sc·riptmal texts 
:epresented truths. They merely differed from them in form­
mg a very low estimate of these truths. It seems a pity now 
that they did not reach back to the Patristic phase of philo­
sophy and, instead of rejecting scriptural propositions as un­
~rustworthy information about the world, did not begin to treat 
It once more as the subject matter of metaphysical ~peculation. 

The reasons, however for their refusal to make such a move 
are not difficult to und~rstand. Philosophers had first become 
exasperated with the strange view, so popular in the l\liddle 
Ag~s, that what is really the sym hol picture consistecl of a 
~nes 0~ ~st principles of knowledge. They found that these 
tl st pnnmples, having as their sole authority the fact tlutt 

ley were contained in the Bible were unreliable and ambi-
guous and tl t ' · l tl c 1a the argument that their truth dependCl on 1C 
.lact that th I f . l 

f . ey Htd been revealed by God stood itsel m neec 
0 rational · . · · · · f -JUstificatiOn If 1t was to be found 'vorthy o ac ceptance. 

m T~e second reason had something to do with the develop­
ofe~ of ~cientific method to which many of the philosophers 
The/ ~bird phase themselves made important contributions. 
to c a .knew that it was customary for systems of knowledge 
origi?ntafin propositions about the soul, about God, about the 

no the ·1 · I in th . . WOI d, etc. Hence they could not resign themse ves 
eir SCie t "fi . very littl n I c quest for knowledge to the idea tlmt m future 

matte ~would be known, from scientific evidence, about such 
to rear~ hey took it for granted that human knowledge had 
such ~ . the old 'heights'. They rejected the medieval idea that 
texts Cigdhts could be reached by a belief in the scriptural 

· , an th r . 1 and f .1 d erewre reJected the use of such texts altoget 1er 
knowl:~ e e to understand that ~netaphysi~al knowledge is 

g about such texts or an mterpretatwn of such texts. 
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They proceeded, therefore, to speculate about the traditional 
themes of knowledge on the basis of e\·idence which was suffi­
cient for sC'icntific theories but insufficient for metaphysics. This 
line of thought, though now more unpopular than in previous 
centuries, is still being followed: we find it in the "Titings of 
Jeans and Eddington. and, in a somewhat more cautious vein, 
in the whole hod.'· of literature known as natural theology. 

Strangely enough, or perhaps not so strangely, the philo­
sophers of the third phase traversed in their speculations very 
much the same ground as had been traYerscd before. There 
were arguments for the immortality of the soul, for the unreality 
of time, for the belief that C:od was natura nafurans, that the 
Absolute thought itself, and so forth. Only now the arguments 
sounded a bit feeble and the conclusions thcmsclYcs very uncon­
vincing; for the cYillcnee that could have supported them was 
(lisreganled. Nobody remembered that metaph~·sical speculation 
was speculation about the symbol pichu·e, and that the truth of 
meta physical propositions could not very well be supported 
by experience gathered for purposes other than the symboliza­
tion of feeling-states, e.g. by evidence collected for scientific 
purposes. In the fourth phase. people were invited to accept 
these conclusions either on scientific evidence (which was, for 
such purpose~, mostly insufficient and hanlly e\·cr compelling) 
or on grounds of pure reason. The whole outcome of the move­
ment would not have been quite so bad if philosophers could 
have reconciled themselves to the idea that if they speculated 
without the symbol pieture and confined their speculation to 
the scientific picture, the kind of knowledge to be had would 
be different from the kinrl of knowledge which Plato or Philo 
had been a hie to reach as a result of their interpretations of 
symbol pictures. But they did not. They still expected the 
same kind of information on the soul, on God, on providence 
and so on. Only now they thought it could be culled from a 
different field and that, once obtained, it was knowledge all of a 
piece with ordinary scientific knowledge, i.e. knowledge about 
the same picture of the world of which scientific knowledge 
was knowledge. 

For meta.physical speculation the intrusion of science was 
disastrous. That is to srty, the disaster was due to the fact that 
with the abandonment of the symbol picture, i.e. of the subject 
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matter, philosophers did not also abandon the expectations 
that had been raised by metaphysical speculation. The disaster 
was neither due to science itself nor to the sceptical rejection 
of the wrong-headed medieval belief that the symbol picture 
contained first principles of knowledge. It was due to the fact 
that scepticism did not extend far enough, i.e. to the kincl of 
results which people expected from science. Dut one can only 
suppose that in the seventeenth, eighteenth and nineteenth 
centuries people could not resign themselves to the idea that 
scientific knowledge would, in one respect, yield less than 
metaphysical speculation had yielded in the past. 

It is difficult to say when the reaction against the fourth 
phase began. Hume's scepticism extended to both science and 
metaphysics. As far as science was concerned, it could do no 
more than make people cautious. Kant's justification of scien­
tific method was meant to allay doubts and the spectacular 
results achieved by scientific method since the days of Hume 
have made his scepticism in regard to science the least impor­
tant side of Hume's philosophy. As far as metaphysics were 
concerned, neither Hume's scepticism not Kant's treatment 
proved fatal, for the metaphysics of the fourth phase continued 
to flourish throughout the nineteenth century. It was, there­
fore,. only at the beginning of the present century, with the 
conung of Logical Positivism on the Continent and with Moore 
~nd his disciples in England, that the fifth phase, which had 

een so long in preparation, finally began. 
E Logical Positivism and the heirs of Logical Positivism in 

i ngland came to reject the metaphysics of the fourth phase 
~n a variety of grounds. Basically these grounds do not differ 
rom those of Hume or Kant, although a number of variations 

on tl · ·n lexr arguments were introduced. Some of these arguments 
~ . be examined in detail, in the last section of this chapter . 

. Is, however, of the greatest importance to note that the 
crtt~cism by contemporary philosophy of metaphysics is directed 
~azns~ the metaphysics of the fourth phase, as Kant's and 

ume s was. It is only through a failure to understand the 
essential connection between metaphysical speculation and 
sy~b?l pictures in the earlier phases of philosophy that the 
~rltxcxsm is held to apply, mutatis mutandis, to metaphysics 
m general. 
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But cYcn in rcga rd to the fourth phase, one needs to exercise 
restraint. \\"hen Bradley, for instance, argued that time was 
unreal ancl yet rcfu:-:ecl to neglect train time-tables, he prO\·ed 
conclusiYely that he had not meant to say that time is unreal 
in the sense that time makes no diflcrencc in the world we are 
living in. l\loore's critieism and all subsequent charges against 
Bradley arc based on the obscrYation that he was an inconsist­
ent man, that he ought not to haYe worried about time-tables 
in ·dew of the faet that he belie,·cd that time was unreal. But 
such criticism only made explicit in so many words what 
Bradley had always implied. For he had clearly tried to dis­
tinguish between two worlds, the \\·orld of appearances and the 
world of Heality. \\·hen he said that time was unreal, he was 
obviously speaking about Reality, not about the world as it 
appeared to us. It is true that the distinction between the 
world of appearances and the world of Reality seems untena.ble, 
and we cannot speak of a Reality behind appearances. Bradley 
may well have been guilty of a confusion in this respect. But 
there is one feature in his theory which ought to make us 
puuse before we reject him altogether. It cannot be a pure 
uccident thut he asserted of Heality u large number of things 
which philosophers in the earlier phases had been inspired 
to assert by the contemplation of certain parts of the symbol 
picture. The denial of the reality of time is in fact a very old 
feature of metaphysics and one which can very easily be verified 
by reference to a large number of mythical images and ritual 
performances. If Bradley's conclusions are so similar to the 
traditional conclusions ~f metaphysics, is it not necessary to 
assume thut his conclusions were correct and that his mistake 
is merely to be sought in his assertion tha.t metaphysical 
propositions arc a.bout the Reality behind the appearances1 
He probably ought to have said that they are a.bout the symbol 
picture, and left it at that. At any rate, it is very difficult to 
believe that the identity of his conclusions with those of pre­
vious metaphysics should be a mere coincidence. Similar re­
flections apply, of course, to Hegel, Schopenhauer, Spinoza, 
Leibniz, Descartes, and a host of minor \\Titers. 

One might sa.y, therefore, that the analytical iconoclasts 
of the fifth phase have much less reason for priding them­
selves on having advanced philosophica.l thinking tha.n they 
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commonly assume. The criticism that the proposition tl_w_t ti1~ll' 
is unreal is not a proposition about the world we arc hvmg m, 
is a platitudinous observation, hcc~usc noho~ly h_:ul_ ever 
maintained that it was. The conclusiOn that, smec 1t ts not 
about the world we are living in, it is about nothing and there­
fore meaningless or merely psychologically sugg_cstivc o,r an 
expression of emotions, etc.: is perfectly. gratmtous., 14 or_ I_ 
have tried to show that even tf one must rcJcd Bradley H bchcf 
that the proposition is about the H.cality behind the np~1?ar­
ances, there is every reason for believing that the proposition, 
even though Bradley did not see this clearly, is about the 
traditional subject matter of metaphysics, about the :.;ymbol 
picture. 

This cursory survey of the history of metaphysical specula­
tion has shown that philosophers have been extremely liberal 
in their choice of methods for metaphysical speculation. This 
is in itself no cause for complaint, because sometimes the 
soundest speculations are innocent of methodological refine­
ment, and one can often see that too great a prcoccu pation 
with methodological principles is as inhibiting a factor in 
speculation as in many other activities. Nevertheless, it is well 
to preserve one's critical spirit and to be able to point out where 
metaphysical speculation about the symbol picture has em­
ployed methods which are downright fallacious. It does not 
follow from the discovery of such fallacies that the conclusions 
of metaphysical speculation are untenable; for the explicit 
statement of the method by which the conclusions arc justified 
may well be no more than a rationalization or an attempt to 
make overt what was in reality a fast, intuitive process. 

If one surveys the field, one will find that the formal meta­
physical methods practised in the past can be classified under 
two headings. But this does not mean that the most remarkable 
metaphysical doctrines have not been put forward without 
the slightest attention to the formal rules by \vhich they might 
have been derived from the symbol picture. Furthermore, the 
formal rules, elaborated and practised by some philosophers, 
were disregarded hy others whose speculations were bolder 
and of greater permanent interest. The most remarkable 
example is the method employed by Plato. Plato never seems 
to have reflected upon the nature of the relationship that 
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existed bcb\·ecn his myths which he offered as evidence and 
his mctaphysi<·al abstractions about the immortality of the 
soul, the theory of 'remembering' and so forth. He set out his 
theories and dcsC'rihcd the symbol pieture from which the 
theory was abstraeted and which was the subject matter of 
the theory. But he does not appear to have been interested 
in the formal rules hy which the former was dcrh·cd from the 
latter. Another lll•>r~ explicit example of the way in which 
metaphysical thcoric:-; arc <lcrh·cd from the symbol picture, 
is furnished hy the pradice of StThomas Aquinas. StThomas 
believed that the seriptural statement signatum. est super nos 
lumen vultus lui. nomine affonlcd 'proof' of the belief that 
human reason (the di\"inc light impressed upon us) was able to 
discover certain principics both of existence and of conduct. 
It is not easy to sec what strict rules he can have employed for 
culling this meaning from the scriptural passage. He seems to 
have employe<! :t combination of at least two principles of 
interpretation. l"irst, he seems to h:n·e taken the statement 
in a somewlmt literal sense, believing that something had in 
fact been impressed by God upon man. And second, he seems 
to have had a notion that lumen vultus tui was an allegory of 
reason. 

Or consider the following case. St Thomas believed that the 
statement Dei sumus mliutorcs could be taken as 'proof' of 
the theory that men cxcrci:;e a secondary causal efficacy; and 
that while it is true that all primary causality is exercised by 
God, men can be held to be more than involuntary tools in 
the sense that God gaye them certain powers to will and do 
things and that those powers are in an important sense their 
own. Here again there is a trace of a literal interpretation; and 
added to it, a typological interpretation: our secondary causality 
stands to God's causality, he seems to say, in the same relation 
in which a helper (ad-iutor) stands to God. The original state­
ment therefore expresses the type; and the theory of man's 
secondary causality, the anti-type. It seems that St Thomas 
thought that all this was too obvious to need mentioning. But 
one may well wonder what exactly he would have said if 
someone had asked him for the formal rules by which he 
thought the ~-;criptural passages quoted could justify his doc­
trines. 
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The most extraordinary case, however, is that of Spinoza. 
I have already alluded to it in the historical survey of meta­
physical speculation. Spinoza was not only not interested i~1 
the formal rules, but went to great lengths to show that Ills 
metaphysical doctrines were in fact not derived from a symbol 
picture at all. Thus he put himself into a very oblique position, 
for he invited criticism of his doctrines both in terms of what 
the positive picture obliges one to believe and in terms of 
strict, formal logic. There is no doubt that he himself invited 
such largely irrelevant criticism. But it seems true, all the 
same, that he had very good reason for choosing this path. 
Spinoza reacted against the traditional biblical symbol picture, 
and found that he had reasons for rejecting it, much as Plato 
had found he had hard reasons for rejecting the traditional 
Homeric symbol picture. He found that the symbol picture con­
tained in the Kabbalistic tradition was more to his satisfaction. 

This should, of course, not be taken in too literal a sense. 
The I?atter has often been remarked upon and it seems .fa!rly 
certam that, above all, he derived his completely unb1bhcal 
conception of the relation between God and the world from 
his excursions into Kabbalistic literature. As far as the relation­
ship between God and the world is concerned, there can be 
no other plausible explanation: Spinoza must have contem­
plated the Kabbalistic image of En-Sof manifesting itself in a 
number 0~ partial aspects or powers, each of which is the wh.ole 
under a different self-limitation. This image stands in strikmg 
contrast to the biblical image of God the creator of the world. 

It would have been proper if Spino~a had raised the question 
as to whether the Kabbalistic picture ought to replace the 
tradition 1 b"bl" · l a I 1cal one which had influenced and determmec 
~e.taphysical speculation ever since the time of Philo. But 
' pmoza was a rationalist. He could get himself to advocate 
?P:nly the rejection of a biblical symbol picture. But he found 
Itf Impossible to reconcile his rationalism with an advocacy 
? a different symbol picture. And thus he preferred to pass 
It over in silence. In this way he arrived at what seems now a 
ve::y oblique position. His speculation was controlled, up to a 
p~mt, by a symbol picture, the existence of which he did not 
WI~h to admit. Not wishing to raise the question as to whether 
this symbol picture should be substituted for the traditional 
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hiblieal one, he decided to ignore the whole question of symbol 
pictures altogether. He drew many of the principles of his meta­
physics from the Kabbalistic symbol picture. But he did not 
make this explicit, and thought a denial that these principles 
were drawn from the traditional biblical symbol picture and an 
affirmation tim t they had nothing to do with it, would be sufficient. 
So it is certainly true that, in regard to the traditional biblical 
symbol picture, his metaphysical speculation was 'free' and 
not derived from re\·ealed texts or any other extraneous source. 
But it docs not necessarily follow that his metaphysics did 
not have a different source of inspiration; i.e. a source which he 
preferred not to mention. One may well wonder whether the 
Jewish community which expelled Spinoza would have been 
less or more enraged had they known that he departed from 
accepted beliefs not, as they were told, because of his uncom­
promising rationalism and his impiety in regard to their 
Scriptures; but because of his preference for a symbol picture 
which was not the oflicially accepted one. I am not suggesting 
that there was any kind of duplicity in Spinoza in not referring 
openly to the symbol pieture that had inspired his speculations. 
He himself thought that all that was required was a firm 
rejection of 'revelation', i.e. of the traditional biblical symbol 
picture, as a guide to the truth. And he was not troubled by the 
fact that his metaphysics were independent only in regard to 
the symbol picture ofthe Jewish and Christian official tradition; 
and not independent or purely rationalistic in regard to the 
other symbol picture. At any rate, this seems to be the explan­
ation of the 'hybris' that presided o\·er this particular chapter 
in this fourth phase of metaphysical speculation, a phase 
which, owing to the prevalent belief that metaphysical specu­
lation was free, was particularly poor in its awareness of the 
formal rules of metaphysical speculation. 

One should also consider the case of Schopenhauer in this 
connection. Schopenhauer, like Spinoza, set little store on the 
traditional biblical symbol picture. But, unlike Spinoza, he 
did not think that an open avowal of his debt to a symbol 
picture would detract from his rational integrity. The symbol 
picture present in the Upanishads plays a vital part in his 
metaphysical speculations. As he had no 'ecclesiastical' con­
nection with any Indian group, he saw no reason why he should 
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present his speculations as interpretations of re\·caled texts. 
And for this reason he paicl no attention to the formal pl"in("iples 
by which he might have justified his metaphysic:; in terms of 
the Upanishads. He simply quoted the latter (together with 
Sankara's metaphysical doctrines about them) in order to 
support his own views, thinking presumably that such corre­
spondence was likely to be counted as an argument in favour 
of the truth of his theories. Schopenhauer's laek of interest 
in the formal principles of metaphysieal speculation should, 
however, not blind one to the great importance he himself 
attached to the symbol picture of the Uprwi8luuls. 

As a final case I would like to mention .Jean-Paul Sartre. 
Sartre's metaphysical theories about the Bon-existence of a 
transcendental ego and his view that existence is prior to 
e~sence, are based on the most skilful, but not always unexcep­
tionable, dialectical reasoning. But it wonlcl be wrong to 
assess ~heir truth entirely by the validity of such reasoning. 
~artr~ Is also the author of a large number of novels ancl pln.ys 
m which he presents a certain picture of human beings and of 
th r . e Ives they lead. It seems that these plays aJHl novels play 
m Sartre's philosophy the part which traditional symbol pic­
tures of one kind or anotJ10r play in the more traditional 
metaphys1• 1 . t . ca systems. In these novels and plays, Sartre por-
~~ys his vision of human life. His metaphy~-;ical theories are 

a ~~pts at an abstract interpretation of this vision. One 
co~ d argue without much difficulty that in a specially sophisti­
cahie 1 way he composes his vision of human life in the way in 
w 1~ 1 such visions have been composed hy the authors of 
ear 1er and . s 
Th , more traditional symbol pwtures. And as t 
on ~~as 8 metaphysics is based upon the Bible and l 1lato's 
paint ~ytl~s he recites, Sartrc's is based upon the picture he 
atten: ~n his novels and plays. Again, there is little or no 
as d p .~0 fo.rmulate the principles by which Mathieu's life, 
met es~n .ed In the Roads to Freedom, gives rise to Snrtre's 

. tap ;~leal doctrines. But I would certainly consider the 
ptsur~ , ere presented a more convincing argument in favour 
~ b ar£re s doctrines than the dialectical justifications that a.re 
do te· ound in Being and Nothingness. The validity of Sartre's 

oc ~nes ought to be tested by the picture he draws in his 
nove ; and not by a linguistic (Ayer) or logical analysis. 
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The only really signifi<'ant. question that can arise in regard to 
Sartrc's doctrines i:-; whether or not they arc valid summaries 
of, or abstractions from, the picture of life which he himself 
so skilfully presents to us. 

2. Allegory 
I would now like to discuss those formal principles of meta­
physical speculation whieh ha,·c been explicitly stated, under 
the two headings of allegory and typology. 

Allegorical interpretations of the symbol picture arc very 
old and it would seem that they were practised first in Greece, 
long before Plato. The method of allegorical interpretation, 
however, reaehcd its full clcYclopment at the hands of Philo 
who believed that the texts of the Old Testament were alle­
gorical statements of philosophical truths. Allegorical inter­
pretations are based on the notion that if we are aware of an 
event that is invisible, such as an inner tm·moil, there is a 
visible event that corresponds to it, such as a, contest bet\Yeen 
two allegorical women, e.g. between 1~rn and patientia.. It is 
therefore possible to speak of the event in question either by 
making a verbal statement about it; or by allegorizing it. 
Conversely, when we arc confronted with two women who are 
fighting and who seem to bear, respectively, the hallmarks 
of wrath and patience, we are forced to the conclusion that the 
combat is an allegorical one and that it can be described as 
signifying an inner turmoil. 

In the l\Iidclie Ages poets and writers began to employ the 
allegorical method very arbitrarily. They usually began with 
the invisible event and then made up a visible allegory to 
describe it. This sort of thing is no more than a literary conceit, 
entertaining at times, but on the whole infinitely tedious. It is 
an artificially roundabout way of describing human life -
artificial, because so unnecessary. If one is aware of the invisible 
event it is superfluous to invent an allegory for its description. 
The only reason for the wide popularity of the habit is that in 
the Middle Ages people were always at a loss as to how to 
entertain themselves and therefore applauded writers who 
indulged in such artfully contrived and roundabout descriptions. 

To Philo and the early Fathers there was nothing roundabout 
and artificial in the allegorical method; for they started from 

II 
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the other end. They did not begin with the visible events 
and then invented allegories for them. They started with the 
tales of the Bible and tried to cull from them more abstract 
and explicit statements which, incidentally, they Lclieved to 
be the same as, or very similar to, the ones contained in certain 
Greek philosophies. Hence they believed that the biblical 
stories were allegorical stories and cndeavonrecl to discover 
the invisible events which they signified. If one is not too 
demanding one can, of course, take any event as an allegory 
?f an invisible event. Any combat can be an allegory of an 
Inner turmoil; and any fusion, an allegory of love. Tints 
events of the positive picture could be taken to have an alle­
gorical value. But if one is more particular, one will sec that 
the events of the symbol picture arc more explicitly allegorical. 
For in the symbol picture, one may \veil find a combat with 
very expressive features, e.g. a combat between a, giant and a 
dwarf; or a combat between a man and an angel. And such 
combats, having more clearly specified characteristics, have 
a. le~s general and a more particular allegorical value. They 
SI~fy not just inner turmoil or any kind of turmoil, but 
vanous specific kinds of inner turmoil. And when events are 
v~ry artfully elaborated, as they only could be in the symbol 
Picture, allegorical interpretation of these events becomes more 
~h~~ a purely arbitrary discovery of certain structural simi­
_anties between the visible, allegorical event and the invisible, 
mner event. 

One must nevertheless make a critical comment on the 
~eth_od. Allegorical interpretation is an attempt to short­
~~cu1~ what we have called metaphysical theory . .i\Iet:tphysicn1 

beones are abstractions from the symbol picture, theories 
a out the symbol picture. They do not descriLe the 'inner' 
;vents of field A, but the visible events of field B, duly trans­
fi 0~~d and reshuffled in virtue of their relations to events in 
a~ A. Hence the interpretation of the symbol picture is and 
B '\ays remains an interpretation of the events in field B. 
tl u ~he allegorical method attempts to by-pass metaphysical 

leones and t d . . I . fi ld A o state in so many war s what IS takmg p ace m 
le - considering certain events in field B as the necessary 

cues. 

I have argued earlier that it is impossible to state in so 
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many clear words what is taking place in field A, except in 
the oblique manner of symbolization. Now the allegorical 
method tries to pretend that that is in fact not so; and thnt 
it is possible after all to describe directly what is taking place 
in field A. Let us a~=-umc that that is correct. It would follow 
then that the whole detour through Jield B, the whole attempt 
at symbolizing (rather than plainly describing) events in A, is 
superfluous, a, wilful and unnecessary pastime. The practi­
tioners of the allegorical method can, in that case, not give 
any very good reason why the allegories should have been 
invented in the first place. For if it is possible to describe 
events in A directly and literally, there can be no reason why 
anyone should ever have wasted his time and risk the intro­
duct.ion of equivocations and misunderstandings by first 
symbolizing 'inner' c\·ents and then spend hours in attempts 
to desymbolizc them and discover the original meaning. The 
upholders of the evolutionary theory would no doubt believe 
that people in very primitive states of culture were unable to 
call a spade a spade and were thus forced to make the detour 
through B; and that it is incumbent upon the members of 
more advanced and intellectually sophisticated societies to 
retranslate these excursions into B and to discover the events 
in A which the allegories describe in a roundabout manner. 
This evolutionary view of the progress from less ad,·anced to 
more advanced intellects is, however, of very doubtful value. 
Moreover it fails to do justice to the facts of life. For if our 
interpretation is accepted, it would appear that it is in fact not 
possible to give adequate literal descriptions of the events in 
field A. If primitive people are given to myth-making this is, 
therefore, not due to the fact that they are too unlogical to 
give literal desriptions of the events in A; but clue to the fact 
that it is logically not possible for anyone, primitive or advn,nced, 
to give literal descriptions of events in A. The symbolizn,tion 
of events in A by events in B is, therefore, not due to a logical 
deficiency of the primitive mind (wlmtever deficiencies this 
mind may have), but due to the nature of the events in A. 
The practitioners of the allegorical method had, therefore, 
too facile a view of the 'inner' events in field A, and it is for 
that reason that the allegorical interpretations of the biblical 
stories by Philo seem to us heavy-handed and extremely 
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J'()llglJ. For the literal descriptions of the 'inner' events of field 
A t.Ii\'!'11 J,v l'hilo and !l<·rin·1l hy him from the mythical tales 
( d' 1 II(~ C ll;l '1'1·:-;t ar1wrl1 an~ ver~: roughly hPwn (le~criptions of 
'irlrH·r·' (·\·!·nt:-; :1rHI ran·h· ('<~llle l'lmwr to what i:-> going on in A 
111a11 :-;111·1 1 stal!·r 1w 11 t:; :~s 'I am sad' or '1 am lonely'. I have 
:•clrr•i11c·cl aiH,\·1. that suf'h dc•sf·riptions an•, in a sense, dcscrip-
1 ic•11:-; 1,f :-;1: 1t 1·s 1,f' 1 .1111 :.wi1nrsrJ<•ss; but J !Ia\·e also tried to show 
that th1:y an: 110 t, \'('IT a('c:urate desc·riptions in that they 
sn_y l1<1 11.101'(! alHHJt Ill\' .sta(('S of COJl:·WiOIISileSS than \\'hat Can 
I)(· s·t·l I I . · · I t I b · · · 1 a •o 11 t Ill)' s ta 1< ·s of c·onsc·rousrH·ss J.V any o . rer o server 
\\'II<, h·t~ . I r t f' . I 
11 • ., no IIICH'e <:\'H <·nee ror Ill)' s ates o conseiOilsncss t ran 
• 1<: out wan! signs of sadness or loneliness. From these signs 
·l'11 Ollts.·ide obser\'er· can infer that I am sad· b11t fails to see 
\\' I . t . t f' ' 

·l 1 <x:ls like to be sad. Buch descri}ltions therefore (}O not 
g<·t t 1 ' ' f:. 0 1. •e ht~art of the lllatt er because they fail to make use 
~,. ,t)J .tl1<~ <:vidr:11ce there is and confine themselves to recrm·ding 
.ts <·vide f' I I · t' t t 0 .· - 'IH~e or suf' 1 < escr1p I\"e s a ements certain outward 
Hig!JS ( I' . f' I '1'1 1. I' , · J <:OIIf'£JiliiLall1s o , e.g. sa< ness. 1e symuo 1zation of 
<:v~~nt s ill A hy events in B is a device intended to enable us to 
J'(·f<.,. t ,. · t I tl · . · · '' urner' e\·ents more accuia c y . r,m IS possible by 
P.11 ~·r·l.v lit<'l'al des1·ription. This fact is overlooked by tho prac-
111101lers <Jf the allegoril':tl method. To them tho allegory itself, 
:~n<·<: it l•as IH·t·n translated into a literal description of an 

1 II )) <'I'' . · · f) 'fl b 
t I · lli\'Jsible <·vent bef'omes super uous. lC sym ol in 

1 ' 1e 1• . ' • • ' 
t i<, \\ ordH, can IH~ reabsorbed. But 111 our vww no reabsorp-
'1'1 ': or· eli,nination of' the s.rmhol is either possible or desirable 

IC Jl)('j. I . . I I . n 11 d - •tp •yHrcal theory IS a t 1eory about t 1e symbol _ 
lH,t 't I 't I I . . f tl ,. ' t 'J'I. 0 • 1 er;L c escrr pt1on o · w mncr even symbolized 
(:nun<· t' · I · l tl I · obv·. . ~Ia Hm of a mctap rys1ca . 1eory < ocs not, therefore 

I.ttc ti 1 l 0 I ' llioJ·e tl . re need for tl.re sym ).0. n t 10 contrary: it is 110 

in ~I 1•lll an abstract fonnulabon of the nature of the events 
L I(• ~ I 

J,j .~ ' ·.Yin JO] pidtrn: awl therefore cannot replace tho symbol 
( l II)'(. 'I') . . . 

('\.· '· . rat Jlld ure on the contrary, must rcmam before our· 
'r <•s · f ' · 

of' ~I' or it, and it alone, affords the evidence for the truth 
ot}, .': Inetaph,y:-;ical theory. In the allegorical method, on the 

Ct h 'l 1 I . l I I 't . tlr· 1. ' n< , Oll<·e the rctrans atwn ws ta wn pace, 1 1s alleged 
•l ' tJ 

t•v id . 1e event:-; in A, the 'inner' c\·cnts themselves, are the 
t hP ~-'1 11 t·e f<Jr the truth of the litC'ral description elicited from 

, ( l (' fr l • 
i~ 111 . , 1 ,....,~>.ry; and that therefore, as soon as t 1e retranslatwn 

•lu.e tl ' 
' Ie allegory itself can be scrapped. 
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3. Typology 

The paramount moti\·c in metaphysical speculations is the 
desire to give greater precision to the meaning of unspecified 
and undifl"erentiated symbols. Both typological and parnbolical 
thinking arc :-;ucce:-:sful method:-; for the classification of the 
meaning of :-;uch symbols. But neither method manages to 
take us out of the symbol picture itself and arrive at the 
formulation of an a hstract metaphysical theory about the sym­
bol picture. 1:\trietly speaking, therefore, although this has 
not always been reeognizcd, neither of these two methods are 
metaphysical mcthotk But within the framework of the 
symbol picture its('lf they constitute an invaluable aid both 
to the eventual formulation of metaphysical theories and to 
any attempt to test their truth. 

Let us consider the parable fi.rst. If one is confronted with a, 
symbolic event, undifferentiated and unspecified and therefore 
fairly obscure in meaning ancl open to a nmnbcr of varying 
interpretations, one can endeavour to find a parable in order 
to explain it. A parable is a story about an event that has the 
same time-structure as the original event. That is, the various 
phases of the event follow one another in the same rhythm. 
But the parable must be more readily intelligible than the 
original story. This means that it must not be capable of more 
than one conceptual interpretation. This function is most 
readily fulfilled by a natural event, e.g. by such a story as the 
story of the Prodigal Son. 

"When the story of the Prodigal Son is put forward as a 
parable, it serves to give greater precision to the symbol that 
was to be exp]ained. The parable itself is a natural story that 
could conceivably be located somewhere in the positive picture. 
It serves to explain a symbol, i.e. the symbolic story about the 
all-loving and all-forgiving Father-God. As a natural event, 
the story of the Prodigal Son has itself no great symbolic 
precision; i.e. its indicative value of an event in field A is, 
like that of all natural events, very small. But since the story 
has been designated as a parable, it stands in a firm relation 
to a symbolic event and through this relation some of the 
symbolic quality of the original symbol is transferred to the 
parable. That is to say that, though the parable is a natural 
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event, it can assume, through its relation to the symbol I 

was to be explained, a symbolic value. 
It would be a mistake, however, to believe that one 

start the other way round. One cannot tell <L simple story < 
natural event and say that it is a parable and then seck 
s~mbol it is a parable of. The speculation must always st 
~VIth the symbol. It begins by conceiving a certain mean 
m the symbol (one discerns a certain structural pattern in 
one reads a skeleton into it) and then secl•s a natural eve 
which has that same structure and designatci:l it as a pnral 
so that the parable, being more readily intelligible thnn t 
s?mhol, acts as a dejinicns to the symbol. Although the design 
~IOn ~fa parable is a return to tlle positin~ picture_. this retur 
lS stnctl_r conditioned b_r the need to define the meaning of< 

symbol in the symbol picture. And without prior perception 
of the symbol picture, there would be nothing specifically 
parabolic about any event in the positive picture. If the parable, 
the natural event in the positive picture, then assumes 
fo.r the listener some symbolic quality, i.e. if it is invested 
\VIth a certain emotional aura and is capable of drawing atten­
tion to a state of consciousness (to an event in field A), this is 
simply due to a reflection. The parable, like a mirror, may be 
capable of reflecting the symbolic quality of the symbol it 
explains. But it does not become a symbol in its own right. 
~his is important, for if it did become a symbol in its own 
nght, it would then be possible to proceed from it, through the 
typological specification described above, to further symbols 
and finally to a metaphysical theory. But since the parable is 
not itself a symbol but a natural event chosen only on account 
of its structural similarities with the symbol, parabolic thought 
must come to an end with the designation of a natural event 
as a parable. It cannot proceed from the parable to further 
symbols and finally to a metaphysical theory. 
. Typological speculation is fundamenta.Ily differ~nt .. It too 
IS based upon the observation that a number of qmte different 
events (such as the crossing of the Red Sea by the children 
of Israel and the act of baptism) have certain structural 
similarities. But typological speculation operates in a co.m­
pletely different way Let us consider, for example, the followmg 
symbol. Certain peo~le repent, because they know the Kingdom 



TilE PRACTICE OF METAPHYSICS 107 

is at hand. Such an net is a fairly specified symbol, even though 
it is still open to a small number of different interpretations. 
It can be use<l as an explanation of another, less specified 
symbol, e.g. of the story of a providential God, who cares for 
and loves His children. If it is used to explain the less specified 
symhol, it assumes the character of an anti-type; and the less 
specified symbol he<·omes the type. It is possible to construct 
sueh a typologieal series hy beginning with a natural event. 
The natural event ean act as a snnbol for an event in A; and 
in order to give greater precisi~n to the symbol, it can be 
chosen as a type and, hy a process of denaturalization (i.e. 
by investing it "·ith features that do not belong to it in the 
po.,itil-c picture in 11·hich the origiw1l natur.1l symbol was 

Joe-a ted, and by tT<Zll.'[JO>'ing to it feature~ th:d occur in the 
positive picture in a different place) an anti-type can emerge 
which will sen-e as a dcjinicns of the original symbol. Thus 
we sec that in typological thinking a, natural event, located 
in the positive picture, can play a role. But the natural event 
in question must be designated as a symbol in its own right; 
and as sueh it is fundamentally different from the natural 
event which can be designated, in order to act as a, definiens 
of a symbol, as a parable. The natmal event in typological 
thinking is a symbol in its own right. But the second element 
in the series, the first non-natural symbol, is the definiens 
of the first clement in the series, of the natmal event. In the 
example we have chosen about the coming of the IGngdom, 
the whole typological series could have been built up originally 
from the perception of a natural event as a symbol, e.g. the 
relationship between a fnther and his sons. From such a natural 
event, in order to get great symbolic precision (to improve the 
symbolic value of the event in regard to events in field A), 
one could have produced anti-types by progressive denaturaliz­
ations, until one arrived at the vision of the providential God 
and finally at the symbol of the Kingdom that is at hand and 
at the acts of repentance. 

