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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 metaphysical
ideas in terms of iythological themes and
discusses @ wealth of historical material to
illustrate the actual transition from mythology
to mectaphysics in ancient Greece, in India
and in Christian thought. He also provides
a most interesting description of the way in
which mythological pictures are made up
from COmpoRents 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 cthical 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) communicablc.
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PREFACE

I am not myself satisfied with what I have read and said on the
philosophical basis of cthics. I cannot see how to refute the
arguments for the subjectivity of ethical values, but I find myself
incapable of believing that all that is wrong with wanton cruclty
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 somchow ingredient in the very
nature of things. To develop the ‘somchow’ into a definite and
intelligible coneept is, of course, a task of the most formidable
character, which only metaphysies is competent to discharge ~
even if it be competent. But in order to know that, as distinct
from how, a moral order is rooted in the nature of reality, there is
no nced to wait for a metaphysical theory. If we are 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 connected 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. My 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 cthical
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 succceds 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 cthical
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 ecnough
to discover that at least a fragmentary moral order is somchow
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 conncct 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.
1t 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 Wellington, without whose gencrosity the publi-
cation of this book might not have been possible; and Robert
Calvert, for his help with the proofs.

P. M.
Wellington,
New Zealand.
February, 1963






Chapter One

THE PROBLEM OF ETHICS

This book is a book about ethics. By ethies 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?’ malkes no sense, because ‘the good’ is precisely
what one ought to do and therefore this question amounts to no
more than to asking ‘why one ought to do what one ought to
do’. Ethics is, thercfore, not concerned with the question why
one ought to do the good; but merely with the question of
how one can know what is good.

If the science of cthics 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 knowledge of the law of gravity,
from jumping off the Eiffel Tower. If a person knows what is
good but refuses to do it, if he knows 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
add to this luconic reflection thoe corollary that we cannot even
stop people from digging other people’s graves.

But to admit this i3 not the same as admitting that wo can
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 does 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 choose
whether one does what one ought to do or not; but also belicves
that one is free to choose as the good anything onc likes or
anyth?ng which custom or superior force or sclf-interest, or
anything at all, happens to prescribe. The second man, in
short, denies that ethical judgements have any cognitive valuc.
He 'holds the view that there can be no discussion about ultimate
ethical principles and that ethical judgements arc thercfore a
Plain expression of stark irrationality.
to(c)lge ‘Lannot but admit the power of the first man to refuse
I‘efusaxlv ai"he knows to be right. He can have no right to such a
right ¢ ‘d Or 1t would be a self-contradiction to concede the
that Wi)lil OIWhi}t one knows not to be right; but we all know
we all ha,e acking the right to do what we know to be wrong,
o Tisht Vgthe Physical ability to choose what we know not to
the Sgcor‘ld 1€ may, however, challenge the rcasonablencss of
chooses andn;an to choose as right anything that he lmppel-ls- to
value, Bug 0 deny that ethical judgements have a Cf)gmtlve
ethical jug such a challenge places the burden of showing that
lenge hiin gements have a cognitive value on us. If we cha.l—
action i ’g"g must try to show that a judgement that a certain
same king Of (;S a factual judgement which admits only of the
try to Showo houbt as all other factual judgements. .We musb
on manw ence we demye our knowledge of what is good.
question Whitﬁenturles ‘phllosophers have tried to settle t_‘,he
of nature. - er an a,('BtIOI.l or a habit is good, by an ol.)serv-atlon
Butler, ‘is.its 1?111‘ obligation to obey this law’, sald Blshop
Way the queste‘mg the law of your nature’ (Ser{nqn iii). In this
self-denia], 1yt on whether humility, magnanimity, egotism,
to Certain’ ?a,():l()t'lsm, ete., were good, was settled by an appeal
judgements ths;-, ie. t(? the facts of human nature. Etlll(?al
cognitive Valua CeIta:m actions were good had a definite
nature, ang ih Certain a‘ctmns were ‘becoming’ to human
human natureow e;‘;dwere unfitting’ and an f)bservation of
action. ould always reveal the appropriateness of any

A brief survey of the whole ficld 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 are likely to result in the
salvation of the human soul. But these differences of opinion
as 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 differences of opinion about
ethical values that there are no ethical values, and that ethical
judgements are 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 nature. 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 nature 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 our knowledge
of what is good, it must be conceded that our knowledge of
what is good must vary with 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 Greck city-state, one must of necessity form a dif-
ferent opinion as to what is ‘becoming’ to human nature. But
how one sees human nature, 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 arrive 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 measurable attributes of men.
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This is, of course, not to say that all non-cmpirical or partly
non-empirical methods of observation yicld i(l(‘ntivul. results,
and that the only discrepancies in the estimates of human
naturc are duc to the employment of empirical or non-empirical
mcthods of study. On the contrary: the use of non-empirical
methods of study has led to o quite bewildering varicty of
presumptlions of what human nature is and of what is becoming
to it.

For many centuries the study of human nature was carried
out, in fact, by methods which we could not call altogether
empirical, Many philosophers employcd sclf-evident truths;
others, necessary principles; and others were only too ready to
use as part of the cvidence revealed propositions — cither

explicitly or implicitly. Whatever they did, the
counted he

cal method

y never simply
ads or measured qualitics. The use of such unempiri-
sresulted in the drawing of a picture - or should wo
perhaps say of o varicly of pictures? —in which certain actions
and habits stood out as ‘hecoming’. When such pictures of
}.IUma,n nature were obtained, it was possible to make ethical
judgements as u mattor of knowledge and to recognize clearly
their cognitive value,

But with the
observation duri
brought aloug. A
and of degeril
that it w
from 1

progress of the purely empirical methods of
1g the cighteenth century, a severe crisis was
Vhen the method of observing human nature
ing it heeame completely empirical, it was found
48 no longer possible to infer as a matter of knowledge
bUCUmin(;r I’}J‘f:flil‘c.% @lms ()}.)Luincd what wasg un'(l what was 1.1013
but (’mpil.'ic;ﬂm }chtnrc. of 1111111sz1 nature obtained .by nothlpg
neutral, g, |, ‘Or.)scr\_mtu)n was (.ll:suovcr(ﬂ to be ct!ncully qult'e
Was carrieg }L%,lll with, an C.Ill})ll‘l(/'ill‘ survey, especially when it
world tg theJ(X/ond. the lmntcd' conhncs_ of the \yCll-!{}lOWll old
showed 4, . mericas, t().Afl'l-(:iL zm(l.mto t‘h‘c dacific Ocean;
and, from, unmxpl(?‘cely }).()Wll(lCI‘l.l)g variety of ‘human natures
ings. The g, t(/cluca? point of view, the observer lost his pea-r-
Sade. He I‘S reaction was that. Cxp'ress?('l b).f the Marquis de
aTmuments 'Omflrked w1t.h sceming ]us.tlf'lczl,thI.I that all the
® against certain sexual practices, which were based
JPOR AN appeal to Lyynan nature, were fallacious. For if one
travel.led far Cnough one could discover that what was frowned
uponInsome societics, 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 nature. The
Marquis 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. Onc 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 from 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 onesclf 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 wag
bad. All societies and all periods of history, it came to be said,
are ‘equidistant from God’ and our knowledge of ethics ig
entirely relative.

This insight led eventually to a purely 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 themselveg
that since ethical knowledge could no longer be derived from g
study of human nature, it must be obtained in a democratic
manner. This positive conclusion was derived from a firy
adherence to the belief that human nature must be the basis of
ethical judgements. But if one employs only empirical methodg
in the study of human nature, then one need do no more thap
employ strictly empirical methods in the attempt to find oyt
what is becoming to human nature. This gave rise to the belief

B
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that questions of what is good can be decided by a mere count-
ing of heads, by a purely quantitative assessment of what
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 grcatest number of
people. At the same time, especially in the United States, this
way of discovering what is good has also found a very 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
utilitarianism and in the popularity poll, ethical knowledge is
'?'f:ﬂl 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
1mg02:,1 and what ought to be done. There is, however, an
wifho tﬁ-:thdllﬁ'erence. As long as -hunmn nature was studied
to infer fro;P':f some non-empirical c}'ltcrm, it was possible
Was not beCOl1 ' what was good and cvil, \Vll'itfb was and wl.mt
revealog gt ning, But. when a .purcly empirical obsel‘Vfltlou
ing variet a hU}nun beings were in fact doing a very bewilder-
b o €ty of things, one ceasefl to feel entitled to condemn all
iHStea(f tgroup as offending against human nature. One rcached
by obs h_e conclusion that the good can no longer be known
inferrezrvmg a standard human n-ature, but that it can only be
scientif Tom a majority vote, itself a purely empirical a.nd
Whichl ca_'uy unimpugnable procedure. The great qucstqon
th this procedure raised, however, was whether anything

1\1;19‘1)8118(1 ‘good’ is really entitled to be so labelled.
the si, fing, therefore, that the triumph of pure empiricism in
Udy of human nature led to two different results. There

were firgt)]

ethica] beljyefglose people who adhered to certain traditional

N0t be deriye a
and that, gy}, g
but ethicg) rel
have no cogni
to whom 5 g

is

They found that these beliefs could obviously
from a genuine observation of human nature,
enuinely empirical observation yiclded nothing
ativism, i.e. the belief that ethical judgements
tive value. And secondly there were the people
enuinely empirical observation of human nature
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suggested that the cthical 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 cthical judgements that could not be justified by a
genuincly empirical study of human nature and were thus
led to the belief that the good could only be assessed (still
always 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 the 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. FFor in the first negative reaction it was at least
granted that rclativism 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, how 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 knowledge 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 society as a com-
plete whole and sees every habit or belief as a function which is
to be judged by its relation to other functions in that socicty.
The only value-judgements that are thus possible are 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 be assessed
only in terms of its degree of integration with the other func-
tions. In this way mental health, personal development, friend-
liness, aggressiveness, ctc., are all subject to a purcly empirical
judgement, and ‘ethical’ judgements retain their purely cogni-
tive value. But the empirical observation of how functions are
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 socicty and in terms of
the flegree of the social harmony that persists‘in it. If a socicty,
for instance, manages to integrate torture, or is organized In
such a way that a certain amount of aggressiveness either
against foreigners or against members of the same group is a
functlon.al necessity (in view of its relation to the food supply
or certain religious practices, etc.), then one can only express
approvz?J of it, and any criticism would he no more than the
expression of an arbitrary and ill-informed judgement. We can
see, therefore, that this kind of preservation of the cognitive
value of ethical judgements is completely stultifying: it obliges
one to regard failure at conformity and integration as the only
crime and sets a premium not upon what has traditionally been
regarded as good or on what we feel we would like to regard as
good, but upon success at integration.
o \ff(l)nrircl:hsutc}}l a point of viev‘v, given a certain type of socicty
function, ¢ e torture of prisoners or e}mmies is an integral
of its mémgrtllre cannot l?e condemned in that society. If one
ab his lack e;s_ob]ects_to it, one can only shrug one’s shoulders
ciently Well(‘) mtegmtl.on anfl hope that he will soon be su.ifi—
7 Well Integrated into his society to learn to watch it with
equammity. .The ethical judgement that torture is bad says,
mn th.ls 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 Will, has always been condoned because
Rousseau wisely chose a criminal as an example. But the utter
paradoxicality of the case is much more patently revecaled
when we look at it the 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 the negative reaction, Spengler’s Decline of the West,
should have proved a source of inspiration to the great popular
work, written from the standpoint of functionalism, Ruth
Benedict’s Patterns of Culture. Whatever 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 nature
cannot be made the basis of cthical 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 sources of information
are very much morereliable 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,
the 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 have been applied to the other forms of
relativism we have discussed — that pecople had formed the
habit of inferring what ought to be done from what is being
done. Formally speaking his argument insisted that it is a
fallacy to deduce values from facts or to infer that things are
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 fuct, had no greater
recommendation than that they were being done or desired by
lots of people.