From there it is a small step to a metaphysical theory of 
redemption, of the unreality of the world, of the end of Time, 
etc. But no matter how small the step, typological thinking 
alone cannot take it. Typological thinking, like parabolic 
thinking, remains within the orbit of the symbol pictme, even 
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though it ascends to the symbol picture from the positive 
picture. Parabolic thinking, on the other hand, descends from 
the symbol picture to the positive picture. Both forms of 
thinking are invaluable preparations for the formulation of 
metaphysical doctrines, but neither form yields metaphysical 
theories or can be a substitute for them. For we have seen that 
both methods of arriving at metaphysical theories (described 
in Chapter Three) depend on the presence of a very highly 
specified symbol picture. And the only way in which a symbol 
picture can become closely specified is by the use of parabolic 
and typological thinking. 

It must be apparent that I have used the notion of typology 
both in a wider and in a more special sense than is customary. 
Customarily one speaks of typology only in a very limited 
sense, namely in the sense in which it is possible to understand 
a later historical event as the anti-type of an earlier event 
which foreshadowed the significance, no matter how vaguely, 
of the later event. The School of Antioch in the second and 
third centuries of our era confined the notion of typology 
to the strict meaning. In the eyes of the Alexandrian school, 
however, the notion of typological relationship was taken to 
cover almost all phenomena that were structurally related and 
which could throw a light on one another. The adherents of 
both schools considered typology to be based upon the notion 
?f 'exemplary causality', and thought that the type stands 
m such 'exemplary causality' to the anti-type. I think it 
l~gitimate to see typological relations in phenomena other than 
historical ones; but I cannot consider that there is any justifi­
cation for the theory of 'exemplary causality'. For this reason 
:my idea of typology is much wider than that of either of these 
schools. And yet, it is narrower in that I believe that there is 
no point whatever in talking about typological relationships 
between events unless the anti-type can act as a definiens or 
partial definiens of the type. I would, therefore, substitute 
for the notion of 'exemplary causality', which was held to 
unde7~e typological relationships, the notion of typological 
~e~mt10n. For typological definition, as I have tried to show, 
IS lllvaluable in preparing the ground in the symbol picture 
for :metaphysical speculation. Without typological definitions, 
and, to a lesser extent, without parabolic definitions, meta-
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physical theories about the symbol picture could never be 
established. 

4. A Consideration of Objections 
It is now necessary to consider a number of possible and widely 
held objections to the thesis that metaphysical doctrines are 
synthetic, a posteriori statements about the symbol picture. 

The first objection that might occur to one is an objection 
that is perhaps less favoureclnow than it was at the time of Sir 
James Frazer. It is based upon the belief in the progressive 
evolution of mankind. If there has been a mental or intellectual 
evolution, one might in fact object to my thesis that the 
symbol picture is the product of an early, pre-logical state 
of the human intcllcd, a vague and inefficient attempt to 
express truths about the world and about man. \Vith the 
development of man's reasoning faculties, it became pro­
gressively possible to deal with the same problems in a more 
rational way, ancl thus gradually magic gave way to religion, 
and religion, finally, to seience. \Ve have little confidence now 
in the accuracy ~f thi:,; evolutionary pattern which Frazer 
had inherited fi·mn Comtc. At the same time it is regrettable that 
\Ve tend nowadays to have little confidence in those parts of 
Frazer's work that arc quite unconnected with the belief in 
this kind of evolution. Even though we must abandon the 
evolutionary theory by which he interpreted so many of the 
myths and rituals, we owe him an immense debt for his syste­
matic exploration of the uniformities in the symbol picture. 
And even if we cannot consider modern medical science that 
prolongs our lives and keeps us healthy as the rational version 
of the ancient ritual enacted at Nemi; that is, even if we cannot 
get ourselves to believe that the priests of Ncmi tried ineffec­
tively and irrationally to achieve what our doctors are now 
so much more competent to do, we must see that without 
Frazer's work it would not have been possible to come to a 
true understanding of myth and ritual in psychology, nor would 
it have been possible to discover that metaphysical doctrines 
are propositions about the symbol picture. So while we have 
long since been compelled, by our anthropological researches 
into the structure of primitive societies, to discard Frazer's 
evolutionary method of interpreting the data, we have greatly 
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benefited from his discovery of the uniformities in the symbol 
picture - a discovery which he made with the help of his 
faulty evolutionary hypothesis. 

·while there is little occasion nowadays to fear the objections 
of the evolutionists, there is very much more reason for meeting 
the possible objections of the functionalists in social theory. 
According to the functionalism that is widely practised by 
sociologists and anthropologists, it is impossible to consider 
myths and ritual, folklore and literature and all forms of art, 
both sacred and profane, apart from the social context from 
which they spring and of which their practice is an integral 
part. These pursuits, so the argument runs, have no value 
and no raison d'elre apart from the society in which they are 
being practised. The reason for their practice is a social one; 
they help to smooth social tension, to ease the transition from 
on~ st~ge of life to another; they alleviate irrational fears. or 
assist m the generation of social consciousness without ,.,.}uch 
people would fail to co-operate. l\Jyths, for instance, as stories 
ab~ut climatic phenomena, fulfil in many societies an import~nt 
social function in that they help people to accept or resign 
themselves to certain phenomena whose persistent occurrence 
would otherwise be hard to bear. Similarly with rituals: they 
fulfil a social function, like the rites de passage, in smoothing 
the ~ra~si~ion from one stage of life to another and thus help 
the Individual to make the adjustment that is required at 
e:ery transition. Scientific theories, it is maintained, can be 
?-ivorced from their social context because, no matter how 
Important a function they fulfil in keeping a certain society 
together, they have a truth-value of their own and are, there­
fore, capable of being assessed without regard to the place 
they happen to occupy in any certain society. But the same 
c_annot be said of myths and ritual and of certain forms of 
literature and art. 

. The reply to such an objection is, however, already contained 
111 ~y argument. Myths and ritual, literature and art, whatever 
social ~unctions they may play in societies, are also symbols 
of ~eelin~-states. And as such they can be taken away from 
thmr social context and considered in isolation like scientific 
theo:ies. The theory that polio can be prevent:d by a certain 
vaccme can be considered on its own merits without reference 
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to the customs of the society in which it was fm;t propounded, 
even though it is clear that certain social habits of scientific 
discussion and research were initially responsible for the dis­
covery of the vaccine. This is clue to the fact that there is a 
way in which one can test the truth of that theory. But the 
same applies, for example, to the myth of Prometheus. \Vhat­
cver soeial function it may have fulfilled among the people 
who first fashioned it, we can take it away from that society 
and consider it in isolation because it is an important symbol 
of feeling-states. The ability to symbolize feeling-states does 
for the myth or the ritual what the indication of a way in 
which its truth ean be tested does for a, scientific theory. It 
enables us to attribute to a myth and a ritual a significance 
in their own right, i.e. a significance other than the one they 
may happen to possess in virtue of their social function. Both 
the practice of medicine and that of certain rituals can be 
considered in a social context in a functional sense. A hospital, 
after all, is a social institution and it can be described in pmely 
functional terms without the slightest reference to the truth 
or falsity of the methods employed for the trea,tment of the 
patients. But it does not follow from this observation that it is 
not also possible to consider the merit of those methods without 
reference to the hospital as a social institution and without 
reference to the social function of those methods. The same 
applies to rituals: they can be studied both as functions in a 
social context, and, in virtue of their symbolic value, as indi­
cations of states of consciousness occmring in field A. 

The next objection we luwe to meet comes from a completely 
different direction. It is likely to be put forward not by anthro­
pologists, but by theologians. They will argue that, even if it is 
granted that metaphysical theories about the umeality of time 
or the existence of absolute consciousness are derived from the 
symbol picture in the way I have argued that they are, it 
cannot be conceded that the same is true of theological pro­
positions such as the one that God is triune. Theologians will 
readily admit that there is nothing in the positive picture that 
could justify the belief in the truth of such a theological 
doctrine. But they will reject both the claim that the proposi­
tion in question is an abstract formulation about certain 
features of the symbol picture, and the claim that the symbol 
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picture is symbolic of states of consciousness. They will main­
tain instead that the symbol picture is symbolic of transcen­
dental realities, of which we could have no direct perceptual 
knowledge because they do in fact transcend our means of 
perception. 

I think that their criticism of the first claim that theological 
propositions, like metaphysical ones, have the symbol picture 
for their subject matter, can be met more easily than their 
criticism of the second claim. If theologians believe that 
theological propositions arc derived deductively from fll'st 
principles and that those first principles arc revealed, they do 
express after all only a very partial view of their own activities. 
A great deal of theological thinking has always been concerned 
with typology, with parable and allegory, i.e. with outspoken 
attempts at giving abstract formulations of the descriptions 
of the symbol picture. It seems to me that it was only at one 
particular point in the history of theology that the belief that 
theological reasoning is a deduction from revealed first prin­
ciples gained ground and tended to crowd out other ways of 
approaching theology. When Christian philosophers had to 
face the fact that some metaphysical truths were derived 
from Aristotle and that those truths could not be said to owe 
anything to Christian revelation, they began to form the habit 
of distinguishing between theological reasoning from revealed 
first principles and metaphysical reasoning which coincided 
more or less with that of Aristotle. In this way they managed 
to preserve a number of theological truths as owing nothing to 
natural reason other than the fact that they were more or 
less mechanically deduced from revealed principles. Thus 
theology was marked off from metaphysics and an unsound 
theoretical distinction was made in order to preserve inviolate 
a number of theological doctrines. This medieval distinction 
which owes so much to StThomas Aquinas was, however, no 
more than an ad hoc theory. It might have had a practical 
justification in an age in which many people might have been 
inclined to adhere too exclusively to the teachings of Aristotle 
if no such distinction had been made. But there can be no 
justification for it now that we have gained a much wider view 
of metaphysics. Now that we understand that it is perfectly 
possible for the formulation of such allegedly theological 
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propositions as 'God is triune' to be included in metaphysics, 
there is little justification for the artificial Thomistic distinction 
between theology and metaphysics. Only when it so happened 
that the discovered Aristotelian corpus of metaphysical doc­
trines excluded such propositions was it necessary to safeguard 
them by the postulation of a non-metaphysical, theological 
science. But now that our conception of metaphysics no longer 
obliges us to bclieYe that the only metaphysical doctrines are 
those of Aristotle, this nece:,;sity has clearly nmishccl. 

It is less easy to meet the theologian's second criticism, i.e. 
the contention that the symbol picture symbolizes transcendent 
realities. In fact, I clo not think it possible to meet this criticism 
directly at all. Fur the contention that it symbolizes trans­
cendent realities is based upon the belief that there are trans­
cendent realities ancl that belief is by its very natme beyond 
the reach of criticism. All one can do is to reject the claim that 
the existence of these transcendental realities is vouchsafed 
by the existence of the sym bois. For this claim to be valid, one 
would have to be able to show that the transcendental realities 
arc also known of independently, i.e. by means other than those 
symbols. But this is, by the nature of the case (for they are 
admittedly 'transcendent') impossible. Hence one has no other 
proof of their existence than the symbols. The belief in trans­
cendental realities boils down, therefore, to the belief that the 
symbols stand for transcendent realities since they must stand 
for something. These transcendental realities are therefore 
postulated as an ignoratio elenchi, that is, merely for want of 
something to be symbolized by the symbols. If anybody wishes 
to believe in transcendental realities, well and good. There is 
no argument against such a belief. There is only a va,lid argu­
ment against the belief that such a belief is a rational one. 

At the same time, there is nothing in my thesis which 
precludes the existence of transcendental realities. The idea 
that the symbols stand for such realities is a very impla,usible 
one; because it seemed so much more convincing to sa,y tha,t 
the symbols stand for events in field A. But there is nothing to 
prevent anyone from believing that the fact that the events 
in field A exist and are such as they are and no other, beca~we 
of certain transcendental realities. This means that if there 
is revelation of transcendental realities, such revela,tion is not 
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contained in the symbols of the symbol picture; but in the 
states of consciousness of field A which are symbolized by the 
symbol picture. This version is compatible with the view of 
StThomas on the matter. The proximate causes of supernatural 
prophetia, he seems to have said, are invariably biological or 
physical in character. The proof that something is 'revealed' 
and not a natural manifestation must not, therefore, be sought 
in the degree of un-naturality of the manifestation in question 
(e.g. that it can only be seen by the sixth sense). vVe may 
conclude that our account of the 'natural' origin of non-natural 
symbols is completely neutral in regard to the question whether 
God reveals anything or not. It must merely be taken as proof 
that a non-natural phenomenon, such as a symbol, owes its 
existence to natural causes and cannot by itself be taken as 
proof of a transcendental reality. 

Having attempted to reply to the various objections which 
~nthropologists or sociologists and theologians may raise, it 
IS now necessary to consider the objections of philosophers. 
These objections can readily be divided into two categories. 
T~ere will be firstly the objections of the traditionalists, who 
will argue that metaphysical knowledge is knowledge of the 
World as it really is (as opposed to its appearance}, and that 
me.taphysical knowledge is therefore not a posteriori. These 
philosophers will admit that it is synthetic, i.e. that it really 
tell~ us something about the real World that exists behind the 
va~ous appearances of the World. Secondly there will he the 
obJections of those contemporary philosophers who argue 
that metaphysical doctrines are not synthetic; and that there: 
fore the question as to whether they are a priori or a posterion 
can never arise. 

Let us consider the objections of the traditional philosophers 
first. The traditional philosopher will not attempt to argue that 
metaph · 1 · . YSica doctrines are about the world we lmow m our 
ordinary experience and he will concede that for our daily 
practical Purposes they are irrelevant, if not downright unhelp­
ful. But he will insist that this is merely proof of the fact that 
they ~o not refer to the world as it appears to us in our ordinary 
expenence; and will insist that metaphysical knowledge is 
theref~re knowledge of the World behind the world that appears 
to us, I.e. that it is knowledge of Reality. 



T liE P IL\ C '1' I C E 0 F 1\l ETA PHYSICS ll5 

\Vith this argument, Uw traditional philosopher finds himself 
in a po:;ition that is very similar to that of the theologian who 
argued that symbols arc symbols of a transcendent reality. 
Neither the theologian who argues in this way nor the 
philosopher who bclie,·es that metaphysical doctrines are doc­
trines about Reality, can produce any evidence (this is, of 
course, clue to the nature of the case and to the alleged character 
of transcendent Hcalit.y or Reality behind appearances) for the 
existence of the world behind the world. The only indication 
that there is such a world behind the world is presented accord­
ing to the theologian by the existence of symbols; and, accord­
ing to the philosopher, by the existence of metaphysical 
doctrines. \Ve will not discuss the former's difliculties again. But 
the latter must clearly admit that he has been compelled to 
postulate the existence of such a world because he was hard 
put to say, from the point of vic\\· of om· ordinary experience, 
to \vhich metaphysical doctrines clearly do not apply, to what 
kind of world they do apply. His argument would sound more 
convincing if there were any independent evidence of the 
existence of such a world behind the world. But all \Ve know is 
that the \Vorld as it is in Itself cannot be knom1; ::md that all 
our lmowleclge is of various a.ppearances of that world. 

The philosopher may now turn round and assert that the 
statement that the \Vorld in Itself cannot be known, is false, 
and that if one employs special methods of knowledge and 
does not demand anything so absurd as to know what the \Vorld 
Itself will look like when no one is looking, one can indeed 
'know' something about it, provided one does not mean by 
'know' something that is connected with perception or with 
inferences from perception. Its existence, he will maintain, 
is vouchsafed by the admission that the various appearances 
are, and in fact must be, appearances of something. \Ve do 
have, therefore, independent evidence, if not of the character 
or 'nature' of the World behind the appearances, at least of Its 
existence. And from this insight it is a short and plausible 
step to the belief that met::tphysical doctrines, if they do not 
apply to the world as it appears in our ordinary experience, 
apply to the World behind those appearances. The argument 
is sound if one really takes it seriously, i.e. if one believes that 
whatever is to be known about the vVorld behind the appearances 
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is incapable of being formulated in so many propositions. If 
one really believes in other forms of knowledge, such as, for 
example, the direct intuition of the flux of time (Bergson), 
and believes that metaphysical knowledge is of this direct 
intuitive character and can, therefore, not be formulated in 
propositions, the philosopher is right. But he is wrong when he 
thinks that the same argument can be used for the justification 
of metaphysical knowledge that is formulated in propositions 
such as 'time is unreal' 'consciousness is absolute', and such , 
like. For such propositions are very clearly of an ordinary 
character: they employ ordinary concepts, like all other pro­
positions and can therefore not be said to be due to a direct . , , 
Intuitive perception. If one says that time is unreal, one does 
not mean that one is able to seize by direct intuition the flux 
of time and perhaps identify oneself with it. One is making, 
on the contrary, an explicit statement about certain pheno­
mena, i.e. about events perceived to have taken place or said 
~0 have taken place in the symbol picture; admittedly not 
In the positive picture. Now if these events arc part of the 
W?rld behind appearances, as our philosopher seems to main­
tam, then this argument amounts to saying that in that 'Vorld 
there are events, but events that cannot be seen, heard, touched, 
ort perceived in any way. And he seems now in fact to have 
re urned to the absurd argument that the vVorld, when no 
o~e is perceiving it, is perceived to be of such and such a 
c arac~e~. His attempt to justify his belief that metaphysical 
propositions, as distinct from special intuitive insights that 
can be 'I" d' b · Ive ut not formulated are so many doctrmes or 
prop ·t· ' ost tons about a tmnscendent Reality and therefore not 
a post · · t th enon, then does boil down to the paradoxical argumen 

~t we can know what the 'Vorld is like when no one knows It. 
t Would prefer to put it this way. Direct intuitive insight is a 
~n ~=~~f ~nd, a state of consciousness. As such it is an eve.nt 

t" A, and as such we know about it only through symbohz-
: Ion. But such symbolization is achieved through certain 
ranspositions of phenomena in the positive picture, i.e. through 

our perception of field B as a symbol picture. Therefore, when 
~e ~r~ speaking with Bergson or with other mystics of a direct 
mtmbon, we are speaking of an event in A. We achieve some 
knowledge of the qualities of that event through symbols; 
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and we aehieve some conceptual definition of these symbols 
by mctaphysieal speculation about these symbols. But in no 
case is there any justification for bclicdng that the meta­
physical statements themselves apply to a \Vorld behind the 
appearance of the symbol picture and that they convey a 
lmmvlcclgc of the character or 'nature' of that \Vorld. Except, 
of course, in the very general and quito meaningless sense 
that all knowledge of the various appearances of the ·world 
must automatically be also a knowledge of the \Vorld of which 
the appearances (symbol picture as well as positive picture) 
arc appearances. I must insist, however, that that sense is a 
quite general sense and meaningless, because the truth or 
falsity of any metaphysical doctrine cannot be decided by a 
look at that \Vorld; but only by a look at the one or the other 
of its appearances. And for this reason there is a specific sense 
in saying that metaphysical doctrines are doctrines about the one 
or the other of those appearances; but no specific sense at all 
in saying that it is about the \Vorld behind those appearances. 

\Ve can now turn to the objections of the contemporary 
philosopher. These objections arc all based upon the con­
temporary philosopher's ontological preference for field B. 
Such ontological preference means, of course that the events 
which I have argued take place in field A either do not take 
place at all, or really take place in field B. These two alterna­
tives amount to the s::une thing. For if one does not believe 
them to take place in A, one believes that they do not take 
place in the way in which I have said they take place. And to 
say that they take place in field B is again to say that they do 
not take place in the way in which I have said they take place. 

The ontological preference for field B, therefore, implies that 
one believes that when someone says that he is sad, he is not 
making a statement about a state of consciousness which 
cannot be adequately described by a simple assertion. When 
someone says he is sad, he knows of his own sadness by the 
same symptoms or concomitants by which other people know 
of his sadness. Therefore, in the description of the sadness by 
the statement 'I am sad', there is no awareness, no feeling which 
is known to the person that is sad, but not to the person who 
is not sad. For this reason there is no justification in distin­
guishing between the two fields and in saying that the events 

I 
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in field B can be described by propositions which state that 
something is the case; and that the events in field A cannot be 
so described but can only be symbolized. The ontological pre­
ference for B states, therefore, that all events arc of a certain 
character; and that there arc no mental events or acts of 
consciousness which are of a different character. There is 
nothing in sadness that cannot be described and talked about 
in the way in which we can talk about the functioning of 
engines, the climate, or any other non-mental event. The 
ontological preference for field B is therefore not <L merely 
arbitrary decision not to consider the events in field A; but 
a genuine preference for the kind of events that arc in field 
B. Its viability depends on whether one manages to regard 
the mental events which I have classed in A as really belonging 
to the same class as the non-mental events which I have classed 
in B. 

If the argument depended on a proof or some other kind of 
demonstration that there are no events that would justify 
their inclusion in A and that all events take place in B, one 
could, of course, not ~;peak of an ontologica I 'preference', but 
only of an ontological fact. But HtiCh a proof or demonstration 
cannot be given- by the nature of the case. Our real awareness 
of the events in A depends upon the symbol pictmc. But if 
o~e believes that all events there arc, are events in 13, then one 
w~ naturally come to the conclusion that the only way in 
w.hlCh these events in B are ordered is the way of the positive 
Picture, i.e. that they are best left in their natural order, in 
the order in which they stand to one another through their 
functional dependence upon one another. Hence the belief 
that all events are capable of inclusion in B implies that the 
onl~ .Picture that will ever emerge in front of our eyes, is the 
positive picture. But since we could only gain an indication 
~f the existence of events in A from the symbol picture, we 
b a~e not really proved that there are no events thut should 

e In A; we have merely brought down a shutter and prevented 
~urselv~s from seeing the symbols that indicate events in A 

Y statmg that the only proper order of events in B is the one 
that ernerges from their mutual functional dependence. 
£ The ontological preference for events in B can assume various 
orrns. We have already seen how it leads straight to a 



THE PRACTICE OF METAPHYSICS 119 

disregard for the symbol picture and how it establishes that the 
positive picture is the only one in which the "rorld appears to 
us. If one is determined to consider only events in B, then the 
reshuffling of the positive picture into a symbol picture will 
be entirely superfluous and the mythical events and ritual 
activities of the symbol picture will be relegated to the world 
of fantasy and fairy-tale. l\Ietaphysical theories, moreover, 
will lJe considered to haYe no meaning at all, for they are 
demonstrably not about the positive pieture- and the existence 
of the other picture cannot be considered once the existence 
of events in A is denied. For then the reshuffling of the positive 
picture into mythical events and ritual actions is no more 
than a fanciful and purposeless distortion of the positive picture. 

But the contemporary philosopher might equally well start 
with a denial that metaphysics makes sense. Such a denial is 
based upon the belief that everything that makes sense ought 
to make sense in terms of the positive picture; and this belief 
is the ontological preference for field B in a different shape. 
For if there is nothing but field B, there can be no picture other 
than the positive picture: for the positive picture, we have 
shown, is field B in its autarchic order. If metaphysics is 
dismissed because it makes no sense in regard to the positive 
picture, one implies that it is not about the symbol picture; 
for if one did not imply that, one would not dismiss it for not 
malting sense in terms of the positive picture. And furthermore, 
the symbol picture being only a fanciful and childish distortion 
of the positive picture, so much the worse for metaphysics 
if it is a doctrine about the symbol picture. If everything that 
makes sense ought to be assessable in terms of the positive 
picture, neither metaphysics (for its sense depends on the sym­
bol picture) nor the symbol picture (for its sense depends on the 
events in field A) makes sense. 

Wherever the contemporary philosopher starts, whether he 
begins with a denial of the sense of metaphysical doctrines or 
whether he begins with the assertion that all events there are, 
are events in B or whether he begins with a critique of the 
symbol picture, he will always produce the same result: a 
rejection of the belief in the existence of events in field A, 
a rejection of the meaningfulness of meta.physics, and a rejec­
tion of the importance of the symbol picture. These three 
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things belong together, and if one rejects one, one rejects also 
the other two. But the interesting feature of this situation is 
that this interdependence of the three things makes it impos­
sible to provide a valid argument against them. For if one 
rejects any one, one has rejected by implication the other two; 
but since the first is the only ground for one's helief in the 
existence of the other two, the rejection of the first has also 
destroyed the evidence that exists for a helief in the existence 
of the second and third. And hence such a rejection is like the 
perfect crime: nobody can tell afterwards that a crime has 
even been committed. The murder itself automatically removes 
all clues that could have led to the existence of the victim. 

It is for this reason that I have continued to speak of an 
ontological preference for the events in field B. For I cannot 
see.my way to considering the commission of a perfect crime a 
logically valid argument. The rejection of either metaphysics 
or the symbol picture or the events in A is r-;uch a perfect crime, 
and I consider it therefore to he based on nothing more than 
~n arbitrary ontological preference. 1 f it were more than that, 
It w.ould have to provide arguments not only for the rejection 
of ei~her the symbol picture or the events in A or metaphyiscs; 
bt~t 1~ would have to provide independent arguments for the 
:eJectiOn of at least two of these things and, preferably, 
u~dependent arguments for the rejection of all three. But 
SI~ply to reject one and then cash in on the fact that the 
reJection of · f 1 tl t any one malws for the (hsappcaranee o t w o · wr 
. wo and then conclude that owing to this disappearance there 
~s no evidence to warrant belief in the existence of the fu·st, 
Is n~t a. valid argument, but only a perfect crime. Hence I 
~:oJl~s~lfied in describing the argument as a mere arbitrary 

gical preference 
If one no . . 

W ·n fin w exammes the exact nature of the preference, one 
1 dtht· I 'm . a In every case it boils down to the statement t utt earung' · .. 

p' t Is to be defined entirely in terms of the positive 
IC ure. The preference amounts in fact to the assertion that 

any propo ·t· 
asse . d . SI Ion which expresses something that cannot be 

sse In term f I . . . . . 1 ·t· S s o t 1e positive picture, IS a meanmg ess pro-
pt~1 tiOn. uch a definition of meaning involves first of all a 
8 nc confinement of all events to field B. For if there are 
events other than the ones in B, it might become necessary 
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to rcshuffic the order that obtains spontaneously in B, an 
order which obtains only if B is considered to be autarchic. 
There arc many possible orders of field B if one believes that 
there are events outside field Bin terms of which the events in 
field B can be arranged. In this case tho positive order of 
events in field B (the order that consists in the establishment 
of mutual functional dependences in field B) is only one of the 
many possible orders of field B. But if one believes that there 
are no events other than the events in field B, there can only 
be one proper order of events in field B, i.e. the order that 
results internally by the way in which the events in B are 
functionally dependent on one another. If meaning is denied 
to propositions other than propositions about the positive 
picture, it is implied that field B is autarchic. If all meaningful 
propositions arc about the positive picture, the positive picture 
is the only one there can be. And it follows from this that field 
B is autarchic and that the positive order of field B is its 
only possible order. It furthermore implies that one should 
consider myths and ritual as so many arbitrary deviations 
from the natural order of the positive picture, and it assures 
that one should consider the order of the positive picture as 
somehow rooted in the nature of events - almost as divinely 
ordained. It also precludes one from entertaining the possibility 
of the existence of events that ought to be classed in field A, 
for the only evidence in favour of such events is afforded by 
the symbols of the symbol picture. And finally it compels one 
to an impatient dismissal of metaphysical doctrines as being 
doctrines that make no sense in terms of the positive picture. 

For many years it was considered very proper to state one's 
ontological preference bluntly. But during the last two decades 
such a blunt and arbitrary preference has come to be con­
sidered unsophisticated and philosophers have therefore re­
jected the proposition that meaning is to be assessed in terms 
of the positive picture and have preferred to say that an 
analysis of linguistic usage shows that statements like 'time 
is unreal', 'the mind thinlts itself', 'consciousness is absolute', 
etc., are forbidden by linguistic usage. In these statements, 
they say, words are made to do jobs which they are not sup­
posed to do. 

Now an analysis of the jobs which words are supposed to do 
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can be either lexicographical or lcgi:-;latiH·. Hut there is no 
third possibility. If it is purely lexicograpltit·aL it is not a 
philosophical activity at all. It ·will col!fine itsc·lf to producing 
examples of the many difl"erent ways in which words have 
been and are being used. The analysis becomes much more 
interesting if it is legislative. Then it will decree that a. certain 
expression must do a certain job anfl no other . .But in such a 
case, the legislative act must he based upon :t non-linguistic 
insight, upon a philosophical principle. The only di:-mdvantage 
of this proccd.urc is that suc:h a linguistie legislative cnaetmcnt 
may so d.isguisc the philosophical principle tl1at people might 
mistake the legislation for an expression of the men•st eommon 
sense. One might lcgi~;latc, for instance, that the word 'mind' 
should not be used in the way in whic:h it is used in the pro­
position 'the mind thinl;:s it~;clf'. But one shoulcl add that 
such a legislative proposal is based upon the belief that 
the proposition 'the mind thinks itself' makes no sense; 
t~at that belief is based upon a rejec:tion of the sym?ol 
picture as the subjcc:t matter of the proposition 'the nund 
thinks itself'; and that the rejection iH due to an ontological 
preference for field B which implies that the positive pieture 
appearance of field B is the only genuine appearance of B. 
~n other Words, in this case, the legislative prescription is 

ased on the contemporary philosopher'~; ontological preference 
an~ would, in fact, without such a preference be a totally 
arbitr~ry and tyrannical act. 

I thmk there is a very simple explanation of the reason why 
80 man;y contemporary philosophers prefer to express tl,wir 
ontological preference in this roundabout wny. In the first 
place? the ontological preference for event~; in field B was 
emotiOn~lly prompted by the desire for unequivocal clarity 
and precision 'l'l · . · · 1 · 

· liS desire became such an overndmg o Jsesswn, 
that all othe . 1 · I r counsel came to Lc disregarded. An onto ogwa 
preference whi. 1 · t'fi . f · · · ture c l Jus I ed one's behc that the positive pw 
wasthbegenuine, because the only appearance of the vVorld, must 
have een a · ' · d . . n Immense comfort in one's quest for clanty an 
precisiOn. But b c . c u1 t' e1.ore long It turned out that the .torm a IOn 
of the ontological preference itself, the statement that meaning 
must be assessed in terms of the positive pictme, was itself not 
such a clear statement because it could not be tested by a. mere 
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reference to the positive picture. Hence people suggested that, 
though they had eliminated all metaphysical statements, they 
had not been able to eliminate them fully enough. And since 
the reason that had guided their ontological preference in the 
first place was a desire for clarity and an aversion to all those 
statements that could not clearly be justified in terms of the 
positive picture, they began to grow uneasy about this way of 
stating their ontological preference. And thus they hit on 
the expedient of linguistic analysis: it enabled them to practise 
their ontological preference and enabled them at the same 
time to dispense with the need of justifying it by one last 
metaphysical (i.e. non-testable in terms of the positive picture) 
statement. From no\\' on everything seemed plain sailing: 
the ontological preference was no longer in need of a meta­
physical justification, for it needed no longer to be discussed. 
If anybody should ever be misguided enough to bring it up 
for discussion, one would no longer be compelled to discuss 
reasons for and reasons against it; one could simply subject it 
to a linguistic analysis by asking 'what clo you mean by saying 
one has an ontological preference1' In this way any genuine 
discussion of the philosophical belief involved can be post­
poned indefinitely, and none of the practitioners of the method 
would ever be compelled to lose a single night's sleep over an 
uncomfortable question. They can proceed to legislate without 
ever having to cliscuss the fundamental law upon which the 
activities of the linguistic Parliament are based. Philosophy 
thus has become tt commonsense practice, like British politics. 
One discusses and legislates without ever bothering one's head 
about the fundamental principles upon 'vhich the rules that 
guide the discussion and the legislation are based: 

For forms of government let fools contest; 
Whate'cr is best administered is best. 

But just as one would class the present British political 
system as some form of democracy and justify it, if called 
upon, by an appeal to certain fundamental democratic prin­
ciples, even though the system could function without any of 
the people that are engaged in it having any clear understand­
ing of the principles involved, we are free to class the habit 
of linguistic analysis as belonging to the general trend of 
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contemporary philosophy which has an ontological preference 
for the events in field B. And since we haYc argued that that 
preference is a genuinely arbitrary preference which finds its 
justification merely in the automatic disappearance of all the 
various pieces of evidence that \vould count against it, we are 
free not to share it. There arc no compelling rational grounds for 
it; and one is quite justified in asserting the existence of events 
in A - one then sees a significance in the symbol picture and 
regards the positive picture as only one of the various possible 
appearances of the \Vorld; or in asserting that metaphysical 
doctrines arc doctrines about the symbol pieturc anrl therefore 
meaningful since the latter exists in virtue of its relation to 
events in A. "\Vhcrever one starts with one's counter-assertion 
to the arbitrary ontological preference of so many contem­
porary philosophers, one will always come back to our three 
interdependent elements, to the events in A, to the symbol 
picture, and to metaphysical doetrincs. Uivcn these three 
elements, metaphysical doctrines arc synthetic a posteriori 
do~trines about the symbol picture; and ~10t, as contemporary 
philosophers are wont to believe, meaningless statements. 

5. Idealism 

~8 a summary of my argument I would like to state in what 
Important respects my conception of the sym hol picture is 
a form of idealism. And since the possibility of metaphysics 
depe~ds on that conception, there is no denying that meta­
physics is bound up with some form of idealism. 

Traditional idealism, in one form or another, always boils 
down to the following three assertions. 

1. There is a substantival or transcendental self which experi­
ences th~ world and without which nothing is experienced. 

f
2· This substantival self has experiences· but by the nature 

0 th . . , , 
e case, Is Itself not the subject of an experience. 

h
3· The substantival self is linked to a body which mediates 

t rough it . I . s senses all expenences of the world. 
f t Is not difficult to see that in a modified form everyone 

0 these propositions occurs in the course of the preceding 
a~gument. The first assertion presupposes but does not expli­
Citly s~ate the argument that there is one appearance of the 
world li1 which there is no perception by anybody of anything; 
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an appearance or picture which consists entirely of functional 
dependences and which is, therefore, no more and no less than a 
complicated system of inter-related relationships between 
events. Some of these events are measuring rods; others are 
plates scnsith·e to light or retinas. But none of these relations 
amounts to a. perception or a consciousness as we ordinarily 
understand it. On the other hand, the world can appear, 
and this corresponds to what is explicitly stated by the 
first assertion, as a. vast picture of symbols, symbolizing other­
wise undcscribable feeling-states or states of consciousness. 
This picture of the world is the world as we perceive it. It is a 
picture of the world seen through the screen of feeling-states. 

The second assertion corresponds to the argument that the 
feeling-states or states of consciousness cannot be described 
as ordinary events can be described. They form the matrix 
or moulds of our experience of the world; but they cannot be 
described literally. They can only be symbolized. While I 
would hesitate to speak of a. transcendental or a substantival 
self, I do not doubt that there occurs something which cmmot 
be described as all other events can be described. 

The third assertion corresponds to the argument that every 
symbol is composed of parts of the positive picture. Only 
those facts or events can be taken as symbols, the components 
of which can be located singly in the positive picture. This 
means tha.t all symbols must be capa.ble of sensuous perception. 

Traditional idealism, as is well known, has always suffered 
from very considerable weaknesses. One of its greatest diffi­
culties consisted in its apparent inability to account for the 
existence of a knowledge that is objective or inter-subjective, 
i.e. in which the perceiving substantival self plays no recog­
nizable part. Another important difficulty has been caused 
by attempts to infer either the existence of an otherwise 
unobservable entity such as the substantival self, or the 
existence of the external world as the object of perception, 
from the purely epistemological considemtions of which idealism 
does and should consist. 

It seems to me tha.t in my restatement of idealism, both 
these kinds of difliculties are avoided. The existence of objective 
or inter-subjective knowledge is very easily accounted for 
by the way in \vhich the positive pictme emerges. The presence 
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of the positive picture and its availability for testing scientific 
theories depend on the existence of the functional dependences 
and the relationships which they constitute. "'\Vhether one calls 
this picture the result of knowledge or not, it does not owe 
its existence to extraneous factors such as a substantival self 
or a subject who observes, for it is a perfectly self-contained 
system of relationships. 

As to the idealistic difficulties involved in all attempts to 
infer the existence of the self or of the perceived objects from 
the epistemological considerations in question, they arc com­
pletely avoided. All three elements in the situation, the events 
in field A, the events in field B, and the symbol picture, are 
known to exist independently of these or any epistemological 
considerations. Feeling-states are observed occurrences; the 
events in field B are, so to speak, self-supporting, for their 
existence is vouchsafed. bv their functionu.\ reht\on to eu.~\\ 
other; and the symbol pi~ture's existence is accounted for by 
its relation to the events in field A on one side and by its rebtion 
to the events in field B on the other side. 

At the same time, I would like to explain how my conception 
of the symbol picture solves a problem which all forms of 
idealism have tried to solve with varying degrees of success. 

Idealists of all hues always compbin that in our scientific 
picture of the world, mind is left out. They call this the 'bifur­
cation of nature' (Whitehead), and refuse to accept as valid 
a picture of the world in which the emotions and the conscious­
ness of man are not an integral part: 

I am astonished that the scientific picture of the real world 
around me is deficient. . .. It is ghastly silent about all and 
sundry that is really near to our heart, that really matters to 
us .... It knows nothing of God and Eternity, good or bad, 
beautiful and ugly. Science sometimes pretends to answer ques­
tions in these domains, but the answers arc very often so silly 
that we are not inclined to take them seriously.* 

And the same author adds the finishing touches to this 
complaint when he bys his finger on the heart of the matter. 
He explains that the deficiency he complained of is linked to the 
fact that we have grown accustomed to regarding the world 
as existing objectively on its own: 

*E. Schrodinger, Nature and the Greelcs, Cambridge, 1954, pp. 93-96. 
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It is convenient. to regard tho world n:; l'xisting ob)ect\vC'ly on its 
own. But it does not become manifest by its mere existence. Its 
becoming manifest is conditional on very special goings-on in 
very special parts of this very world, namely on certain events 
that hn ppcn in a brain.* 

It seems to me that the distinction between the positive 
picture and the symbol picture can take care of this complaint 
and answer it in a \my which ought to be satis:fiwtory both to 
the idealist and the naturalisticallv inclined scientist. If one 
distinguishes between pul;itive pi~ture nnd ::~ymbol picture, 
one will sec that the world does not indeed become mamfest 
by its mere existence; the mere existence can give rise to a 
description of it, for the occurrence of any event can be described 
by 1·clating it to other events: and it so happens that all events 
are thus functionally relatable and hence functionally dependent 
on at least some other events. (\Ve can relate anything to a 
measuring rod, for instance.) And most events can be related 
more or less indirectly to events in the human brain. But this 
does not mean that anything has thus become manifest. It 
does not matter whether we relate a colour to a photographic 
plate or to brain cells. No relation makes anything manifest 
or COnSCIOUS. 

The mere existence of the world gives rise to these relations; 
and the establishment of such relations is a kind of autarchy of 
nature. 

If one understands this, the old problem of whether we can 
comprehend nature or whether nature can become manifest 
without the use or help of something other than natme (e.g. 
consciousness, spirit, etc.) or not, vanishes. We need neither 
the naturalist's contention that consciousness is not required; 
nor the spiritualist's or idealist's belief that it is required. 

When, however, we speak of nature becoming manifest, 
much more happens than the establishment of functional 
relations between events. Consciousness is not just a mirror 
that reflects events. Consciousness has tone and colour, it is a 
feeling-state, a Gemutsz'ltsland. It reflects events in a very 
special way and precisely in the way in which its colour-tones 
demand: the special way is precisely the world that is reflected 
m consciousness. The world we are conscious of is a world in 

*E. Schrodinger, 1vlind and .J."Vlatter, Cambridge, 1958, p. I. 
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which events stand in relations to one another that arc di,ffercnt 
from the relations that emerge or obtain when events arc 
functionally related to one another. The worl!l we arc conscious 
of is the symbol picture, for it symbolizes feeling-states. 

If one understands this, the old problem of whether the fact 
that we are conscious of the world makes a difference to the 
world as it really is, or not, vanishes. C..:onsciousness, of course, 
makes a difference; the symbol picture is not like the positive 
picture. If the world is manife.c;t, it is manifest as symbols of 
consciousness. But 'being manifest' is not the only kind of 
knowledge of the world. The other kind of knowledge is that of 
autarchy, it is the knowledge of the positive picture. 

The perceiving mind, the subjeetive state of awareness, is 
not among the objects included in the positive picture; it is not 
part of 'nature'. 'l'his is so; and, as we have seen, rightly so: 
for the substantival self lw.s experiences, but is not itself an 
experience. 

Whitehead and Schrodinger have wondered how we can 
speak of 'Nature' as being 'real', when we know that the sub­
stantival self by which we know of nature is not itself part of it. 
B_ut the question is wrongly put. The posith·e picture is not a 
piCture in the sense that it appears to a subject, a mind, or a 
su~stantival self. It is an autarchic system of relationships in 
whiCh one series of events is related to another: a star ... to 
events on certain measuring instruments; and the events on 
the measuring instruments to certain events in a brain -
or conceivably, the other way round. In this picture we account 
for star movements by relating them to activities of our brains 
and we can conceivably relate events in our brains to star move­
ments and account for them in that way. Nothing appea1·s or is 
manifest or conscious. And if there is a flicker of consciousness, 
we prefer to omit it for the sake of precision, and relate one 
movement to another; one change to another, instead. As 
Sherrington has so aptly illustrated, one cannot possibly be 
surprised not to find anything one ought to call 'mind' on the 
paths of these relationships. But then, of course, we do have 
~nother picture, the symbol picture. In that picture everything 
Is manifest, everything is being 'been conscious of'. And in 
that picture, mind or the substantival self do appear and 
nobody can complain that they have been excluded. Only, 
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they do not appear among the objects of perception, as so 
many more objects of perception. They appear instead as the 
referends of the objects that are in the symbol picture; i.e. 
us the rcfcrcnds of the symbols; as the things symbolized by 
the parts of the symbol picture. The symbol picture is thus a 
symbol of minds ancl the latter arc manifest in it symbolically. 
The sym hoi picture bears witness to, or is a testimony of, 
mind or the substantival self. So when one considers the 
symbol picture, there is no ground for the complaint that it is a 
picture of the world from which the perceiving mind is excluded 
or of which it is not a part. If one searches the symbol picture, 
every single part of it will silently or overtly point to a. feeling­
state and thus to the substantin1l self. 

The symbol picture, however, is not autarchic: events are 
related to one another in it according to a principle which is 
itself outside this or any picture, namely the substantival self or 
the mind. And the validity of these relationships depends 
upon the ?"elation of these relations to the mind, of the symbols 
to the feeling-states they symbolize. For this reason we prefer 
not to call this pictnrc of symbols 'nature'. \Ye say instead that 
the autarchic picture has to be reshuffled in obedience to the 
exigencies of an extraneous criterion, in order that we may 
obtain the symbol picture. Such reshuffiing destroys the exist­
ing natural relationships; but the new relationships that emerge 
are witnesses of, or pointers to, those events which could find 
no place in the first picture: mental events, feeling-states. 

This view of the matter disposes of all the complaints by 
Schrudingcr and \Vhitchead that Nature's picture is dead and 
colourless, when we know that there are events in Nature that 
are not dead and colomless, like \Vhitehead's sunset and Schro­
dinger's shining eyes of the child that has been given a new 
toy. This also disposes of the 'dilemma' of naturalism: how 
can we account naturally for 'accounting'? or: we can account 
naturally for all events except for the desire to account. Nature 
pre.<.ntpposes mind and intelligence. This dilemma disappears 
if my theory is accepted. There are bvo pictures: an autarchic 
one and a non-autarchic one. The former is dead, but then this 
is not surprising, for it does not appear in the mind and is 
not the object perceived by a subject. It is merely a self­
contained system of relationships. The latter is alive and 
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suffused with feeling and emotions and bears witness to the 
perceiving subject to which it appear:-> as so many meaningful 
symbols. But then it is not self-contained, and the validity 
of the relationships that obtain in it docs not depend upon 
their one-to-one correspondence to other rc\a tionships (i.e. 
there are events in it which correspond to nothing on our 
retina), but up(Jn whether they arc or nrc not adequate symbols 

of feeling-state.<;. . 
Unlike genuine idealists, J believe in some kind of hifurcat~on. 

Only I do not place this hifmeation in Nature itself. I consider 
't t b · · 1 1· t' t' between two 
I o e more In the form of a. log1ca c IS me 1°11 . • , 

'bl 1 ·r 1 ·ttl ·1t w1th tlus 
poss1 c a ppcaranecs of the \Vorl< l. A IH . :H 111 1 1' , 
distinction I am closer to traditional ic1ealism than to an) 

other kind of philosophy. 1 · 
It · f tl e rc·Hlcr, t us 

IS not easy to say whether, in the eyes o 1 ' 
t . f . 1- .·n 1wovc a recom-

connec 1011 o my arguments with Idea IS Ill \\1 · 
d t . 1 . . . t tl t 111 v thesis 

men a wn or a warning. But I woulc msis Ht ·: . 1 
l t tl . .1 1 · sufhcient Y 

a )OU 1c nature of tnetaphys1eal knm\ C( ge IS • • 

independent of idealism to stand on its own feet. Its connectwnd 
with 1'cl 1· . · . 1 1 tl .· · can dema,n _ea Ism IS not an essential one an( t 1C 1esiS ' erse 
to ?e l~clged on its own merits by all those who arc :tV 

to Idealism in any of ib; many possible forms. 



Chapter Fiz:e 

THE PHE:NO)IENOLOGY 
OF SYniBOLS 

In the preceding chapter I have put forward a thesis about the 
nature of metaphysical thought and endeavoured to explain 
the general principles by which it operates. It is now time to 
consider in some detail the general natme of symbol pictures. 
vVe shall have to pay some attention to the way in which 
the positive or natural pictme is transformed into a symbol 
picture; and attempt to give something like a phenomenology 
of symbol pictures. By a phenomenology of symbol pictmes I 
understand a description of such pictures which leaves out 
all metaphysical theories about them and confines itself to an 
attempt to classify symbol pictures according to the broad 
and general features which they present to the observer. I 
hope to be able to show that in such a phenomenological study, 
no matter from which angle one approaches them, symbol 
pictures can roughly be classed in two categories. These 
two categories are not mutually exclusive; and in many cases 
one can find communities or even individuals cultivating a 
symbol picture that incorporates features from both kinds 
of pictures. But in such cases there will be corresponding 
difficulties in metaphysical theory, for metaphysical theory 
proceeds more smoothly when the features of its subject-matter, 
of the symbol pictme, exhibit an inherent clarity and consist­
toney. But we will postpone a discussion of the relationship 
between metaphysical theory and the symbol pictme to the 
following chapter, and concern ourselves now with the pheno­
menology of symbol pictmes. 

The symbol picture has its origin in the reshuffling of the 
various terms of the positive pictme. Through this reshuffling 
the relations that obtain between the various parts of the 
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positive picture arc broken and new relations are est:tblishcd. 
These transpositions result in the cmergc•1we of a symbol picture 
which consists, the further it is remu\·ed from the positive 
picture, of denaturalized images of events that could not 
possibly have been part of the (wLtural) positive picture. 

It would be wrong, however, to suppose that the historical 
progress coincides with the gradual emergence of denaturalized 
images or stories of denaturalized events. If it did coincide, 
one would he able to say that the more historically early 
an image is, the more closely it will corrcspoml to the natural 
event in the positive picture. It may often be the case that one 
can trace such a coincidence, and that images that arc histori­
cally early arc also more naturalistic than images that are 
historically very late. But in ancient c:rcecc and during the 
Renaissance, the historical development was the reverse: artists 
began quite early with non-naturalistic design and gradually 
groped forward to more and more naturalism. It is for the 
historian to decide in each case to what extent the logical 
evolution of nature images into denaturalized images corre­
sponds with actual historical evolution. Fur us it is of greater 
i~terest to note the logical priority of the natural, positive 
PlCture, and we can leave it to the historian to investigate 
to _w~at extent this logical priority corresponds to a historical 
pnonty. 

The first act of symbolization, we have said, must seize 
~pon a natural event. In the first flush of awa,rcness of an 
Inner event in Held A the mind has little time to choose :1n 
~dequate symbol with' care and to model it in such a wa,y that 
It w~ become a,n adcqua,te symbol, doing full justice to the 
specialities and peculiarities of the state of consciousness it is 
~0 symbolize. A feeling of gratitude may thus be symbolized 

y, e.g. an act of contentment. There arc ma,ny symbols that 
are acts of contentment: a well-fed man, a flower in the sun, 
a suns t · · h"l "t · e on a warm summer day a big fire 1n n, hut w 1 e I IS 
stor · ' mmg outside, and so forth. All these symbols arc natural 
events that occur in the positive picture. But they are very 
unspecified; and they fail to indicate with clarity whether the 
s~ate of consciousness they symbolize is just a gcncml state 
0 contentment or whether it is shading off towards gmtitude 
or rather towards pride at having achieved some kind of 
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equilibrium or pride at having achieYecl a triumph. lf it is 
shading off towards a feeling of gratitude, the symbol again fails 
to show whether the gratitude is towards one's own efforts 
or whether it is a sense of dependence on forces one senses to 
be beyond one's control.* And if it is the case of the latter 
feeling, the symbol is silent as to whether one senses that one 
feels lucky because those forces have bestowed their gifts on 
one; or whether one senses some connection between one's 
contentment and something one has done to deserve it. In 
order to give greater precision to the state of consciousness 
of gratitude, and in order to show that it is neither just a 
feeling of contentment nor a feeling of pride, it is necessary 
for the original natural symbol to become more specified. 
This specification is best achieved by remodelling the original 
symbol. 

The new symbol will retain its basic time-structure. 'Vhatever 
features are added to it or taken away from it, the new symbol 
must stand in a typological relation to the first, natural symbol. 
If the original symbol was an act in 'vhich a man took food 
and then sat down to rest and enjoy the glow of a calm diges­
tion, the new, more specific symbol, must show a sequence of 
events that has the same pattern in time: the glow of content­
ment must follow upon the act of taking something. If in the 
new symbol this order is reversed, then the time-structure 
of the new symbol has changed and the new symbol does not 
stand in a typological relation to the old symbol. 

The new symbol manages to be more specific, by being less 
natural. Its indicative clarity is enhanced by the way in which 
certain features of the natm·al event are left out and other 
features, from completely clifferent parts of the positive pic­
ture, are added to it. In this way the original symbol of the 
man taking food can become a picture of a l\Ioloch, cleyouring 

* Incidentally, this discussion shows that we cmmot speak of feeling­
states. If one says that tho gratitude one feels is a gratitude to forces 
one senses to be beyond one's control, one is not speaking of a feeling­
state and one is not describing literally its special quality- for 'sensing 
forces that are beyond one's control' is an expression that describes an 
imago. It is not a literal description of a feeling-state. But in order to 
indicate oven tho slightest quality of a fooling-state, one must go via 
the symbol. One can only indicate such a quality by referring to a 
possible symbol such as 'sensing forces beyond one's control'. 

K 
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untold quantities of children and resting f:~t.f.\~ <:o_ntc~lt, in the 
end. Or else, the original symbol (and then rts m<hcatrve value 
will have become something quite different) can become a 
picture of a mother-goddess feeding from innumerable breasts 
her children who rest content afterwards. Again this symbol 
can be further varied by insisting that the bountiful mother­
goddess is a virgin and that her bounty, i.e. her children, are 
no ordinary children. Neither the l\Ioloch nor the Lountiful, 
virginal mother-goddess could ever appear in the positire 
picture. But it is not difficult to sec that there is no single 
feature in either the 1\'loloch or in the bountiful, virginal 
mother-goddess, which is not taken from some part of the 
positive picture and transposed to a place in which it was not 
originally (or should we say naturallyn fouml. For this reason 
it is always possible either to paint a picture on a canvas or 
on a wall of the new symbolic image - no matter how much 
reshuffling bas taken place and how much denaturalized the 
symbol has become; or to enact the image or event in question 
in a suitable place. In ~rder ~o paint a picture, one merely has 
to reproduce the way m wluch the natural features or parts 
that can be found in the positive picture have been reassembled. 
It is the easiest thing in the world to paint a woman with a 
thousand breasts; or a man with wings. All that has happened is 
that the wings have been transposed from a bird to n. man and 
just as the wings are clearly visible in the positive picture on 
birds, so they can become clearly visible when transposed 
from the body of a bird to the body of a man. The painting 
of the symbolic angel is, as a painting, still part of the positive 
picture; for its existence can be ascertained by pointer-readings 
and the pointer-readings stand in a certain relation to our 
retina, and so forth. The same is true of an enactment of the 
symbol. A man can dress up, with the help of mask and feathers, 
as an angel. As such he will appear in the positive picture and 
his existence as an enactment of the ~:;ymbol can be clearly 
ascertained in a positive way. But in so far as he, or tho painting 
of an angel, is a symbol, they are part of the symbol picture 
and their 'truth' does not depend on their relation to the 
positive picture, but on the fact that they indicate events in 
field A. 

In this context the researches of R. Pcttazzoni can serve as 
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a good illustration. These researches show that the various 
attributes of a divinity arc not a priori inherent in the image 
of a diYinity. If one thinks of God as omniscient, one can trace 
the gradual construction of such a symbolic image. One finds 
at first that there are perfectly natural events such as astral 
bodies that arc luminous. Then gradually these astral bodies, 
through denaturalization, arc considered as various divinities 
and, because luminous, are considered as capable of seeing. 
Then the faculty of seeing is denaturalized and from ordinary 
seeing we get mnnivoyancc, the ability to see everything. 
And then, by further denaturalization, the attributes of various 
omnivoyant divinities arc put together, and we obtain a 
divinity with a heightened faculty of omnivoyance, and thus 
finally a divinity that not only sees all but lmows all - and 
from there it is a short step (and here we enter presumably 
already the realm of metaphysical speculation) to turning the 
image of an omniscient god into the concept of omniscience 
which not only knows what has happened or what is happen­
ing; but also what will happen in the future. Here we have a 
perfect example of how, first, symbols with a great degree 
of denaturalization are put together by the transposition and 
assembly of various parts of the positive picture in which they 
had not naturally been found together; and how finally pro­
gressive symbolization gives way to a metaphysical concept. 

It is not difficult to supply examples from all ages and all 
corners of the earth. Tho earliest cave-dwellers chose as their 
sym bois the bisons and various other animals with whom 
they were so well acquainted. But they felt that if they just 
looked at bisons roaming through the forests, the indicative 
value of such a bison-symbol would be very small indeed, 
and to look at a natural bison could, in fact, almost mean 
anything at all. So in order to give the symbol some specifica­
tion, they decided to paint a natural bison on the walls of their 
caves. Such a pictoria1 presentation of the natural animal 
had a slightly greater symbolic force, for the bison on the cave 
wall was not quito like an ordinary bison and some of its 
features were a little exaggerated. But in order further to 
increase the symbolic specification of tho original bison, they 
often drew their pictures on walls in :;pccially inacc0ssib1e 
parts of the cave. Such a removal of the picture to a part of the 
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cave that could only be visited rarely and with the greatest 
of difficulticH, invested tlw picture with a non-natural signi­
ficance. And it would seem that :-;uch a removal of the picture 
to an inaccessible pla<·e was man':-; fir;-;t. elrort at a definitely 
non-natural image, i.e. an attempt to <'OJH:ci\·e of a symbol 
that •vas clearly different from the natuml object and therefore 
had a more specific: indicati.-e value. 

The ancient Egyptians ac:hicn:d a similar impression of the 
non-natural features of their s.ym bolie images of various deities. 
They introduced t.he first dPgrcc of spec~ilieation of the symbol 
by transplanting head . ..;. They would put the head of an animal 
on the body of a man and thus denaturalize the original symbol 
•vhieh may have been either the animal or the man. Both the 
animal and the man ltarl their place in the positive picture; 
but in order to give a more Hpccific meaning to the symbol, 11 

non-natural feature had to be introduced. And the transposition 
of heads waH a first sim pic step towards such grca,tcr specifica­
tion. 

The ancient Homans were particularly prone to preserve the 
purely natural shape of symbols. And in so far as they resisted 
the temptation to Hpceify symbols by investing them with non­
natural qualities and features, the sym hoi pictme which they 
~~ltivated shows an almost uni(jUe riehncss in natural symbols. 
lhey would look upon the hearth or the hearth flame as a. 
symbol and treat it with a circumspection and care which 
they would not mete out to the hearth as a natural fact; and 
~ey Would adopt attitude~ towards it which had nothing to do 

Ith the purposeful tendmg of the fire. The hearth was to 
them a n~tural symbol. J3ut they left it thus unspecified. 
~nd there is very little evidence to show tha,t they tried to 
gi~e that symbol a more specific meaning by associating it 
~tith personal attributes or by seeing it in any form other than 
l s . 
0 · natural shape. Similarly, they regarded the boundary stone t their fields as a symbol hut failed to make the natural stone 
t 10 subject of a mythology. I\lythical stories about the stone 
Would have specified the original symhol and helped to indicate 
:rnBore clearly what the natural stone, as a symbol, indicates. 

ut t} 1' va . 1C Romans had a great tendency towards symbo 10 

8 ;~c.ncs~, and it seems that they proceeded towards a grea~er 
p Ificatton of their natural symbols only under foreign 
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influences. One might. well surmise, therefore, that the Romans' 
lack of metaphysical interest is due to their initial failure to 
evolve a proper mythology, i.e. a suitable denaturalized symbol 
picture that would have lent precision to events in field A. 
Given this initial lack of interest in denaturalization, it is not 
surprising that they were never tempted into a metaphysical 
summing up of a symbol picture that was so similar to the 
positive picture as to be in parts almost indistinguishable 
from it. 

The purpose of our argument, however, will be better served 
if we explore two basic instances of how natural events are used 
for symbolic purposes and how they are gradually denatmalized 
for the sake of greater symbolic precision. I would like, there­
fore, to consider the role played in the symbol pictme by three 
important natural events, the role of woman in procreation; 
the role of man in procreation; and the phenomenon of change 
in general and of ageing in particular. 

But first of all a word to justify this choice. Metaphysical 
theories are attempts to describe in the most general and 
abstract terms possible, the structural features of the symbol 
pictures. In this sense, metaphysical theories are essentially 
different from scientific theories. The latter endeavour to 
describe the regularities in the functional dependence of events 
in field B on one another. It would be true only in a meta­
phorical sense to say that scientific theories describe the general 
structure of the positive picture. But metaphysical theories 
describe the structure of the symbol picture in a. perfectly 
literal sense. 

The most important and basic structural feature of the 
symbol picture- or of any picture whatever- is that it exhibits 
differences. This is, of course, a truism, for if it did not exhibit 
differences there would be no picture, only an undifferentiated 
continuum, i.e. there would be nothing. But to say that there 
are differences, is not to say more than that there is something 
rather than nothing in the picture. Differences, it seems, 
appear under two guises: they appear as space and as time. If 
we take the notion of differences and add to it the notion of 
time, we can arrive at the notion of space by reflecting that 
differences at one and the same time must be said to be due to 
spatial extension. Conversely, we can arrive at the notion 
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of time by starting with the notion of differences and adding 
to it the notion of space: we can then say that diflcrcJH·es in 
one and the same space show that there has been a lapse of 
time. 

This formulation is so simple that it requires little eomment 
or explanation. If we perceive an object and find that at any 
one moment it occupies more than a !-5ingle, infinitesimally 
small point, we must conclude that the objeet must be extended 
in space. Conversely, if we find that there is an objcd whieh 
undergoes changes though it continues to oceupy the same 
position in space, we must conclude that there has been a 
passage of time. It appears then that if we are aiming to 
describe the general structure of the symbol pieture, we must 
aim at describing the time and the spate whith it exhibits. 
The most general description, true, would be a simple statement 
to the effect that there arc difTcrcnccs in the symbol picture. 
But since such a statement amounts to no more than the 
statement that there is a symbol picture, such a general 
description would teach us nothing about its structure. For 
this reason we fmd that a description of its strueture in gcncml 
and abstract terms can be achieved by a description of the 
two guises in which differences actually appear in the symbol 
picture. Hence metaphysical theories are basically, though not 
exclusively, concerned with descriptions of the time und spuce 
in the symbol picture. 

Metaphysical theories ure essentially theories ubout the 
nuture of time and space. And if one attempted a classification 
of metaphysical theories one would have to classify them 
according to their view of time und of space. If such theories 
deny that there is either time or space, then they imply that 
there are no real differences in the symbol picture, and that 
all those differences that appear in it, are, in one way or another, 
only upparent. There are other theories which tlcny only the 
reality of spuce, but accept the finality of differences in time; 
and there ure theories that deny the finality of time, but accept 
the reality of differences in spuce. The dcni<tl of the reality 
of both time and space and, therefore, of the reality of all 
differences, is, of course, a well-known feature of the meta­
physics that insist that all is one. If we follow the expositions 
of H. Frankfort, for example, the ancient Egyptians furnish 



THE PIIENOl\IENOLOGY OF SYMBOLS 139 

an example of the views that space alone is real, and that 
differences in time and all changes were mere ephemeral dis­
turbances of the regularity of being. And the views of Bergson 
arc a famous example of the belief that time alone is real; 
and that all differences in space arc illusions of a very special 
kind. 

In order to be able to study the various types of metaphysical 
theories about the symbol picture, it is first necessary to show 
the kinds of symbols that give rise to these differences of 
opinion about the structure of the symbol picture. The different 
metaphysical theories I h::we mentioned are descriptions of 
different symbol pictures, and any conflict of opinions between 
these theories is derived from conflicting and somewhat incom­
patible symbols. In order to understand these conflicting 
opinions, it is therefore necessary to give a description of 
the different symbol pictures which cause such conflicts of 
opinion. 

I propose to proceed to a description of the various kinds 
of symbol pictures in the following way. In order to arrive 
at the reasons for the conflicting views on the nature of space, 
I will examine symbolic cosmogonies. By symbolic cosmogonies 
I mean those symbols which are stories of events of how the 
world originated, that is, of how it came to be extended in 
space. In order to arrive at the reasons for the conflicting views 
of time, I will examine symbolic sacrifices, i.e. symbols that 
arc stories or performances of how time passes and how change 
takes place. In both cases, we shall start with a brief considera­
tion of a natural event which is the type of the symbol, and 
of 'vhich all progressively specified symbols are anti-types. 
In this way I hope to be able to show that after some con­
siderable specification the original natural event in question 
is turned into a denaturalized symbol; and that in each case 
we find indeed a bifmcation at one stage along the line of 
symbols. This bifurcation is such that at one stage each symbol 
in question is specified by two different symbols, each of which 
becomes the type of a new series of fmther symbols. This 
bifurcation of the series of symbols is the cause of the two 
different conceptions of time and of the two different concep­
tions of space which give rise to the conflicting metaphysical 
opinions we have discussed. 
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There is one series which begins with the natural pheno­
menon of change or the passage of time. In this series the 
bifurcation takes place at a comparatively late stage. The 
bifurcation will result in two different symbol pictures, and 
these two pictures can be shown to be the cause of the two 
conflicting metaphysical views about the nature of time. The 
other series hegins with the natural phenomenon of procrea­
tion. Here the bifurcation takes place at the earliest stage- for 
the resulting series of symbols take as their types either the 
man's role in procreation or the woman's role. The symbols 
that emerge in the course of all further specification belong, 
therefore, from the very beginning to two different typological 
series; and these two series will account for the conflicting 
metaphysical views about the nature of space. 

1. Space 

The first symbol we must consider is the natural event of 
procreation. It cannot be surprising that a natural event of 
such importance and which arrests one's interest to such a 
degree should have been chosen as a symbol. But procreation 
can be looked at from two different standpoints. One can either 
see i~ basically as a female act of generation, that is as an act 
of birth in which something that is originally one splits into 
!wo. In. such a case we speak of an emanation, for whatever 
IS new IS not so much created or made as it emanates from 
something that was there before. Or alternatively one c::tn see 
it ba~ically as a male act of generation, that is as an act of 
creatwn by which something new, something that was not 
there before, is brought into being. Both the man's and the 
woman's part in generation are natural phenomena. But if the 
natural event of generation is chosen as a symbol and as soon 
as a. first attempt at specification is introduced and a real sym­
bolis created, one will find that the natural event immediately 
gives rise to two different series of further symbols. For the 
one series the type will be the woman who gives birth; and for 
the other series, the type will be the man who creates. 
. The first stage in such specification is concerned with invest­
mg the two acts, emanation and creation, with some non­
naturalistic features. At this stage we find all those myths and 
rituals that are concerned with the acts of emanation and 
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creation which clearly remove these acts from the positive 
picture. To give birth or to generate is a natural act. But to 
surround the act with ritual restrictions and to perform it in 
certain specially sanctified places under certain specially 
created conditions, is no longer a natural event but a symbolic 
event. A further stage is encountered when the two symbols 
of giving birth and of creating are further specified by being 
connected with the notion that the world's origin must have 
taken place through such acts. The thought process involved 
in such a connection - if one should call it a thought process 
at all - is not diflicult to understand. 

\Vhen one links the phenomenon of generation with the 
image of the beginning of the world, one is clearly lifting the 
natural event (generation) from the place in which it is origin­
ally located in the positive picture, and is associating it with 
an image that can, by the very natm·e of the case, never find 
a place in the positive picture, i.e. the image of the beginning 
of the world. This follows exactly from what we have said about 
the character of the positive picture. The positive picture is a 
picture that emerges when events are related to one another in 
their functional dependence, and it contains only those events 
that can be so related to one another. Now it is clear that 
no event purporting to be taking place 'at first' or 'at the 
beginning' could ever find a place in the positive picture; for 
it could only find a place if there were another event to which 
it could be functionally related. But since, by definition, there 
can be no other event conceived to be in existence at that very 
moment, the event 'in the beginning' cannot possibly find a 
place in the positive picture. The image of the world coming 
into being is, therefore, only to be found in the symbol picture. 
And if one wishes, one can analyse the way in which it got 
there. The symbol 'in the beginning' is composed of a nm~1~er 
of pieces, each of which was originally located in the positive 
picture. In the positive picture we are familia.r with the ph~r:o­
menon of origin of this or that object. \Ve are equally famihar 
·with the notion of the sum total of all events and objects, 
loosely described as 'the world'. The image of the beginning 
of the world arises in the symbol picture when th.e~e t':o 
phenomena are prized loose from their respective positiOns ~n 
the positive picture and linked with one another. As we smd 
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above, they cannot be linked together, by definition, in the 
positive picture. But they can certainly be linked together as a 
symbol; and in this way we obtain an event (in the symbol 
picture) that can be described as the origin of the world. And 
the very first appearance in the symbol picture of that event, 
at a state of very poor specification, shows that the event is 
either of one type or another. It is either the result of a. com­
position of the generative act of emanation with the sum total 
of aU events and objects; or the result of a composition of the 
generative act of creation with the sum total of all events 
and objects. vVe see, therefore, that with their first appearance 
in the symbol picture, there arc really two different stories of 
how the world came into being. And as specification progresses, 
each story forming a type of further stories, we can clearly 
discern two series of symbols - each series converging to a 
different metaphysical summary. 

\Ve have then two versions of the origin of the world. The 
degree of specification in either is very low, and we are not 
very far removed from natural events: for birth and generation 
from a female angle is as natural as birth and generation is 
from a male angle. In the one case we haven story of the origins 
o.f the world with an emphasis on the pushing forth, on emana­
tiOn and on unfolding. In the other case we have a story with 
the ~mphasis upon making, upon active creation, and upon 
fashwnmg and giving shape to something that was not there. 
Both versions are anti-types that specify the earlier, more 
gene~al type, the story of generation. But in so far as they 
specify the earlier stories, they arc also more removed from 
actually natural events. These two anti-types of a natural 
type become in turn the types of further, more specified and 
less natural anti-type events. And it is from these types that 
we .should take up the story and follow the various anti-types 
whiCh progressively specify the two basic versions of the male 
and female generation of the world. 

We can find myths relating how a single male created the 
worl~ through an active performance which may or may not 
be hkened to direct sexual activity. Some of these myths 
show little specification and little denaturalization. The god 
is very much like a powerful man, and his activity is very 
much like that of an artisan. Only his powerfulness and his 



'!'HE PHENOl\lENOLOGY OF SYMBOLS 143 

art.isanship arc a little bit emphasized to reach super-human 
proportions. But that is all the denatmalization there is. 
1\mong some Australian tribes the story is told that in the 
beginning the Supreme Beings lived on the earth which they had 
made themselves. At times the artisanship of the creating 
deity is very much in evidence, for people thought rarely in 
terms of a creation c.-r nihilo. The :i\Iaoris of New Zealand believe 
that the act of creation amounted to no more than the reshap­
ing of existing materials. They say that l\Iaui 'fished up' the 
island from the ocean. Aml the Crow Indians of l\Iontamt say 
that Old l\Ian caused the ducks to (live into the waters and 
to collect the mud in their webbed feet, from which he made 
the earth. 

In other cosmogonic myths, the image of bi-sexual creation 
is more in evidence than the mere artisam;hip of the creating 
male god. ln these stories the emphasis is upon the male 
activity of fertilization, rather than upon the passive female 
act of conception. The Inclians of central California believed 
that in the beginning the Coyote and the Supreme Being 
appeared on the primeval waters; a,nd some tribes on the west 
coast of southern Australia believe that in the begi1ming silence 
reigned over all mountains. Then the Great Spirit awoke the 
sun and whispered to her to animate the universe. But the 
most famous and most highly elaborated creation myth of this 
kind is to be found in Genesis. Here one may even think of a 
hint of a creation out of nothing, though the actual text makes 
one think rather that God made the world out of some primeval 
slime like an artisan. There is also a hint of a sexual act in the 
image of God's spirit moving over the primeval waters. But 
by the time the story came to be "\\Titten down in the form in 
which it has come clown to us, it was so highly specified and 
so highly denaturalized, that it contains nothing but the barest 
structural similarities to the original type. In Genesis the 
creating God is all-powerful, omniscient, all-purposeful and 
wisely planning the whole comse of the universe and of mankind. 
The act of creation is related in detail and the creation itself 
is a totally unnatural event. The uniqueness of the story in 
Genesis lies almost entirely in its high degree of specification. 
The male activity of the creator is so clearly emphasized that 
he continues his fatherly care for the created world down to 
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every single detail and. behaves vcr,y mtH'It like a real father. 
Only, since his powers and hi:-; wisdom are so infinitely much 
greater than those of an ordinary earthly father, his provi­
dential plans for mankind arc so mul'h more profound, and. 
both his wrath and, in the end, his loving mcrey, arc infinitely 
greater than those of an earthly father. In short, in Genesis 
we arc dealing with a very highly specified and very non­
natural anti-type of the original type of male generation. But 
the general featureH of the story arc equally present in the 
cosmogonic myth of the ·Yuki of C'alifomia, where a High-God 
and. a hero together stretch out the \·ault of the sky and mould 
man out of clay. In a myth told in 1\cbraska, the all-powerful 
sl~y-chief organized the other gods to (·reate the uni\·crse. 
Fmally, the song of four gods produc:ed :t cloud, into which 
the S~{y-chief dropped. a pebble, and this a<·t set the process of 
creatiOn going. Here we have eventually a female form of 
generation. But since the a11-powcrful Uod first caused the 
cloud to be made, the female form of gen(•ration is secondary. 