Unfortunately, whether through Moore’s own fault or through
the zeal of his followers, the argument was interpreted too
closely in the purely formal sense and thercfore applied not
only to the various ways in which people had reacted to the
discovery that a genuinely empirical study of human naturo
does not yield the same clear insight into what is and what is not
becoming to men as had been yielded by carlier less purcly
empirical studies of human nature, but also to all other forms
of deriving ethical judgements from a knowledge of human
pature. This extended application of the argument that an
%nference from facts to values is a fallacy scems to me to be
itself a fallacy.

- Before the study of human nature came to be carried oub
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-
ton to these non-naturalistic features of the picture of human
nature. With the growth of the purcly 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 are 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 nature, 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
cannot maintain that the same fallacy is committed when the
picture of human nature, from which values are inferred, is
not duec to purely cmpirical observation. When 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 thercfore 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 the
belief that ethical judgements are 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 obhserves yellowness in an object. With this
argument he certainly managed to avoid any naturalistic
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,
ha.d at least the one advantage of being pragmatically useful: g
utilitarian can always prescribe some way in which, for practical
Purposes, an ethical judgement can be made, and indicate a
method by which one can carry on a debate about the ethical
Va_hlt? of institutions, habits, customs or individual behaviour.
His insistence on the cognitive value of ethical judgements
ha's & very practical significance, and even though he is com-
mitting the naturalistic fallacy every time he opens his mouth,
and even though he is getting hopelessly bogged down in ethical
relativism, he always provides a ground for a genuine ethical
:ﬁg:ment. ’.[.‘he same cannot be said for Moore: the observation

efﬁ an action is good, like the observation that an object is
Zhat?‘;,’ cannot lead to a sensible argument. One can well say
Mooref;eseﬁs that an ‘action is good; but one can say no more.
ethical 'ug ief that }.us theory salvages the cognitive value of
the o 1_‘] gements is therefore deceptive. The argument has

utward appearance of doing so. But since there are no
facts t‘o which it can appeal in case of a difference in ethical
valuqtlon’ ‘the view that the good is seen as a property of
certain actions i really indistinguishable for practical 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
Moore’s rigid objectivism (his attempt to preserve the cognitive
value of ethical judgements) made way finally for an extreme
form of cthical subjectivism which believes that an ethical
judgement has no basis in facts and that there can be no argu-
ment about ultimate cthical 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, by Ayer and has since then been upheld in one form
or another by countless other writers. Judgements of value,
they argue, are not like judgements of facts. The meaning of the
latter can be ascertained by some verification procedure. The
only meaning that can be attributed to the former is that they
are an expression of preferences, of feelings, cte., about \\’hicil
one cannot arguc. One cthical judgement is therefore ag good
as any other. With this theory of ecthics we have finally come
to the view of the man who says that he will do always exact]v
as he likes because there is no objective way of establishing
the good and that therefore one action is as good or as baq abs
any other. We are now a far cry from the man who might have
said that he knew very well what the good was and kneyw that,
he ought to do it; but that he chose in fact not to do i,

It is perhaps strange that it should be such a short step from
Moore’s objectivism to Ayer’s subjectivism. But if ope takes
the naturalistic fallacy seriously and believes that it applies
to all arguments from human nature to ethical value, evep when
the picture of human nature involved is based upon methods
of observation other than empirical ones, it is Impossible to
avoid the conclusion that ethical judgements have ng cognitive
value at all. Moore’s theory had the appearance of avoidine
this conclusion, but proved in actual practice to bhe illdistin?
guishable from pure subjectivism. For if the Perception of
goodness is suz generis, one cannot argue with a 1ngy, who
maintains that he perceives goodness in torture, And the
impossibility of starting a sensible argument is always g clear
indication of subjectivism.

What is a little more surprising, perhaps, is the fat, that the
views of Jean-Paul Sartre lead to exactly the sane kind of
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subjectivism. Sartre, unlike Moore and Ayer, did not react
against the naturalistic fallacy committed by the utilitarians.
He began by reacting against the views of Hegel. But since
Hegel was one of the foremost representatives of the negative
(historicist) reaction to the employment of purcly 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 fact approve of
the most diverse things in different ages and different societies,
that ethical judgements have no cognitive value but are alto-
gether relative to certain periods and certain cultures and that
what happens to he approved of in onc culture is neither worse
nor better than the opposite that may happen to be approved
of on the other side of the fronticr or in a different age by the
same society, Having thus denied the cognitive value of ethical
Judgements, the historicists made no attempt to commit the
naturalistic fallacy. They simply resigned themseclves to a
complete and outspoken ethical relativism without trying to
remedy it by means other than philosophics of history, i.e.
by attempts to show that the various relative standards of
Val“e_ Professed in certain societies at certain times stand in a
certain necessary relationship to one another. Sartre was there-
fore not tempted to react against the naturalistic fallacy. He,
on'the contrary, reacted against the attempt made by these
Philosophies of history to show that there was a certain method
!0 the way in which one relative judgement of value gave way
t(.) another. He questioned the validity of historicism; but he
co I.lgt Question the insight that cthical judgements have no
rel%;lll)llve valu.e. On the contrary: having abandoned as un-
Simpleevflu Phxlosopbies 'of history, he was. left'; with thg very
he hag g’ﬂ: that ethical judgements are subJ.cctxv.e: In this view
SUbjectivio really. pa.rted company with hlstorTcxsn}, but the
he had g iI}l;'Of this view came out more starkly in hm.n because
of histOru Imself adrift, frf)m the moorings of t}.le phl!oso'phies
by theiryc:)vthh had alleviated or. disguised this subjectivism
relative the;ztanﬁl gfforts at showm‘g tha;;:.tholu.g}} valules_are
t0 one anogyy and in certain necessary an %nte ligible relations
total whol r -and.ca.n, therefore, bf’ imagined to add up to a

Ole which is itself not relative. (‘It takes all sorts to
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make a world® — the historicist seemed to be saying, thus
sugaring the pill of complete ethical relativism. Ranke, with
greater sophistication, said: ‘all periods are equidistant from
God!)

Sartre formulated his ethical subjectivism as the theory that
‘existence precedes essence’. This means in brief that we do not
derive values from an awareness that human nature is such and
such and that certain actions are more becoming than others;
but the fact that we act in a certain way and not in another,
is o free decision (‘we are fated to be free’) because it is not
grounded on the necessity for acting in a certain way that 1s
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 sclf-pity instcad and blame circumstances.
We 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 seclf-pity
and resignation and a refusal to accept responsibility. The argu-
ment seems in fact to recommend that we 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 are 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 Nothingness, this may be
surprising. But then differences in logical procedurc do not
always imply differences in outlook. And since hoth 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
Qha?ybdis of the 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 7'he
P.lace 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
CeI‘FELln fundamental ethical position is taken up, are a form of
ra’mor;al rhetoric. He shows in fact that once certain ethical
premisses, such as the basic values recognized in a certain
community, are accepted, ethical argument is rational argument
In 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 plaf:e In ethieal arguments of this kind is a convincing demon-
stration qf the cognitive value of basic ethical judgements. Of
these basic ethica] judgements Toulmin says himself that there
can be o argument about them, and that there is no point
I Inquiring whether polygamy is good or whether monogamy
18 betFer. POlygamy and monogamy happen to be the accepted
rules in certain societies, and ethical argument is not concerned



THE PROBLEM OF ETHICS 17

with an inquiry into their ethical goodness; but merely with the
various rational forms of arguments designed to encourage
certain actions and discourage others — given certain basic
premisses. But sooner or later, one will have 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 cthies is as helplessly irrational as the ethical
theories of his predecessors. He can help us to be rational once
we have decided to become (atholies or to be loyal to Britain
or to live in a Mohammedan country because we favour poly-
gamy. But he cannot help us, any morc than Moore, Sartre,
or Ayer could, to provide us with reasons or with arguments
from human naturc 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 very modest
place and not one that is likely to alter the general picture we
have gained of the position of cthics 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 established convention
at a certain period in a certain socicty, 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. Whichever
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, to provide an answer or to suggest a rational way of weigh-
ing competing alternatives. His ethics, like those of Moore, Ayer,
and Sartre, are therefore, in the last resort, irrational ethics.

It is certainly true that none of the upholders of these cthical
theories has ever issued open invitations to irrationalism; and
it is also true that, on the contrary, the form of their discussions
1s a very sophisticated form of minute and cautious rationalism.
But since their rational investigations always lcad 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 tpere is no possibility of a rational discrimination betwecen
opposing ethical standpoints.

" 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
eourse, possible that it is not excessive. And the mere observa-
tion tbat It is undesirable because it makes rational discussion
of }ﬂtlmat'e issues impossible even when people would wish a
rational discussion of such issues (though such a wish is by no
;zei??avsry general), is no proof that such rational djscussi.on
tl;e msc }’IPOSSlblG. We may well have to content ourselvqs with
ond wlg t that ethical irrationalism is right apd that, in th_e
onl ) 5 e ¢an say no more than St Louis who said that there is
thrzu Iilelfihmg to be done with a heretic: one must run a sw?rd
woul dg " m. J flo not mean to suggest that ethical ?atlonahsm
through ecessz‘me obviate T,h('e negessity for running swords
say thatc}?rtim people, fo.r it is quite possible that a man may
<ush acasee nows what is the good .but refuses to do. it. In
would 1 one still needs recourse to violence ; but such violence
_ € Violence for the sake of the good, it would be ‘just’
violence. Whereag if we all abide by ethical irrationalism, there
can })e 10 Question of ‘just’ violence and the appeal to the
irrational sword jg the only possible rational appeal.

I_ WOU'Id take it for granted that we are all agreed that ethical

rationalism, though pot necessarily possible, is preferable to
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ethical irrationalism. Kven though the former may not enable
us to dispense with violence, it will help us to be more discrimin-
ating in its use. We must, therefore, not give up casily, 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 are known by mere empirical
obscrvation. If, however, one were confronted with a picture of
human nature that does not owe its existence to such purely
empirical observation, an inference from facts to values would
not be 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 behaviour depicted in
such a picture to values (i.c. 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 picture
of human nature that is compiled in a non-empirical way;
or at least in part with the help of methods other than 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. We 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 rationalism re-
solves itself into a question of epistemology.