In the Genesis story, too, we find that o1we the world and 
men are made by God the process of further multiplication is 
cone · .1 ' • eiveu to have taken place along the pattern of cmanatron. l'h bl' e Iss of the Garden of Eden represents the original oneness; 
~~:the ea~ing of t~lC apple andfo: ~h.c first s~xual act rc~resents 

. rebellion agamst the prolnbitwn to mterfcrc with the 
Primeval state of perfection, innocence, womhlikc existence 
or ?neness. From this rebellion there proceeds tho multipli­
~~tion of the race. Nothing is made at this stage. l\Iultiplica-
I~n. Proceeds from emanation from a breaking up of an 

original t t ' · t a 8 a e of unity. The presence of the cmanatwn pat ern 
i 8 a secondary theme ought not to mislead. The overall pattern 
s one of creation 

There · . · II I st . Is no need to multiply these examples. In a t 1ese 
aries we I t' i are told that differences at one and t 1c same nne, 

~;£ sp~:e, first came into being on tho analogy of a male act 
andertilization, the male act of generation is seized as a symbol 
sp ~ndov:'ed with super-human, non-natural features tran­
or~s.e to It from other parts of the symbol picture, until the 
pr gmal. natural event is blown up to fantastic and miraculous 
de 0 fortions. In all these stories, furthermore, we are not 

a Ing with inquiries into the origins of spatial extension 
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and with attempts to satisfy man's curiosity about the actual 
(historical) origin of the universe. \Ve are dealing with a set 
of symbols, blown up for special symbolic purposes from an 
original, natural fact: male generation. The fact that there is a 
male form of procreation was elaborated for symbolic purposes 
- since by itself it had a very low and negligible symbolic 

power. \Vhcn this is done, the rest of the symbol pictme fills 
itself out, in its general outlines, along certain principles. 

Once a. symbol picture is posited, it acquires a certain 
momentum of its own. Additional S}'lnbols are created and 
existing symbols arc defined and specified in order to make it 
more consii:itcnt and to round it off. One can usually also find 
a certain amount of 'actiological' thinking in the final elabora­
tion of a symbol picture. Such thinking postulates the occur­
rence of events in order to explain certain symbols causally. 
Such causal explanations, of course, are not causal in the sense 
that they explain how a symbol came to be there in the first 
place, that is, how it was produced by an endeavour to sym­
bolize a state of consciousness. Actiological thinldng of this 
kind takes the symbol picture for granted and adds to it 
stories that are themselves symbols, but symbols that are 
causal explanations of other symbols. \Ve are, for instance, well 
acquainted with the fact that a number of aetiological myths 
have been invented in order to 'explain' the performance of 
certain rituals. According to some scholars, the whole of the 
Babylonian creation myth is an actiological myth to explain 
the ritual performed at regular intervals on New Year's Day 
in ancient Babylon. An aetiological myth is thus not directly 
produced through symbolization; but is a logical accretion 
to the original symbol pictme. It fills it out and elaborates it. 

·whatever the precise form into which the creation symbol 
is elaborated, the general pattern will be as follows: 

The deity will remain as the primary cause of aU existence 
and remain always vis-a-vis the creation and especially vis-a-vis 
man as something other. The depth of the gulf and the nature 
of the gulf that separates creator and creature can be con­
ceived in many different ways. It can be an insuperable gulf 
and the creator may actually disappear out of sight altogether 
as in the case of some primitive tribes, who have even ceased 
to worship the being that created them, and whose daily 
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religious routine is entirely concerned with their relations to 
inferior and derivative powers. Or else, the insuperability may 
be due to some form of alienation caused by man, especially 
by his refusal to obey the ethical precepts sot down for him 
by the creator. If this is the case, the creator may either he 
thought of as extending from time to time a helping hand or as 
having decided to allow some creatures to cross the gulf and 
to refuse such crossing to others. But even those that are 
fortunate enough to cross the gulf hy some method or other, 
do not become united with God or identical with Gocl. The 
distinction between creatures and creator is, in every case, 
strictly preserved. The highest reward for ohedience to the 
ethical commandments can be the permission or the ability 
to see God or to contemplate him, to he admitted to 
his presence. The basic feature in this kind of symbol picture 
is the relationship between creator and creature," a relationship 
which is governed by certain rules. l\Ian's desire or ability 
t? perform these rules can he very small, but the fact of rela­
tionship is absolutely basic: performance of rules, submission 
~nd . ~bedience, make a sound relationship; and refusal or 
mal~Ihty to perform cause the relationship to be disturbed. In 
a disturbed relationship aU sorts of punishment and evil con­
sequences will have to be shouldered. ·whatever they are, they 
do not accrue from the fact of a relationship, from the mere 
fact that creator and creature are distinct, but from some 
other cause, such as a wilful refusal to abide by the rules or 
some other act of rebellion. The creation of man is an act of 
in~ividuation, of the creation of individual differences. But 
t~Is creation was a creation of a relationship anrl is not con­
Sidere~ as such to be something evil or undesirable. Evil and 
undesrrable features arc not identical with the existence of the basic 
relationship between creator and creature but arc an accidcn­
t~l quality of the nature of this basic relationship. If one thinks 
? ~ ~fall' in this kind of symbol picture, this 'fall' succeeded 
~~dividuation and the establishment of the relationship. And 
1 one thinks of an annulment of such a 'fall' or of its con­
sequences, one does not think of an end of the relationship 
or of individuation but of an end to the act of rebellion and 
to. the refusal to abide by the rules governing that relation­
slup. An annulment of the 'fall' and of its consequences will, 
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therefore, be essentially bound up with ot.hical efforts, i.e. 
with efforts to abide by tho rules; or, possibly, with the creator's 
grace that helps the creature to obey the rules or mercifully 
forgives tho non-performance of the rules. 

Such are the general outlines of the symbol picture that 
surrounds the various anti-types of the male generation myth. 
·when faced with this kind of symbol picture, metaphysical 
theory must seize upon its foremost structural feature: the 
reality and irreducibility of space, of spatial extension. 

\Ve must now turn to an examination of the various stories 
in which the origin of the world is an anti-type of the female 
generation type. \Ve said before that female generation is an 
unfolding, an emanation, a putting forth. \Ve find such anti­
types in all parts of the world. In their most unspecified form, 
these stories relate how the earth or the waters began to split 
and push forth the various parts of the world. In these stories 
we find an elaboration of the original, natural event: birth 
from the womb. But in order to show that we are here 
dealing not with the mere birth of babies, the womb assumes 
enormous proportions and is often seen as the whole of the 
earth or the whole of the ocean. This vast being is again seen 
in sharper outline when it is conceived as a mother-goddess 
of miraculous and unnatm·al powers, giving birth to all indivi­
dual existences. The ancient Greeks often thought of this 
original being as a gigantic egg from which sprang the powers 
that cause the existence of the rest of the world. And in ancient 
India, we have many stories of how the undifferentiated ground 
of all being, primeval consciousness, first stirred into existence 
by dividing itself into two. Then the two beings copulated and 
produced the rest of the world through further sub-clivisions. 
\Vith such creation stories we are a long way from the original 
natural image of birth through the womb. But it can be clearly 
seen that these stories are highly specified anti-types of the 
original types. For they have a very obvious structural simi­
larity with the natural event of birth through the womb. 

In many parts of the world, man's imagination travels 
a long way from the original symbol. So much so that the 
female figure involved in the original story is completely lost 
sight of and, in fact, replaced either by a man or by a couple 
consisting of a male and a female. 



14H HELA'J'JO~SIIII' A~ll SOLITUDE 

\\'(' ltavr~ instarF·<·.-; oftlw fir.-;t. n·r.-;ion in Tnclia. Snmeindian 
<~n·ation str,r·i<~s n·l:dC' that tlw world <·arne into hPing through 
tlw Lotus that J,JIJSSIJ!II<'d frfJ!Jl \'isll!lu·s nan·l. This Lotus 
<:aused Brahrna to <·nwrg<·; and Bralllna made the world. In 
ot lwr Indian stori<·s '' ~~ find that ~i,·a is the cause of the world. 
But ~i\'a is irnp:rssi\'!· and ash·<·p. lie ads l>y his Sakti, a female 
figJJJ'<~ r·rrHTging frrnn lrirn a11d it is ~akti who eauscs the unfold­
ing of 111<: var·iiJIJs fon·<·.-; that are ''"ntaincd in the sleeping 
d<~ity. ( Jru: lltiglll <·asih· IH· rniskd into thinking that in these 
s t ',ri<·s W<: h a\'<: to d<·: rl ~,.it h anti- t y pl·s. of a \'Pry highly specified 
nat 11n·, of rna I<~ g<·rwrat il,ll. But t l1is is not so. For the structure 
0 f 11 u: r~ n·11 L n·l at, ·d i.-; I i kc t I w st n td 11 re of birth from the 
\\' 11 1111,: t ltill;_! . ..; ('I Jill<' ir1i•J <·xi,.;t<·rw<: through emanation or 
tlnfr>lding. Tlu: 01·igin:d IJ!ll'll<'"" splits and di\'ides and all 
<:xi~·d.<:rw<~s an· <·aus<~d t hroii).!:IJ furt lll'r suhdidsions. 

\V<: fi11d in.st :tltl·<·s "f t lte s<'I'Oilli \'Crsion both in Greece and 
in ~·,,J_\'IH·sia. In t IH·s<· stori<'s we an: told that in the beginning, 
IH:fon: thr: world !':till<' int11 IH"illg, heaven ancl earth were one. 
:l:hr:y ga V<: l,irt l1 to ('hildn·IJ. like a eouple proercating sexually. 
1 lu·s<: l'ilildn~n IH·gan to grow and l'\'<•ntually pushed mother 
an 1 ~ fat lt<·r·, <·art hand skv, apart and tl11ts <·n•atc<l the space in 
wltH·h tl 11 • · • '1'1 t · · t' t 

f .. · - IIIIIV<~rs<: a1·os<:. 1ese s one:> arc agam an 1- ypes 
() f<'lll'tl<• rr · ]' 1 · 1 · t · t' d .· ' · ,_,P!HT:tilllll. 'Ill' t 11~11· J:lSWstrue lll'CISClll:lllU IOn an 
II I d ()I d iII f, • t t I f' I . . f I . I I t' t 

\ . ,_,' 1111 .. t(~ as tlOIIIIIg o o lJCCts t 1roug 1 a crca ·1ve ac . 
\ 111 ·n \\' · r· f' . t I t . t' f' I t. . . c an: a1·1~ 11, a<·e w1 · 1 s IJI'ICS o ema c genera ·IOn 

Ill \\'Ill I. h . I . I . I f' I 1 . · Sll<· 1 g<:rll'rat 1011 pnwee< s e1t ter rom a mac goc 
(as 111 India), <JJ' 1 hriJll"lt t IH~ sexual activity of a. couple, we 
are <Jf 1·1 1 • · • ,_, l f tl · · l t In 

' 1 II~(·, \'!·rv tar n·nto\·e< rom · 10 ongma ype. 
t lu·s<· sl · · 

. · .- · <JI'H~s n·rv I itt le els<: except liH· barest structure of the 
0 r 1 g lln] s t · v f' I I I tl · r r ' · <n·y 1s n·tai1wd. 'J'IH~ l~nw eg()( < essorcven Ieimage 
J. ; 1llll£:thing tlwt !wars similaritil's to <t female has gone. In 

01 1 
IT lo a II IJW for II igh SJ 1c<·i fi<·a t ion tho oriainal natural 

event J • . ' ~ 
. 1 l,u.; <'<Jmpletely disappeared and its features have been 

1 cp alcl·ed hy otlll:r i·ealurcs. But as long as the structural 
para els. 1 
. t' t · are prc·sent, we are still dealing with symbols t 1at are 
.ul I- YPes of 4] · 

1 . · " 1e fcllla]e generatiOn type. 
t IS Ill Jt ,. fl' I I t f tl 

• 1 I lctdt to sec that, as a symbo, t te s ory o 1e 
<·osmi<: egg I I · ll. I 1 'fi d tl 

• . . • · . 1 ~' 1 J< ll<·mg the wor 1 IS mue 1 ess speCI e mn 
tilt s~oi .Y of .vishnu giving birth to the Lotus. The story of the 
<·osJnJe egg Js only a slight variation on the na.tural event of 
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birt.h through the womb and it does not really indicate many 
detailed aspects of an event in field A, a state of consciousness 
which could not also be indicated by a choice of the birth 
through the womb as a symbol. But when the story of the 
origin of the world contains such features as a sleeping male 
divinity and a Hower sprouting from his navel, and so forth, 
we arc dealing with a symbol which can indicate a large number 
of subtle aspects of the event in field A, the state of conscious­
ness, which could not even be hinted at by the choice of the 
natural event of the birth through the womb. 

Outside India the most highly differentiated anti-types of 
female generation arc to be found among the so-called Gnostics 
and in the Kabbalistic Zohar. According to the Gnostic Valen­
tinian there was at first only the all-father, the unbegotten 
abyss, and his consort, silence. The latter conceived and 
produced offspring of various kinds until a number of beings 
existed, all ineffable and perfect. These beings formed the 
pleroma. Through some act of rebellion or insubordination a 
confusion was introduced into the pleroma, and through that 
disorder the world, in varying degrees of materiality, came 
into being. In Valentinian's \\Titings the process is much more 
complicated. But it is enough for our purposes to observe that 
in spite of the presence of both male and female beings the 
process of generation, both in the case of the pleroma and in 
the case of the nether world, is a process of unfolding or emana­
tion, not a process of creation. Hence we are here again faced 
by an anti-type of female generation. 

It would lead too far to give a full description of the doctrine 
of the origin of the world as it is related in the Zoltm·. Suffice 
it to say that according to that doctrine there is no God who 
creates the world in the way in which an artisan shapes his 
materials or in which a male fertilizes the female egg. To the 
Zolwr, God is En-Sof, the ail-in-all, the fullness of being. The 
world comes into being through an act of externa.Iization of the 
En-Sof, which thus turns from repose into activity. The ali-in­
all thus turns from absorption in itself and repose to a gradual 
unfolding of those powers that are implicit in it, and so the 
ten Sefimth come into being. This is an act of gradual unfolding. 
Finally, the world proceeds from the Sefiroth by further acts 
of explication and emanation. 

L 
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We can now turn to an attempt at a brief charaderization of 
the general features of the symbol picture whieh contains any 
one of these creation stories as its central symbol. For the 
story of the origin of the world is indeed a central symbol, 
around which the rest of the symbol picture always tends to 
group itself in a more or less consistent fashion. This con­
sistency is elaborated in the way described above: the more 
specified the symbol, the more conscious the fashioning; the 
more conscious the fashioning, the greater the attempts at 
consistency. 

The most striking feature of these Htories iH that the world, 
down to the last individual heing, is an emanation from the 
?ark ground of being, from Nothingness, from the all embrac­
mg mother, from earth, from the waters, from the cosmic 
egg, or from whatever the origin i:-; taken to be. In none of 
these stories are we made to think of the world and of men as 
the creatures of a creator. The relationship that exists between 
~he world and the origin of the world, the ground from wl_1ich 
It emanated, is not a basic relation; but the result of some Wilful 
disturbance or some other Idnd of disorder. But whatever the 
disorder that caw,;cd the unfolcling, and no matter how great 
the eventual distance between the last emamttcd individual 
and the ground of all being, the individual existences must 
al~~ys, in one way or another, contain [t last germ of the 
Ol"lginal substance. They must have a kernel which is not 
totally different from the ground of being from which they 
~manated. In these versions, therefore, the totality of all 
mdividuated existences is only a different aspect of the clark 
gr~und of being from which they came forth. \Vhcthcr one 
th~nks of God in repose and God in action, or whether one 
thmks of undifl"erentiated spirit and differentiated matter, 
ther~ is nothing in this world which is not an externalized or 
exphcated force or power or aspect of the original Being or 
the original Nothing. 

It follows, therefore, that in these versions one docs not 
look Upon the act of individuation as an act of creation that 
~r?ceeds from the goodness of God. An act of individuation 
Is Itself something evil· and in these versions the notion of a f ll 0 0 ' 

a Is ~dentijied with the very notion of the fu·st unfolding. All 
goodness and all balance and harmony consist in the original 
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oneness, the original repose of Being or Nothing. The first 
splitting, the first disturbance, the first duality and the first 
individuation are also at the same time the first disturbance 
and the first evil. The fall is, therefore, not an act of rebellion 
which takes place more or less incidentally after the creation of 
the world and which could conceivably have been avoided, but 
an act which is identical with the first act of emanation or 
unfolding. 

It follows further that in this symbol picture one cannot 
think of a restoration of goodness or harmony in terms of a 
restoration of a certain relationship between creator and 
creature. One can only think of the restoration of goodness 
as a reabsorption of the emanated world into the ground from 
which it had emanated. The restoration of goodness is, there­
fore, tantamount to the disappearance of all relationship 
between the ground and the world- and not to the establish­
ment of a right (as opposed to a '\\Tong) relationship. If one 
thinks of evil in this symbol picture, one cannot be thinking 
of a refusal to obey certain rules that govern the right relation­
ship between creator and creature. In this symbol picture, 
there is no right relationship between the ground and the world 
that emanated from it; for all relationship is the result of an 
initial disturbance that caused the ground to split or mult.iply 
and hence bears witness to that initial disorder. In such a 
symbol picture, disorder can only cease when aU relationship 
ceases, for the mere existence of relationship is a disturbance. 

When faced with this kind of symbol picture, metaphysical 
theory must seize upon its foremost structural feature: in this 
picture, space is not an irreducible reality, but something that 
has emerged temporarily. Spatial extension in this picture is 
no more than a derivation from, or a secondary aspect of, the 
original oneness which preceded all extension in space and 
which one must presume will sooner or later reabsorb it. 

2. Time 
We must now turn to a consideration of the way in which 
another general feature of the positive picture, the natural 
phenomenon of the passage of t.ime or of ageing is used in the 
symbol picture. 

An event is a series of facts that follow one another in time. 
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One state gives way to another state and that to yet another 
state, and so forth. This is what we mean when we speak of 
the passage of time. In the posit ivc picture this passage of time 
appears without any colourful tones or undertones. :i\Icn arc 
born, grow up, grow old, and die. The seasons follow one 
another, night follows day, the sun is getting colder, and 
eventually, so we presume, the whole universe will run down 
as more and more free energy tends towards a minimum. 

In the symbol picture the passage of time is chosen as a 
first symbol. If it is contemplated merely as such, as an unrelent­
ing and uneluctable passage, it is a, very unspeeificd symbol: 
but nevertheless highly indieativc of the state of mind that 
pervaded, for example, Scipio when, leaning upon his sword, he 
watched the destruction of Carthage by his Roman soldiers 
and recited Homer's lines about the destruction of Troy; always 
thinking, of course, of Rome herself: 

" .3: " ' " ' , \ , \ "!' < \ €aae-rat 'tfi.ap o-r av r.o-r OI\WI\7) 1\LO S" LPTJ 

Thus unspecified the phenomenon of time becomes the type 
of further, more specified, symbols. The anti-types of the 
phenomenon of time seen as ~1 symbol arc the vast multitude 
of acts of sacrifice. 

This is due to the fact that the sacrifice is an event which 
has as the basic time-structure the passage of time itself. In 
o~e sense this is true of all events. For all events take place in 
time. But it is true of sacrifices in a very special and particular 
sense. A sacrifice is an event in which something is given up 
or destroyed in order to make room for a new condition or 
state. It is for tllis reason that the passage of time is the struc­
ture of the sacrifice. In all events, of course, time passes and 
one _state gives way to another. But in the performance of a 
~acnfice, the phenomenon of one state succeeding another 
ls the essential feature of the performance. In a sacrifice, 
sodmethlng is given up killed or forfeited or surrendered in 
or t ' ' er 0 make room for the new state, a, boon, a state of grace, 
~I :eward, an atonement, etc. In any ordinary performance, 

us passage of time is taken for granted. If I walk from one 
room into another, I supersede the state of being in the first 
~on~ for the sake of the state of being in the second room. 

ut 111 walking, my concern is not with the passage of time -
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hut with the reasons I have for moving from one room to 
another. In the performance of a sacrifice, however, my concern 
is with the passage of time: I am concerned with the passing 
of one state and not with the room. This passing makes for the 
next state. In walking from one room to another, time passes 
incidentally. But in a sacrifice, the passage of time is ritually 
enacted. The sacrifice is a spectacle of how time passes, of how 
one state gives way to another, of how one state is surrendered 
or given up for the sake of another state. For this reason a 
sacrifice is an anti-type of the passage of time (one might 
equally say, of time) in a sense in which other events are not. 
In the anti-type we must be able to find the same basic struc­
ture as in the type. Kow this same structure, as far as time is 
concerned, is to be found in any event whatever. But we have 
also said that in an anti-type there must be a specification 
of the type. And such a specification of time is to be found 
only in a sacrificial act. For in a sacrificial act, a definite 
emphasis is given to the supersession of one state by another; 
and this supersession is broadly defined as an act of surrender, 
of forfeiture, of death. The act for the sake of which this 
surrender takes place, on the other hand, is broaclly seen 
as a reward or a boon, in short as something desirable that 
results because the old state has been superseded. 

There are three elements in the sacrifice which specify the 
passage of time: l. the passing of one state is seen as a death; 
2. the new state is brought about through the passing of the 
old state; and 3. the new state is something that is essentially 
more desirable than the old state. Because a, sacrifice gives these 
three specifications to the mere passage of time, we are entitled 
to see it as an anti-type of the natural phenomenon, the passing 
of time. 

Logically speaking (but not necessarily historically speaking), 
the first anti-types of time are sacrificial acts of a very broad 
nature. They are sacrifices in which something is killed and in 
which through that killing something new is obtained. But 
there is no clear indication in such general acts of sacrifice 
as to who the victim is, as to the reason for the killing, as to the 
reason why the killing results in a boon, and as to the nature of 
the boon. As time goes by, sacrificial acts are elaborated. And 
then we find that the killing is understood as a killing of 
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something that is prized; that this asset is surrendcrerl with pain; 
and that the surrender takes place in order to appease a god­
head. Alternately, the killing can be seen as an effort to release 
special powers that were inherent in the victim and which, 
once released, are thus made available to the people who 
perform the sacrifice. Again, it is possible to sec in tho object 
surrendered something essentially had or harmful. In this 
case the surrender will nut be accompanied by pain but by 
joy; and the new state is brought about by the elimination of 
something that was bad and undesirable, or, at least, not as 
good and desirable as the ne\v state. 

On this level we find then a number of sacrifidal aets with 
a fair degree of specification, each one of which is an anti-type 
to the natural phenomenon of time. But in turn these anti-types 
become types calling for further specification. And on the 
following level we can discern a bifurcation of tho new anti­
types. On this level, the anti-types begin to assume some very 
marked characterization. The specification proceeds to a degree 
at which we find (on this third level) no longer one type, 
calling for yet further specification; but two typos, each calling 
for its own kind of specification. 

The first type which we find on the third level is a sacrificial 
act in which the accent is on tho essential value of the object 
~hat is surrendered, and in which the pain of such surrender 
Is brought out in striking relief. This accentuation of the pain 
and suffering in surrender also implies a corresponding em­
~hasis upon the cessation of pain and suffering once the next state 
Is obtained. In sacrifices of this kind tho surrender, if there is 
further specification, is often not of a material object; for 
the loss of such an object, no matter how highly prized it is, is 
~00 mundane an event to emphasize real pain. The victim 
~~elf must be a human being; and possibly, in order to increase 

e ~ense of loss and of consequent pain, a super-human being. 
A~alll, in such acts the impulse to the sacrifice may be con-
ce d ' IVe as coming from a God- for only a super-human com-
mand can justify the greatness of the pain involved in the 
surrender. If it is a voluntary act, it can at best be thought of 
as an act of propitiation; and as a voluntary act, it is improb­
able that one would wish to inflict unbearable suffering on 
oneself. In short: as soon as the accent falls on the greatness 
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of the pain involved in the surrender, the sacrifice assumes a 
shape and a setting of which the best known historical mani­
festation is the sacrifice of Abraham. By the historical mani­
festation of this sacrifice, I do not mean the actual act carried 
out by Abraham (for that act may have been very different 
from the one that is related in the Old Testament) but the act 
that is related in the Old Testament. For it is a historical fact 
that someone at a certain moment conceived of that act. By 
attributing it to Abraham he did no more than transform 
the legendary traditional tale of Abraham's sacrifice into a 
more highly specified symbol. The sacrifice carried out by the 
historical Abraham was almost certainly a much less specified 
sacrificial act: even if the historical victim was his own son, 
that son was offered as a propitiatory or fertility sacrifice of 
the first-born; and not as an act of surrender to an inscrutable 
deity. 

There is no need to investigate here the fmther anti-types of 
Abraham's sacrifice. It is enough to remark that in any further 
anti-type the accent must fall on the suffering involved in the 
surrender, and all further specification must concern the ex­
plicitness of the divine (super-human) purpose of the sacrifice 
and the excellence (divinity, super-humanity) of the victim: 
for the less the suffering is deserved, the greater the understand­
ing of the suffering that is involved. 

In conclusion, I would like to observe that acts of sacrifice of 
this type fit in more readily with the creation symbol picture 
than with the emanation symbol picture. In the emanation 
picture any individual object which through its individuality 
is separated from the ground of being is only of very partial 
value; and an act of surrendering it or any of its parts cannot 
be accompanied by intolerable pain. But in the creation 
picture every individual existence is created by God and 
exercises all its faculties and functions by His Design. Now 
any surrender of such God-willed activity is like cutting one's 
own flesh; it is like cutting back a growth that was really 
created by God. It is, in fact, the surrender of something 
that is God-willed and therefore good. Hence the intoleraBle 
pain involved in the sacrifice; and, consequent upon the 
intolerable pain, the sense of immense relief in the attainment 
of the succeeding state. Both the pain and the immense relief 
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are commensurate with the enormity of any guilt that is 
felt at the thought that the creature may have offended the 
creator; \vith the enormity of a guilt that is incurred through a 
wilful disturbance of the proper relationship that God had 
willed to obtain between Himself and His creatures. In every 
respect, therefore, this type of sacrifice is compatible with the 
creation symbol picture and fits in with the other symbols 
employed. If ethical considerations and the notion of relation­
ship is paramount in that symbol picture, the notion that the 
sacrifice is an expiation of the guilt incurred in the disturbance 
of a proper relationship is a fitting complement to that symbol 
picture. 

In this picture, the very notion of crcn,turchood involves a 
contradiction, for a creature is created n,nd is launched upon 
a c~urse of self-aggrandizement, self-assertion and ego-building. 
It Is. destined for independence. But after it has pursued a 
certam path, everything it has built up in the pursuit of the 
very course on which it \Vas launched has to he taken to pieces 
again. Hence the agony. There is real pain inYolved when 
one has to watch the decomposition of the things one has built 
or wh.en one has to start upon folding up the work one has 
done In obedience to the faculties one's creator has endowed 
one with. The contradictoriness of creaturehood makes the 
m~e passage of time a frequent occasion of agony. 

~t us now turn to a consideration of the second type of 
sfiracnfice. (\Ve are now again starting from the third level- the 

st b · · Cing the level of the natural phenomenon of tune; 
!~~ second, the level of the undifferentiated sacrifice; and the 

Ird, the level where the bifurcation occurs and where we find 
two diffe t . . 
I ren anti-types to the sacnfice on the second level.) 
. n thle second type of sacrifice the accent is not on the suffering 
mvo v d · ' 
b . ~ In the surrender· although such suffering ma.y well 

e Incident 1 t · ' · I 
l .b . a o It. The n,ccent IS, on the contra.ry, upon t 1e I erat · · 
th 1I0 ?- Involved in the attainment of the new state. \Vith 

e P acmg of this accent upon the liberation involved in the 
~ew state, there emerges a type of sacrifice that is very different 

rlol m the first type. And if the first type of sacrifice is tradition-
a y repr · 

esented as the Passion of Christ on the Cross, the 
second type of sacrifice is traditionally represented by the 
state of the Buddha after the attainment of enlightenment. 
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Once the second tnJe of sacrifice is fashioned, all further 
specifications will be concerned with the following points. They 
will emphasize the essential unreality and illusoriness of the 
things that arc surrendered, i.e. their essential unworthiness. 
And in contrast they will emphasize that the new state that 
emerges from such surrender is a state of a high reality, some­
thing more fitting, more in the nature of things. Thus whatever 
pain is experienced in the surrender is unlikely to assume 
great proportions. And even if it is strong, it can be assuaged 
by an insistence that tlus pain is clue to the fact that one 
has formed a wrong attachment to an object to which one 
should not have been attached. There is no virtue in the pain 
that accompanies the surrender; but a tremendous benefit 
is to be derived from the attainment of the new state. 

Historically the most noteworthy examples of this kind 
of sacrifice are to be found in India. The series of third-level 
sacrifices begins in the Upanishads, where it is especially 
pointed out that the earlier soma sacrifice and such crucial sacri­
fices as the horse sacrifice that go back to Vedic times, have 
only one meaning. The imposition of a specific meaning upon 
these earlier and more uncliflcrentiated forms of the sacrifice 
is a process that is comparable with the imposition of a certain 
meaning upon the legendary story of Abraham's sacrifice. Here 
also a second-level sacrifice is given a certain stamp which 
raises it to a third level of specification and marks it as the 
type of further anti-types. In the Chandogya Upanishad it is 
explained that the sacrifice of soma means the sacrifice of 
man's life. The various parts of the sacrificial performance 
are equated to the various stages of life; the outpouring of the 
soma into the fire is equated with the outpouring of the semen 
in sexual intercourse and is thus specified as the beginning 
of regeneration. The individual's death at the end of life is 
equated with the final chant of the ritual. This way of defining 
the various parts of the sacrificial ritual indicates the rhythm 
of the act. The new state is emphatically the centre-piece, and 
neither the surrender nor the final chant are considered of 
vital importance. "While the soma sacrifice of the Rg Veda is a 
second level sacrifice, unspecified and open to several forms of 
specification, thls third level sucrifice from the Chandogya 
Upanishad is clearly marked as the second of our two kinds 
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of sacrifice. From here, then, further speculation proceeded 
to further anti-types. And among the most striking of those 
further anti-types is the one which sees in the soma that flows 
into the fire (and presumably in the outpouring of the semen) 
the return of the individual's atma.n into the brahma.n. In 
this highly specified version of the sacrifice, the desirable new 
state that is attained is taken to be a. state in which the indivi­
dual is either actively reunited with, or understood to be identi­
cal with, the ground of being. The act of surrender, done without 
suffering (or, if there is suffering, it is in itself not considered 
to be of any great significance), is an act of surrender of some­
thing undesirable; and it makes room for the emergence of the 
one state that is desirable, for the state in whieh all things 
are one, unseparated, un-individuated. 

It is not difficult to sec that this second way of looking upon 
the sacrifice is a fitting part of the second sy.mhol picture, the 
emanation symbol picture. In that symbol picture the whole 
world is seen as a splitting away from the ground of being, 
from the undiffcrentiat<ld one. The process of unfolding or 
of emanation is a. systole, a. breathing out; and must sooner 
or l~ter give way to a breathing in, to a reabsorption, a return, 
a d~a.'3lole. The sacrificial act is therefore seen as a fitting human 
contribution to, or participation in, the process of diastole. By 

lia surrender of separateness or individuation man speeds up a 
ttle as 't .' d . '. · I were, the process of reabsorptiOn. The surren er 

~~elf I~ not painful; or if it is, no significance is attributed to 
e pam, for the pain consists in the elimination of a merely 

:~pposed self-hood, of the elimination of a mere disorder in 
the ~~eness of all being. Pain in the surrender is only due to 
• 0 da.Ilure to understand that the self-hood that is surrendered 
IS a Isorder th t · · · th est b . a ought to be overcome. For m tins piCture e 

da hshment of individuality, with its desires and faculties 
an powers · t f · • Is not a god-willed creation; but a mere depar ure 
rom tdhe primeval and eternal oneness. And the sacrificial 

surren er of If h . I . 
b t se - ood does not establish the right relatwns np 

e ween cr t . ll 
relationship~a or and creature; but abohshes once more a 

If creatureh d . . d b" I ca t b . oo Is contradictory an am I valent, t 1e same 
h n~~ e S~Id of an emanated being. An emanated being 

as I s experience of pain and loneliness in its sense of alienation 
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and distance from the ground of being or from the all embrac­
ing mother. It may feel the discomfort of being a stranger in 
a material world of multiple existences, a soul in the tomb of the 
body, and so forth. But in proportion to which its knowledge 
of this state of affairs increases, its desire to put an end to that 
state becomes stronger. And hence, as the result of growing 
knowledge, there comes a growing determination to achieve 
reunion or reabsorption. The state of individual existence is 
understood to be something 'unnatural' .It is not a state towards 
which a creator launched his handiwork; but a state of dis­
turbance. A surrender of that state should, therefore, not be 
painful, for it should lie (provided it is preceded by a correct 
knowledge of the condition of emanation) in the natural path 
of the emanated being. To a creatme, all decomposition must 
be painful. To an emanated being it is relaxing and joyful. 

If one sees the relationship between the two symbol pictures 
and the two types of sacrificial acts in their proper light, it 
will now be possible to add a few further finishing touches to 
the outline of the features of the two symbol pictures. 

In the creation picture, the super-human, divine power 
or agent that appears will tend to be seen as a personal deity, 
not only invested with personal qualities but also exercising 
personal and providential functions. This lies in the nature of 
the case. The very notion of creation is a personal function. 
But the matter goes further. If a sacrificial act involves the 
suffering of super-human pain (this is due to the fact that man 
with his powers and desires, most of which he is meant to 
surrender for the sake of re-establishing the right relationship 
with the creator), man is not in a position to achieve the act of 
sacrifice fully by his own efforts. He must, therefore, see God 
as a helper, as a source of grace. This notion of God as the source 
of unmerited grace, as loving man more than man deserves, 
must grow in the proportion in which the sacrifice is seen as a 
more specific act of surrendering all that man has become most 
attached to. For the more emphasis is laid on the pain, the 
more is it necessary to see God as giving man special grace. For 
the surrender is painful because the things that are surrendered 
are not in themselves evil, and the surrender of things that are 
not in themselves evil causes very real pain. And that extra 
pain, that undeserved pain, needs divine grace to be borne at 
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all. And at its very dearest., it is reprcscntc-rl by the sa<'rificial 
death of God Himself, who is so obviously innoc·cnt and un­
deserving of agony. But since the aecent is on the agony of 
surrender, that God must have become a, man; for unless the 
subject of sacrifice were human, there would he no agony in 
the surrender. 