There are two possible procedures. One can either begin with
an assertion of the good and then endeavour to demonstrate
how and in what sense the truth of such an 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 and then search
for an epistemology which would allow one to produce a picture
of human behaviour from which the ethical assertions could be
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inferred without the commission of the naturalistie fallaey., The
second procedurce open to us would begin with an investigation
of epistemology and the construction of a picture of human
behaviour from which one would infer a number of judgements
that would have an cthical character. From a logical point of
view cither of these procedures is legitimate. But the second
procedure might remind one a little hit of the magical trick of
producing rabbits out of hats; for the reader would know from
the start that the epistemological inguiry is not undertaken in
a totally disinterested spirit, but with a view to finding a cogni-
tive basig for ethical judgements, and that it is therefore likely
to be carried out in a way likely to produce the desired result.
The first procedure scems, therefore, more honest. 1t begins with
some dogmatic cthical assertions and then shows that, given
certain epistemological considerations, these assertions are not
dogmatic and irrational. The epistemological investigations will,
therefore, be quite openly designed to furnish grounds for the
rationality of the cthical assertions with which one began.
The second procedure may have the advantage of appearing
less biassed and more independent: from certain cpistemological
arguments we conclude that it is possible to put forward rational
cthicyl Judgements and the validity of these ethical judgements
will be enhanced hecause they are based on valid and indepen-
dent, cpistemological arguments. But the conclusion may appear
=L.}Jit like a conjuring trick — for it may look like an odd coin-
cidence indeed that we manage to produce just the very con-
clusion we desired. In the former procedure the argument is less
DFO_’Lcnt,iuus. There is no pretence at an independent epistemo-
logical Inguiry, hut o clear admission that that Inquiry is
l.m(l(:rtuk(:n in order to show the rationality of certain ethical
JU(lgcmcnts. There is no conjuring trick that produces the
aesired rabbit from a scemingly empty hat; but an open
(‘J"Llr:(}))?jj‘l:;(()ll t}uyt Ll'l(: J'mt c}msc-n fo[l' prod‘llxcin.g_ ‘thc rabbit
srder. If we can then produce the rabbit in the form
O’ our desired rational justification of certain ethical judgements
w'e fannot bLe accused of a magical trick, provided no tricks
we.rc Used in the choice of materials and methods used in the
bu11d1ng of the hat. For this reason I have chosen to employ
the formep procedure. We will, therefore, begin by turning in
the next chapter not to epistemology but to dogmatic ethics.



Chapter Two

TIIE SCIENCE OF ETHICS

A. Dogmatic Ethics

The science of ethies is primarily and fundamentally concerned
with the fact of evil. Not, however, with the fact of evil as the
psychological phenomenon that makes us experience revulsion
or displeasurc 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, thercfore, 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. For therc 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 all evil is the result of demonic interference
with human life, or a human revolt against God, one would not
be sufficiently concrcte. Without 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

(o)
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but used in order to promote the well-heing, the interests, the
purposes, ete., of someone clse, there is cvil. 1t tollows from
this description that all those phenomena in which only one
person is concerned are ruled out as being incapable 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
Pel'fectly mechanical manner. Thus, when a bhaby needs its
mother for its food and care and protection, it makes use of
the mother. Hence there is some justification for speaking of
evil. If a man needs a butler, if a child nceds a teacher, we are
face to face with the phenomenon of one person using another
person for his own purposes. The same plhicnomenon is to be
found in every marriage, no matter how happy the two partners
are together. In a certain sense, they arc using onc another. In
fact, all human beings constantly make use of a large number of
human beings all the time. In some they have a personal interest
o We.n, which they sometimes exhibit and sometimes wish to

8Wse; and in others they do not cven pretend to have a
person.al interest. The man who handles my mail at the post

0 :
¢@ Is someone T make use of; but for all I care he may be a
machiy,

e.
relzz'rtuna-tely’ this finely spun and scamless webb of ‘use’
imp 10nships which constitutes human society has the all-

are (I’I‘l'taént relieving feature that most of these rclationships
the chlill(lllal. The child needs the mother, but the mother nceds
his salgp. Ineed the postman, but the postman needs me to pay
tion oflg‘ And so.forth. In other word..s, although the prostitu-
uman h‘t}m&n beings to one another is a universal feature of
¢ and although, according to my formula, it is evil

Wwhe : . . :
attariVer 1t occurs, the evil has very often very little or no sting

Ched tq j¢,

n . .
our S(fa.ct,. whether by careful planning or by natural selection,
brin Cletieg, large and small, are organized in such a way as to
mot}%ea f:’“t a great deal of such mutual interdependence. The
Writerra I(ﬁsh the child, the man a woman, the postman a letter-
n e . e . 3 O .
one coulq Policeman a criminal. In the most general terms,

88y 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, Given the variety of human needs and circumstances,
however, it can never be totally eliminated. For even in the
best of cases, such 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 neceds that can no longer be satisfied by the
mother. But the mother remains a mother . . . and if she cannot
find another child there arc needs that will remain unfulfilled.

1t is onc of the chief purposes 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
organizatlion 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
socicties, there remain loose ends.

Ideally speaking it might be possible to alleviate evil by a
huge effort at social organization. With 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 cvery human
being with another human being who will satisfy those needs
and have his in turn satisfied. In general terms, such a filing
system would 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 be taken literally. A sadist, unfortunately, cannot
satisfy himself unless his victim genuinely suffers. If his victim is a
masochist who enjoys tho tortures inflicted on him a real sadist would
not be content. I have merely used these two types as a rough-and-
ready way of indicating an ideal possibility of dovetailing.



24 RELATIONSHIP AND SOLITUDE

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.

As 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 socicty 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 pecople’s
needs, does not force us to seek radical and drastic solutions all
the time. The sciences of social engincering are 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 clecar at the outset
that these recommendations should never be taken as alter-
natives to those recommended by the sciences of social engincer-
Ing. Social engineering is a far more practical technique for
alleviating evil than any suggestion one can make for its com-
Plejt? elimination. And in view of the realization of how horrible
evilis and of how much incredible suffering and pain it involves,
it would be irresponsible to belittle or discourage those practical
devices that cap alleviate it for the sake of theoretical recom-
men.dations which are likely to eliminate it. The most one can
Say in favour of any drastic recommendation is that it should be
tried only when all attempts at social engineering have failed,
9«}1(1 when a radical course of action is not likely to make the
situation worge,

_ 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 ang old age pensions, is part of social engineering. Radi-
cal recommendations for the elimination of evil, on the other
hand, are always to be applied in private or in small, voluntary
groups: they lose their cogency as soon as they get mixed up
with large-scale public or social movements. They are, there-
fore by nature socially irrelevant though I will try to show later
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that they can make a great deal of difference to human societies.

The alternative way of transcending cvil is, in contrast to
the social engineer’s pieccemeal 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 scrvices
in return would mean, of course, to live like a hermit. Such may
well be the final outcome, espeeially in the case of very serupu-
lous people. But common sense will suggest that there is no
need to transcend the cvil that is involved 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 suffering to anyone.

The transcendence of evil is, however, an imperative in cases
where mutual prostitution does cause suffering; and especially
where such a mutual relationship is not perfectly and lastingly
symbiotic, as in the ideal casc 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 amd material
needs, such as the delivery of letters, one will see that symbiosis
is necessary because of the wealkness 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 purposclessness. The ways in
which a mother may defend and rationalize such actions need
not concern us; they are commonplaces of psychological text-
books. Alternatively, & 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 done. 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 utt-cn‘lpts
on the part of his mother to find compensations for sul.lorn'lgs
and weaknesses, will in turn need compensation from his wife,
his schoolmates, his friends and, in the end, from his own
children. And thus the cycle continues, a never ending series
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 cvil that was
perpetuated in the world before him, and the guaranteed instra-
ment that that evil will be handed down to postenity. An eve
for an eve, a tooth for 2 1ooth; and 1t will be certain that the
evil one suffers will be inflicted by onecself 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 rcturn
and in proportion to pleasures or pains which he has reccived -
even though the love and resentment (as the case may be) nced
not necessarily (in fact it rarely is) be bestowed upon the person
from whom one has received the corresponding pleasure or
pain. The fact that 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 plcasure or pain,
evil would not be self-perpetuating. It would then exist only
in small circles and would have to be generated 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
1s 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 suffer without secking 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
people 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 evil can thus be eliminated. The
first way is by incommensurable love: and the second way is
Ly absolute detachment.

There is a natural form of love which is very pleasant and
often productive of much enjoyment; but it is part and parcel
of the universal chain of causation of evil. For such love is a
return for services 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,
which is given spontancously, not for the benefits received 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
loves 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 are. Incommensurable love trans-
cends evil.

The transcension of cvil by absolute detachment is the very
opposite of the transcension of evil by incommensurable love.
Normally we are anything but detached from other people.
We 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 theservices 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 mt,rz)o-
duce a number of technical words and labels. I_ p;opos::3 >
refer to incommensurable love and absolut_e detac .1?11011“; 2
absolute love and absolute detachmcn’t.. It is not difficu : (c;
justify the use of the word ‘absolute’ in place qf the wor
‘incommensurable’; for incommensu.rable love has in fuf:t bce'n
described as the opposite of relatwf: lovq, ‘of .lovc given in
response and in proportion to certain SOll.Clt&tl'OIlS. 14111't.her-
more, I propose to use the categories of Relationship and Solitude
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 me
ing of one’s love for others until it reac)
absolute; and Solitude means the withdrawal from others to
the point at which such withdrawal becomes absolute. Evil is
transcended either in Relationship or in Solitude. T 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

ans a heighten-
1es the point of being

asy, given the grammatical
g¢ a state that can only be
ness is focused upon itself.

descn_bed 38 one in which conscious
Our lingpist

: 1C Usage prescribes that we always use the word
cons.cu.)usness when we are consci
use it in t},

ous of something and do not

COnSciousne way in_ whi.ch it is u'scd in the expression ‘absolute

now e I will discuss this question presently and state
10 more than that this expre

ssion will be used to describe
eA lstate of solitude,
though Relationshi i ‘
. ons} d ; 0 ste that are
fh?lmetricau 1p and Solitude are two states

Importan Y opposed to onc another, it is of the greatest

to ¢ | © to undergtand that they are fundamentally related

' M other, ang that it is impossible to cultivate one state
W‘_“'l()ut C“]tiVﬂting the other state.

1 0he seeks Solitude alone and practises all the various form's

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 ceven prove the most intractable form of attachment,
i.e. the attachment to one’s own desire to find peace and absten-
tion from cvil. 1f this remains as the last vestige, 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 hecome able to abstain from the evil which one does
to others by making use of them. But onc can only desire to
avoid such evil if one loves other people — and loves them for
their own salke (i.c. incommensurably), and not for the pleasure
or comfort one derives from them. Solitude, thercfore, in order
to become true Solitude, must be sought for the sake of absolute
love or for the sake of Relationship. This may sound para-
doxical, but the truth of this contention is not difficult to see,
and the paradoxicality of the statement is simply due to our
mode of expression.

The same applies, mutalis mutandis, to the search of Relation-
ship. If one secks 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 always be a thousand and one reasons for
such love, and such love may therefore not be radically different
from the selfish kind that is given in response to a service or &
pleasure derived from the person loved. There is only one way
in which one ean malke sure that love is really spontancous 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 withdrawal, 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 pleasure and services
from the loved person or not. Relationship, therefore, in order
to become true Relationship, must be sought with the help of
absolute detachment. 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 scen to be mutually
dependent on one another. I would say quite categorically that
the pursuit of either Relationship or Solitude by itsclf is self-
frustrating, self-defeating, and pointless. The saint who is
totally placid and stands screnely on a pillar for twelve years
feels nothing and gains nothing. There is total solitude without
love. By contrast, the person that does good to others all the
time, achieves for himself no more than passing the time. And
‘!.70 others he is a menace. For the man who loves others and is
mc'essantly active on their behalf, is a man who simply sceks
to 1mpose his will on others. As long as his love does not depend
on his own Solitude — i.e. as long as his love is not completely
detached and selfless — it is merely an endeavour at tyranny
over others.

'?30 forestall critical readers who may point out that it 1s
naive to maintain that all human conflicts can be solved by love
or dfatachment, I would add the following remarks.

1 FHSt} the preceding statements are not meant to prove that
ove will solve all human conflicts. They arc really concerned
with .the transcension of evil rather than with the resolution of
zgngmts between person and person. The object of love, or for
smaoozllll?tteri of detach.ment, is not to make socicty run more
but to szt(a though. this may be one of its incidental cﬂocts);
person to up effective barriers to the propagation of cvil from
that lovespe;;SOn, and from generation to generation. A person
people’s r;Lblsolutely may not always be able to §olve other
the Chainpalo ems; but h_e can effectively cease being part of
from lover £ nglg which evil is handed down from father to son,
well that tk :1 over and. from teacher to pupil. I know quite
well wreck 800;79’ tl.lat 18 bent upon doing good to others may
sionate fraII)ﬂ( Ple’s lives, and that often an unloving and dispas-
beneficial res:i:ss’ or even cruelty, is more likely to have
Sults. But this is not my point. My point is that
goodness consists ip, ¢, . A 1
transcended if ang e'transcensmn of evil; and that evl 18
sense of seekin nd only if a person ceases to pass it on in the
& compensation for hurts suffered.

My second Obsél‘\ration is this. I know that there are all sorts
of love, from benign goodwill to passionate possessiveness. And
I kPOW 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 such loves, is likely to continue the incluctable passage
of evil from person to person; for it ensures that the person to
whom onc gives advice based on such love, or towards whom
one acts lovingly in such a sense, will subtly become the vietim
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 itsclf can resolve human conliliets 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 conflicts. If one’s love is prompted
by nothing at all, it comes from one’s own detachment. And 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, beeause he or she will know that it is
not a subtle device (no matter how 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 does 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. Moreover, 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 recommenda-
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. 1
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would indeed stress that perhaps the most important aspect of
my dogmatic ethics is the interdependence of Relationship
and Solitude; for without that interdependence, both Relation-
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 dogmatic ethical assertions. It
would be quite possible and very much in keeping with con-
temporary discussions of the naturc of cthics, to leave the
matter at that. Moore would say that I seem to have discovered
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 would be committed to
these activities, and that by such acts of existence I would
have created my own essence. Ayer would see in the preceding
pages an attempt at preaching, an effori to express 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 Toulmin
Would endeavour, provided he was certain that, like monogamy
1n _Britain, these values were accepted in the socicty 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 out 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 do 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,
Wwe mean to search for more than Moore’s view gives us, for we
ha\?e 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 are justified if he can discover
by a statistical survey that a very large number of people
really desire to pursuc our cthical values. It so happens, of
course, that the two ethical values in question are such that
the utilitarian would actually never succeed. But since we are
agreed that the utilitarian is committing the naturalistic fallacy
and that his inductive definition of the good is not a definition
of the good but merely a factual survey of people’s behaviour,
such a conclusion has no bearing upon our problem any more
than if, in some qucer 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-
cular 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 societics 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 conflicting
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.

We 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 Relation-
ship and Solitude as good.

It is important that we be quite clear as to the precise mean-
ing of this argument. We 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
i.nstance, a picture of a monastic society, we might casily detect
in it not only the occurrence of Relationship and Solitude, but
also the fact that most of the members of that socicty 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 secking 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 argucd
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 ig willing to bear the suffering inflicted on him by other
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pcople without trying to seek compensation from these people
or from a third party. On our definition of cvil, any act which
breaks the inexorable chain of the natural history of cvil 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 avoidance of cvil; in
the fact that such acts are like a barrier through which evil
cannot be passed on and handed down to the next generation.
Now I have explained that Relationship 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 inflicted 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 malkes 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 deseribing 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. We really
ought to admit then that our initial evaluation, our statement
that evil consists in making use of other people, is an cthical
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.

1t is not possible to meet this objection. But it is possible to
wealken 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 fuct that Relationship and Solitude are good. So far we
have only considered the first, negative sense in which it can
contain goodness. We must now consider the second, positive

sense.
If the picturc contains an account of human nature which
shows that Relationship and Solitude are the natural end of
human existence, we are entitled to the conclusion that in terms
of that picture it is becoming to man to scek Relationship 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
Rclationship and Solitude arc thus scen to he becoming to man,
?hey are good. In a sense, the natural end of all human existence
18 death — and in the universe as a whole (if we arc to helieve the
second law of thermodynamics), energy is continually and heat
rreversibly decreasing. 13ut one could not really maintain that
1t follows from these and similar obscrvations that death or
the losg of energy enshrines any ethical value. All the same, it
S¢ems true to say that the acceptance of one’s natural end and
th‘? Pursuit of it enshrines an ethical value. I1f such an aceeptance
_Oﬂends one’s moral sense, it can have little ethical value. But if
1t actually enhances it and corresponds to it, then we are
entitled to conclude that the acceptance of what is becoming
for man lends to our moral sense a very strong basis in fact. If
we find that Relationship and Solitude are a fitting and becom-
g goal of human existence; if we find a picture of the world in
which these two goals appear — as a matter of fact — as the end
towards which all existence converges, there is a strong pre-
S‘_““Ption that we should accept them as cthical values. And if
‘g:rrti};:_riﬂremempcr our carlier reflections upon cvil and the
ez cie q}mhty of Lclatilons}np and .Sohtudo., and how thfs
aLccePmnons’m'c,u’ces the avc_)ldance of cvil, the_ reasons fo'r this
argue (a,ffl aIre strongly reinforced. In short: I do not wish to
A DDearan e fclzénnot:, see.how anyo'ne could argue) that the
existonog inoth elzftlonshlp and Sohtgdc as the ﬁna;l goals of
eXDross the i g picture we are segkmg.would 01‘1t1.t1e us to
good. But I 52 gfar;lezxt that Rela,tlonshlp and 'Soht.ude are
our carlioy conSi‘v:lns t.o argge that, taken.m co‘nJunct.lon with
transcendeg i era‘lons a out the way in wl'nch cvil can be
) observation that Relationship and Solitude
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arec the goals of existence would lend a very strong pre-
sumption to the conclusion that they are in fact good. If we
then could find a picture of the world in which there occur acts
of Relationship and Solitude 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 the result of a naturalistic fallacy, but a statement of fact.
Given such a picture, then, the cthical judgement that Relation-
ship and Solitude are good would have a clear and unimpugn-
able cognitive value. 1t would have this cognitive value firstly
in the sense that the barrier-like quality of Relationship and
Solitude in regard to evil is a fact; and sccondly 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 ecither 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 sccond sensc is concerned, mere
fittingness or becomingness is not quite the same as goodness.
But if the two senses are taken jointly, they can be seen to lend
strong support to the view that the judgement that Relation-
ship and Solitude are good, is a cognitive judgement, i.c. the
result of the observation of a certain picture of the world. It is,
morcover, 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 making 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 we
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 are secking cannot, by the 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 different word
from the expression ‘nature’ in ‘human nature’). 1 will explain
in the following chapter what preciscly is meant by an ‘ordinary
n'fxtura,listic picture’ and how it differs from other conceivable
Pictures. Here it must suffice to say that I mean by it a picture
that is compiled according to the simple criterin of empirical
and statistical observation.

There are two simple and cogent reasons why the picture we
are looking for must not be an ordinarily naturalistic picture.
FHStlY: 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 b.e very difficult to show that in our contemporary wes-
tern societies the aims in question are being pursucd or desired
tl):ea sufficiently large number of people for us to maintain that
istig ;"rﬁ the good; even if we were willing to commit the natural-
S OcietE'L acy. The most we could hope t';o show is that there were
abso] 111:3 In the' past where the pursuit of absolute love and of
N € congciousness was either sincercly desired by a large
peo 191' of people or believed to be desirable even by those
theg eSWho for some reason or other (.lid not actually pursue
l‘eﬁec.t, ; uch observation would at be‘st give rise to the historicist
o c0n '?hat tbe values in guestlt?n are two values I‘GI.&tl.VO
in Whis;tam society, but of little significance in the societies

o problwe happen to be living now. There is no need to survey
are in £ em again: no amount of observation of what people
clue o tact dou.lg or desiring could ever provide t.he snmll.est
which w(:) “{hat 18 good. If.we are seeking the k'ind of 11}fc?rmat10n
ion cap, {)1 d mak.e an ethical ]udgcn}ent cognitive, t!ns informa-
world, gy Y definition, not be foun-d In an ordinary picture of the

ec;mdjmpqsefl of pieces-o'f straight fa'dctual observation.
absoluty lz‘,’ 1t is by definition almqst impossible that acts of
picture that,eisand oi: absolute dclonszlousne:ss‘ shoul'd c‘>.ccur in a
as absolyge cor.nplled according to empirical criteria. As far
at all: co consciousness is copcerned, there can be no doubt
SClousness (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 decisive with the expression ‘absolute
love’. For it is well known that there are cases of love that stand
in no commensurable relationship to the object or person loved.
The expressions ‘incommensurable love’ or ‘absolute love’ are
therefore not senscless in an empirical context in the sense in
which the expression ‘absolute consciousness’ 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 the object as neurotic. We 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 fecling, 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 incommensurable 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 necessarily from
this insight that every time a love is out of proportion to the
loveableness 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.
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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 onc. 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
floes 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 are exactly
conditioned by the income, and are strictly proportionate to it.

W.e'are now in a position to state with some precision the
qualities the picture we are secking must have. To begin with
—.and this really goes without saying — the picturec must be
feplstemologically convincing. That is, it must show the world
In such a way that our criteria of logic and critical rigour are
satisfied. Secondly, it must be such that Relationship and Soli-
tude, th.a,t is acts of absolute love and of absolute consciousness,
f"PPeal.‘ in it. These acts, as we have seen, cannot really appear
1n a picture which is composed entirely of empirical data; for
abso.h{te consciousness certainly does not appear among our
empirical data; and absolute love, when it does so appear,
appears 1n a way that makes one inclined to think of it as a
case of neurotic obsession or some other kind of mental aberra-
tion. Tl}lrdly, 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 may not find that it
has been met. But the sccond 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. Relationship and Solitude) which we
are cither not able to observe, or observe only in an oblique
way. FFor we have scen that neither of these two phenomena can
possibly appear among facts as ordinarily observed. The picture
we are seceking must then, at least in parts, be a non-cmpirical
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 Relationship and Solitude are
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. Whenever 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. When confronted with ordinary experience, such a
statement is neither true nor false; for even though we may
belicve 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 are living in, and since no
metaphysician putting them forward is willing to alter his
ordinary behaviour accordingly (c.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 which people have clung
to metaphysical propositions, and considering that philosophers
like Bradley and McTaggart both used to arguc that meta-
physical propositions are held by instinct, it would be rash to
conclude that the only world there is is the one that is presented
to us by our ordinary experience, and that propositions that
obviously do not refer to it are meaningless propositions, i.c.
propositions that refer to nothing. I would propose, therefore,
that it seems much more reasonable to infer from the said
observations that metaphysical propositions do in fact refer
not to the ordinarily experienced picture of the world, but to a
dlf_ft?rent picture altogether. And that it is not only not sur-
prising when propositions about absolute consciousness and
the unreality of time cannot be scen to be meaningful in terms
9f ordinary experience, but that, in fact, it would be surprising
if they could,

Ol?r next task is, therefore, an investigation of metaphysics.
It Wlu turn out that the whole problem of mectaphysical pro-
Positions can be solved if one understands clearly the rclation-
ship between various pictures of the world, and morc preciscly
between thoge pictures that are the subject-matter of meta-

Ph_YSic'al speculation and those that are the subject-matter of
scentific theorieg,



Chapter Three

THIE PRINCIPLES OF
METAPHYSICS

I wish to put forward the thesis that metaphysical propositions
are synthetic a posteriori propositions.* To say that they are
synthetic is to say that there is evidence in terms of which they
are cither true or false; and to say that they are a posteriori is
to say that therec are phenomena that are described by meta-
physical propositions and the observation of which gives rise
to such propositions. This thesis is opposed to practically all
the various, commonly held, beliefs about the nature of meta-
physical propositions. It is, for example, opposed to the view
that metaphysical propositions are due to pure reason and are
therefore a priort, and that they do not refer to any observable
phenomena and can, thercfore, 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 @ posterior: — 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 posteriori’ 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 propose to argue that metaphysical propositions are not
derived by puro reason but are propositions about certain experiences
I thought it best, in this 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 the choice of this expression
I mean to indicate that, contrary to Kant’s view, they are not unlike
scientific propositions. If it wero not for the fact that Kant had argued
that they would have to bo synthetic @ 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 the many
possible variations that are opposed to my thesis aside, and
deal with them at the end of this chapter.