One can also approach these connections from a, different 
angle. One can say that in this symbol picture God needs to 
be seen as all-loving, i.e. as loving more than the object of 
His love deserves. For if God loved man only in so far as man 
has not wilfully destroyed the right relationship between 
creator and creature, or only in so far as man obeys the rules 
set down by God for him He could not be eonceh·ed as extend-. ' 
mg the grace that makes the super-human suffering possible. 
And since it is only through super-human suffering that the 
enor~1ity of guilt, incurred in the disturbance of the right 
relatiOnship between creator and creature, can be wiped out, 
th~ notion of the sacrifice that re-established the right relation­
shi~ by wiping out the guilt, involves the notion of the all­
lovmg God. This notion must grow in the symbol picture in 
proportion to the increasing speuification of the first notion 
of the sacrifice. 

From whatever angle we look at it then, we will see the 
connection between the sacrifice and the cosmogonic myth in 
the symbol picture. And since the first is an anti-type of the 
natural phenomenon of ageing or of the passing of time; 
and the second an anti-type of the natural phenomenon of 
r.roereation, we come to the insight that the way in which 

Imh.e appears in the symbol picture is linked with the wa,y in 
w Ieh sp . . 

Th· . ace appears m the symbol piCture. 
t' Is Is equally true for the second symbol picture, the emana-
I?~ symbol picture. In that picture God will not be invested 
~1 personal attributes and functions. For the act of creation 
Is really an 1 . c 1 · · Th emanation or unfolding, not a ma ung or 1as uomng. 
div~dground of being itself is in repose until it begins to sub-

~ The subdivision may be conceived to have tnken place 
~ccor n~ to a variety of different principles. But, though 
I cand a_lienate a number of individual existences from that 
?ro~m 'It cannot make explicit more than there was contained 
111 It. The Process of alienation or unfolding will eventually 
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be reversed and everything will return to its source. This 
will happen sooner or later, and nothing that happens in the 
meantime- no amount of eYil deeds and no degree of alienation 
- can make any real difference to this fact. The human act of 

sacrifice is merely an act that shows the degree of human 
participation in the process of reabsorption. If the figures of 
deities are used in this symbol picture, they appear only in a 
secondary role, and their ability to interfere with the course 
of affairs is strictly limited. For they themselves can only be 
thought of as emanations- true, as emanations of a very high 
quality, with a low degree of alienation from the original 
ground, as beings with a higher 'spiritual' nature than men, 
beasts, and material ohjects, etc. - but eventually they, too, 
must pass away and become reabsorbed. 

In the highly elaborated creation picture, the stress was 
on incommensurable love and grace. God is taken to be loving 
in this incommensurable way and His grace may at times help 
men to love in an equally incommensurable way and thus 
become capable of sacrifice. For this incommensurable love is 
needed to wipe out the guilt. "'With the notion of relationship 
between creator and creature we also found that ethical con­
siderations were very much in the centre of the picture, for 
relationship is essentially an ethical matter. In the highly 
elaborated emanation symbol picture, the situation is dif­
ferent. There is no proper and adequate relationship between 
creator and creature. There is, in fact, no conception of creator 
and creatm·e in that picture. For all existence of multiplicity 
is a departure from, or breach of, the one and only natural 
state. In this picture ethical considerations are, therefore, of 
very minor and secondary importance. There can be no question 
of an individual guilt, unless one means by it the original 
disturbance that resulted in the multiplication of the ground 
of being. But such guilt is not of an ethical or moral character. 
It is not incurred through the disturbance of a. right relation­
ship, for originally and properly there was no relationship at all. 
The disturbance preceded the existence of all relationships and 
can, therefore, not be a matter of individual responsibility. In this 
picture, therefore, the main emphasis does not fall upon love 
and grace; but upon knowledge, upon the insight that all beings 
emanated from the original ground of being; and that sooner 
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or· hlt·r II)(' sysfr,/r• will gin· way to a dirrstolc. :\s the notion of 
!':JtTilit·r· lwr·r•JJW'-' 111~>rc· spr·r·ific·rl and i:; sP<'Il as a way ofspeed­
illg tlw r//,..,f,fr·. t>lll" will IH·•·orrH· in proportion more and more 
c·lr·:•rly :1\\·:•rc· r,f tlw t·r·rlfral JH>sition of knowledge in this 
syJJifH,f pir·ftrrc·. For hurnan partit·ipation in the diastole is 
l"'""ildt· f lll·t•llf!h f lw l.;r1o\\ lc·rlgc~ that <~n~rything hns emanated 
fr·t'"' t l11· gn,1111d ,,f lwin.u:. Tlw sac·rific·c· helps to rom·ey tltis 
)"'''\'· ft·dgr, :tlld lwlps r11all to :t."sirnilatc· that knowledge. But 
1lw dl'r·r·t i n·rw..; . .; c.,. t lw sat·rilir·c·. t IH· dc·gn·c• to whic·h the diastole 
is spc·r·rkd J,y it. dt·JH'IIIf...; "" fll,\\. wc·ll this knowledge has been 
a.'-'sirr1if:ttc·cl. l11 1lw l'n·afit>fl pic·ftlr<'. knowledge also plays a 
c:cTfaill rf,fc·. Jt \'.iff lwfp 11s to undc·rstawl the nature of the 
:-;:uTifil'c:. B11t if c·:Jil itsc·lf 11ot IH·lp u:; to perform it effectively. 
,.,,,,. :111 dl'c·t·f in· JH"r·fr,r·rrwllc·c· (whic·h involves the surrender in 
stdkrirJg of JtJ:Jil\' t l1irrgs \\·hic·h (;or) Himself has created for 
us :t11d in 11s) d;·pr·11ds on grar·P, on (;od's incommensurable 
lcl\·r: wit l1 \\·l1ic·h llc· r•IJ:tblc·s us to l)('ar the suffering and thus 
atr11H~ ft,r tl1c· rruilf wc: illc·urn·rl- or whic·h someone incurred­
\\' h I'll 1 h c· c ,r·ig i :.a I rig I If n ·I :tf ionsh i p lwl ween I' rca tor nnd creature 
was disf llriH·rl. For· this n·ason one c·ould also decide to give 
suitai,Je fu:aclings to tiH· t\n> symbol pictures hy the words 
?rfl,.r: and unosis (knowledge·). The creation picture, when 
fully fillr~d out and dPn·lopc·rl, is mw in whieh grace is seen to 
oper_atr: as 1lw primary power. And the emanation picture is 
o:w Ill _wlric~h knowleclgc: is said to operate as the primary force. 
Lut wr1 iJ tiJi.'-l fonnulation we arc entering upon the field of 
rnetaphysic·s. For to say that grace and knowledge (gnosis) 
:u·r: J>rirnar·.Y power.-;, is to make a metaphysical statement 
·L~HliJf. a synlfHll pid rrn·; or rather, about two different symbol 
r~c:tures. And, what is more, it i:-; to make statements about 
JJgldy Hpr•c·ifir:d symbol pictures. A mere contemplation of an 

1111 SJH:c·ific:rl syllliJol picture, in which we see nothing but very 
pcH,r)y · 'f: · t · l 'fi ld · . spec·r red r·oHmogoJIIC H ones nne sa('I'I 1ces, wou never 
cnablr· 1 t 1 · · · c 

T , m o ~-;ec that grace anc unos1s arc 1ts primary 10rces. 
N~JW that we have attC'rnptcd a phenomenology, at least in 

outlrne f' . h . 1 
1 . , o Hymhol p)('turcs, we must turn to metap ystcn 

~ ,O<:t nncH and examine more closely the relationship in which 
t 10·~ Htand to symbol pictures. But in conclusion I would like, 

1° Ki<_tte again the corollary of my thesis that metaphysical 
< odnnes arc synthetic a posteriori theories about the structure 
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and quality of the symbol pictme. This corollary says that all 
views about the um·eality or reality of time and space, that is 
about the nature of differences or of individuation, are views 
about the symbol picture. 'Ye may often encounter such views 
as the alleged products of pure or applied reasoning on matters 
other than symbols. In all such cases, we must take it that the 
real subject matter of such views has been, for some reason 
or other, suppressed. Such views are demonstrably not views 
about the positive picture. The latter, even if it does not directly 
falsify them, proves them to be completely irrelevant to it. 
Bradley, for example, although he did not believe time to be 
real, adhered to train time-tables like everybody else; and 
Bergson, although he clid not belie,-e that space was real in 
the sense in which time was, took care to move when he wanted 
to get anywhere. l\Iany positivists have concluded, therefore, 
that there was something wrong-headed in men like Bradley 
and Bergson. I would prefer to believe that they knew full well 
that their metaphysical views had no direct bearing on what 
we are wont to call the positive pictme. If one is to criticize 
them, one should criticize them for being so little explicit 
about the symbol picture to which their views were relevant. 
And I am certain that, although neither Bergson nor Bradley, 
for instance, consciously believed that their views had some­
thing to do with that picture, their views owed a great deal 
to the relevant symbol pictures. Given the presence of the 
events in field A, the symbols that carry their meaning are 
inescapable, even if they are not consciously and explicitly 
contemplated aU the time. Their presence is no more capable 
of being disregarded than the presence of the events in A 
themselves. And it is therefore not suprising that we should 
find metaphysical views held by people who are not manifestly 
given to the contemplation of symbol pictures. 



Chapter Six 

ni ETA PH Y S I 0 A I.J PH I X 0 I P ld~ S 

In the third chapter I have put forward the general thesis 
that metaphysical doctrines arc derived from the symbol pic­
ture and are abstract and conceptual statements about symbol 
pictures or certain features of such pictures. In the fifth chapter 
I have tried to give a phenomenology of symbol pictures and 
to show that there are two fundamentally distinct types of 
such pictures. It is now time to consider in detail how certain 
specific metaphysical doctrines are derived from symbol 
pictures. 

Over the centuries a very large numhcr of metaphysical 
doctrines have both been asserted and denied. There il:! no 
point in going into these many doctrines and the many dis­
cussions that have ensued about them. In almost aU cases 
these discussions have been bedevilled by a failure to under­
stand clearly that the doctrines in question were not like 
scientific doctrines and could therefore not be assel:!scd in terms 
of observations made in the positive picture. And even when 
this was understood, the discussion was only further bedevilled 
by the strange notion that, if the doctrine was not about the 
positive picture, it was either a totally nonsensical doctrine, 
or a doctrine about some unfathomable and unknowable 
Reality. In view of the thesis I have put forwanl, the meta­
physical discussions of the past are for the most part fairly 
unprofitable. But metaphysical doctrines themselves deserve 
the greatest attention. If my thesis is accepted, it will provide 
a new context in which these doctrines can be discussed. 

It is not difficult to see that almost every metaphysical 
doctrine bears upon mythology, i.e. upon events related to take 
place or to have taken place in the symbol picture. Let us con­
sider, for example, the doctrine that time is unreal. This doc­
trine expresses the view that the existence which alone can 
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be considered real, is not an existence in time. There can be 
no doubt that this doctrine is somehow concerned with the 
myth that all existences came into being through a primeval 
unfolding of the One. The One alone is seen as real; and all 
individual existences are seen as so many temporary and 
ephemeral subdivisions, or appearances sub specie rationis, of 
the original One. Or let us take the doctrine that all relations 
are internal. In one important sense, this is, of course, not 
a metaphysical doctrine at all, but a clever, perhaps too 
clever, way of stating the obvious. Every being is related in 
one way or another to every other being. If one finds it not too 
cumbersome to count every single relation in which every 
being stands to every other being as an essential part of that 
being, one can say that all the relations in which that being 
stands to all other beings are internal relations. But since it is 
perfectly well conceivable that not all of these relations are 
essential parts of the being in question, it would appear to be 
extremely cumbersome to speak of all relations as internal 
relations. If one does, one would, presumably, have to decide 
to introduce a distinction into the notion of 'essential'. One 
might say for instance that if a table is carried from one room 
to another, it is 'semi-essentially' still the same table, but essen­
tially (since its relations to aU other objects have been altered) 
no longer the same table. In this sense then, the doctrine of 
internal relations is not a metaphysical doctrine at all. But in 
another sense, it is a doctrine about the symbol picture. It 
says that since every individual being is derived, through a 
process of many subdivisions, from the original One, the 
position it occupies in time and in space, i.e. in relation to all 
other existences, is not something arbitrary or accidental but 
part of its nature. Looked at from this point of view, the 
doctrine of internal relations draws our attention to certain 
features of the world. That is to say, it shows us that, 
apart from the positive picture (appearance) of the ·world, 
the World can also appear in a different way, that is in such 
a way that all relations appear to be internal ones. Most 
genuine metaphysical doctrines are attempts to draw our 
attention to such possible appearances of the vV orld. Only 
if one decides to let them stand or fall by their applicability 
to the positive picture (as the positivists do); or if one believes 

M 
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that they describe tlmt which cannot be Hccn or heard ~r 
sensed in any way (as so many traditional philosophci:s. did 
and do), will one fail to notice this .. Most mctaphys~cwns 
do not explicitly refer their doctrines to the symbol piCture 
and show in detail how their doctrines arc derived from it. 
They frequently start at the other end and put forward their 
theories; and these theories then indicate to us what kind 
of symbol pictures (appearances) of the ''rorld there arc. The 
metaphysical procedure, in other words, is frequently deduc­
tive. And our knowledge of the symbol picture in question 
is the result, not the precondition, of metaphysical doctrines. 

It would be fruitful to make a systematic survey of the major 
metaphysical views that have been held at various times and 
to examine from which symbol picture they have been, con­
sciously, derived. But even a cursory glance at them cannot 
fail to convince us of the correctness of this contention. Aris­
totle's conception of a chain of being that stretches from 
potency to act and from matter to form, owes its existence 
to a symbol picture of Heality along the patterns of the emana­
tion of multiplicity from a primeval, undiflerentiated oneness 
which Aristotle conceived as purely material and purely paten~ 
tial. It would be rewarding to investigate what there was in 
his view of the symbol picture that made him think of the 
primeval oneness as matter in pure potency. For his Indo­
European cousins in the Ganges valley tended to think of this 
primeval oneness as being pure and undifferentiated conscious­
ness unfolding, for instance, under the pressure of maya into a 
multiplicity of individual, more or less grossly material, objects 
or substances. StThomas's doctrine of first and second causes 
o~ th.e. other hand, is very clearl~ an ~bstr~ct summary of 
his VISIOn of the symbol picture m which God creates sub­
stances and endows them, in His infinite goodness, with suffi­
cient power to exercise causality by themselves. And when he 
preferred the Aristotelian version of the theory of ideas to 
the Platonic one, his choice must have heon either determined 
or greatly influenced by his knowledge of tho Old Testament 
symbol picture in which Gorl hn.rl croatPrl tho world and 
eudowcu 111an with natural fcwulLics of undor~:~tauding anu 
action. This symbol picture can hardly have recommended 
tu SL Thuma~ an acceptance of the Platonic view that tho 
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ideas we need for understanding and of which all finite and 
individual substances are only painfully inaccurate imitations 
repose in some transcendental realm to which we have access 
only by some special grace or some mysterious process of illu­
mination. Moreover, Platonic metaphysical theory is dualistic 
because it sets up an unbridgeable gulf between the realm of 
ideas and the world of separate objects. 'With StThomas such 
a theory could hardly find favour, for it was plainly contra­
dicted by the evidence contained in the symbol picture of 
the origin of the world provided by Genesis. As a result he 
found Aristotelian metaphysical theory more acceptable, for 
the latter allowed for a gradual transition from matter to 
mind. It was much less dualistic than Platonic metaphysics 
and therefore more capable of doing justice to the creation 
story in Genesis according to which God had made the world 
and seen that it was good - i.e. according to which there was 
no built-in dualism in the universe. Hence we might conclude 
that St Thomas opted for Aristotle and against Plato (as far 
as the most basic issues were concerned) because he was 
committed to a symbol picture to which the un-dualistic 
Aristotelian metaphysics could do greater justice than the 
dualism of Plato. Descartes' conception of the soul encased in 
the body, on the other hand, clearly owes something to the 
time-honoured symbol picture in which a chip of the universal 
mind or primeval consciousness is imprisoned in a material 
body. 

Looking at 1\Iarx, there is very little, if any, historical 
observation that would have compelled him to arrive at his 
conclusions about the proletarian revolution and the coming 
of the classless society. But the evidence for his theory must 
not be sought in history; but in biblical and more specially 
apocalyptic mythology. There is quite enough evidence there 
to provide the justification for Marx's view of history, in 
which the redemptive part was to be played by the Just (i.e. 
'the elect', 'the anointed', 'the innocent', the proleta.riat). Their 
sufferings are invoked to change the condition of the world. 
The classless society and the dit:in.ppcarn.nco of tension are 
tho secular counterpart to the kingdom of heaven. There is oven 
Lim final :-;Lntggle IJcLwccn good nnd r>vil. f'hriRi·, n.nd Anti-
Christ, ending in the victory of tlte former. Knnt'H conception 
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of the relationship between the noumenal "\Vorld and the 
phenomena, on the other hand, must owe its general traits 
to a mythological picture in which the One is undifferen­
tiated and therefore 'unknowable'; while the ~;cparate appear­
ances result from the filter through which they arc perceived. 
It contains Nco-Platonic and possibly Gnostic clements. No 
reader of Freud's later works can deny that the symbol picture, 
in which the forces of self-assertion anrl individuation are 
warring against the desire for annihilation and reabsorption 
into a womb of primeval oneness, exercised a tremendous spell 
upon their author. And Jung is almost alone among meta­
physicians to have openly avowed that his conception of the 
integrated self, in which the two pairs of warring opposites, 
introversion-extraversion and male-female, arc poised in per­
fect balance, was inspired by Indian and Gnostic mythology. 
There is no point in lengthening this catalogue. 

In pure metaphysical thinking, therefore, the symhol picture 
plays the role, on one side, of a general inspiration, often of 
an unconscious one; and, on the other side, it is the evidence 
in terms of which the truth of the metaphysical doctrines 
can be discussed, once they have been put forward. 

But our concern is not with metaphysical doctrines in general; 
but with two particular metaphysical doctrines. In Chapter 
Two we arrived at the conclusion that the doctrines that love 
is absolute and that consciousness is absolute arc metaphysical 
doctrines. And the argument has now proceeded far enough 
for us to show that these doctrines arc true doctrines and to 
indicate their relations to symbol pictures. 

I will argue that the doctrine that love is absolute is a 
metaphysical doctrine about the creation symbol picture; and 
that the doctrine that consciousness is absolute, is a doctrine 
~bout the emanation symbol picture. But a word of caution 
Is needed. It is not terribly difficult, as we have seen, to find 
a~propriate historical examples of the two kinds of symbol 
p~ctures. But in most cases, on examination, the symbol 
piCture is not fully developed; and in many cases, in fact, it is, 
owing to the social and economic conditions of the society that 
cultivates it, very poorly developed. Among the Indians of 
North America, we can find little more than the barest outline 
of creation myths; and the ancient Greeks did not develop 
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the symbol picture in which the relationship between men n.nd 
divine beings plays such a. prominent part beyond the stage 
of Homer's theology. In other words, we will be hard put for 
examples in which the symbol picture is so fully developed 
that the transition from highly specified symbols to a meta­
physical theory will appear as a historical fact. And even in a 
case where the symbol picture itself is fully elaborated, it is not 
always easy to point to an actual historical example of how it is 
crystallized into a, metaphysical doctrine. In fact, there is 
only one example I know of where a, description of a, highly 
ela-borated symbol picture, the Brahma Sutra, crystallizes into 
metaphysical doctrine. In India it was customary to write 
commentaries on the Brahma Sfltra. And we can therefore 
find many instances of the points at which descriptions of 
highly specified symbols pass into metaphysical doctrine. There 
is nothing quite comparable in the "'est. I will therefore confine 
myself to two particular examples and try to show how the 
doctrine that love is absolute is a doctrine about the symbol 
picture that is contained (among other things) in the Old 
and the New Testament; and how the doctrine that conscious­
ness is a-bsolute is a, meta-physical doctrine a.bout the symbol 
picture tha.t is contained in the Vedas, the Brahma~ws, and 
the Upanishads. ·when this has been clone, it will remain, as 
the last part of the argument, to show the mutual interde­
pendence of the two metaphysical doctrines. This interde­
pendence we found to be an essential part of their significance; 
and it remains therefore to show how the symbol pictures 
from which the doctrines emerge stand in an interdependent 
relationship to one a.nother. Of such interdependence we cn.n 
provide a large number of actua.l historical examples. 

1. Absolute Love 
The doctrine tha.t love is a-bsolute has been put fonvard, from 
the da.ys of St Paul onwa.rd, by innumerable Christia-n ''Titers, 
right down to the present century, in which it was ma.de again 
the corner stone of a metaphysical system by McTaggart. The 
doctrine ca.n assume many different meanings a.nd a.ppea.r 
in ma.ny different guises. But the core of the doctrine is in 
every ca.se that the right relationship between ma.n and ma.n 
is a. rela-tionship of love; and furthermore, that such love must 
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be unconditional. For if it is conditional or present only to the 
degree to which the loved person is deserving of love, it is not 
absolute. 

It would take us too far to examine in detail the exact 
formulation and justification of the doctrine in n, num bcr of 
writers. Some, like McTaggart, even believed that the doctrine 
could be based upon purely logical reasoning. He thought he 
had proved that only spirits really exist and that they perceive 
one another and that they love what they perceive with a 
love which is perfect passion as well as perfect understanding. 
I thinl\: we must accept Broad's demonstration that :McTag­
gart had not really managed to prove this logically at all; and 
that Lowes-Dickinson was right when he believed - as E. M. 
Forster reports - that McTaggart had had the basic intuition 
that the universe is held together by love and spent the rest 
of his life in a vain effort to prove it by logic. 

Dante, on the other hand, asserted the doctrine as a fact he 
seemed to have experienced: 

rna gia volgcva il mio desio e 'I vclle, 
sl come ruota ch'igualmentc e mossa, 
l'amor chc move il sole e l'altrc stcllc. 

(Paradiso, XXXIII, 143-5)* 

And other writers stated explicitly tlHLt the knowledge of 
the absoluteness of love had come to them from 'revelation' 
in Jesus Christ and reported accordingly in the Gospels that 
'if you are without charity .. .'; that faith and hope will pass 
away, but charity will last for ever and that, where there is 
perfect love, fear is driven out. These formulations were the 
first metaphysical statements about the symbol picture in 
which they had seen the Incarnation and Passion of the Son 
of God. 

It must be clear, however, that the mere vision of the 
Incarnation of the Son of God and of the promise of the King­
dom of God was only part of the symbol picture which caused 
these metaphysical insights. The other part of the picture is 
provided by the Old Testament. If Jesus is seen without the 

* But like to a wheel whose circling nothing jars 
Already on my desire and my will prevailed 
The Love that moves the sun and the other stars. 

(L. Binyon's translation) 
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Old Testament symbol picture (which is a picture ofthe creation 
type), and placed instead into a picture of the emanation 
type, no metaphysic of absolute love would have suggested 
itself. 

If the appearance of the Son of God is seen against the 
background of an emanation symbol picture, he will appear as 
the divine emissary who has been sent in order to rescue the 
souls that are encased in material bodies and lead them back 
to a reunion with, or reabsorption in, the divine ground of all 
being. The sacrificial death and the Passion will be played 
down or slurred over, and the Incarnation itself, the 'Yard 
made flesh, will be thought of as a mere illusion, as a temporary 
appearance of the divine messenger in human form. 'Ve are 
well familiar with such symbol pictures and we know that 
they give the lie to the doctrine of absolute love. For in these 
pictures the purpose of the divine coming is not the re-establish­
ment of right relationship, but the eventual abolition of all 
relationships and the annulment of all existences. 

If the story of Jesus is, however, fitted into the creation 
symbol picture provided by the Old Testament, the accent 
will fall heavily both upon the Incarnation and the Passion. In 
this symbol picture we see that God created man and launched 
him upon a path that was to lead to further human creations. 
Moral growth, the bnildingofsocieties, the acquisition of material 
wealth and the use of reason and understanding are given to man 
as natural impulses. But all these impulses, while part of CI'eat­
tion, tend to obscure both the love between man and man and 
the love of man for God. They introduce darker tones into 
relationship, for they tend to become ends in themselves. 
Hence God makes Himself man in order to restore the right 
relationship in which love is paramount and no longer crowded 
out by all the other desires and impulses. The whole story of 
Jesus is one tremendous sacrifice in extreme agony, for it is a 
surrender of what God Himself had created - a sacrificial 
dismantling of the universe and of everything it contains. 
The accent is first on the Incarnation; for the sacrificial sur­
render is of something that is eminently real. The second 
accent is on the agony of surrender; for in view of the effort 
that has gone into human growth and in view of the strength 
of the attachments that have resulted from it, the sun·ender 
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is painfully unnatural. The third accent is on the Resurrection; 
for it holds out the promise of a re-establishment of right 
relationships. This self-sacrifice of God Himself is at the same 
time a proof of absolute love. In this self-sacrifice God reveals 
Himself as being absolute love. For He gives more than is 
deserved and in that love all other impulses arc crowded out. 
He made the world in the first place; and as too many of the 
created impulses interfered with the one and only order of 
reality, with the absoluteness of love, His next moYc is a total 
self-sacrifice in which His own creation is surrendered and 
dismantled with heart-breaking pain. In this way room is 
~ade for the love, the spread and operation of which had been 
Interfered with to the point of almost total suppression . 
. This description of the symbol picture, of the myth and 

rttual cultivated in Christian churches, is of necessity deficient. 
If it could be fully and adequately described, there would be 
no need of myth and ritual. But I had to make an attempt to 
?utline its general features in order to show how, for centuries, 
It has. proved an inspiration to the metaphysical doctrine that 
love _Is absolute. The mere presence of that symbol picture 
proVIdes the evidence for the doctrine; and the doctrine is no 
~ore and no less than an abstract summary of that symbol 
Picture. The summary is not another concrete image that 
~o~d itself be placed in the picture; but a conceptual formu-
~tton of a truth that is borne out by the existence of the 

Picture . 

. We have seen that the truth of the metaphysical doctrine 
I~ question depends upon the connexion of the Old Testament 
~Icture with the New Testament picture. If the latter is linked 
Idnstead with an emanation symbol picture, the metaphysical oct· 
A d n_ne of absolute love would have to be considered false . 

. n It may be worth mentioning that the Old Testament 
ptciure by itself, even though it is of the creation type, would 
~a{~ it extremely difficult for us to arrive at the doctrine of 
~so u~e love. That picture is not incompatible with it. But 
d e. eVIdence is not complete enough for this doctrine to be 
Te~ved from it. It is only through the addition of the New 

es ament that the symbol picture becomes full enough for 
a more or less smooth transition to a metaphysical formulation 
to become possible. 
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2. Absolute Consciousness 
In the wTitings of the Indian philosopher Sankara we find the 
fullest and clearest exposition of the meta-physical theory of 
a-bsolute consciousness. \Vhatever is, he taught, is in rea-lity 
one. The universal being is called Brahman and is of a homo­
geneous nature: it is pure consciousness, destitute of any 
qualities. Brahman is associated with a certain power called 
maya to which the appearance of the ''"orld is due. \Vith the 
help of the power of maya, Brahman projects the material 
world comprehending distinct individual existences. In all 
those individual existences, no ma-tter under how many forms, 
names and guises they appear, Brahman is present, broken 
up as it were into a multiplicity of individual souls. These 
individual kernels are also known as atman. The only element 
that is real in each soul is the kernel, Brahman. The rest, 
together with all the bodily organs and the mental functions 
by which, in ordinary experience, we distinguish one individual 
being from another, is due to the power of maya; it is umeal, 
a mere appearance, an illusion. 

From a psychological point of view, the power of mliya 
continues and affirms its hold through avidya, through ignor­
ance. The individual soul is unable to see through the power of 
maya. Instead of recognizing itself as identical with Brahman 
it identifies itself with the individual existence which the power 
of maya has caused to appear. Through ignorance of the real 
state of affairs, every individual existent soul is thus cut off 
from the real ground of being. If ignorance can be destroyed, 
the inclividual will first recognize the real conditions of his 
existence and finally come to the point where he sees the iden­
tity between his own soul and the universal consciousness - or 
rather, one should say that he comes to the point at which he 
no longer sees that identity (for seeing it would presuppose 
a continuation of the separation between the individual that 
sees and the universal consciousness that is seen to be identical 
with the soul that sees), but at which there is nothing but that 
identity, i.e. at which there is nothing but Brahman. Knowledge 
thus destroys the power of maya. 

Sanlmra made some efforts to base this view of man's nature 
upon logical reasoning. But the great treatise in which he 
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propounded his views is written in the form o: a commentary 
upon the Brahma SUtra. He was therefore qmte _awar~ of the 
fact that his own views were no more than a discursive and 
explicit statement of the views contained (or supposed by him 
to be contained) in the Brahma Sutra. The Brahma Sutra 
are a collection of aphoristic summaries of the doctrine that is 
contained, or believed to be contained, in the Upanishads. 
The Upanishads themselves are a vast collection of teachings, 
sometimes in an abstract und conceptual (metaphysical) form, 
and sometimes in the form of highly specified symbols. In 
the Upanishads we have a stage of the development of a symbol 
picture in which the symbols arc so highly specified that at 
times they are indistinguishable from metaphysical doctrines 
about symbols. The final abstract formulation of these symbols 
takes place, however, only in the Brahma SUtra. The symbol 
picture of the Upanishads is, however, itself merely a con­
tinuation of earlier and less highly specified symbols. The 
earliest Indian record of a symbol picture is contained in the 
Ry Veda. And from the By Veda there is an easy transition 
to the Brahma'f!as, to those hymns which are specifically 
concerned with an elaboration of the science of sacrifice of the 
!'eda. And from tho Brahma'f!aS we pass on to the Upanishads 
m which the science of sacrifice is further elaborated almost 
to the point of pure metaphysical theory. ·we are therefore in 
a position, in the case of Sankara, to trace the emergence o: metaphysics from a symbol picture and to follow the evolu­
twn of that symbol picture from the earliest, unspecified stages 
to the latest, fully specified stages. Even so it is worth noting 
that the emergence of Sanlmra's metaphysical doctrines was 
by no means a superfluous afterthought. It is well known 
that the same symbol picture, though highly specified, allowed 
Ramanuja to offer a somewhat different metaphysical doctrine 
about it. The degree of specification contained in the Upani­
shads and the aphoristic character of the Brahma SUtra still 
a~owed for differences of opinion as to the metaphysical doc­
trme that was to be put forward about the symbol picture. 
Sankara's metaphysics is therefore not a mere refinement of 
what. people could have known anyway; but a theory about 
certam events as to the precise meaning of which there was 
room for considerable doubt. 
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But we can not only trace the purely mechanical way in 
which symbols became more and more specified and finally 
resulted in the formulation of metaphysical doctrines that 
explain their meaning. \Ve can trace, step by step, the develop­
ment towards higher specification in the symbol of the sacrifice. 
Oldenbcrg was able to trace the early history of sacrifice in 
the Rg Veda. In India, as in so many other places, it is probable 
that the earliest form of the sacrifice (one may even wonder 
whether it is appropriate to refer to this performance already 
as a sacrifice) was the killing of the totemic animal and a 
sacramental meal at which it was eaten. \Ve have here little 
more than a purely natural event, the killing of an animal for 
food. But the event is lifted from the sphere of the purely 
natural by a certain ceremonial emphasis that is given to the 
killing as well as to the eating. In the Rg Veda itself we find 
the sacrifice at a further stage of denaturalization. There is 
now no doubt that the victim is a gift for the god; and that 
the sacrifice is supposed to please the deity. This degree of 
denaturalization, the belief that the offering is made to a deity, 
results in the greater specification of the sacrifice. The per­
formance is now of a certain type and it precludes a number 
of meanings (and anti-types) which could have been given to 
the mere killing and to the sacramental meal. But now that 
the eating is clone by the god or on behalf of the god, the 
sacrifice assumes the meaning of a bridge between this \vorld 
and something unseen - even though this unseen world is not 
yet 'rery unseen: the god is presumed, e.g. to be Indra, walking 
about with the sacrificed cake in his hands, looking with 
pleasure and benignity upon the person who gave him the 
cake. This is not yet a very unnatural image. 

From here it is possible to follow· step by step the progress 
of denaturalization of the object towards which the sacrifice 
is directed. The images of a large number of gods tend to give 
way to the image of one deity; and then the one deity is seen 
as the author and sustainer of the universe and finally as 
Brahman, the force that sustains the universe, as an impersonal 
substance. \Vith this stage of Upanishadic symbolism we are 
on the threshold of metaphysical abstraction, for the notion 
of a substance under-lying all material and psychic individual 
manifestations is a metaphysical concept. 
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A similar development can be traced in another symbol, 
the atman. "When man dies, says an early text, his eyes go to 
the sun and his atman to the wind. Here we lun·e a slightly 
d~naturalized image. Step by step the denaturalization grows. 
Atman is seen next as a little homunculus, a duplicate man 
inside man, who supports life. Eventually it becomes something 
like the soul, the director of all other vital functions; and 
finally the atman becomes the Self and is seen as the spiritual 
substratum that underlies both the subtle (mental) and the 
gross (material) functions of man. Owing to the prevailing 
~manation symbol picture in India this spiritual stihstratum 
Is equated with the substance of the universe, the Brahman. 

Hence the temptation to think of the sacrifice no longer 
as an offering by a man to a god. The act of sacrifice is seen 
~ather as the destruction of the ignorance which causes every 
llldi "d 

VI ual soul to sec itself as separate from Brahman. The 
sacrifice concerns the elimination of ignorance and of the sup­
~o~d self-hood and individuality of mental acts and of organic 
i eethngs which result from ignorance. The end of all sacrifice 
Ss _e knowledge of the identity of Brahman and atman. The 
acr1fice i th . sub. s erefore an act of surrender m favour of the only 

th s~~ce there is. It does not consist in the assimilation by 
ofe V"Ine substance of an alien substance. It is seen as an act 

Worship f tl . tion f o 1e self by the self. So gradually, with the elabora-
act. 0d 8Y~bols, we come to the point where the sacrificial 
te~:. ~sen bed no longer as an image but in purely conceptual 

W · thou art that'. 
so prher: the meaning of the symbol has been pinned down 
of de~CI~ely, we are at the point where any further elaboration 
so w a ed meanings passes into metaphysical thought. And 
self ae Jet the metaphysical doctrine of the identity of the 
lary ~ the spirit; of atman and Brahman. There is the corol­
spiritu ~t all those human activities that are not of a purely 
of the a character are more or less gross material appearances 
absolu~ne spir~tual substance. The spiritual substance itself is 
trace 0 ; consciousness, a consciousness without the slightest 
as any .dany. content. Any content that appears in it, as well 
ness is ~~nbty that appears as a possible object of conscious­
pow~rful rea muddy patch in clear and calm water. The most 

method of avoiding such muddy patches is to hav-e 
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knowledge of the absoluteness of consciousness. Such lmow­
ledge assures that tlu.'re is nothing but complete and clear 
consciousness and will therefore prevent the appearance of 
muddy patches. One might formulate this in the follo·wing 
way: when one thinks of nothing but nothing, one will indeed 
be thinking of nothing. 