By metaphysical propositions I mean such doctrines as ‘time
is unreal’, ‘consciousness is absolute’, ‘the supreme mind thinks
itself’, ‘God is triune’, and such like. One should note at the out-
set that these propositions are not gencralizations, like scientific
theories but, in their logical form, more like particular state-
ments, like assertions of particularity.

.There are two other kinds of gencral statements which are
with more or less justification called metaphysical statements.
Whitehead’s doctrine that ‘all organisms prehend’ s an example
of the? first kind ; and the generalizations of the ‘all-some’ type,
desc‘nbed by Watkins,* are an example of the sccond type.
Wh}tehead’_s doctrine is, however, not really different from an
Zl’;?ol;mry Scl('antiﬁc general.ization. It differs from such generaliz-
to sas Onl}.’l)’ m degFee. It is so highly gencral that it is (“m(:l.llt
truthy';},l a«tnll)artlcular facts \x:oulc_l count for or :1_gainst .1ts
degre.e ofe only reason for calling it metaphysical is 1ts high
Kind of gegne;ell‘flglty}and_ the fac.t that t}mt .ger.lcmlity' s not;_ the
but a Kiog Ofaé vt iat is dcscrlbc.:d as unlmutcd_ universality’,
copts of o a{rglir‘lera ity that consists in bl'lc meaning of the con-
interested irg1 ’ El’ftl)lianfl prehension. Whitehead _wus not only
but alsy in s}f a. shing the fact that «ll organisms 1)1‘.011.011(1;
organisms 1 tOOWmIg that thc.most ge;ncml chu.mctenst,lc of
insisted thap 1 prehend. But since W hltch'c{ld. himself ftlways
such peneralit eﬂ:vas merely aiming at scxcr}tlﬁc doctrines of
sumed under zhe at fltll.other smentlf.iC doctrines could be Sl.lb—
can be gainod frcr)n’ 1d 1{3) \_fery c_iucstlonz.mbl'e whethm" anything
physical m dubbing his and similar doctrines meta-

A ¢

. j f?:, as the ‘all-some’ statements are concerned it is certainly

of the ‘aHEO.m‘Zat{i;m hus. shown .that thero are cortain statements
tion. Thoy onig ¢ d whlch' are in principlo incapablo of falsifica-
metaphysicall X’t & charmed .hfo’ and ought therefore to bo considercd
theses which -ar the same timo they may be inconsistent with hypo-
physical, haye e CO_nbro]led by cxperienco and therefore, though meta-
‘The Haunteq %;1 _lmpox"tant Iogllcul conncetion with scienco. Cp. his
‘Between Ang t_mverso, T]L? .I/lecner, 21 and 28 November 1957;
and Tnfluent; Ytical and Empirical’, Philosophy, 32, 1957; ‘Confirmable
ntial Motaphysics’, Mind, 67, 1958.
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true, as Watkins contends, that they are neither verifiable nor
falsifiable. The theory that every event 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
causc. 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 (c.g. it has a bearing on
ordinary cxistential statements such as ‘event A is caused by
cvent BB'). 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 consideration of such types of metaphysical
statements.

Furthermore, I do not propose to adhere to the time-honoured
distinction between theological and non-theological (but meta-
physical) statements. Propositions such as ‘God exists” or ‘God
is triunc’ 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 are arrived at. Some are obviously more
concerned with the nature of God than others, but such a dif-
ference in material content does not provide a reason for
believing that from an epistemological point of view they form
a class apart. 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 all these metaphysical 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 that these doctrines do not refer to the
natural world we know. When it is said that they are synthetic
a posteriort 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 ordinarily perceived, ot
both. On the contrary, The phenomena 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, thercfore,
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 nowmena. What-
ever knowledge we have is a knowledge of certain appearances,
not of the World Itself. All attempts to discover what the World
Itself looks like seem to be based upon a very serious logical
cc?nf.usion. 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 kr.lowledge 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
W'orld 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 1s nevertheless a significant one for a reason precisely
opposite to the one for which Heidegger thought it significant:
1t expresses the fact that there is nothing, absolutely nothing,
to be said about the World Itself. It is true that philosophers
like Ber'gson have maintained that there are in fact non-rational
catgzgqngs by which we can manage to understand the World
as 1t 13 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 deceree, based on rational insights, which rules
reason, at a certain point in the inquiry, out of order. Some
people may be inclined towards such a despotic act of philo-
sophical self-mutilation. But for the genuine philosopher such a
self-denial is impossible. If he wishes to remain true to his
philosophical activity, he must abide by the requirements 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 World Itsclf cannot be ‘known’
and that all our knowledge is of phenomena, i.c. 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 World 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 scamless whole, it is not possible to formulate
adequate expressions about the World. It follows, therefore,
that no single statements can be made about the World. But it
is equally true that nothing at all can be said about the World
as a whole. We cannot assert even that it exists; and we cannot
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 World is a
mystery. (I would like to stress that I do not say that the
existence of the World is a mystery. To assert that it exists is
already to assert more than we can answer for.) I think, there-
fore, that Wittgenstein was wrong when he made his celebrated
statement that the mystery is that the World is; not Zow 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 Leiden erkannt.
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Was im Tod uns entfernt,
Ist nicht entschleiert.
Allein das Lied iiberm Land,
Heiligt und feiert.

(R. M. Rilke)*

We must conclude, therefore, that the only thing that can be
said about the World is a tautology such as ‘the World worlds’.
As the next step, I would insist on an important distinction
between the various appearances of the world. IEvery appear-
ance of the World is a picture of the World. And I would like
to argue that there are many different pictures of the World
and not, as is frequently supposed, only one. Every picture
thth is drawn of the World is a picture drawn according to cer-
tain criteria; and while it is impossible to consider that any
pleture of the World contains phenomena other than the ones
fahfxt can be observed with the one or the other of our senscs,
1t 18 certainly possible to consider that there are many different
eriteria by which the various phenomena can be arranged and
put together into determinate objccts or events.
whligi’lo‘;ld, first of all, like to describe that picture of the World
. shall call, for reasons which will presently become
P'Il)‘;rent’ _tk.le positive picture of the World.
use ogiiisﬁtwe plcturc.a of the World is the picture t_hat is m{.xde
It coinei e construction _of or i'n the testing of scientific thcf)rxes.
experienl €S up to 2 point w1th. the picture of our orflmary
aily I‘Oce,dOf the klnd of experience we ma.ke use of in our
perfect - und of ac_tlwtles. ’Ijhe coincidence is, howcvc%', 119t
the mea;s:; our daily activities we often are less exacting in
0 get b emen.ts of ol?jects. a,.nd events; and we scem to be able
and so 031;: xcé};cchmg traln:s, sizing up people, gathermg'our food,
ment ap (,l Vi bho‘lt a(_lhermg st-rlctly to the stand_ards of measure-
theories Thq Servation required for the testing of scientific
* 118 observation has made people puzzle a great decal

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

Await unveiling.

Song alone circles the land,

Hallowing and hailing.
(Leishman’s Translation)
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and has cven given rise to several grandiose attempts at per-
suading us to speak in such a way as would be in fact consistent
with the requirements of scientific theories. 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 flies than like a solid object. There have
been many controversies about the desirability and the feasibi-
lity of bringing the picture of the World we use for ordinary
practical purposes into line with the picture that is drawn by
scientific theories. But when one considers that apart from the
scientific, positive picture, there are so many other possible
pictures of the World, the problem can hardly seem a very
urgent one. Only if one believes that the positive picture is
the only possible one, does the question acquire some immediate
urgency. On the assumption that there arc other pictures,
the problem loses its urgeney: for it is quite conceivable that
the picture we ordinarily make use of is a mixture of several
possible pictures and that it is only roughly consistent with the
positive picture.

The positive picture of the World is the result of a 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. We often do
hear of records of experiences which satisfy neither of the two
rules. But it is customary to treat such cxperience 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 themsclves seem
somchow 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 tworuleshavegivenriseto a stan-
dard requirement for ordinary experience. Ordinary experience
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must be such that any event can be scen 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 expericnced.

For instance: when I sce a cow, I do not ordinarily state that
I am conscious of a cow; for consciousness is an cvent which
cannot be observed by others, and to be just conscious of a
cow need not necessarily make any obscrvable difference
anywhere. I may bhe 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, ete.
Apy 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-
enoe. I.t is true, of course, that this process of describing experi-
ences 1s a never-ending one. For, say, the behaviour of light
rays becomes itself only a genuine experience when it is, in
burn, related to another observable event. Thus it can be related
to the (.lifference the rays make to a photographic plate; and
these d'lﬂ'erences’ again, can be related to the differences pro-
duced in certain chemicals with which the plate is coated, and
80 on. This problem, however, need not concern the present
argument,
haS}c‘;efI‘lﬂthe various require-mfants which the positive pi(?ture
fe&turel fil, we can say that it is a picture in which every smgle
in tury must be functionally related to another feature ~ which
$00 cann}TJSt be l.nsule the positive picture in the sense t}mt .1t
furn, : fun.ctxf)nally related to another feature — which in
too Oa,n‘;gs fbe H}Slde the positive picture in the sense tghat it
and so one ,11‘1 nCtlor}a,.]]y re.lated 130 another event in that picture;
that eme he. positive picture is fiheref'ore autarchic. The order
aSSemblerE}fs In it, and the way in which .1ts parts or features
therefore b emselves and are connected with one another, can
ordered ihre said to be inherent in the picture itself. It is not

e ond ough an out§1de criterion, but:, is entirely autarchic.
spont der that arises in the positive picture is self-made or
Pontaneous, It can be changed, of course, by ascertaining that



THE PRINCIPLES OF METAPHYSICS 51

a functional dependence is 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
extrancous consideration can ever have any influence upon the
order in the positive picture.

We find, therefore, that through what we have called ordinary
experience, there emerges something like a picture of the
world or of nature. The picture is a fluid onc 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 World in a different sense as well.
It is in fact poorer than another possible picture of the same
world; but one that 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 ordinarily.

The events in question, if such they can properly be called,
have variously been described as ‘inner experiences’ (Maine
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 ordinary experience. (But this fact can,
of course, not be taken as a ground for a denial that they occur;
for in view of the fact that what I have called ordinary experi-
ence is subject to a number of self-limiting rules, it cannot be
used as a criterion of what does and what does not occur.) At
the same time, there is such a widespread unanimity 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 explicable, no doubt, by the fact that it is not
his subjective activity, but the object to which it is directed,
that commonly interests the experiencing subject, and that thus
lies in the focus of his attention. The subject’s consciousness of
hisownsubjective functioning is, asa rule, very faint and inexplicit
by comparison with his consciousness of his object. Yet it is a
little surprising that the strenuous cfforts of notable thinkers
like Maine de Biran in the nincteenth 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 scem to be at least some experiences,
for example, that of effortful 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. When
we have collated with meticulous care all the items ‘objectively’
apprehended in an experience of cffortful volition, it remains
perfectly clear that thesc items in their totality do not add up
to_ W'hat we in fact experience in ‘making’ the volition. There is
missing what one might call, in Bradley’s phrase, ‘the felt out-
going of the self from the self’, the inner expericnce of the subject
In 18 subjective functioning. To this experience we can at least
attach a meaning; for we can reproduce it whenever we sct our-
selves to ‘relive’ o volition, although in the nature of the case it
?cinfomt b.e presentcd to us as an ‘object’. It is thus, and thus alone,
gi:e actlvl.ty in general is to be known: and I ought perhaps to

N warning that a good deal of what I have to say in this
lpiispzr Wll'l be incomprehensible to anyone unable to discover in
to o Xperience anything more than the presentation of ‘objects’

subject’,

sogklll; ;‘:hde weight of opim:on in contemporary British philo-
mentg] Opposed to the belief that there are mental states or

1 events of that kind. I wish to argue not only that they

exist; .
i > but also that, their presence can only be detected and
Contem@m.ary British Philosophy, 3rd series, London, 1956, pp. 88—89.
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indicated, and that their nature can be described only in a very
special and indircet way.

Ryle argues that there is nothing over and above doing or
saying something. The view 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 speeial way.

Wittgenstein’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 therc is a chair in the room.
He concluded from that very sound observation that we do not
learn the right application of the word ‘pain’ by knowing
something, but that we learn its right application by learning
the right usc of the word, i.c. its ‘logic’.

Ryle, it secems to me, is quite wrong. We 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 above’ only by introspection. If someone main-
tains that introspection doces not count, then Ryle 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,
1.e. by a despotic act.

Wittgenstein, on the other hand, seems to me to be right in
thinking that pain and sadness are known immediately : they are
felt, rather than perceived. He is right in saying that we cannot
know that we are sad; because our sadncess 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
‘Tam 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 an obser-
ver my sadness (i.e. my tears, ctc.) s an object of knowledge.
Hence, when I say ‘I am sad’, I pretend to be talking about
myself as a stranger would, i.e. as 2 man to whom my sadness
18 an object of knowledge. But Wittgenstein himself asserted

ol
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that my sadness is not an object of knowledge to me. 1t would
rather follow from this assertion that when 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 state-
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 objeccts of knowledge.
The weakness of his view lies in the fact that he insists that the
truth or falsity of the observation that onc is sad does 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 deciding
whetl_ler 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 Wittgenstein was right in believing
tha? .the only procedure left for testing the statement ‘I am
izd't]s to ask thather ‘sad’ in the statement is used according
p 118 proper loglc.—- whatever that logic may be. (It is only

aIr to add that Wittgenstein believed that a word can have a
variety of logics.)
o ffXS agau-lst this, I want to argue that there is a way in which
hrOSPeCt19n can be wrong and in which one can make a mistake
z‘; ISI; one is saying ‘I am sad’. There is therefore no need to
of ti;lde’ %T:is YV 1ttgens.tein- did, that an examination of the logic
the Vafi‘ilc;z $ In question is the only procedure left for deciding
y of the assertion that I am sad.

one takes it that introspection is simply a form of inner
fel‘cep.tlon, of taking a look at the inside of one’s mind, then
€re 1s no difficulty in the view that such a look can lead to
wrong knowledge. One could then be wrong as one might be
wrong in taking a look at a room and saying that there is a
chair in 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 onc can therefore not say that one is mistaking a
feeling of joy for a feeling of sadness as one can mistake a
chair for a stool.

In order to show how one can be wrong about one’s feelings
(albeit not wrong in the sense in which one can be wrong about
the pereeption of a chair), I must repeat the argument which I
advanced above in criticism of Wittgenstein. A mental state,
such as sadness, cannot be described literally. When 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 awholly inadequate description of my feelings.

I would like to argue, thercfore, 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 return to the proof that one
can indeed be wrong about one’s feclings, 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-states 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 ears
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 have heen 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-
boli.zing it, one can very well be mistaken in a description of a
feeling by choosing the wrong symbol for it. Such wrong choices
are frequently experienced, and they stem mostly from care-
lessness in what one considers to be meaningful. They are 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 sir.lce 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 wa,

W y ‘introspection’ can very well be wrong.
ol e can thus state a number of conclusions. Mental events
ake place. They are not ghostly duplicates of ‘real’ cvents, and

they are not known by perception. Although not known as
chairs and tables are kn

own, one can be wrong in identifyin
them as this or that feeli g ye

. ng. And such mistakes of identifications
are not mistakes in the

‘ Hsta use of words, but genuine mistakes
n Symbf)hzatlon. For mental events and feeling-states cannot
be descrlt?ed by so many words, but can only be symbolized.
Attackmg 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 observables, in
terms of what can be perceptually verified?



THE PRINCIPLES OF METAPHYSICS 57

Let us admit at the outset that human behaviour would be no
more than the obscervables which characterize it if A's saying ‘I
did X’ always meant in principle no more than B’s saying of A,
‘He did X’. Further, let us readily admit that sometines this is
the case. Sometimes I do speak of myself as others speak of me,
i.c. wholly in terms of observables. ... While we may readily allow
that ‘I’ somctimes 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 cchoing and rejecting something which Wittgenstein once said.

Ramsey then explains that Wittgenstein held that the word ‘T’
or any other word which denotes a subject, is used in two
utterly different ways, one in which it is on a level 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 are thus two uses of ‘I'. But Wittgenstein said, let us
notice, that this difference is just a difference of ‘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
nced somchow to distinguish the speaker from the hearer. I do
not deny that we nced to make the distinction. My point is that
more needs saying as well. But what more?
To answer that question consider the three asscrtions:

a) ‘The Dean shuts the door’ said by the Dean or someone clse,
say B, of the Dean.

b) ‘I shut the door’ said by the Dean of the Dean.

¢) ‘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 ‘T’ just ‘indicate’ the speaker? Certainly it does
that; but it surely does more than peg the assertion to this point,
this specaker, 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 secured?*

* '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 be given if we now return
to the main line of the argument. For simplicity’s sake T would
suggest that we draw the following diagram:

A B

Field A contains all fecling-states or states of consciousness;
and field B contains all other events. The positive picture of
the World emerges when cvents in B are related to other events
in B; such relation constituting an ‘cxperience’. A different
picture of the same World will emerge when cvents in 13 are
described in their relation to events in :\. Both pictures, it is
true, are poorer than the totality of the World in the sensc that
pictures are dlways poorer than the objects they represent.
But the second picture ig richer than the first. This does 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 be adcquutqu
described by themselves. The truth of this asscrtion 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 harder to
Taise his arms’, etc. But all these descriptions of cvents in A
suffer from g very severe shortcoming. It is onc of the esscntial
qualities of events in A that the person ‘in whom’ they oceur
has 3, knowledge of them that differs from the knowledge which
& mere observer can have. For it is one thing to sce Jones being
S0ITy; and quite another thing to be sorry oneself. But a state-
ment ‘Jones ig sorry’ is very much like the statement ‘T am
SOrTy”. This means that such purely descriptive statements
of events in A fail to bring out the enormous difference between
bwo different states of affairs, i.c. between being sorry oneself
and Wwatching someone else being sorry. These descriptive
.Sta’t:'ements can be rough hints; but thcy cannot accurately
U}dlca,te what is going on because they slur over this important

i_ference. If I observe Jones being sorry, I relate an event in B

s facial expression) to another event in B (e.g. my visual
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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
casc 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.c. to my being sorry.

Hence there is only an indireet way of deseribing 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 use a symbolic method.
Lvents in B can be embroidered and exaggerated; they can be
loosened from their context and joined with events with which
they arc 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. We can construct or
obtain stories which can themselves not be said to be true,
for they cannot be related to events in B that are related to
other cvents in B (such as visual impressions or readings on
certain measuring instruments, ete.).

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, as 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 our 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 overcome and
shaped into definite objects. In the Babylonian story, we are
given to understand that the original chaos was a female, by
the name of Tiamat, and that Marduk picrced 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 have 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 the two stories and to state
quite literally where the difference lics between the 7'ohwicabohu
of Genesis and the Tiamat of the Babylonian story, and so on.
But when we consider the storics as symbols and try to assess
flhe differences in the emotional impact (the differences in mean-
Ing qua symbols), we arc at a loss. We can give general indications
of the different states of fecling the two storics symbolize. But
8ince 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
Precision 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
atten}PtS at indicating them. But our power of speech gives
Way 1n the end. And we can do no more than point at the two
8ymbols and refer to the differences in their meaning, that is, to
the differences in the fecling-states they symbolize, in this
oblique manner,

The ‘truth’ of these stories about events in B will, however,
®pend on the symbolic character in which they stand to events
prgﬁe. tI}f I fe_el very sorry, I can pick a few events in B and com-
aTe me M 1nto an image of mourning or dejection (e.g. p_eople
And evurnmg, T walk round dejectedly in a cloudburst at night).
to hay en though these events have not actually been observed
place :htE.Lken placsa, or are sgch as can conceivab.ly never take
confe;- €ir symbolic value will consist in the way in which th.ey

meaning on events in A, and thus enable us to point

ab events in A and describo them in this oblique symbolic
manner.

i

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 have any meaning.
This has been put admirably by Professor M. Oakeshott in
his essay T'he Voice of Poetry in The Conversation of Mankind:

Let me reeall a manner of being active different from that in
cither practice or science but nevertheless not unfamiliar. I will
call it ‘contemplating’ or ‘delighting’. This activity, like every
other, is making images of a certain sort and moving among them
in an appropriate manner. But these images, in the first place,
are recognised to be mere images; that is to say, they arc not
recognised cither as "fact’ or as ‘not-fact’, as ‘events’ (for example)
to have taken place or not to have taken place. To recognise
an image as ‘fact’, or to ask oneself the question: Is this ‘fact’ or
‘not-fuct’?, is to announce oncself to be engaged in some other
manner of activity than contemplation — a practical, a scientifie,
a historical manner. Nor is it enough to say: ‘This image may
not be “fact”, but in contemplating it I ignore the possibility
of its factual character.” TFor images arc never neutral, eligible
to be considered in this or that manner: they cannot divest
themselves of the considerabilities which determine their charac-
ter and they are always the partners of a specific kind of imagin-
ing. Where imagining is ‘contemplating’, then, ‘fact’ and ‘not-
fact’ do not appear. And conscquently these images cannot be
recognised as either ‘possible’ or ‘probable’, as illusions or as
malebelieve images, because all these categorics look back to a
distinction between ‘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 World; but it will be richer than
the positive picture in that it will be a picture which includes a
reference to cvents 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, are 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 that 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, that we cannot perceive. And there the matter rests.
Even the most complicated event in A can be symbolized 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 events in B,
such as physical changes in a retina or chemical changes in a
photographic plate. This is the reason why we say that the
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.c. in such a way that they
become clear and efficient symbols of events in A.

The existence of events in A malkes it necessary that from
time to time the natural order of events in B be disturbed. A
reshufﬂing 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 salke
of symholization we must perform more acts than arc biologi-
cally or socially necessary or useful; and we must tcll 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
worl.d 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
(artlfacts) 1s the famous picture of the so called ‘great sorcerer’
of Trois Freres. Tt is easy to see how the reshuffling of parts of

* I owe thig formulation to an unpublished lecturc by Dr Harold
Bourne,
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the positive picture toolk place. A man was made to look like
an animal by putling a mask and a s<kin on him. This is an
example of a very primitive exercise of the imagination that
resultedin the creationof anadditional fact,i.c. 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 clearly traceable. novelty. The more controlled
Imagination manages to produce more sophisticated reshuftles
by the slightest shaking of the original picture. So much so,
that the resulting symbol picture will contain hardly any non-
natural events. Take, for instance, the case of a great novelist
like Tolstoy or Proust. A novel is a set of facts additional to the
positive picture. But the story and the characters are obtained
by the most controlled kind of reshuffling, so that the novel
contains nothing that could not be found in the original positive
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 every 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 days who was called Clomes-
nil. The same, he said, was true of the church of Combray;
for many churches had posed for it and he could no longer tell
whether 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 Mallarmé:

Fantasy decomposes the whole of creation. According to laws
that have their origin in the dcepest 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 frecdom 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, Bibliothéque de la Pléiade, Paris, 1954, p. 41.
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creation consists in the invention of a word for a thing that docs
not really exist.*

And lest anyone should think that the theory and practice of
reshuffling is essentially linked to symbolist poctry, one ought
to recall the most accurately and most amply documented
case of reshuffling — the composition of Kuble Khan and The
Ancient Mariner as presented by J. L. Lowes in 7'e Road to
Xanadu.