So far we have only considered one kind of symbol, acts of 
sacrifice. But there can be no doubt that the ancient Indian 
texts contained another kind of symbol which was a powerful 
agent in the promotion of this way of thinking. I am referring 
to the symbols concerned with the origin of the world. The 
ancient scriptures contain a large variety of versions of such 
symbols; but without exception they are all emanation versions. 
Now if one recalls the remarks about the general features of 
emanation symbol pictmes made above, it is not difficult 
to see how these symbols lent the strongest possible support to 
the metaphysical doctrine of absolute consciousness. For abso­
lute consciousness is, after all, no more than a conceptual 
formulation of the original ground of being or nothing, from 
which the whole world of individual existences was gradually 
unfolded. The doctrine that the universal spirit (consciousness) 
and the Self are identical is, therefore, no more and no less 
than an invitation to sec that all that exists is the original 
ground of being (or nothing), and that all individual existences 
are so many temporary variations on the one theme, that they 
are so many different shapes which the one substance has 
temporarily adopted. In fact, it would be hard to decide which 
of the two symbols, the sacrifice or the origin symbol, played 
a more decisive part in the shaping of Saukara's metaphysical 
doctrine. 

In this way, Sanlmra evolved his metaphysics of absolute 
consciousness from the symbol pictme of the ancient scrip­
tures. He received his cue from a tendency inherent in that 
picture itself, the tendency towards greater and greater specifi­
cation and more and more detailed elaboration of some symbols. 
Owing to tlus tendency he was able to present his meta­
physics as a commentary on the most highly elaborated version 
of these symbols, the Brahma Hutra. But these aphorisms 
themselves describe symbolic images - highly, but not com­
pletely specified. For we know that Ramanuja and a host of 
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other 'rriters thought them capable of a different metaphysical 
formulation. But in each case the step from the highly elaborate 
and specified symbols of the Brahma 81itra to the clearly defined 
concepts of a metaphysical doctrine is a Yery small step. 

The early interpreters of the Bible were very outspok~n 
ab~ut tl1eir methods of interpretation and ahout the way m 
WhJCh the various symbols of the scriptures were related to 
on~ another in a typological way. Even the allegorical method 
of mterpretation is based in the last analysis on the fact of 
ty:r:ology; for the outer, allegorical event mu~;t stand in a typo­
logical relation to the inner event, of which it is said to be an 
allegory. The term 'typology' itself is not customarily used in 
reg~rd to Indian scriptures. But it is important to note that the 
anci~nt Indians were quite aware of the fact of typology. 
A gam and again with reference to a sym hoi we come across 
t~e expression: 'he who ]mows that ... ". This means that he 
w 10 ~nows that such and such an event has such and such a 
meamng, will he no longer prey to ignorance. Vle are given 
~0 understand that he who knows that the soma that is poured 
mt.o the fire, is the invididual self, and that the fire is the 
um~ersal consciousness, will he able to celebrate the soma 
sacnfice more effectively i e J1e ,vill derive from it the benefit 
of I · ' · · . · 

a. Jeightened realization of the eventual, highly desirable 
rOeumo~ of l1is real self with the universal spiritual substance. 

r agam w d ' lifi I · li1 e rea that he who knows that a man s e eye e IS 
m the var· · · fi d 1 Ious stages of a sacrificml per ormance nee no 

tonger e.nact the sacrificial performance itself. Instead of con-
h~mplatmg the sacrificial ritual he only needs to contemplate Is own Ii:fi ' 

e and he will derive the same benefit from such contemplati Th ' I -" 
explicit! on. e formula: 'He who knows that .... t ~ere1ore 

, .Y draws attention to a typological relatwnslup. One 
tsha:ys this means that', if there is a typological relation between 

Is and that 1\T I · 1 I t' · d . · J.'<OW the failure to see such typo ogiCa rea Ions Is ue to 1gnor · fi · 
. ance. To an ignorant man, a soma sacn Ice IS 

Simply a soma 13acrifice. And he will fail to see that it is the 
type of the sacri~ce of the empirical ego to the universal spirit, 
and that tl~e elnnination of all individual objects and all 
personal ~esires from his consciousness is the anti-type of the 
soma sa?r1fice. But the person who knows, will derive the cor­
respondmg benefit from this or any sacrifice. This knowledge 
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of typological relationships will help him to see in every 
sacri.ficc u type of the final anti-type, the identity of atman 
und Brahman, of the individual self with the universal Self; 
an identity which is absolute consciousness without content. 
If there is anything less than ubsolute consciousness in our 
minds, if we are thinking of individual objects or existences 
or if we see ourselves as striving for any pm'ticular satisfaction 
of any particular bodily or psychic desire, this is due to ignor­
ance, i.e. to the failure to understand typological relationships. 
If one does not know for example tlmt every sacrifice is a 
life-cycle and every life-cycle a type of sacrifice in \vhich the 
individual self is stripped of all those qualities that are indivi­
dual and therefore stand in the way of its identity with the 
universal spirit, such ignorance will indeed prevent awareness 
of absolute consciousness. But knowledge, on the other hand, 
is knowledge that 'this means that', knowledge that a simple 
sacrifice is a, type of the surrender of that which stands in the 
wuy of the identity of atman and Brahman; and such know­
ledge is necessary to absolute consciousness. 

In this symbol picture, then, knowledge is primarily know­
ledge of typological relationships. In this respect it pla.ys a 
part analogous to the one played by it in the other symbol 
picture. But it lies in the nature of the case that in this symbol 
picture knowledge does more than assist in the elaboration and 
specification of symbols and more than help thus the emergence 
of abstract metaphysical thought. In this symbol pictme, 
knowledge is not only u tool for the greater specification of 
symbols and for the formulation of metaphysical doctrines. 
It also plays that role which was pla,yed by love in the other 
pictme. In the other picture we are taught by metaphysics 
that love is absolute, and the appearance of the pictme vouch­
safes the truth of the doctrine. But tlus knowledge by itself 
does not help us to love ubsolutely. We can only love absolutely 
by grace. And this itself is again a metaphysical insight into 
the character of the symbol pictme. But in the second pictme, 
metaphysics teaches us that consciousness is absolute. Thls is 
a piece of knowledge about the symbol pictme; but thls 
knowledge itself will promote absolute consciousness because it 
tells us that every act of sacrifice is a type of the identity of 
atman and Brahman. In this way mere metaphysical knowledge 
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about the symbols is a powerful aid to experiencing the truth 
of the metaphysical doctrine that consciousness is absolute. 
Whereas in the other symbol picture, the mere knowledge that 
love is absolute, does not lead in any way to the experience 
of absolute love. In the case of the metaphysics of absolute 
love, knowledge of that metaphysics will not promote the 
experience; but knowledge will serve to identify and label the 
experience when it comes. But in the case of the metaphysics 
of absolute consciousness, knowledge will not only help to 
identify the experience and label it, it will also he] p to promote 
it. It is, in fact, its precondition as well as its only precondition. 

3. The Interdependence of Relationship and Bolitude 
We come now to the last stage of the argument of this chapter. 
W~en we examined the metaphysical doctrines about Rcla.tion­
sh~p and Solitude in an abstract way, we found that Helation­
ship and Solitude stand in a vital and important relationship 
t~ one another and seem, in fact, to be interdependent. \Ve can 
gtve no better proof of this contention than to show that the 
two doctrines in question arc never found to be very far apart 
fro~ one another: they co-exist in the sense that where the 
one Is held, the other is held too. Not necessarily by the same 
f,erson, of course. But we find that they frequently compete 
or support in the same community. 

But the · h . re Is more than a mere co-existence of the two meta-
p llysical doctrines. Metaphysical doctrines, we have argued 
a a ?ng, are doctrines about symbol pictures. If we find a 
co-existence of t .1: · · ] b bl t fi d wo Ulftcrent doctrmcs we must a so e a e 
t 0 ~ a co-existence of symbol pictures. In fact, as I shall try 
~ 8t ow, it is much easier to find such co-existence of symbol 

PIC ures than t · · · 1 f tl exi t 0 give concrete historical examp es o 1e co-
Si~ence of the specific metaphysicaJ doctrines in question. 

t a~ s~mbol Pictures do not necessarily give rise to similar 
~etap ysical doctrines and in many communities symbol 
pic ures are cult" ' d t 

h · 1 d Ivated without being summe up as me a-
:p ysiCa 1 octrines. In many cases metaphysical speculation 
Isl~olm P etely absent, and it happens often that the degt·ee to 
w uc 1 a symbol p· t . 1 · 1 .d . Ic ure Is specified depends not on metap 1yswa cons1 erat10ns but . . . . 

on political somal and economic crrcum-
stances prevailin · ' . · ' · b 1 · t g In the commumty m whwh a sym o pic ure 
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is cultivated. lt is, therefore, not smprising to find that it is 
often not possible to show that the existence of a certain 
symbol picture is not accompanied by metaphysical thought, 
and that its existence docs not necessarily involve a degree 
of specification of its various symbols sufficient to warrant much 
metaphysical abstraction. 'Ve must, therefore, content our­
selves with the proof that the two kinds of symbol pictures 
which we have shown to have given rise to the two doctrines 
in question, tend to co-exist; even though we cannot always 
show that the final metaphysical abstractions performed on 
them are identical with the doctrines of Relationship and Soli­
tude. The phenomenological study lmclertaken in the fourth 
chapter has revealed two basic kinds of symbol pictures. It 
must suffice for our argument that we are able to show the 
co-existence of the two kinds of symbol pictures. Even if the 
two pictures arc not always summed up by the doctrines of 
Relationship and Solitude respectively, such co-existence will 
help us to understand the interdependence of the two meta­
physical doctrines which could conceivably be derived from 
them. 

Before we begin an exposition of the co-existence of the two 
kinds of symbol picture - a co-existence from which we will 
be entitled to infer the interdependence of the two metaphysical 
doctrines - we must specify what exactly we mean by co­
existence. If the one symbol picture is cultivated in China 
and the other at the same time in Nort.h America, we can 
hardly speak of co-existence. Similarly, when the one is culti­
vated in Greece in the tenth centmy n.c. and the other in Greece 
in the twentieth century A.D., we are also not entitled to think 
of co-existence. The greatest proof of co-existence and therefore 
of the interdependence of the two metaphysical doctrines in 
question would be afforded by a demonstration that the two 
symbol pictures were being cultivated by one and the same 
person at one and the same time. 

The most striking example of such co-existence in the same 
person at the same time (or more or less at the same time) of 
the two symbol pictures, is the case of Goethe's Faust. A careful 
reading of the two parts of the play will reveal that Mephisto­
pheles is a completely ambivalent character. As the devil, he 
is opposed to God, the creator and sustainer of the universe. 

N 
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But this devil opposes now one thing and now another, and 
the reader is therefore obliged to think that Goethe was also 
in two mind<> about God, for God is what the devil opposes. In 
the Prologue, the devil objects to the fact of man's existence, to 
the whole spectacle of creation. \Ve are here clearly in a picture 
of the creation type. Later on, in the study, the devil again 
reveals himself as the force of negation, aiming at an annihila­
tion of all created existences. But upon his re-appearance the 
following day, the devil changes his tune. He now ridicules 
Faust's reluctance to die and instead of welcoming Faust's 
curse upon property, wife and children and all attachments to 
the created world, he promises him a life of the wildest and most 
exotic pleasures and satisfactions. One would have expected a 
devil who is the son of chaos and the spirit of negation to rejoice 
in Faust's bitterness about God's creation. l\Iephistophelcs, how­
ever, has now completely changed his character. He is now the 
spirit that encourages multiplication and who advances the 
splitting up of the original goodness and oneness into a myriad 
of senseless and momentary pleasures. \Ye cannot but conclude 
that we are here in the midst of an emanation type picture where 
the devil encourages multiplication and God stands for oneness. 
And when we fmally come to the pact where Faust promises to 
be enslaved to the devil in perpetuity if he should ever find 
complete satisfaction in any momentary pleasure, we have 
the final proof that by now Goethe has reversed his scheme of 
things . 

. In the end of the second part, however, Goethe quite con­
SCiously exploits this ambivalence of his picture. Faust finds 
the moment of complete satisfaction - and according to the 
~manation picture the devil has won his bet; for Faust is 
Irretrievably and unredeemably anchored in the enjoyment 
~f a moment of individuated existence, alienated therefore 
rom the ground of being and oneness. But if one switches back 
~ the first picture, the creation picture, one finds that whether 
; aust can be forgiven or not, depends on whether he has 
hound complete satisfaction in the 1·ight sort of thing. It so 
F appens that this satisfaction was found in fruitful work. 
~u~t, by building dams and opening new living space to 

millions, has become a fellow worker with God. In terms of the 
creation picture he has, through his striving, done the very 
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thing the devil hates. He has, in fact, overcome the devilish 
tendency to deny, to dismantle and to re-establish chaos. Hence 
he is saved. 

Another striking example of a similar kind of co-existence 
is the catholic Christian symbol picture. That picture is tradi­
tionally of the creation type - with a male god as creator and 
incarnate as a, man. But the image of a female goddess has 
always managed to intrude itself into it. Already in the Old 
Testament literature one can detect traces of a female image, 
of 'divine wisdom'. And with the story of Jesus' birth, there 
was an opportunity for the growth of tho worship of l\Iary, 
the virgin. Theological reasoning and the demands of consis­
tency and logic have tried to keep her in the background. 
But the need for symbolization proved stronger and stronger. 
And from the earliest times of the cultivation of a specifically 
'Christian' symbol picture one can detect the growing impor­
tance of that female figure, the :Mother of God. Slowly at first 
and cautiously, but quite openly later on, the Church authorities 
had to concede not only the inclusion of this symbol in the 
picture, but also had to provide theological reasons for exalting 
her place in that picture more and more. It is very improbable 
that the demands of logical consistency in a symbol picture 
can ever be played down sufficiently for the mother image to 
be placed right into the centre of a creation typo symbol 
picture. But the importance of the Virgin in that symbol 
picture is undeniable and therefore proof of a certain degree 
of what we have called co-existence. It is vain to expect more. 
vVe must, therefore, be reasonable and willing to accept as a 
proof something less than complete co-existence. 

I thinl\: we arc entitled to speak of co-existence when a 
variety of diff~rent conditions are fulfilled. "re can certainly 
speak of co-existence when one and the same text, describing 
or purporting to describe more or less the same picture, is 
subject or can be subjected, to two different interpretations 
one interpretation belonging to the metaphysics of Relation~ 
ship and the other to the metaphysics of Solitude. \V'e can 
also speak of co-existence when the two different symbol 
pictures compete with one another in one and the same com­
munity at more or less the same time. If such competition runs 
parallel to a class struggle, this is no proof of co-existence. 
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But when, for instance, one writer (·am paigns for t.he rejection 
of a traditional picture and wishes to supplant it by another 
one, we are entitled to call this a kind of inverted eo-existence. 
This is proof that one picture has become too exclusive, and 
that the other one, by way of reaction, has come to the fore. 
This sort of thing still shows the intenlcpcndcnce of the two 
pictures. 

Co-existence, then, in this context docs not only mean a 
peaceful connection between the two trends in close spatial 
and temporal proximity, but also that the one trend sooner 
or later provokes the emergence of the other ami that a signi­
ficant tension ensues bct,•.-een the two. I would now like to 
examine five examples of such co-existence . 

. In the course of this examination we will find that the con­
flic~ between the two symbol pictures can manifest itself in a 
v~nety of ways. \Ve will find, for instance, that it can take the 
s. ape of an outright conflict between two different symbol 
piCtures Tl · c . . th · .. us, wr example, was the case when Plato reJected 
fi e tradtbonal Homeric mythologies. In other cases we will 
tlnd, as for instance in medieval India, that the conflict concerns 

le symb l . 
0 t 0 Picture itself only to a lesser degree and is fought 
it~ B ~~t clearly over the different interpretations put upon 
met 0 

1 ~amanuja and Sankara believed that their different 
sam:p lYI:Hcal doctrines were abstracted more or less from the 
views symbol picture. In fact, their opposing metaphysical 
kno\v Were expressed as commentaries on the same aphorisms, 

n as th Christ· e Brahma Siitra. And again, mnong the early 
Ians we ill o· . form Tl w find that the con· tct took yet a different 

Chri~tia~: two 0 PP?sing ?roups, the gnostics and the 'orthodox' 
picture u' agreed m thell' acceptance of one part of the symbol 
story i~ 10 story of Jesus, though the gnostics reported that 
were not~ number of texts that iliffered slightly from, and 
New 1'e t·lncluded among, the stories that came to form the 
gnostics 8 Ul~lent. The conflict resulted from the fact that the 
Testarnen~eJected the symbol picture contained in the Old 
emanatio ' and attempted to replace it by a picture of the 
insisted un tYP~. 1'he orthodox Christians, on the other hand, 
of the ml~n hnlting the story of Jesus to the symbol picture 
was of the cesta~ent, thus providing a back-drop for it which 

reat1on type. And finally we have the case of the 
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emergence of Kabbalism in medieval Judaism. The Kabbalists 
sought to maintain the old Jewish symbol picture in all respects. 
But they developed a new method of interpretation through 
which the traditional picture began to appear in an altogether 
new shape. 'Yhatever the form of the conflict, we find that in 
each of these cases there is a kind of vital co-existence. The 
protagonists of the two symbol pictures take cognisance of 
each other, and in each case the emergence of the one symbol 
picture represents a reaction against the one-sided cultivation 
of the other. And this fact proves that the two symbol pictures 
are vitally relevant to each other. 

The first example I wish to consider is taken from ancient 
Greece. There we can observe the co-existence of two different 
types of cult. There is firstly the cult of well-defined and 
circumscribed deities, which tended to be systematized by the 
more or less unified theology of the Homeric poems. All the 
various deities worshipped in various places came gradually to 
be assimilated to, and identified with, the Homeric deities. 
The symbol picture which was thus developed showed un­
mistakable signs of belonging to the 'creation' type. The gods 
presided over men and their lives; and human endeavour was 
directed towards the establishment of right relationships with 
these deities. It is true that there were echoes of a different 
symbol picture; even the Homeric theology's various origin 
myths show unmistakable signs of being of the emanation 
kind; and the fact that the deities in Homer occupy subordinate 
positions, and are by no means all-powerful and are the1nselves 
subject to certain 'destinies', proves that the other symbols 
had not been completely crowded out. But for the rest, Homeric 
theology considers life on earth a desirable destiny and stresses 
the need for man to find the right relationship, in due humility 
to the gods. ' 

Side by side with the Homeric picture and its piety, ther 
emerged the Orphic and/or Dionysian picture and its for1u 0~ 
piety. I will not go into the vexed question of origin and of the 
relationship between the two kinds of cults, Orphic and 
Dionysian. It.suffi~es for our purposes to observe that in every 
respect the Dwnysmn and Orphic cults are parts of the emana­
tion symbol picture. In Homeric theology, the body of ma 
had been man's ornament, and his natural domicile. In th~ 
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other cult, it becomes the soul's tomb. Life on earth is now 
an exile, a separation from the real form of the soul's existence; 
and the various cultic performances ancl ecstatic dances have 
as their purpose the reabsorption of the individual into an 
original oneness, rather than the cultivation of a right relation­
ship with the gods. It has heen rightly observed that the 
emergence of the Orphic and Dionysian cults represents a 
reversal of values in ancient Greece. This ren'rsal is nowhere 
better illustrated than in the report of Herodotus (V, 4) that 
the inhabitants of Thrace had a strange custom: they greeted 
their new-born infants with tears and joyously took leave of 
their dead. This is, of course, in complete contrast to the 
~omeric evaluation of life and death, and eventually found 
Its expression on a more sophisticated level in the verses of 
Sophocles: 

~he best thing is not ever to have been born. But once a man 
f as been born, by far the next best thing for him is to return us 
ast as possible to the place fwm which he came.* 

Sdimilarly Euripides doubted whether to live is not to die; 
an to d" . 

\Ve Ie IS not to live. . . . 
. have here clear ev1dence of the way m wluch a symbol 

Picture of th · · l · l ll · 1· ·a l · a e emanatiOn type, m w uc 1 a mr 1v1 ua ex1stence 
bPP~ared as a departure from the blissful norm, emerged side 
tJ Side 'vith the symbol picture that came close to the creation 
cr~et· In the latter, individual existences were the purpose of 
thea Ion and essentially joyful, provided they did not incur 
nro Wrath of divine powers through failure to observe the laws 
.t' Per to th . . 

Tl e1r statron. 
twe le best known instance of a purely intellectual conflict be-
li_01~; these two symbol pictures is Plato's polemic against 
hum er. Plato argued that Homer presented the gods in too 
etc. ~:a fashion; that he was lacking in respect for the gods, 
to 0 t there is no doubt that what he really mea.nt to do was 
sy111~~P~ign against the va.luations enshrined in Homeric 
the n "Pictures and in fa.vour of the Orphic cults. Whether 
speal ~Yths Which Plato himself accepted belong, historically 

ung, to Orpbism or not, is a much debated question. But 

* Oedipus at Colonus, 1225 sqq. 
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it is fairly clear that they are of a type that could well belong 
to the Orphic symbol picture. Plato's conception of the exile of 
the soul on earth and its longing for an ascent to the realm 
of the pure Idea in which there are no individual differences 
of any kind, must be classified as an emanation picture; and 
the whole image of the cave belongs to the same type. 

In ancient Greece, then, we find a genuine conflict between 
two symbol pictures. But as time went on, attempts were 
made to bridge that conflict and to interpret, for instance, the 
Homeric symbols in terms of the metaphysics developed by 
Plato about the Orphic symbol picture. The most striking 
instance of this development is the view of Porphyry and 
various other, later Neo-Platonists, who believed that Homer's 
grotto was a kind of Platonic cave and should be interpreted 
accordingly. 

The grotto of the Nymphs was placed by Homer in the 
vicinity of Phorkys. It was there that Ulysses bid the presents 
of the Phaeacians. Porphyry argued that both the nymphs 
and the bees in that grotto, which represents the material 
world, are souls. The bees take pleasure in producing honey 
and in surrounding themselves thus with a material body- but 
equally take pleasure in ridding themselves of these carnal 
adjuncts and in returning to their true fatherland. As F. Buf­
fiere in his long study of the fortunes of Homeric myths has 
observed, Plato himself had refused to use Homeric tales. But 
his followers, while remaining more or less directly true to his 
metaphysical conception, prefer to illustrate these conceptions 
by, or derive them from, older and more traditionally accept­
able lore. It is here, then, that we find not a rejection of the 
Homeric picture, but a reinterpretation of it in confor1uity 
with a metaphysics that was originally derived from, or inspired 
by, a totally different symbol picture. 

The second example concerns the well known difference of 
opinion between Sankara and Ramanuja as to what is the 
correct metaphysical import of the picture described in the 
Brahma Sutra. As the latter was a summary of doctrines and 
images, contained in the Upanishads, we must conclude that 
the difference of opinion did not only concern the Brahm 
Siitra, but the whole symbol picture traditionally cultivate~ 
in ancient and medieval India. 
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We have already given a description of Sankara.'s meta­
physics, and have argued that it is an example of the meta­
physics of pure and absolute consciousness. Ramanuja, on the 
other hand, came forward with a different metaphysics which 
stressed that the individual self is never fully absorbed by 
Brahman, but even in the state of complete enlightenment, 
in which all ignorance is dispelled, remains other than Brahman. 
In this metaphysics, relationship remains basic, and great 
stress is laid on the devotional and loving nature of that 
relationship. 

According to Ramanuja, Sankara was quite right when 
~e insisted against earlier doctrines that the ground of all being 
1? only one- not a confluence of two totally different principles 
hlm ~ralcriti and the pw·uslm. Bralnnan emits the world in its 
multiplicity, rules it and retracts it. The various parts of the 
symbol picture were quite outspoken on this and did not allow 
of. an interpretation other than that. It would have been 
qmte "Tong to maintain that Brahman creates the world for 
~l:~vidential purpose. To Ramanuja, as for Sankara, the origin 

c world is God's play or sport. 
~ut here the similarities end. To Ramanuja, Brahman is 

:t a h?mo~cneous nature, so that all multiplicity that comes 
r 0 b~lllg IS purely illusory and due to m'fi,y(t and avidya 
a~pec~rvely. Brahman contains within himself the germs of 
fort~:x~stent beings. Hence the individual soul that sprouts 
Sa t Is really individual and separate from the Godhead. To 
ill~~ara, the Godhead itself, being something separate, is an 
ever10~. and therefore um·eal. Not so to Ramanuja. When 
left yt ll1g has sprouted, he seems to be saying, there is still 
ence~ the centre, God. And since none of the individual exist­
pri:rn are illusions or mere individual appearances of the 
they eva.} oneness of pure and undifferentiated consciousness, 
re:rnai stand essentially in a relationship to God Who has 
separ~:d a~ the centre. The soul enjoys an individual and 
Inerged existence. When the final release comes, the soul is 
there b '. according to Sankara, into absolute consciousness, 
such r ~Ing left no trace of relationship. According to Ramanuja, 
a stat: ease means the soul's transfer from a state on earth to 
pcrhap8°~ bliss where it is inside Brahman, and yet distinct-

ke an embryo in a womb. 
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''7ith this metaphysical summary, Ramanuja clearly estab­
lishes the importance of Relationship, for he conceives the 
proper relation between God and the individual soul to be one 
of love, of devotion, of bhakti. And just as the devotee loves 
God, so God loves the devotee and extends a helping hand 
to him. From time to time, and here Ramanuja leans heavily 
upon the Krishna cult, God becomes incarnate in order to 
restore the right relationships among men and between God 
and men, thus extending His grace to mankind. 

At the risk of digressing, I would like to state at this point 
why I have not seen fit to choose this metaphysics as an example 
of the way in which the metaphysics of Relationship can 
be justified. On the face of it, we have here a much neater 
example of how the metaphysics of Relationship emerges from 
a symbol picture than the one provided above. For Ramanuja, 
like Sankara, draws these metaphysical summaries from the 
highly specified symbol pictme, described in the Brahnw S'iUra 
- so much so that the points of transition from symbol to 
doctrine arc almost imperceptible. But there is a very weighty 
reason why I have not chosen Rmnanuja as an illustration 
of the metaphysics of Relationship. 'Vorking on a traditional 
Indian symbol picture, Ramanuja was forced to leave out two 
doctrines that are quite essential to a proper metaphysics of 
Relationship. He had to leave them out, because there simply 
is not the remotest trace of any evidence for them in that 
symbol picture. The first concerns symbols of origin and the 
second symbols of sacrifice. Even Ramanuja who held that 
God is distinct from individual souls, could not really say that 
the latter were created by God. He had to remain true to the 
symbol picture, and concluded that they emanated. As a 
result, he could not form a conception of divine providence, 
launching men upon a path on which they were associated with 
God in fmther creation and in building up the universe and, 
always following God's plan, multiplying their seeds. To Rama­
nuja who was tied to the various images of emanation provided 
by Indian myth, the world of separate, though real, individual 
existences, emanated as God's play (lilii). For the same reason, 
he failed to reach a genuine understanding of the enormity 
of the sacrifice (and of the agony it caused) that was involved 
in the process of ordering the created world towards God. 
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H c realized, im;isting on the reality of scpa~a tenc.r;s of soul fro_m 
God, the necessity for grace and tile necessity ?[ t~e clevor;ee s 
love. But as the world had emanated and as It \\as therefore 
quite natural for it to be retracted by, or rcabsorl~cd into, 
Brahman, the sacrificial act could not be one that Involved 
agony. For a return to the ground of being, oven it if meant 
a return in which separateness and relationship would be 
safeguarded, was nothing 'unnatural', nothing that would 
involve tho dismantling of impulses that had purposefully 
been created and that were as much part of God's handiwork 
as absolute love itself. 

Returning to our proper theme, the question must then 
inevita1Jly arise why Hamanuja, strove to provide such a 
different interpretation of the same texts. In answer we can 
point to the fa<:.:t that during the centmics preceding the age 
of Hamanuja there had developed in India a mythology and a 
a cult in which the accent had been on God's love and man's 
devotion to God. That mythology and that cult were well 
known to Sankara; hut he did not care to cultivate it. On 
the contrary, through his metaphysics he helped to discredit 
it. And the position that ensued is not altogether dissimilar 
to the position that had developed in Greece many centuries 
before. The mythology and cult in question were those of the 
B~Ulgav~tas, the worshippers of Viisudcw, who was identified 
With VIshnu and Krbhna. This mythology a11<l cult go back 
at leas~ to the first century before Christ. It probably owed 
somethmg to later Buddhism, for the conception of the Bodhi­
sallv~, who out of love and compassion refuses enlightenment 
~or lumself until he has extended a helping hand to save others, 
1~ a true figure of love and com passion. The new form of devo­
ti~n. scorns to have spread from the Tamil country where it 
or_Igmated. Before long it afl'cc·tcd not only the devotees of 
VIshnu, but also those of f-)iva. The form of worship propagated 
by. these sects was theistic and founded upon bhakti, the 
lo~mg_ dc;otion of the worshipper to the deity. There is no 
pomt Ill giv~ng a detailed description of this cult and its myth­
olo?Y· But It seems clear that Ramanuja .. was deeply indebted 
to It a~nd brought his attachment to it to hear upon his inter­
pretatiOn of the Brahma S:U.tra. But since he endeavoured 
to see the whole of the traditional symbol picture in terms of 
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his insights, we are entitled to regard his reaction against 
Sankara as an example of co-existence. For tlle whole l1istorical 
situation from which Ramanuja developed was a clear case of 
reaction against the one-sided metaphysics of absolute con­
sciousness propounded by Sankara. The gradual emergence 
of the bhal,:li cults and Ramanuja's metaphysics of Relation­
ship must, therefore, not be seen as a separate phenomenon, 
but as a conscious attempt at restoring the balance; as a 
conscious product of an awareness of the interdependence 
of Relationship and Solitude. 

The next example is taken from the first centuries of our 
era. 'Vhen one is perusing the documents relating to the early 
history of Christianity, one will be struck very clearly by the 
fact that, apart from all minor controversies among Christians, 
there was one basic controversy. And this controversy con­
cerned the symbol picture that was to be cultivated in a 
Christian community. On one side there were those who 
wanted to accept the Old Testament and add to it the Gospels 
in one form or another; and on the other side there were those 
who wanted the story of Jesus, but not the Old Testament, 
or if so, only in a very modified form. The conflict between 
the two symbol pictures was precisely a conflict between a 
symbol picture of the creation type and a symbol picture of 
the emanation type. The Old Testament belonged without 
doubt to the first kind. And all those people who preferred 
a symbol picture of the second kind were compelled to work 
for its rejection. And they not only rejected the Old Testament 
but provided a large number of often quite extravagant 
mythologies in order to replace the creation story of the Old 
Testament by an emanation story. They drew on a wide variety 
of sources for their emanation mythology, which ranges from 
the fundamental alterations introduced by Marcion into 
Genesis to the fully fledged, totally unbiblical myths of a 
Valentinian. Historians have debated whether these people 
all ought to be called Gnostics and whether Gnosticism is in 
fact a pre-Christian or a post-Christian phenomenon. 'Ve do 
not mean to take part in these debates. But I think there is 
some justification for giving a common label to all those that 
accepted the stories about Jesus, but rejected the creation 
myth of the Old Testament. 
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The story of Jesus set in an ~ld rr:estament creation syml~ol 
picture tends towards one meamng, I.e. towards a metaphysics 
of Relationship and of absolute love. The sa.me story, set 
against a background of a Gnostic emanation picture, acquires 
a completely different meaning and tends towards the evolu­
tion of a metaphysics of Solitude though not necessarily towards 
one of absolute consciousness. Seen against the background 
of an emanation picture, Jesus becomes an emissary of light, 
an emissary from the divine ground of being into the world of 
darkness and matter. His task is to assist in the disentangle­
ment of the sparks of light that have lost their way into the 
world of matter and have become imprisoned there. The 
purpose of his mission is to promote more quickly than could 
otherwise have been the case the reabsorption of light into the 
centre from which it hacl originally departed. In such a symbol 
picture we fine l the unm is takable cha ra ctcristics of the emanation 
picture, that is the identification of the origin of the world 
and of all individuation with the fall, with the subdivisions 
that take the place, in one way or another, of the full oneness of 
?o~. In the other symbol picture, in which the story of Jesus 
Is lmkcd to the Old Testament, we find an equally unmistakable 
featur~ ?f the creation picture: the creation of the world and 
the ongm of individual beings is not identified \vith the origin 
of the _world itself, hut is considered as something good. Hence 
resus IS not seen as the emissary sent to abolish relationship; 
J~lt a~ the act of all-forgiving love that helps men to re-establish 
t e nght relationship between Creator and creature. 

rr:~.e traccf:i of thif:i eonflict arc clearly to he seen in the com­
posi 1~n 1of the four Gospels as they have eventually been 
canomca ly est bl" 1 1 ·t. If · a IS 1ed and come c own to us. The conflict 
1 sc .t:vas never fully ironed out within the Christian com-
mum Ics them 1 . 
t . 1 se vcs. And the canomcally received Gospel 

s ones )ear wit fi 1 
favour of the ness to this lack of a _na clear-cut decisio~ in 
tl e ere t" one or the other symbol picture. Broadly spealung, 

1 ·epta~ Ion symbol picture prevailed, as is proved by the 
~c~ 's stce of the Old Testament; but the reception of St 

0 m t.]· ory: for example, shows that people had just sufficient 
sympa 1Y Wtth th tl . . I l d . l tl eo 1cr symbol picture not to w1s 1 to exc u e 
Jt a togel. 1 ~rt_l!ence the canonically established symbol picture 
of the C lflS Ian Church is not an unequivocal one: basically it 
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belongs to the creation type. But there arc some features in it 
which one might elass more conveniently with the emanation 
type. And this is one of the reasons why metaphysical specula­
tion (or should we say, in deference to conventional terminology, 
theological speculation?) among Christians is on the whole 
tending towards the metaphysics of Rela.tionship; but can 
also show tendencies towards the metaphysics of Solitude, 
in which the ultimate reality is seen as a unification of the 
individual soul with God. 

The next example is taken from the history of Islam. The 
1\Iuslim symbol picture is not very different from that of the 
Old Testament. And the highly specified symbols that were 
added to it at the time of l\Iahomed are little more than very 
specific definitions of the broader, earlier symbols. The picture 
belongs clearly to the creation type: God made men; and the 
right relationship between Creator and creature is to be found in 
an unconditional and complete surrender to the inscrutable 
divine will. lVIahomed's elaboration of the Old Testament 
picture was designed to define beyond the slightest possibility 
of doubt the transcendence of God and the unbridgeable gulf 
that separates man from Him. In consequence, l\'lahomed also 
removed the very last traces of expiation and supplication fi.·o1n 
the sacrificial ritual. To the Muslim, sacrifice is prayer; and prayer 
is a complete surrender to the will of God. These specifications 
of the symbols are of an unbelievably sophisticated simplicity. 

But it did not take long for some people to grope for the 
other symbol picture. vVithin the bosom of l\Iuslim conununi­
ties there emerged the Sufis. The Sufis were practising mystics. 
If one examines the images which they put forward and in 
terms of which they explained their practices one finds that 
they belong to the emanation picture. For th~ Sufi did not 
seek to surrender his will to that of God and hve in humble 
acceptance of the preordained destiny, but sought a reunifica­
tion of the individual soul with God. He ":ould _not abide by 
the relationship and merely seek to make It a nght one, but 
endeavoured to abolish the relationship. This imagery wa 
so incompatible with that received among the Muslilll c0111~ 
nmnities that Su~sm met with much hostility. ~evertheless, 
in Islam, Sufism IS the emergence of a symbol piCture Which 
Mahomed and his followers had taken great care to exclude. 'fhe 
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Muslim picture was so highly specified that-. t.he :-in lis had. to 
go to considerable lengths in order to tnrn it into an emanation 
picture. They insistcu, for instance, that ~Iahomcd. was not 
God's prophet, but was identical with God's creative word 
'through whom all things are made'. Keeping little but the 
names, and borrowing heavily from Nco-Platonism, they saw 
the soul as a splinter of the divine world, lost in the world and 
yearning to be reassembled to the divine oneness. 

The last example I wish to discuss is taken from the history 
of medieval Judaism. The Jews had cultivated until the :Middle 
Ages a very exclusively creation symbol picture. Their rejec­
tion of the story of Jesus was, in so far as it was not based upon 
political and social vicissitudes, due to their suspicion that 
the story of Jesus incorporated too many symbols that could 
easily be taken to belong to tho other kind of symbol picture. 
For if God appeared in this world, the world could not be 
wholly other than Him. The image of the Incarnu.tion was 
to them the thin end of the wedge. It coulcl never really be 
reconciled and made to cohere with the images of God's 
transcendence and those of the incontestable relationship 
between Creator u.nd creature. If it were introduced into the 
picture, the transcendentality of God woulcl become weakened 
to the point where it might be made to look like an immu.nence 

- and from that image to an emanation picture is only a 
short step. There was only one Jewish community, so it would 
see~, _who interested themselves in the story of Jesus, the 
Ebwmtes. They saw in Jesus a supreme kind of scuuliq, who 
fulfilled the law to perfection and reformed it in those respects 
that had already been indicated as standing in need of reform 
by t~e prophets. Jesus was a human being, equipped through 
b~~tism by God with special powers, but he was in no sense 11 

divme being _himself. They expected an early return of ~ e~us 
who would maugurate the last judgement upon the hvmg 
and the dead. Those communities that had seen Jesus as the 
Son of ~od, when they were disappointed in their parousia 
expectatiOn, persuaded themselves without difficulty that the 
supernatural grace that had flown into the world through His 
sacrificial death would still be available. Not so the Ebionites. 
Having refused to see in Jesus the Son of God, their faith began 
to flag when the parousia came to be further and further 
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delayed. And therefore the Ebionite community disappeared 
during the fourth and fifth centm·ies. 

Having successfully resisted the intrusion into their symbol 
pictures of images likely to weaken the creation pattern, the 
Jews experienced during the :Middle Ages a full reaction against 
that creation picture which their resistance to Jesus Christ had 
so fully preserved. For this is exactly what the emergence of 
the Kabbalistic traclition was. The symbol picture of the 
Kabbalah, no matter in which of its many varieties one considers 
it, was clearly a picture of the emanation type. And in this 
reaction against the creation picture we have one of the most 
perfect examples of co-existence. For, firstly, there is no doubt 
that the two symbol pictures competed for attention in one 
and the same community at one and the same time. And, 
secondly, it is equally clear that the Kabbalists strained their 
intellectual ingenuity to the very utmost in order to be able 
to prove that the symbol picture they cultivated was not of 
their invention, but had been hidden all along under the super­
ficial cover of the traditionally cultivated Jewish symbols. 
They insisted, for instance, that the Torah had many different 
meanings and that the traditional meaning, according to which 
it was a set of commandments issued by the God who had 
created the world, was only a temporary assembly of the 
'vords and letters of which it was composed. This temporary 
assembly had been necessitated by the fall and would cease 
to have relevance after redemption. In the meantime it behoved 
philosophers to probe beneath that meaning and to discover 
that a suitable rearrangement of these letters and words would 
reveal the true nature of God. Having established this, they 
proceeded to develop a symbol picture which was beyond 
shadow of doubt an emanation picture. In this picture God is 
the Hidden Root, the En-Sof, of which nothing can be said. But 
the Hidden Root manifests itself in a variety of creative 
powers, each one representing a different stage in the unfolding 
of the divine being and being traceable or visible as the many 
events and objects of the world. 

G. Scholem, to whom we are indebted for the first purely 
objective history of the development of these ideas, has argued 
that they represent a re-emergence of the mythical in Judaism. 
He considers that the emanation picture is mythical in a sense 
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in which the creation picture is not. The emanation piclm·c is 
certainly distinct from ihe creation pieture. ~\ncl the re­
emergence of the former among medieval Jews i~ certainly a 
reaction against the exclusive cultivation of the latter. But 
since we have, all along, contrasted both the creation and the 
emanation picture to the posith'e picture, the acceptance of 
Scholem's terminology at this stage of the argument would be 
seriously misleading. \Ve should, therefore, content ourselves 
with the observation that in medieval J uduism two dill"ercnt 
mythologies were in competition with one another. The com­
~etition did not really abate until the beginning of the En­
lightenment when the growth of liberal ,Judaism began to 
regard the old creation picture as well us the Kabbalistic 
emanation picture with outspoken scepticism, us figments of 
the superstitious fantasy of man . 

. It ~s worth noting, however, that there is one important dis­
ti~ctiOn between the Kahhulistic emanation picture and almost 
a other emanation pictures we have discussed. Since the 
Kabbalists were determined to prove that their picture resulted 
fro~ a re-reading and re-interpretation of the traditional 
Jewish symb 1 . . 
p d 0 Picture, they found that there was one Image that 
wr~~~ stubborn. In the traditional picture, God had made the 
be r and saw that it was good. 1f the process of creation could 
to ~~no~elled to be a process of emanation, it was not possible 
em~ e~· Ify this emanation with a. fall. l n almost all other 
plio~~ Io~ pictures, we have observed, the beginning of multi­
is theio~ I.s seen as the beginning of a disturbance, and evil 
Not src .01 e equated with the mere proces!:l of multiplication. 
the b~ ~n t_he Kabbalistic emanation picture. In that picture 
itself bgmmng of subdivision and multiplica.tion could not 
Kabbal~s::en as something evil. And hence we find that the 
as a pr · always tend to present the very process of emanation 

ocess d t · 1 therefor ue o the fullness and goodness of God. T 1ey see, 
thing th~t the various individual manifestations not as some­
somethi ~008 _from or strives away from the godhead or as 
is a pa ~~ ;nfer10r to it. Every partial and limited existence 
himself r. la and limited manifestation of God. He manifests 
1. t ~n fa Variety of limited existences; but nothing can be 

a 1ena eu rorn II· . . . · · h 
tl tl Im and no mdividual existence IS ot er 

lan Ie En-Sof. All multiplication is, therefore, nothing 



METAPHYSICAL PRINCIPLES 197 

else than an oblique \nty of the reYelation of the One. For 
the One itself cannot be seen or grasped. But the totality of 
individual existences and processes, provided they are properly 
classified and related to one another, can be surveyed. 

It is important to stress this difference between the Kabba.­
listic and the, say, Gnostic, emanation pictures. For the meta.­
physical summaries of the one must necessarily differ from the 
metaphysical summaries of the other, even though it is true that 
traces of the Gnostic conception that multiplication is essentially 
an alienation from the godhead can be found among Kabbalists. 

The fact of co-existence both in mythology and in doctrine 
has, of course, often been remarked upon. But too frequently 
it is subject to what seems to me a wrong interpretation. l\Iany 
'':riters (e.g. R. Guenon, F. Simon, A. Coomaraswmuy, A. Hux­
ley, A. \V. \Vatts) maintain that the only genuine mythology 
and the only genuine doctrine is that of the emanation picture, 
where there is no final dualism between Creator and creature; 
where there is no ultimate premium on morality and where 
there is recognition of the illusoriness of all individual existence. 
They argue that this picture and the doctrine that pertains to it 
is genuinely esoteric. They admit, however, that the other 
picture, the creation picture and the doctrines that pertain 
to it, exist. They maintain that that picture and its doctrines 
are exoteric. By this they mean that for vulgar and uneducated 
people the whole truth of non-individuality and oneness cannot 
be made comprehensible and that such people have and must 
content themselves with a very relative half-truth, that is 
with the relative half-truth that is contained in the creation 
picture and its metaphysics. This arbitrary distinction is unfor­
tunately today a comparatively popular practice - if it is not 
paradoxical to describe an esoteric doctrine as popular. I find it 
impossible to see any grounds for its justification. In view of 
what we have said above about the need for Relationship in Soli­
tude; and for Solitude in Relationship, it is imperative to under­
stand that the two pictures and their metaphysical interpretations 
arc genuinely co-existent and of genuinely equal importance. 
The attempt to consider one the real truth and the other a cheap 
vulgarization cannot but have disastrous consequences in ethics. 
For if such an attempt leaves Solitude as the only ultimate 
ethical value it will prove self-defeating (see pp. 28-31 above). 

0 



Chapter Seven 

It remains for us to show the connection between the conclusions 
arrived at in Chapters Three to f:iix ancl the arguments with 
which we have dealt in Chapters One and Two. In the earlier 
chapters I have argued that the science of ethics is a knowledge 
of good and evil, and that we need such knowledge in order to 
be able to distinguish what is good, i.e. wlmt we ought to do, 
~rom what is evil, i.e. from what we ought not to do. If ethical 
Judgements have no such cognitive value, we will be in a 
position in which we ·will have to concede everybody the right 
to do anything at all. It is true that not even the cognitive 
value of ethical judgements enables us to find a suita,ble 
reply to the man who says that he knows what is good but 
that he chooses not to do it. But if ethical judgements have a, 
co 't' giU lVe value "\VC can at least insist that such a man a,cts 
against his knr~wlcdge; whereas, if ethical j udgcments ha,ve 
110 RUch cognitive value, we cannot even claim that his actions 
are not . l . I 1 W In <.coping with Jus ~now cclgc. 
b e have then seen that a knowledge of the good cannot 
pe derived from the mere observation of whnt people arc doing. 

eople do both goocl ancl evil, and the mere observation that 
~ost People do a certain thing or want a certain thing does not 
~ndany "\vay establish that that thing is good. This insight bas 
e us to the conclusion that when we speak of ethical knowledge 

we must f 
11 t mean a knowledge of human nature, but o a human 
b a ure that is revealed to us in a special wa,y. For if we mean rle: knowledge of human nature merely a knowledge of what 
n t do and how they behave, such knowledge of human 
r: u~e Would not include a knowledge of what is good. We 

qulre th f 1 · · 1 ' erefore a r)icture o mman nature that Is not snnp Y a Pos·t· ' 
. 1 lVe picture of how people act and behave. We require 

a picture of human nature that will include values, i.e. that 
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will inelude features that are becoming and fitting, and in 
which certain acts will bear the unmistakable stamp of being 
right. 

It appears, therefore, that knowledge of what is good is not 
knowledge about the positive picture of human nature, but a 
knowledge about a different picture of human nature. And 
since such knowledge is not about the positive picture, I have 
called such knowledge metaphysical knowledge. But meta­
physical knowledge is not necessary or a priori knowledge. It 
is a very ordinary, empirical, a posteriori knowledge of the 
symbol picture, i.e. of those human acts and that behaviour 
that appears when field B is seen as a function of events in 
field A; when the events of nature are ordered not in a natural 
way, but in a symbolic way; when nature becomes a system 
of symbols that indicate states of consciousness. 'Ve found 
then that many metaphysical doctrines, including the one 
about goodness, are doctrines about the symbol picture. And 
in conclusion we arc entitled to say that the judgements that 
absolute love is good and that absolute consciousness is good, 
are metaphysical doctrines about the symbol picture- or about 
two different symbol pictures which we saw always to stand 
in a vital relationship to one another. 

In these symbol pictures, Relationship and Solitude appear 
not only as facts, but also in such a position that they are 
clearly marked as values. They appear as values because the 
symbol pictures show that all behaviour directed to them as 
gonls is fitting and natnml behaviour. \Vc term it good because 
aL:-~oluto lovo and absolute consciousness are in such a place in 
the picture that it is fitting and appropriate that all hclmviour 
should be directed to them as goals - towards Relationship 
in the creation picture, and towards Solitude in tho emanation 
picture. Hence we can, by observing the symbol pictures, not 
only form the judgement that love and consciousness can be 
absolute, but also that absolute love and absolute conscious­
ness are good. Both statements are statements of fact. And 
as the latter statement is at the same time an ethical judgement 
we are now in a position to say that we have an ethical judge­
ment with a cognitive value. A man may well refuse to do 
what we know to be the good. But he cam10t now maintain 
that he may do anything he likes because one thing is as good 
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as any other. He may, if he chooses, refuse to do what he 
ought to do. But we can point out to him that in stwl_t a ca~e 
he refuses to avail himself of the best knowledge that IS avml­
able. The discovery of a picture of the world that exhibits value 
has at least assured us that only the decision whether we do 
good or evil is arbitrary; but that the knowledge of the good 
itself (i.e. of what we ought to do) is not arbitrary. 

\Ve must now turn to the question whether we h:we found 
a naturalistic basis for ethics and whether, in doing so, we 
have committed the naturalistic fallaey. Tt will be recalled 
that the naturalistic fallaey is committed whenever values are 
inferred from facts, whenever something is designated as 
good because people actually desire it or tend to aim at it. 
When we arc looking at the symbol picture, we find agents 
that perform acts of sacrifice and other forms of ritual that 
are directed towards the attainment of absolute love and 
absolute consciowmcss. But it is not for that reason that we 
term love and consciousness to be good. Hence we arc not 
committing the naturalistic fallacy. The reason why we call 
love and consciousness good is that we find them in a certain 
central position in the symbol pictures; and we sec, as a matter 
of fact and not as a matter of preference, that that position 
makes all behaviour aimed at their attainment fitting and 
natural behaviour. 

It is nevertheless true that in this argument we arc inferring 
values from facts, for we are designating certain facts as valu­
able. But there is nothing fallacious in this argument because 
the facts themselves are value-charged. The value judgements 
a:e, after ~11, not about the positive picture, that is about a 
picture \~luch is compiled by statistical enumeration and an 
observation in which everything finds a pla.ce provided it can 
be see~ as functionally dependent on something else. The 
value Judgements, on the contrary, are about the symbol 
picture. And that picture is not compiled according to the 
neutral criterion that all those events, and only those events, 
that are functionally dependent on other events, find a. pla.ce 
in it. In other words, in tho compilation of the symbol picture 
the naturalistic method has been abandoned. \Vc have, there­
fo~e, o_btained in the symbol picture a somewhat non-nat~ra~­
istw picture. And therefore we are not guilty of the naturalistic 
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fallacy when we see in the symbol picture certain facts as 
values. For we have argued in the first chapter that the natural­
istic fallacy is committed in an inference from facts to values 
only to the extent to which the facts in question are natural 
facts. If they are, as is the case in the symbol picture, partly 
or wholly non-natural facts, an inference from them to values 
is not a, fallacy. 

It is indeed possible to state with precision the reasons why 
the facts tlmt appear in the symbol picture are value-charged. I 
have argued above, and it is impossible to overstress the impor­
tance of that argument, that facts of the origin and of the end 
of the world cannot possibly find a place in the positive picture. 
Since only those facts that are functionally rela.ted to other 
facts can find a. place in the positive picture, it is true by defini­
tion that neither the beginning nor the end of the world can 
be part of a positive picture. In the symbol picture, however, 
stories relating both the beginning and the end can be found 
with the greatest frequency. As a result, all processes, events 
and developments in the symbol picture can be, and in fact 
are, related both to the beginning and to the end of things. 
In this sense they all acquire a purposiveness and fittingness 
which no fact that appears in the positive picture can ever 
have. As far as man himself is concerned, he will appear in 
the symbol picture as a being to whom certain actions are 
becoming and to whom certain other actions are not becoming. 
If one looks at him in the symbol picture, one will, in other 
words, be able to assess his potentialities by taking one's 
bearings both from the beginning of the world and from the 
end of the world. And if these potentialities are established, 
one will be able to state under what conditions he departs 
from his true path. And if one can state that, one has formed a 
value judgement which has a clear cognitive value. 

It is only fair to mention that for a long time it has been 
considered perfectly feasible to ascertain man's (or, for that 
matter, any other being's) potentia.lities in terms of the positive 
picture. It was then considered possible to make judgements 
as to the true and proper path of man according as to whether 
he realized or failed to realize these potentialities. But logical 
analysis shows that it is not really feasible to make state­
ments about nutn's potentialities in terms of the positive 



202 RELATIONSHIP AND SOLITUDE 

picture. In the positive picture we can only ascertain at any 
one moment what is actually the case. If we ascertain that a 
newborn baby has certain possibilities, we do no more than say 
that since all lmhics in the past have heen !mown to develop 
along certain paths, this baby will clcvclop along the samo 
paths. Hit then f·dwuld turn out t.hnt, that hahy does nuL, wo 
will have no other dJOic,c than to eOJwlucle that that baby WflS 

not n hahy. \Vc ·will, however, not he able to say that that 
buhy ought to lmvc develope! I along the puths !aiel down 
and that its failure to do so was a moral failure. In other 
words, in the positive picture e\·ery statement of potentialities 
of certain beings is no more than an attempt to !lefinc them. If 
we say that a baby has certain potentialities, we do no more 
than declare that we will call a certain being a baby if it 
~evelops along certain lines. If it fails to develop along those 
hne~, we have simply to confess that we have made an error 
of Judgement. \Vhat we thought was a baby was, in fact, 
n~t a baby. But there the matter must rest. In the symbol 
P_ICt~rc, on the other hand, where we can determine potentiali­
ties m relation to the beginning and the end of the world and 
~ence according to the purpose of the existence of the being 
m question, a statement of potentialities will indeed be a 
~ate~ent of what is fit and proper; and not merely a definition. 
thut In the s~mbol picture we know of the purpose of space by 

~- manner 111 which it came into being and the manner by 
wf I~h it ceases to exist; and we know equally of the purpose 
0 :n~e by the manner in which the sacrifices are performed. 

tbis, therefore, possible when surveying the two kinds of 
sym ol pict ' · b 1 · t ures we have descn cc, to arnve at a proper 
s~stem of ethics that has cognitive value. In the creation 
PIC ure it · fi f G ' IS t and becoming to man to be the fellow worker 
0 d. od and to exercise those faculties with which God has 
~11 0 '!ed him. But since the ultimate reality of the cosmic order 
Is pcr1ect 1 . 

ove, man must break and surrender all those Impulses, 
even though they form part of creation, which stand in the 
wa~ of Perfect love or are likely to cloud it. It is proper that 
s~c \ ;urrender should be sacrificial and painful, and that he 
8 1011 c learn to love others with a completely self-denying 
ancl self-less love. 

In the ema t' . b · t k na Ion pwturc it is cuommg to man o see 
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a complete reabsorption in the primeval ground of being. This 
reabsorption must reach the point where all relationship, 
all identity, and all individuality is completely wiped out. All 
creativeness and all individuation are so many accretions to 
the ground of being or so many alienations from that ground. 
The only proper form of existence is one of complete detach­
ment. :md solituclo - but of a HoliLutle that hn~ cca~:~cd to bo n. 
state of lonelincs!>. For 11~ long ns it. is loneliness, it is bound up 
with an a:warenes:; of other beings to whom one is attached nnd 

for whom one is longing. 'l'hiH Hlate of solitude mu::~t he reached by 
a gradual dismantling of all attachments and of all consciousness 
of individual beings and objects. Such dismantling, although 
it involves a surrender, ought not to involve pain. For if one 
has the right knowledge that the only reality is an undifferen­
tiated state of being and oneness, one would be foolish if one 
derived pleasure from any personal attachment to a finite 
object or an individual desire. Hence the surrender of attach­
ment, if accompanied by the right knowledge of the proper 
condition of being, should not be painful, but lead to an experi­
ence of blissful solitude. 

It may seem surprising that one should find that, symbolically, 
the world can appear in two such completely different guises. 
For the creation picture, in a sense, is centrifugal; and the 
emanation picture, centripetal. One might well ask oneself 
how it is possible that the world should appear in two such 
diametrically opposite forms. As we have seen, there is no 
comparable incompatibility between the positive picture and 
any one of the two possible symbol pictures. But there is a 
clear incompatibility between the two symbol pictures. 

I do not think it possible to give a satisfactory ontological 
answer to this peculiar problem, except in a very roundabout 
way. If one starts at the other end and compares the ethical 
values that are derived from the two symbol pictures, one 
will discover a clear sense in this incompatibility. If one seeks 
Relationship, we found, one must pursue Solitude; and if one 
seeks Solitude, one must pursue Relationship. One can never 
get away from tllis psychological paradox, for the pursuit 
of any one of these values is self-defeating unless it is based 
upon the cultivation of the other. From this observation we 
are forced to the conclusion that the two respective symbol 
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pictures, though apparently incompatible appearances of the 
world, sustain one another. Ancl they sustain one another 
precisely in the sense in which the corresponding feeling-states 
which they symbolize sm;tain one another. For if they did 
not sustain one another, there would he no reason why the 
pursuit of the one value shoulcl have to be grounded upon the 
punmit of the other - anrl the other way round. Ontologically 
SJ?caking, we can therefore only say this: the two symbol 
JH,ctures look indeccl like two incompatible appearances of the 
\\ orld. But they symbolize two sets of feeling-states (i.e. two 
sets of events in A) which, though contradietory, sustain one 
a~other. The one set, so to speak, pushes forth the other; and 
VIce versa. The incompatibility must therefore he traced into 
field A. In that field it simply is an incompatibility, but not 
0~~ of the kind that is logically inconeeivahle; or one of 
"t. llch one would say that of two ;~ontraclietory sets of feeling-
s atcs 1 · . · on Y one can he the case; and of the two correspond-
mg prop "t· of t. OSI Ions, only one can be true. In fact, the question 
c 1~th docs not even arise. \Yc arc simply faced here with 
.~en ·s _that occur :mel whose quality is such that they are 
sJ rn bohzc J · . . • . . 
an . . c In two <hflercnt ways that arc mcompatJble appear-
sitcucst_of the World. lf one understands the psychology of the 

a Ion 
possible : one need not be puz:ded by the fact that the two 

If symbol pictures contradict one another. 
· one looks t 1 · 1 · · · t will fi d · a man as 10 appears m t 1e positive piC ure, one 

someon ~l~u,t he is always subject to a certain compulsion. If 
to thene 1 ~ts him, he can either hit hack or report the offender 
Would tohcc or run as fast as he can. Any of these actions 
and e"tJe considered appropriate. But if he should kneel down 

.,. end h' 
prey t Is other check, one would conclude that he was 
pictur~. a ce~tain irrationality. In the terms of the positive 
'inadeq In "',Inch one is looking at him, such an act would be as 
soup. I~~~e a ~csponse to being hit as whistling or eating 
certain e Posttive picture every action is considered to have 
jail _ anc~nsequenccs.· In this way, an offender is put into 
jail sent ( there arc various 'adequate' ways in which such a 
level it :nee can be interpreted. On the lowest and most direct 
on l'l~111 <:'18 an act of vengeance. The offender has inflicted pain 
compen ,011~ and the person who has suffered is entitled to a 

~ahon, to a joy that will make up for the hurt. Hence 
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he takes vengeance on the offender by hurting him back. On 
a slightly more refined level, the jail sentence is a simple retri­
bution. It is not meant to compensate the person who has 
been hurt by inflicting pain on the offender. But the offender 
is exposed to the direct and automatic consequences of his 
act. On a higher level we find that the sentence is an attempt 
at prevention. If the offender is frightened by the consequences, 
he might control himself in future, and in the meantime 
people will be protected from his uncontrolled temper. On 
a still higher level of sophistication, we find that a jail term is 
imposed for the sake of reform. The cmwict is supposed to be 
educated in jail and to be returned to society with better 
habits. No matter on which level one reacts to being hit, there 
is a certain rationality on every level. Only the exercise of 
complete forgiveness is lacking in such rationality. In terms 
of the positive picture, to forgive is to pretend that actions have 
no consequences. 

As we have seen, the ethics of the symbol picture require 
precisely such acts of forgiving. In terms of the symbol pictures 
we have discussed, goodness or adequacy of action consists 
exactly in the refusal to abide by the iron chain of consequences 
and to substitute instead a reaction designed to break it. 
'\'hethcr forgiveness is done by love or by detachment, it is 
essentially an act of fi-eeclom. And we may therefore conclude 
that the highest ethical value enshrined in both pictmes is the 
exercise of freedom; and more precisely, of a freedom ,vhich 
in terms of the positive picture would look both foolish and 
inadequate. 

The ethics taught by the symbol picture are, therefore, 
ethics of freedom. But I would like to insist that the freedom 
in question has nothing to do with the so frequently and so 
uselessly debated question as to the freedom of the will or the 
freedom of our actions. All such questions are concerned with 
one's ability to do what one wills or to will what one wants 
to will. The question that is instead of 1·eal interest to ethics 
is how we can learn to will what we would ordinarily not will. 
In other words, how can we learn to seek and desire a freedom 
which, in terms of the positive and natural picture of man, is 
inadequate and foolish? 

To begin with, I would like to state my reasons for believing 
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that the time-honoured debate about the freedom of the will 
is not of interest to ethics. I would like to urge two considera­
tions that supplement one another. A psyehological and a 
logical one. 

By the time we approach the moment of action, we do not 
appear to be free at all. The several alternrttives that were in 
front of us have by that time disappeared from our vision. 
Just before the moment of action there is something like an 
inner compulsion to pursue the course we \\·ill pursue, for the 
simple and only reason that by that time the other alternatives 
have disappeared because tl;ey look by now less reasonable 
or less desirable. I would therefore he inclined to say that the 
f~rther one is away fran~ action, tilC freer one seems, for at a 
distanc_e from the action, the number of possible alternatives 
seems mdeecl great. The closer we are to the point of action, 
the_ less free we appear to ourselves, for the closer we come to 
actiOn, the more alternatives that had still seemed feasible 
~en dminut~s ago, have disappeared. But since the alternatives 
en _to disappear as we approach the moment of decision, 

we Will not ·t 11 c . . t t ac ua y 1eel that we are actmg under constram 
~ the moment of decision. Although we arc actually less 
ree at the moment of decision than we were ten minutes ago, 

we cannot fe 1 . . . 1 di. e any constramt (smce the alternatives 1ave 
f salppeared from our vision) and we imagine that we are acting ree y. 

The second 1 . 1 . 
of det . . ' og1ea argument begins with Popper's refutatiOn 
action ermlrusm. Popper insists that in order to predict an 
events ~~ would need to have all the information of all the 
Hence .t ~t preceded it until the very moment of the action. 
actuan1 ~s practically impossible to predict an action before it 
only l:adsa~pens. But i_t seems to m~ ~hat this argume~t. ~ot 
of predict· 0 a _refutatiOn of determuusm and the feasibility 
for all 10~ Winch is linked to determinism. It also shows that 
as indi~~~ctlc~l purposes freedom and determinism are in fact 
precedin Ingulshable as our psychological reflection in the 

To be gr!:r~graph led us to expect. . 
. 'II If" . lS not to be able to predict what one w1ll do or 

\\ 1 . one 18 1 . 
t 1 f. .£ a ong time away from the act, the act appeaiB 

0. JC 100' or one cannot predict it without knowing what 
will happen b t . · h · t e Ween the point at wluch one 1s and t e pom 
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at which the action will take place. \Vhen one comes very 
close to the point at which the act takes place, one might well 
be able to predict it and thus conclude that it was indeed 
determined. It will turn out that against all prior appearances, 
one was not free. But this discovery will be made only at a 
point so close to the point at which the action takes place that 
it is in fact indistinguishable from the action itself. And there­
fore it seems silly to claim that one was able to 'predict' the 
act. when in fact such 'prediction' did not precede it in time. 
Therefore we must conclude once more that the action was 
free after all; and as it had originally appeared to be. But one 
might say with equal plausibility that one did predict the act 
and that it was determined. However one looks at it, the con­
clusion is inevitable: freedom and determination are indis­
tinguishable. 

\Ve can now return to our proper argument. The freedom 
we are concerned with is the freedom to will what we would 
not ordinarily will. Ordinarily \Ve would wish that a man 
who has hit us should be locked up, either for vengeance, 
or for retribution, or for prevention, or for reform. But we have 
found that we ought to will that he be forgiven. This means 
that we ought to will that the response to the offender be not 
an ordinary response in that it ought to be free of all conceivable 
ordinary consequences. 

The lack of this kind of freedom which we discover in the 
positive picture must not necessarily be equated with evil. 
There is certainly a certain amount of evil in that lack of 
freedom. For if the offender is locked up for the sake of ven­
geance, there is evil. l!,or he is now being used by the person 
he offended against in that the latter derives joy from the 
suffering he can inflict on the former. \Vhen it comes to retri­
bution, there need not be much evil. And when we come to 
prevention and reform, we are not entitled to speak of evil at 
all. Similarly, whenever we find an instance of genuine symbiosis 
in the positive picture, e.g. of the cohabitation of a sadist with 
a masochist, we are not entitled to speak of evil. Such an 
association, lacking the freedom required by our ethics, cannot 
be good. But in view of the fact that neither of the partners' 
interests are sacrificed the association cannot properly be 
described as evil. But whether evil or not, the positive picture 
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is not one in which we can find acts of freedom in the sense 
required - even though I do not doubt that it contains acts 
of which upholders of determinism ean say that they are 
determineu; and of which upholders of free will can sn,y that 
they are not determined. If we find genuinely free acts, in 
our sense, in the positive picture, they must appear gratuitous, 
foolish and irrational. 

Acts of freedom, acts in whieh something that is not ordin­
arily willed is willcrl arc however fully adequate in the 
symbol picture. Tiler~ the; appear ~~either foolish nor inade­
quate. !n the symbol picture, one might almost say, there is 
a certam compulsion, if' action is to he adequate, to act freely 
- t~ love, to detaeh oneself, to forgh·e- and to make sure that 
actions do n(Jt J . tl · 1. ,. 1ave len· on mary consequcnees. 

Giv?n the nature of the positive picture, it is vcry difficult 
~0 rc.sJgn oneself to act freely. For such action wou'td appear 
Irrational and 1· 1 d t · 1 . f f 1 . . . < 1a equa e an( , In ace o t 1e circumstances 
prevmlmg there :Dool· ·I 0 , IS 1. 

necanuse" 't · 1 1 ·11 · 1 wh . · ""CJtn c praetica examp c to I ustrate thts. Pcop e 
t 0 atrl~ gtvcn to the eontemplation of the positive picture and 

0 no nng else 'II f 1 
· • ' WI o ten argue that they can only love peop e 
m proportion · 1 . that tl In w ueh those people arc lovable. They mean 
Plea 1ey can love them in return for certain services or < surcs Jf . 
them · one pomts out to them that they ought to love 

more and tl . t tl · di rcgaru f tl . 1•1 1ey ought to loYe them m complete s-
the rep~ tll:u· lo.vablencss and their deserts, one will receive 
people y l<tt tills would be an unnatural thing to do. \Vhen 

are ahv·tys c t I t' tl · · · t tl Y are eonsid. . < · on emp a mg ·. 1e postbve piC ·ure, 1e 
ethie is in erm~ a natural ethic as the final ethic. This natural 
almost enti:·~~hty not much of an ethic at all. For it operates 
ment that . Y by compulsion. It is bm;ed on the acknowledge­
someone re \\~ are all caught in a en usal chain; and that, if 
thus provi ~ _ers us a serviee or appears to us attractive and 
comes in t~es a pleasure, we eannot but love him. This love 
quality ar e natural course of events, and its quantity and 
exC'rcised b~ :Jxactly proportionate to the stimulus that is 

j n such 10 Person loved. 
a case tl · 1 the JoYed ])e: le mvitation or exhortation to love more t 1~n 

une::;clf of th~ s~n deserves is com;idered an invitation to nd 
atural causal chain. lt must be considered an 
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invitation to be free - i.e. to do as one chooses rather than 
to do that which comes naturally and necessarily. But if one 
always contemplates the positive picture, one will find oneself 
faced by so many examples of such strictly causal correspond­
ences, that the invitation to be free will appear as an invitation 
to do the impossible. Por one will judge what is possible and 
what is impossible by the examples one is contemplating. 

But let us consider the man who is given to contemplating 
the symbol picture. The symbol picture is full of acts in which 
more love than is desen'cd by the recipient is meted out. And 
the man who contemplates the symbol picture will, therefore, 
no longer think that the invitation to be free of the causal 
chain that generates love in proportion to the stimulus re­
ceived, is an invitation to do the impossible. Through the con­
templation of the symbol picture he will become used to the 
notion that freedom can in fact be obtained; and that it is 
possible to love more than is deserved by the loved object. 
And, to consider a different case, he will also understand that 
it is possible to be conscious without being conscious of some­
thing. Such unintentional consciousness requires freedom. 
\Vhen one is contemplating the positive pictme, one will be 
acquainted only with events that stand in a functional depen­
dence to one another. And one will only be able to conceive 
of consciousness as a reaction to a stimulus, i.e. as a con­
sciousness of a certain object or a certain event. Only through 
the contemplation of the symbol picture can one become 
familiar with the notion that there can be consciousness other 
than in response to certain objects. 

vVe find, therefore, that the contemplation of the positive 
picture acquaints us with the notion of necessity and c0111 _ 

pulsion. The contemplation of the symbol picture, on the 
other hand, acquaints us with the notion of freedom. But it is 
important to note that the symbol picture not only acquaints 
us with the notion of freedom. The events of which it consists 
are images and actions composed in the way we have described 
These actions consist in the cclebratiou of sacrifices and in othe; 
ritual performances. The myths are presented pictorially 
or enacted on a stage. The sum total of all these observances 
is called religion. The contemplation of these observances 
acquaints us with the notion of freedom; but the actual 
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performance of them is a training gronll<l of freedom. A man 
who has spent his whole life in religious obsernmees <llHl who 
has been given the right instruetion as to their meaning (who 
has had the right metaphysical doc.:trinc as to their meaning) 
will be very much more adept in the exercise of freedom than 
a person who has either merely contemplated them without 
metaphysical understanding or never contcmpla,tcd them at 
all. It is probable, however, that a person who has performed 
or contemplated them without genuine unclerstanding will 
be less at sea in ultimate ethical matters than a person who 
has never contemplated them at all. It is only that a right 
understanding of their significance makes for a more efncicnt 
and more em~ctive application of freedom. But the person 
who has been accustomed to religious observances all his lifo, 
even though he fails to sec their significance, is likely to be 
less at a loss when confronted with an ethical judgement or 
with the need of making one, than the pcr:.;on who has remained 
a complete foreigner to the symbol pieturc. Hence we could 
say t~at the contemplation of a myth or the performance 
?f a rite have an efficacy e.1: opere opemto. But that efiicacy 
Is very low when compared with the cfncacy that stems 
from a full understanding and which can be described as e.,; 
O'Yiere O'YI t · I · J.' J.,eran tB. ( am adopting these tet·ms with apologres 
to ecclesiastical usage.) A man who is habitually given to the 
celebration of a sacrifice and who knows that the metaphysical 
explanation of the sacrifice is that something is surrendered 
not for a · · · 

gam m proportion to the value of the thing that IS 
surr~ndered, but for the sake of men that do not deserve the 
sacrifice ~ .. m h . 1 he 

' WJ.U ave real experrence of freedom. And w 1en 
co~~~ to be confronted with a situation in which he is to love a 
nderg our who does not deserve his love or an enemy who 

oes not d . ' 1 · 
h .11 eserve to be forgtven, he will be able to act free Y · 

e WI not t . . ' 
d reac m proportiOn to the neighbour's or enemy 8 

£ ese~t~, but he will react freely and respond by loving and 
or~vmgi And unlike the man who has spent his life in the 

?on emt P ation of the positive picture he will not consider it 
unna ural' t ' 

S'mil ' 1 ° exercise such freedom. 
1 . ~ trY ~ith the man who is given to celebrating the other 
un . 0 . sacrifice. If he is well versed in the performance of a 

sacnfic1al act th t d 
a means the surrender of a temporary an 
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possibly illusory self-hood, and of the attachments and desires 
formed by that self-hood, for the sake, not of something that is 
desirable in proportion to the value of the things surrendered, 
but for the sake of a totally undifferentiated consciousness or a 
state of 'deep, dreamless sleep', he will be well versed in 
the exercise of freedom. And when he is faced by a situation 
in which he must act, he will be able to act freely. That is, 
he will be able to consider the situation on its merits and act 
in such a way as is required by the situation; and not in the 
way his own selfish aims and needs would oblige him to. 

vVhen the world, from which we draw the experience that 
informs om· judgements and in terms of which we assess the 
wisdom and adequacy of our actions, is co-extensive with the 
positive picture, we will be likely to want to act in such a 
way that the response is in proportion to the stimulus. \Ve will 
calculate carefully, if we are hit, whether we ought to seek 
retribution, punishment or vengeance, or w·hether we ought 
to set up a deterrent. vVe might even consider the possibility 
of forgiving the offender on the ground that such generosity 
will eventually pay handsome dividends; for any other response 
might cause the offender to resent us and will occasion further 
'adequate' responses on his part. But the forgiving which thus 
breaks the chain of events will require an enormous strength 
of mind and an unusual depth of conviction and of insight 
if one has no more to go by than the positive picture. For it 
is not the sort of response one is familiar with when one focuses 
one's attention exclusively on the positive picture; and to do 
the unexpected must appear risky. But if one enlarges one's 
experience to take in the events of the symbol picture as \vell, 
then one will be familiar with occurrences of freedom. In that 
case, forgiving will appear as much more natural; and one 
will be able to do it much more as a matter of course than 
if one's attention is confined to the positive picture. 