Very little reshuffling may be enough. To obtain the story
of events known as ‘fiction’ (novel, epic, ctc.), it is cnough to
r(?shufﬂe dates and places, and transfer qualitics from one
historical (positively locatable) person to another. In this
way a story will emerge that is ‘richer’ than any in the positive
p{cture; but one which is not necessarily outside the positive
plcture. This kind of story, though it is fiction in the sensc that
it did not really happen quite in the way in which it is told and
that nobody actually observed it, is not part of a symbol picture
gtbough it can fulfil the function of a symbol) in the sense that
1t is conceivable that it could have happened and that someonc
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 reshufflc with
enough violence to create artifacts that are actually non-natural.
The. f?u‘St reshuffle, as a rule, results simply in the creation of
:}cll(htlonal facts. People make additional animals by painting
fo:l’?h Of; walls; they perform more hunts than arc necessary
certaii fOod supply and ur}derline them by ritual repetition of
ston ot etatures; they fas:luon additional women in .thc form of
ated. tha ues, Pel‘l'laps with all sexual characteristics exagger-
Shelt’er- ey crawl into caves tha.t arc obviously not smtul)l(.z as
the nus abnd S0 for'th. Their object here is simply to multiply
way tl:nt er of available facts and to multiply them in 51'1011 a
loss Scha ﬂu newly created fa(?ts (artifacts) should be richer,
locat de}natlc and more suggestive than those that are naturally

©d In the symhbol picture.
Coml(::llld, therefore, also suspect that the phenomenon that is
¥ described as sympathetic magic owes more to the

* Mallarmé, Bibliothéque de la Pléiade, 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 a natural event will hasten and promote that event.
If a man reproduces a natural event (growth of corn, melting
of snow, hunting of a bear), it is usually believed that he is
doing sympathetic magic, that is: he imitates nature in order
to speed her on her way or assure that she will perform well and
according to expectations. I wonder, though, whether such
actions, done in imitation of nature. do not primarily represent
attempts to enrich nature - that is, to multiply existing symbols
and to add an cvent (c.g. a hunt or the melting of snow)
which is more clearly specified and in 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 claborate 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 differ only very slightly from
a natural phenomenon, such as would also occur in the positive
picture. Sometimes no more than a slight emphasis of a single
feature is required for the natural 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 related to the natural phenomenon.
And again, at times some of the features of the natural pheno-
menon are 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. In this manner a completely new objeet 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 occur 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 picture
and the artifact that oceurs in the symbol picture. And it would
be quite wrong to think of the symbol picturc as onc 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 World. The
n?umeml World itself can never be known. But both the symbol
picture and the positive picture are 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 World Itself. In
the positive picture feeling-states or states of consciousness arc
never referred to; and in the symbol picture they are included
obliquely. The two pictures, thercfore, differ in the emphasis
they lend to certain features of the World, and the World
%ppears in them with accents on different features. But there is
110 cogent reason why the positive picture should be considered
more ‘natural’ than the symbol picture. Both pictures are
:ppearances; and if common usage has conventionally agreed
ho cz'),ll the positive picture a natural picture of the World and
gi;;(ril fact tended tp identify it as ‘nature’, we should be on our
than .: nd tf’“ke this conventional identification not for more
phenol 18. Conventionally we may well speak of 'the natural
symb Tilel_lon of the positive picture and of the art1fact§ of the
ond ©! picture. But one might just as soon invert this usage
SPeak of the artifacts of the symbol picture as the natural

events — X g :
Sta,tegs for there is nothing unnatural in the occurrence of

of consciousness and hence nothing unnatural in the
method em

is only g Ployed for their symbolization. For syn.lb'olization
states of l‘ounqabout manner of referring to or descrlbmg-the.sc
the conv:?scmusf‘e?& Qne should, however, agree to maintain

ecause sn l}i)nifl d:lStII.ICtlon between natural facts and artifacts,
two ap euc distinction helps us to discriminate between the

iffere I;J arances of tl.le World and helps us to understand the
.ol emphases given by the two pictures to the various
Parts’ of the Whole.

Thetwo 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 A\, 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 perccived in a perfectly ordinary manner. No
matter how fully artificial an artifact is and no matter how
completely invented it is and how unable we are to locate it in
the positive picture (to locate it there, would mean that we are
able to establish its functional 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 variation 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 {lying through the air. No such giant
can be traced {lying through the air in the positive picture. But
‘largeness’, ‘man’, and ‘flying’ all refer to natural phenomena,
and cevery one of those natural phenomena can be separately
located in the positive picture. The artificiality of the symbols
in the symbol picture consists therefore entircly and exclusively
in the manner in which the various features of the positive
picture are put together, in which some features are suppressed
and others transposed from the place where they occur natur-
ally to a place where they do not occur naturally. For this
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 picture, it is possible, e.g. to paint a picture
of the Garden of Eden — a picture which can be perceived by
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the eyes. In short, symbolization, no matter how extravagant
and forceful it is, can never dispense with the materials fur-
nished in field B; and the artificiality of symbolization consists
merely in a reshuffling of the scparate elements in that field
and in their transposition.

Myth and ritual are the most fundamental forms of all such
symbols. Myths are storics; 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 occeur-
rence in field A, there is a certain compulsiveness about telling
the myth which symbolizes it. The occurrence in field A cannot
be laid hold of unless the symbolic myth is created. Tn this way,
certain events in field B are scized upon and moulded, by suit-
able transpositions, by emphasis, by exaggeration and so forth,
nto an artificial event. This new artifuct is a myth. Tt consists
of many parts, each of which can be located somewhere in the
P?Sltl‘.?e picture. This makes it possible for the myth to be
E}l?to'rmlly represented. The pictorial representation, whether
oflzm 'G'he_shape of a theatrical performance, of a s.(:ulpt_lll'c, or
for itPalntlng, n?ust.in turn form part of the positive picture:
o1l dcan be ordinarily perceived in the scnse that it is function-

Y Cependent on certain changes on our retina or on a photo-
%Z?i)tl'nc Plate. The pictorial representation itself is th.crcfore a
in tei': fact; the ex_is.tence' of which can be no more in doubt,
rock op ilOf the rposltlve.plcture, than the existence .of, e.g- a
fact ang 1e‘ sun. The subject thus depicted, hqwcvcr, is an 1L1:t11-
of the E‘l.s _such' part of the Sy{nbol picture. By the standards

u Positive picture, that artificial event has never 9ccur1‘f3d.

€ven though it has never occurred in the sense in which
it ise::;ts in the positive pictul.'e arc said to have occurref.l,
SYmbolsg a figment of the imagination or purc phantasy: it
event : s an occurrence which is only too rcal, namely an
1t in field A,
manl;fl';l:l 11?)(3rformamces must be gndcrstood in much the sameé
ordingp. or the sake of symbolization onc scizes a perfectly
loc Y performance, the occurrence of which can well be
aed in the positive picture, such as, for instance, a hunt
oramea,l.Buf,. ’ Lo - vt bol
& porfe In order to make it into a suitable symbol,
Tmance has to be turned into an artifice: it has to
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be embroidered by repetitive gestures which serve to heighten
the effect 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 artificiality of the performance does not consist in the
performance itself; but in its repetitiveness, in its stylization,
in short in its rituality. As such it functions as a symbol of an
event in field A. And since such an event, if it occurs, will out,
there is again a certain compulsiveness about the performance
of the ritual.

In this way the symbol picture, consisting basically of myths
and rituals, is a world of artifices. These artifices are an enrich-
ment of the positive picture in that they aflord a glimpse of
the events in ficld 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 capable of a physical 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 picturc which by itsclf is too barren and not
rich enough in variations to symbolize events in ficld A. But
these additions are themselves 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 completely limited
to the various features and parts of field B. The most imagina-
tive acts of human fantasy can never do more than transpose
single fecatures 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 would 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

¥
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of the single clements. To turn the symbol picture into the
positive picture, all one needs to do is to reshuflle the various
elements with a view to the order that obtains when every
feature is assigned the place in which it appears functionally
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 virtue of their
functional dependence on other features and allow them to
rearrange themseclves in the order in which they appear as
symbols of the events in ficld A.

It is now possible to see that there are very good grounds
for maintaining that there is a perfectly intelligible connection
between myths and rituals on one hand, and the world that
appears In our ordinary experience, on the other. This intellig-
ible connection is very commonly overlooked. And this oversight
has compelled people to seek various other explanations for
the occurrence of myth and ritual. These other explanations
Seem mnow, epistemologically, both superfluous and irrclevant,
and we will postpone a discussion of them to the next chapter.
tal? myth .iS a concrete story. It is composed of cvents that

] N pla?e in the world; even though they do not actually take
Place quite in the way in which the myth insists. A myth about
%lfa':i? {nOVing mountains consists, for exumplc‘, of a number
of or(% € features,_every one of which is taken from the world
the n(::fary experience. Giants are very large men; and both
taken f;On of largeness and the fact that there arc men are
togethe Om nature. Only in nature they do not 1:0;111y occur
serve a;‘- Here, however, they arc put togcth(?r in 01'('101' .to
therefo a Symbol of an event in A. The story mn questl.on is,
world ‘e’riltlu a story abo.ut something that talfcs place in the
in B, Tho y that somethmg comprises evcn'ts 111_A as \.vcll as
Comlecteg myth, therefore, is a story that is quite 1'a?t10n'nlly
ality i with the world. And_ whatever appcarance of irration-
aecustommgy ha.Ve Sffems eptlrel.y from the f;u:t that we are

ut 0ncee't t.o identify rationality with (?1'd111a1'y experience.
picture Whli hls understood that a 1.nyth is part of a symbol
member thzt ll;ifers bacle to events in A, and as long as we re-
totality of a]] e events in field A are as much part of the
becomes 4 « occurrences as the events in field B, a m):'th

a significant report about the world, the truth of which
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can soon be tested, albeit in a very complicated manner, by a
reference to events in A.

If events in I3, 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 positive 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 are other parts of the symbol picture (that is, of
the reshufjled ficld 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 investigation 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 passago from Apollinaire’s Oneirokritika is a good
example of an arbitrarily concocted story:

‘The coals of heaven were so near that I became afraid of their smell.