Our minds have a certain elasticity. But if they become 
familiarized with a certain pattern of events, e.g. with the 
pattern of events as they appear in the positive picture, they 
will eventually find it very difficult to contemplate the possi­
bility of an action other than one that would fit into the familiar 
pattern of experience. In this way an all too exclusive focusing 
upon the positive picture coarsens the human mind, for it 
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restricts it to familiarity with a Hingle pa t.t ern of events. 
It is much more desirable that we should a,yail ourselves of 
the mind's elasticity and train it to take in the :-;yn1bol picture 
as well, in order that it may thus become familiarized with 
patterns of occurrences other than the one that obtains in. 
the positive picture. A mind that is too familiar with the natural 
sequences of events and the purely functional dependences 
that arc. to be found in the positive picture, must eventually 
become Insensitive to the possibility of other pa ttcrns: a I nan 
'~ho operates a vibrating pneumatic drill on the road, is not 
hk~ly to be able to play the violin. There arc two ways in 
'V:1nch one can enlarge one's vision so as to ineludc the sytnbol 
p:cture. One can, first, thoroughly acquaint oneself with myth.-
0. ogy; and, second, one can oneself pcrfortn ccrctnonics and 
ntes that · t' li t d b · ' ts, ac ·Ions over and above those that arc c eta e 
b-:;' 1 the conventional exigencies of society, economics and 

Io ogy- and which in terms of these three would indeed 
appear botJ1 • I 

\V as pomt css and superfluous . 
. e have thus far seen therefore that the science of ethics consists · ' ' i · In the proposition that the goocl is to act in frcedon1 

- w 1~re an act of fi·ecdom is either absolute love or absolute 
consciousne · · B · t 
i f · ss. ut we not only know that the good IS o act 
n reedom · 1 1 · 

a d ' we a so seck the freedom (frotn the compu Sive r:. ~atural responses of the positive picture) to do the good. 
th~st~:port~nt that we should be able to distinguisl~ ?etween 

notions of freedom involved in these propositiOns: 

A: We seck the freedom to do good. 
B: The good is to act in freedom. 

A is achic . d 1 . t 
Such ve JY the contemplation of the symbol piC ·ure. 
love ~ontc~plation teaches us that natural responses ('to 

accordmg t tl I , ' 1 . . ous f sornethin r' • o 1e oved one's deserts ; to )e consc1 o 
that 't .. g) are not the only possible responses. It shows Us 
stim~I IS :qu~Uy 'natural' to respond out of proportion t~ the 

us Ieceived · l"" tl 1t s happens that . ' I.e. to respond freely. 1 Ur 1er~nore, o 
provided that I\ t~aches us that not any rm;ponse Is adequate 
spouses t I Is out of proportion; but that of all the re­
Rclation0·~. of proportion, only two kinds are adequate, namely 

B . s Ip and Solitude 
Is a piece of k · 1 t" 

nowledgc derived from the contemp a Ion 
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of the symbol picture in which acts of Relationship and Soli­
tude arc both good and facts. In that pictm·e the judgement that 
they arc good has cognitive value and is not the expression of 
an arbitrary preference or the acceptance of a social convention. 

The first of the two propositions is concerned with our 
potentialities, with our assessment of what is feasible and 
adequate and with what we can do without appearing both 
to ourselves and to others as unnatural. The enlargement of 
our experience that results from the addition of the symbol 
picture to the positive picture enables us to entertain the 
possibility of the freedom to do the good as something natural, 
for its occurrence is thus moved within the field of our vision. 
The second of the two propositions is a straight factual judge­
ment. It states that a certain type of action is good. And the 
truth of that judgement must be tested by the observation 
of the symbol picture, i.e. by the observation whether Relation­
ship and Solitude in that picture appear as good or not. 

\Ve see thus that the symbol picture is, as it were, a training 
ground for the acquisition of freedom; to contemplate it helps 
us to become acquainted with the notion of freedom and to 
enact the symbols ritually is an actual training in the exercise 
of freedom. The question which must invariably arise now is 
whether the freedom one thus becomes acquainted with can 
have any application in real life. In other 'vords and in quite 
general terms: what application has the symbol picture (and 
the truths pertaining to it) to the positive picture1 Ethical 
judgements have a cognitive value because they can be said 
to be either true or false in relation to the symbol picture. And 
since we have further argued that they have no cognitive 
value in regard to the positive picture - to which they were 
said to be irrelevant - one might legitimately ask whether 
these ethical judgements can in fact be applied to human 
behaviour at large. 

If the distinction between the positive picture and the 
symbol picture were an absolute distinction, the question 
ought to be answered decisively in the negative. But we have 
argued all along that the distinction is not an absolute one. 
The composition of the symbol picture begins in every case 
with an event that can be found in the positive picture. Tllis 
natural event is originally taken as a symbol and is only 

p 
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gradually denaturalized (or, we might 11ow say, supcrnatural­
izcd), in order to give it greater pre<·ision as an indicator of 
cvcnb; in field A. \\'e lmve sce11 how the pruecss of giving it 
greater precision is a proecss of typological speculation. The 
last and most lligldy spc(;ified symbol is still an event which is 
typologi(;ally related to the first natural c\·cnt that was taken 
over from the positive picture. It is the anti-type to a type. 
And the most general type, in all cases, is a natural event 
whieh also has its place in the positive pieture. The death of 
JesuH on the t'l'oss is thus, for instanee, the last anti-type of o. 
ecrtain type: of the death agony of a man. 

It follows from this observation that whatever is said about 
the symbol pieture applies also to the positive picture; but 
no~ ~he other way round. If \VC sec a man in his death agony, 
tlus Is an event in the positive pieturc and calls for very limited 
a~d ~~eonie comment from the point of view of that picture. 
But If we see Jesus dyi 11g on the cross, our attention is drawn 
to all sor·t · · f' · · } · · t f 'fi · 1 d · 8 o 111s1ghts about t 10 unpor anec o a sacn cia 
. ~~th in which the supremely desirable and supremely good 
lsi ~urrendercd in agony. And everything we understand about 
t ns part1'c I· · • f 1 · t' I t' u ar version of death agony, o t liS par wu ar an !-
type can 1 l · H · I ' a so )C true of every ordmary death agony. avmg 
earnt all . t . . . d d tl . . 

f. sor ·~ of msights and havmg un crstoo te sigm-
Icance of · f J such saerifieial death from the contemplatiOn o 
esus' dcat} I 't' 

P. t . 1 on the eross we can turn back to t 10 pos1 1ve re ure , ' . 
d tl and apply what \VO have learnt to every mstance of 
a ea 1 agony. And not only to every instarwe of bodily death 
d gotnly; but also to every inr-:;tancc of a spiritual or mental 

ea 1 agony. 

In this re li · · · · f t I · 1 · · 1 app catwn to the positive piCture o me ap Iys1ca lllSig 1ts j t . 
meta h ~. 0 .the sym boi picture, we are domg,. so .to speak, 

p Ysics m reverse. And in doing metaphysics m reverse we ought t . 1 
t . 0 mtroduce a new concept, the concept of t 1e con-ere e um v . l . . . 1 . 

H 1 ersa . I wish to use this concept w1th apo og1es to 
ege ; for I 1 · dif 

ferent fro am aware that I take it to mean somet nng -
t . .111 What he meant by it. But as I think that there are 

eer a1n s1mil . . 1 uld lik 
t 1 . ar1l!es between his and my meaning, wo e o use us te 

I d . rrn, albeit freely. 
t ~t omg metaphysics in reverse, we are descending from the 

an I- ype of the symbol picture to the type in the positive 
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picture. In doing so we are using the anti-type as a concrete 
universal, of which the type is a particular instance. At first 
sight one might question whether this is really so and whether 
the type, being more general than the anti-type, can be a 
particular instance of the latter. But a little reflection will 
show that the anti-type is indeed a concrete universal in 
relation to the type; and that the type is a particular instance 
of the former. For a concrete universal, being concrete, must 
be specified; and a type is not. The anti-type, on the other 
hand, is a specification of the tnJe. That specification can be 
re-exported to the type which, provided it is trimmed to 
receive the meaning that was attached by specification to 
the anti-type, becomes a particular instance of the anti-type. 
Since any anti-type can have a variety of types, every one 
of these types can be said to be a particular instance of the 
anti-type. And the anti-type stands therefore in the relation 
to its types in which a universal stands to its particular in­
stances. 

In this sense, that type becomes the particular instance of 
the anti-type, its concrete universal. The anti-type is concrete, 
because it is specific- at any rate more specific than the type. 
And it is universal because it can stamp its specific meaning 
on a number of other events - and precisely on those and 
only on those that are types of the concrete universal in ques­
tion. It follows, therefore, that the fact that an anti-type is a 
concrete universal in relation to its types in the positive picture, 
justifies us in retracing our steps from the symbol picture to 
the positive picture, and in inflicting meanings, metaphysically 
established in the symbol picture, on the positive picture. The 
positive picture, in other words, can be viewed sub specie 
symboloru.m. 

There is nothing mysterious in this possibility of a reversal. 
It follows directly from our analysis of the genesis of the symbol 
picture and of metaphysics. If the symbol picture is formed by a 
progressive denaturalization of the positive picture and if such 
denaturalization consists in nothing more than a transposition 
of features of the positive picture to places to which they 
do not 'naturally' belong, it follows that one can indeed retrace 
one's steps, and that whatever is said of the symbol picture 
can, indirectly, also be said of the positive picture. Once we 
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have the metaphysical theory clearly in our minds and arc 
sure of its truth, clarity and relevance to the symbol picture, 
we can discard the latter and begin to sec the positive picture 
as so many instances of the metaphysical theory. 'Ve then 
must only guard ourselves against the mistake of assessing 
the truth of the metaphysical theory by a reference to the 
positive picture. This cannot he done. The meta physi<'a I theory 
can illuminate the positive picture - but the positi\·c pieturc 
cannot furnish proof for the truth of the meta physieal theory 
without first being denaturalized ancl thus transformecl into 
the symbol picture. 

It is not difficult to make this clear by examples. Consider, 
for instance, Shelley's lines: 

If Winter comes, can Spring be far !whim!? 

This verse is a question about a natural event. Shelley asks 
a question about the succession of the seasons. He intends 
to draw our attention to the fact that winter is followed by 
spring. But he docs not mean us to sec no more than such a 
laconic and platitudinous truth. He means to :mggcst that 
after darkness there comes light- after death, the resurrection. 
Nevertheless, his statement is confined to an invitation to 
consider nothing but a natural event. 

Now if this natural event were taken by itself, it would 
mean absolutely nothing. For one could only add to it the 
observation that the spring that eomcs after winter will be 
followed by a summer; that summer by an autumn; and that 
autumn by a further ·winter, and so forth. Shelley, however, 
relied on our knowledge of a Rymhol picture. He took it for 
granted that at one stage, the natural sequence of the seasons 
had been used to fashion a denaturalized symbol about the 
resurrection that follows every death. He took it for granted 
that his readers were acquainted with the metaphysical know­
ledge that was derived from the relevant symbol. Taking this 
for granted, he could reapply this knowledge to a perfectly 
~atural event and invite us to consider the sequence of seasons 
m the positive picture as an illustration of a metaphysical 
trutl~ · That sequence, considered as a natural fact, would prove 
nothmg; and least of all a metaphysical insight about the 
resurrection that follows death. A proof of such an insight 



ETHICS 217 

can only be obtained via the denaturalization of the symbol. 
But once the symbol is there and once the metaphysical sum­
mary is made, it is possible to reverse the process and see parts of 
the positive picture illuminated by the metaphysical insight. 
In this way it becomes possible to read the positive picture in 
the light of the knowledge gained through its denaturalization. 
The fact that the symbols are clue to denaturalization of 
ordinary, natural events, makes it certain that these natural 
events will not contradict metaphysical truths. But at the 
same time, by themselves, they cannot support them. They 
can only be illuminated by them if one retraces one's steps 
down the ladder of typological specification. 

As a further illustration we should cast a brief glance at 
another natural event, sexual intercourse. If one ascends 
the typological ladder to further and further specification, 
one can obtain the following images: 

l. Sexual intercourse. 
~- Ceremonial wedding 
3. Christian marriage 
4. Christ is the bridegroom of the church 
5. U nio mystica 

In this ladder, the natural event is clearly in the positive 
picture and is the type of all further images, which are the 
anti-types. \\'ith 2. we are on the threshold of the symbol 
picture, and with 5. we arc in a high realm of specification 
at a point where the image passes into metaphysical abstrac­
tion. If we now retrace our steps and descend the ladder, 5. 
will become the concrete universal. And as we descend, every 
image will be a more particular instance, until we reach the 
natural event in the positive picture which is the first particular 
instance of the series. The act of sexual intercourse can now 
be read and understood in the light of a metaphysical truth, 
and thus be taken as an event with a very special significance. 
Although a perfectly natural act, it can now be seen as invested 
with a very special meaning. And we will be reminded of the 
ancient Indian principle: 'He who knows that .. .'. That is, he 
who knows that an act of sexual union signifies a 1tnio mystica 
will be wise indeed. 

To give a more concrete example, the case of friendship. 
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As far ns rnH~ r·an a~c·c·rlain in the po;;itin• picture, friendship, 
wlH'flrr·r it i . ..; c·rolic·:tllv c·clll!lililllll'rl or not. i:-; a relation­
ship lwf \\c·c·rr t \\IJ IH'ol·,\c· who :tiT attracted to one another 
and t al-;r· plc·asun· in c·ar·h ot IH'r's eompany for a number of 
IJJrn·r· rn· lr-,.;s \n·ll dl'firwd n·asr,ns. ~\nd if one confines one's 
stll'\·c·y tr1 thc~ JH•siti\·r· l,jdun·. one will alwayil endeavour to 
s1:11P \\la:11 tl11· rc·:asc.ns fr·r· 111(' attr·adion arC'. (I am now not 
,.,,11!-<idc·r·ing t l11· Jdwn~>JtJC'IIIIIl of r·onrantic· pa;;sion. where the 
')q\'(,· is l'l>lltfl)C·1c·f.\' 111J1 1>f J'I'IIJ'III'fion to the JlC'rflOn loved and 
wl11·r·c, 1 his lac·J.: c,f' JH'c>JH>1'1 i1111 is mor·e or less artificially induced 
thrc,ttgla v:tr·icnrs fon 11 s "f fnu-;tntlion.) Hut if one descends, 
so to ~pr·al.;, tr, tlu' natural piH·rwmenon of friendship from 
the: lu,rght s c,f tlw S\'JII hoi pidun·. one will he able to bring 
to IH·ar 011 ·1 . · I I 1.0. · . 
• • , ·L c·o11 rp c ·t c· y r 1 erent stamp. One wrll then be 
.d,lc: to tn"Lt 't · I · t f · 
I ·· · 1 as a part wu ar ms nncc o meommensurnte 
ove (pl·rn·id. I I . . . . 
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and, although the path is beset with innumerable difficulties, 
it is possible to establish a right relationship with the father. 
The mother, on the other hand, is the ground of being. The 
very fact of the separate existence of the child (as of any indi­
vidual object) is a disturbance of the primeval oneness of 
that being, and hence no right relationship between the two 
is possible: the mother will seek reabsorption in one form or 
another and may even appear as the devouring monster that 
eats her children. And the child itself will either give in and 
seek an attachment to the mother that is 'unnatural' in the 
sense that it denies the child a development as an independent 
personality; or it will strive away from the mother and resist 
by various subterfuges the mother's endeavours to amml its 
separate existence or, at least, to limit it. 

In modern psychology there has been an implicit recognition 
of the typological relationship between myth and natural 
event, and of the fact that tllis typological relationship estab­
lishes the anti-type as a concrete universal and the type as a 
particular instance of it. For ever since Freud psychologists 
have been in the habit of designating certain psychological 
phenomena as instances of certain myths. vVe get Oedipus 
complexes and Eve complexes, and so forth. Even though 
most pyschologists would not bother to encourage excursions 
into the symbol picture of the kind we lmve suggested, their 
habit of choosing mythological names for psychological events 
pays tacit tribute to the correctness of the view that the symbol 
picture is a ·world in which we can learn a great deal about the 
natural world. A highly elaborated symbol picture, carefully 
subject to metaphysical interpretation, illuminates the natural 
world by making it appear as so many particular instances 
of symbols. The symbol picture, in tills way, draws our atten­
tion to aspects of the natmal world wllich would never become 
apparent if we confined our gaze to nature alone. 

We see, therefore, that the symbol pictme is, as it were, a 
training ground for the acquisition of freedom. To contem­
plate it helps us to become acquainted with the notion of 
freedom, and to enact the symbols is an actual training in 
freedom. The freedom thus acquired can be exercised in every­
day life, that is, in regard to all events. But if one does not 
know of the symbol picture and its correct meaning, i.e. if one 
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is unaware of the metaphysical doctrines about the symbol 
picture, both the theoretical training and the practical training 
in freedom will be lacking. And then one cannot expect a man 
to react in any other way than the natural way. One can 
then only expect him to respond in every case in proportion to 
the stimulus he has received. 

If this is so, it follows that the symbol pictme, once it has 
been contemplated for a considerable time and onec one has 
taken part in its performance, becomes as suc-h superfluous. 
Because if one keeps the metaphysical doctrines about the 
symbol picture firmly in mind, one can act in the freedom 
which they prescribe all the time. The mctaphysieal doctrine is 
a doctrine about the most highly specified sym bul:->. Only the 
contemplation of those symbols will make one sec the truth of 
these doctrines. But since the highly specified sym hoi is no 
more than an anti-type of a natural event, the metaphysical 
doctrine will equally be true of the type, of the unspecified 
natural event. Only, that truth cannot be seen clircctly, and 
the metaphysical doctrine cannot be tested by it. But once one 
has got firmly hold of the doctrine and dispenses with a direct 
test of its truth, it can lJc applied to the relevant natural event. 

Consider for example the doctrine that love is absolute. This 
is a doctrine about a whole series of specified, supernatural 
symbols. But the series was built upon a natural event, which 
\vas the original type. That event, for instance, is an act of 
surrender. This act is a natural event and can find a place 
in the positive picture. If one now chooses to disregard all the 
intervening symbols and takes the doctrine to the original 
type, the natural event, the doctrine will enable us to see the 
natural event in a certain light, namely as a type of, e.g., Jesus's 
sacrificial death for the redemption of mankind. And since 
the positive picture abounds in acts of surrender, in the cessa­
tion of one existence or form of existence for the sake of 
another existence, the metaphysical doctrine will help us to 
see the whole positive picture in a certain light. If this is so, 
we can say that a man who is well versed in the symbol picture 
and in metaphysical doctrines, can afford to dispense with the 
symbol picture and, with the help of the doctrines, adopt an 
ethical attitude to the events in the positive picture. But the 
mere contemplation of the positive picture will not enable him 
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to do so. For without the doctrine, an act of surrender is 
simply an act of surrender; death is merely death and is 
naturally resisted by a number of drives and tendencies. And 
the mere contemplation of the ensuing struggle between death 
and the forces that naturally resist it, will not enable one to 
express any judgement about it other than the judgement 
that things are as they are. But if one approaches the spectacle 
of death, so abundantly offered in the positive picture, from 
the standpoint of the metaphysical doctrine that love is 
absolute and that God so loved the world that He sacrificed 
His only son for it, one will be able to see in every death an 
example of love that sacrifices itself for the sake of something 
else, i.e. for the sake of something that one would naturally 
love less than oneself and which in the course of nature and 
by natural compulsion is taken by oneself as less valuable than 
oneself. A death is then seen not just as a death in which certain 
natural forces naturally prevailed over others; but as a type 
of an act of absolute love. 

\Ve are then left, in the end, with the metaphysical doctrines 
and with the world of nature which we contemplate from the 
point of view of these doctrines. But it is very necessary to 
remind ourselves of the fact that the detour through the symbol 
picture, the detour through a supernatural appearance of the 
world, was by no means unnecessary. \Vithout that detour, 
it would have been quite impossible to arrive at the metaphysi­
cal doctrines. And furthermore, without that detour, the 
metaphysical doctrines would not only soon lose their plausi­
bility, but we would also be deprived of the proper training 
ground for the practice of freedom. Freedom, we said, is the 
common characteristic of acts of absolute love and of absolute 
consciousness. And since we can find in the positive picture 
only acts of love and of consciousness that stand in a necessary, 
i.e. an unfree, relation to certain stimuli, we can acquaint 
ourselves with the possibility of freedom and practise its 
exercise only through the symbol picture. 

We cannot but conclude, therefore, that the symbol picture, 
though a detour, is an absolutely necessary detour. This obser­
vation is especially relevant to our modern societies in which 
the cultivation of the symbol picture is no longer an integral 
part of our lives. Our days are so taken up with utilitarian and 

Q. 
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practical pursuits, and we arc so bent upon the creation of those 
social and political conditions that will promote the production 
of material goods, that the symbol picture has been crowded out. 
For all these pursuits can only be carried on if we keep the 
positive picture firmly fixed before our eyes. Hence we show 
little inclination for the cultivation of the symbol picture, and 
less interest in metaphysical doctrines. And if metaphysical 
doctrines are put forward, we arc not in a position to point at 
a symbol picture to which they apply and which alone can 
make them appear plausible. \Vhcn they arc put forward, 
they stand condemned as irrelevant to the only picture 
we endeavour to keep firmly before our eyes, the positive 
picture. Similarly, our disregard for the symbol picture implies 
a disregard for the events in field A. And our preoccupation 
with the positive picture forces us to think of all mental events 
as events that can be located in the positive picture. Our 
utilitarian pursuits and aims entail, therefore, a situation that 
is quite self-consistent. There is nothing that jars or stands 
out. For we know of metaphysics through the symbol picture; 
of the symbol picture, through events in field A; of events in 
field A, through the symbol picture; and of the symbol picture, 
through metaphysics. These three things (metaphysics, field 
A and the symbol picture) are the only evidence there is for 
metaphysics, field A and the symbol picture. If any one is 
made to disappear, the other t\vo ,vill also disappear, for the 
first was the only clue to the existence of the others. And if 
our utilitarian pursuits make us disregard the symbol picture, 
m~taphysics and field A will both disappear from our ken 
Without leaving so much as a trace. It is not that the awareness 
of ev~nts in field A might compel us to review the situation, 
for Without the symbols, we have argued, there is no indepen­
dent awareness of these events. And it is not that the truth of 
~etaphysical doctrines would make us realize that the positive 
p~cture cannot be the only picture; for without the symbol 
piCture, the metaphysical doctrines have no independent truth 
or even plausibility. 

All this shows that it is no good arguing for metaphysics or 
~or the recognition of the special character of mental events 
~n field A. The only clue to both metaphysics and these events 
IS the symbol picture. And if we have no time for, or interest 
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in, the symbol picture, no amolmt of theoretical argument 
will help us to keep it alive. For the only theoretical argument 
in its favour is that there are events in field A that need to be 
symbolized; and that there are metaphysical doctrines that 
apply to the symbol picture. But since we cannot prove either 
of these contentions except with the help of the symbol picture 
we must, in the face of our utilitarian preoccupations, admit 
defeat. For the only strong argument against the desirability 
of applying all our resources and attentions to the production 
of material goods could be derived from the contemplation of 
the symbol picture and the ethical values such contemplation 
would force us to recognize. But if we are bent on the production 
of material goods, we cannot afford to pay much attention 
to anything but the positive picture; and if we do that, we 
'"ill not find any grmmd for upholding ethical judgements which 
will make the production of material goods a questionable 
value. 

The production of material goods and our efforts to raise 
our material standard of living can indeed be likened to the 
practice of debasing the coinage. Both practices obey Gresham's 
law that bad money drives out good money. If one can, by 
adding a baser metal, make t\YO florins out of one florin, 
everybody will seize the opportunity and the good florins, 
worth two shillings of silver, will rapidly disappear. It is the 
same with material goods. If there is a possibility of clean 
and speedy travel and of penicillin, one will not refuse them 
because their attainment involves a concentration upon the 
positive picture and a reordering of one's society and culture 
in accordance with the technology and science required for 
production. Hence the desire for material goods, since it involves 
a close concentration upon the positive picture, crowds out 
every other picture one has formed of the World, and with it 
makes disappear those values which the other pictures used 
to instil. And there seems nothing one can do about the in­
exorable operation of Gresham's law in economics as well as in 
culture. 

It is often alleged nowadays that our progress in scientific 
lmowledge and its application has far outdistanced our pro­
gress in morality, and that mankind is today facing an unpre­
cedented crisis. For it wields scientific powers of unheard of 
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dimensions when its moral condition is no better than that 
of a child. Mankind today, it is said, is like a baby in charge 
of a machine-gun. I think that this allegation is completely 
unjustified. Careful observation will, in fact, prove the contrary. 
Hand in hand with our scientific and technological progress 
there goes a moral determination, the like of which has never 
been seen. vVe are determined today to eliminate war and to 
establish systems of collective security to protect helpless 
individuals both against ruthless exploitation by stronger 
individuals and against the vicissitudes of nature. There is 
more talk about moral order and a greater determination to 
establish it than at any time in human history. Only complete 
blindness or wilful ignorance can deny this. And if one is 
pessimistic, one can only be pessimistic about our chances 
of success; but not about the firmness of our desire to establish 
moral order and not about the conviction that moral order 
is desirable. The only observation one might add is this. The 
moral order we are seeking is based upon the concept of social 
manipulation and is entirely and exclusively concerned with 
the effort to find a sadist for every masochist. Such a. moral 
order is based upon the conception that evil can best be 
~liminated by the establi:;hment of a vast and complicatedly 
lllter-related system of :;ymhiosis. Given the fact that a. great 
deal of suffering can be eliminated when every sadist finds his 
~asochist and a system of universal symbiosis is established 
It Would be both foolish and irresponsible to refuse one's 
co-operation. 

Nevertheless, I would add a comment. The establishment 
of a Universal system of symbiosis will depend upon persuading 
every single individual of the fact that he ought to 'fit in'. The 
;,uccess of the moral effort along these lines will depend, there-
ore, upon a certain degree of selflessness and self-denial. For 

every individual must allow himself to be 'used' in one way 
or -~n another. True, the system when finally established, WJ.U. 
Pr · ' d 

.0 VIde corresponding compensations for such selflessness an 
will e~deavour to alleviate the pain caused by the hurt _to 
people s pride, which such co-ordination must of necessl~Y 
cause. But at the same time it stands to reason that people will 
bear the slights to their pride more readily and will be :more 
Willing to be selfless if they are bent upon the genuinely moral 
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pursuits of which I have spoken in this book. If this is so, the 
success of the attempt to establish a universal system of symbiosis 
for the elimination of suffering will be very much bound up 
with the persistence of genuine moral effort. And since the 
persistence of such effort is, in turn, bound up with metaphysics 
and the symbol picture, we are neglecting the latter at our 
peril. By too single-minded a concentration upon the positive 
picture and the nwral endeavour to establish within its frame­
work a universal system. of syn1biosis, we will endanger the 
success of that system. For as genuine moral training in 
freedom is pushed into the background and overlooked, indi­
viduals will becmne n1ore and more intractable. They '"ill be 
less and less likely to surrender their egotisms for the sake of 
the co-operation which the universal system of symbiosis 
requires. If this is so, the exclusive preoccupation with the 
establishment of a universal system of syn1biosis may well 
defeat itself. \Vhereas, on the other hand, a more persistent 
preoccupation with education for freedom, as we have described 
in this book, is likely to make people tractable and willing to co­
operate in the establishment of such a system. It would be silly to 
argue that if people are educated to be free, the establishment 
of symbiosis would be superfluous. This is true in theory; 
but in practice there will always be such a wide gap between 
the goal and the attainment that no attempt at symbiosis 
can ever be considered superfluous. 

By way of summing up, I would like to propose a small 
change in non1enclature. 

The question arises as to whether it is appropriate to describe 
the symbol picture as a non-natural picture. One might be 
tmnptecl to use for the syn1bol picture the tern1 'supernatural' 
if it were not for the fact that that word has been so persistently 
1nisused. The word 'supernatural' is commonly used to describe 
events which are said to occur, but the occurrence of 
which cannot be located in the positive picture because they 
are not functionally dependent on other events. Now if one 
is thinking only in terms of the positive picture, then the use 
of the word is a contradiction in terms: for how is it possible 
to say that events 'occur' and yet cannot be located in the 
positive picture, when the only criterion of 'occurrence' is 
'capable of being located in the positive picture'? If one is 
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thinking purely in terms of the positive picture, there can, 
by definition, be no supernatural occmTcnces. Any occurrence, 
worthy of the name, must be an occurrence in the positive 
picture and must, therefore, be described as a natural one. 

At the same time, there have always been people who have 
chosen to accept the positive picture and the natural criterion 
for what does and what does not occur in it; but have decided 
at the same time to believe that some arbitrarily chosen 
occurrences are to be taken to be occurrences even though 
they cannot be located in the positive picture. They maintain 
that such occurrences are known by 'faith'. 

It is always striking to find that people arc quite arbitrary 
in their choice of those occurrences which are said to be known 
by faith and which they thus choose to describe as supernatural 
ones. To some people every thunderstorm is a supernatural 
event; and to others only very special apparitions that occur 
very infrequently arc supernatural events. The more elaborate 
the positive picture \vhich they have before their eyes, the 
fewer the occurrences which are said to be of a supernatural 
character, known by faith. 

If one examines the arguments of the people who insist 
that the word 'supernatural' ought to be used to describe 
certain events, one will always be struck by two things. First, 
one will find that such people have an unwarranted regard 
for the finality of the positive picture. They sense that it is not 
?omplete in every respect and therefore reserve the right to 
mterpolate it with 'supernatural' occurrences. But they do 
not entertain the possibility that the positive picture is only 
?ne ?f several possible appearances of the ·world. By treating 
It With too much respect as a final and monopolistic picture, 
they are forced to postulate that it contains, beside all ordinary 
events, a number of miraculous occurrences. I say 'postulate'' 
for by the nature of the case the miraculous occurrences camlot 
be observed in the positive picture in the way in which all 
other occurrences in that picture can be said to be observed. 
And thus we come to the second point. Too much respect 
~or ~he ~ality of the positive picture invites an excessive 
Irrationality; for the postulation of such miraculous events 
in the positive picture is indeed an exercise of unreason. 
We must therefore conclude that excessive positivism and 
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irrationalism always go hand in hand. Theymutuallysustain one 
another. 

It seems much more sensible to reserve the term 'super­
natural' for the symbol picture and to use it in order to stress 
that in the symbol picture there are events which, because they 
are used as symbols for events in field A, are of a non-natural 
character, i.e. are such that they could not be located in the 
positive picture (except, of course, in so far as they are pic­
torially or theatrically represented). Consequently, the word 
'faith' should not be used to describe the belief in the occurrence 
of those events which can be shown, in terms of the positive 
picture and by the criteria used for its compilation, not to have 
occurred. If one uses the word 'faith' in this sense, it means 
no more than credulity or superstition. The word 'faith' should 
be used to describe the way in which one views the symbols in 
the symbol picture. The symbols are viewed with a peculiar 
emotional frrmness. They make a very powerful appeal to us 
and exercise a strong hold over us because they are the signs 
that indicate the occurrence and the quality of our states of 
consciousness. It is through them, and only through them, 
that we are aware of bow we feel ourselves to be. Hence the 
symbols arouse in us an attachment and addiction which could 
never be aroused by the contemplation of a mere natural fact. 
For this reason it is appropriate to describe our attachment 
to the symbols as a faith. This kind of faith is not a form of 
credulity - for in the contemplation of a symbol or in the 
performance of a rite we are not asked to subscribe to a certain 
belief. It is more like a trust, a trust in the power of the symbol 
that indicates the way we feel ourselves to be. 

I have tried to show that there is a real connection between 
the symbol picture and the positive picture. And that what 
one learns from the former has its application in the latter. 
Our ethical knowledge, gained from the contemplation of the 
symbol picture, requires the exercise of freedom. This is the 
final and most abstract formulation of ethical science - since 
it comprises both elements of ethi?al kno":ledge, Relationship 
as well as Solitude. From the pomt of VIew of the positive 
picture, the exercise of freedom appea~s as something unnatural, 
or as something against nature. It IS not natural to forgive 
to love more than the loved object warrants or deserves, t~ 
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be conscious without being conscious of something, etc. The 
exercise of freedom, therefore, is an unnatural or supernatural 
act. And yet, from the point of view of the symbol picture, 
the exercise of freedom is a natural and fitting act. \Ye find 
then, in the end, that the question as to whether the exercise 
of freedom is a natural or a supernatural virtue, is n. question 
of words. Perhaps the most sensible way of putting it is this. 
The natural, positive picture docs not teach uH to excreise free­
dom. But if that picture is transformed into the non-natural 
or supernatural symbol picture, the excreise of freedom will 
appear as something natural. Hence we can condude that our 
conception of ethics as the science of the good depends on 
w_hether the positive picture is transformed into the Hymbol 
picture, that is, upon the transformation of nature into super­
nature. 
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