Two animals of differcnt species began to mato and the shoots of

roses turned into grape-vincs, hanging heavily from the moons’

bundles. Flames shot up from the throats of monlkoeys and decorated
tho world with lilics. The monarchs were amused and twenty blind
taylors omecrged. Towards evening, tho trees flew away and my

Sclf multiplied a hundred times. The herd which I thus was, sat

down by the sca. The sword quenched my thirst. A hundred sailors

killed me ninety-ninc times. A whole nation, incarcerated in a wine-
press, bled while singing. Uncven shadows lovingly obscured the
scarlet of the sails 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 1f it
were a false myth, it would, for the lack of such reference, never
have come down to us. This explains why there are, in fact,
no such stories as ‘false myths’. (Myths scem to be in a position
that is the converse of the position of treason. “I'reason never
prospers’, one says. The truth of this observation is not due to
the fact that treason never really does prosper, but 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 are all, without exception,
true ones.)
The positive picture of the World, then, emerges through
the establishment of the relations of events in 13; and the
5y ml?ol picture of the World, through the establishment of
relations between events in A and events in B. Both pictures,
though of varying degrees of richness, are pictures of the World.
) We.come now to the final stage in the argument, to the way
lﬁ;:;h(ll‘;h theories about the various pictures of the World we
about :CQUSS;(I are pu!s forward. There is no need to say much
e osif,l'en lﬁf: theories. They are clearly put forward about
Whe'gle]_‘ ’lc‘}rxe Picture. It matters ll'ttle to our argun.lcnt.} as to
as bold b €y are put f_'orward as inductive gc.n.erahzatlons or
long as thg’IJ(;theses which arc‘held to be provisionally true as
in the OS.}; 'ave not heen f:alsnficd by events observed to occur
S tatemelsltg 1 lg’e plctu.re.. Sc1ent1ﬁc.theorles are concerned with
in the positq Tegylarltles of f}m(':tl(.)nal dependences that occur
whethe. Onlve plc.ture, and it is irrelevant to our argument
© can justify such statements by pointing to the
:iho‘;;’lt‘es over the snow and over the mountains’. (Author’s transla-

. H.crot W]erhavo & striking case of re-shuffling. But the text fails to
ascinate JtCC&US(? there does not appecar to have been a reshuffling in
obedience to an inney 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 sccond 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. 1f 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 positive 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 cannot
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 occurrence 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 procedure on the other hand, the positive picture
precedes the formulation of scientific generalizations. In terms
of the present argument, about the World and the various
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appearances of the World, Popper’s description scems prefer-
able. For if the aim of science is the invention of genceralizations
about regularities, no purposc can he gained by the laborious
construction of positive pictures. It is much preferable to sce
the positive picture only as a conceptual hypostatization that
is postulated every time a theory has to be tested. But it has
no ‘existence’ in our minds apart from such specific tests of
general theories. Whereas, if one prefers the inductive deserip-
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 and dic-
tionaries. And furthermore, one will casily fall prey to the
idea that it is more than an appearance of the World. 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, thcorics emerge. 1
would now like to argue that metaphysical theorics are theories
about the symbol picture, albeit, unlike scientific theories, not
statements of any regularities in the symbol picture. They are
theories about the symbol picture, because their truth and
falsity can be tested by reference to the symbol picture. Speal-
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-
stion. I did not form the above view of the symbol picture and
then (_1iscover that it would be possible to say that metaphysical
theories are abstract and conceptual descriptions of it. I began
the other way round. I began with the observation that there
18 a very striking and very obvious similarity between the
themes Qf many great myths and many metaphysical doctrines.
In fact, lt'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 unreal is
undoubte.dly to be linked to those ancient creation myths in
which it 18 said that at first there was undifferentiated chaos,
or being; and that time began when this undifferentiated chaos
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was rent asunder by some act or event. Time is thus only a
modc of being (or perhaps only a mode of perception) and real
being can be predicated only of the undifferentiated chaos
that existed in the first place. There is no need to multiply
examples.

Having made this observation, I then proceeded to formulate
my view of the symbol picture. If I can now argue that meta-
physical doctrines scem to be abstract descriptions of the sym-
bol picture, this may appear like a stroke of good luck. It is in
fact no such thing and one need not be surprised to find that
we arrive at this conclusion 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 end of Chapter Two we had come to the
point where it was necessary to discover the possible field of
experience to which metaphysical propositions, considering
that they did not refer to our ordinary experience, did refer.
It is therefore not by good luck that the preceding argument
should now yield the desired result. The whole idea of the sym-
bol picture was conceived with a view to showing that it is, in
fact, the field to which metaphysical doctrines are applicable.

The events and actions that serve as symbols have a quasi-
mysterious quality. They scem to indicate more than they
appear to be. It is often believed that this is due to the fact
that they stand for unscen and unseeable realities. Their
mysterious quality is often considered to be proof of the fact
that therc 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. Symbols 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 which 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 meal, a hunt,
a sunset, a thunderstorm or a sexual act may be designated as
a symbol. The choice of a natural event in B as a symbol is a
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 diffusc. 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 varicty 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 unspecified.
There is no clear distinction between subject and object, up
fmd 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.

. Orlet us examine the state known as algolagnia. Algolagnia
s the relation hetween pleasurable sexual excitation and the
3‘;&‘{-}2:;0? of terx:ifying events. This relation can cither be
events tley COntl'lVOd'or come about by accident, and the
various l;firgselves (Whmh. may be real or imaginary) can be of
animals on s. They may involve the death of human beings or
some th,rertat least the thrgat of death; or they may involve
may COnsi?dt tf? or des’.orl.lctl.on of _healf;h or property; or they
the Persorf 31 the z’%nnlhllatlon of inanimate objects. Moreover,
perform who deI:IVCS sexual Pleasures from such events may
them, or m:, acf,s himself, may induce somcone eclse to perform
tary (’)r invo%’ simply k')e a spectator. He may even be the volun-
large variet untary victim of thtack. There is, in short, a very
symbols £ ¥ of completely different events which can act as
y » 10r 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



THI PRINCIPLES OF METAPHYSICS 77

very diffusc image symbolizing a presumably equally diffuse
fecling-state. In the case of algolagnia a serics of completely
incompatible events purports to symbolize one and the same
feeling-state; and, 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 symbol, in other words, must be made
more specific, more unequivocal. The specification of the sym-
bol, however, can be achieved only in one way. The natural
event, originally chosen 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 unspecified and inaccurate symbol, becomes
a more specific symbol in the proportion to which it loses its
purely natural shape. The resulting story can now no longer
be related in terms of other events in B; and receives its truth-
value entirely from its relation to events in A. We may, there-
fore, say that the specification of the symbol takes place
through an increasing denaturalization of the original event
chosen. The more non-naturalistic the cvent 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 serics of symbols (which began with the choice of
a natural event as a symbol) there stands a completely non-
naturalistic 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; and so forth. The greater the denaturalization,
the greater the specification; and the greater the specification,
the more uncquivocal 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 serics. 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 specified symbol can be-
come more specified only by a symbol which exhibits bhasteally
the same pattern. Thus, in our example, the basic pattern of the
original, natural symbol (the hunt) is this: aggressivenecss —
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 oncs, only
single features and the emphasis may be altercd. But the basic
pattern must be preserved for the last symbol of the serics
to bhe a more highly specified and thercforc more accurate
symbol of the event in A in guestion.

It is a well-known fact that a very large number of myths do
indeed stand in this particular relationship to cach other.
The ancient Church Fathers, for instance, were well aware
that certain myths could be related to onc 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 carlicr, less
specified ones, were the types; or prefigured the later, more
specified ones which were said to be the anti-types. We are not
concerned here with the fact that the Church Fathers, from
their own peculiarly ceclesiastical standpoint, made a very
narrow and special use of this discovery. The matter of greatest
importance is that these typological relationships extend
through the whole world of mythology, and that cvery single
myth can be assigned a place in some such scries. There are
no myths and rituals (artificial events) that are not typologically
related to natural events, i.e. to events that occur in the positive
picture. Every sacrifice, every lepos yduos, 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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Someone may well object that this contention remains to be
proven; and that the only way of proving it is to list all known
myths and investigate in every 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. Ifor originally. every single symbol must be
chosen from the field of natural events the symbolizer is ac-
quainted with. For where else could it be chosen from? And
after this initial choice. there is only one way open for increas-
ing the specifieness of the original symbol, and that is the way
of denaturalization. But such denaturalization would fail in its
purpose if it were not carried out according to the principle
that the more specified symbol must exhibit the same pattern
as the less specified symbol. It 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 give more specific meaning
to the event in A. There scems therefore no need for a general
empirical investigation of all myths; for it scems wellnigh impos-
sible to envisage an alternative 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 symbol. Or else, a metaphysical doctrine may be the last
term in a secries 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 well-
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 know-
ledge can supply one further term at the lower end of the series,
i.e. the sacrifice of the first-born, customary in those parts of
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the world in which Abrabham lived. The story of Abraham’s
sacrifice is itself already a more highly spccified story than the
story of the sacrifice of the first-born, but is typologically
related to it. We now have a series of three typologically related
symbols. If one observes closely the principle according to
which the second story is a more special instance than the
first, and the third a more special instance than the sccond, one
will be able to formulate the principle according to which these
specifications are carried out. One will be 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 doctrine or some
such doctrine is in fact a statement of the principle that deter-
mines the particular way in which the first symbol was specified
to become the second symhol; and the way in which the sccond
symbol was specified to become the third symbol. All three
symbols exhibit the same basic pattern. But cach step in speci-
fication was taken according to a certain principle, when it
Co}lld well have been taken according to another principle. The
principle itself, i.e. the metaphysical doctrine, could not have
been 'culled from any of the symbols — but only from the specific
way in which they are related to onec another.

In.order to illustrate the second case of the genesis of a meta-
Physical doctrine, let us examine an instance of a serics of myths
taken from an entirely different field. Professor Cornford in his
post}.lumous Principtum Sapientiae (London, 1952), 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
founffl that these myths, the cosmogony of Hesiod and the meta-
Physics of Anaximander are, in our terminology, a serics of
typologically related stories. But Hesiod’s cosmogony is more
specified than the Babylonian myth; and Anaximander’s
metz_LPhYSiCS or all ancient Ionian metaphysics is even more
iﬁ;:lﬁfd. In fact, Tonian metaphysics is so minutely specified
torm 10fr:}11)resen'ts a system.of ab.stract concepts. It is ?ll'e end
mvthi 1€ series; a story in which the complete definition of
mythical Images, already fairly apparent in Hesiod, has almost
mperceptibly given way to abstract concepts. As Professor

ornford says himself, Hesiod’s cosmogony has ‘advanced so
fa"r on 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 revealed as the end terms of the
typologically related series; as the end term in which the
almost imperceptible transition from a minutely defined image
to an abstract concept has taken place.

Given the two examples of how metaphysical doctrines are
rcelated to symbol pictures, 1 have demonstrated the thesis
I put forward at the beginning of this chapter, that metaphysi-
cal doctrines ave synthetic a posteriori propositions. But the
a posteriori refers to the symbol picture, not to the World of
which that picture as well as the positive picture is an appear-
ance. There is a very special and important sense in which
metaphysical theories are applicable to the positive picture,
even though their truth cannot be proved or disproved by a
consideration of it. A discussion of the applicability will be
postponed to the end of the last chapter of this book, where
the relevance of such applicability will become apparent. As far
as the World Itself is concerned, metaphysical doetrines, like
scientific theories about the positive picture, have clearly no
relevance to it. For we said that the only evidence we have about
the World is a tautology. And since a tautology is compatible
with any proposition other than a self-contradictory one, we
know nothing of the World that would not be compatible with
any metaphysical theory. The same is true, of course, for
scientific theories about the symbol picture.

It is a very common view that metaphysical doctrines are
useless, because they are compatible with any evidence what-
cver and do not deny the possibility of the occurrence of any-
thing. (They are said to be unfalsifiable.) But now we see that
as far as the World is concerned, it is exactly the other way
round. The evidence about the World is such that it is expressed
as a tautology and that evidence is therefore compatible with
any mectaphysical theory. The metaphysical theories are quite
specific and exclude the possibility of certain occurrences in
the symbol picture. When 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 noumenal World, it turns out that
all we ‘know’ (all we can say) about that World is compatible
with any metaphysical thecory. This is not the fault of meta-
physics, but of the nature of our knowledge of the World — or
ought we to say, of the nature of the World?
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Since we can never form an idea or have a perception of any
distinguishable feature or subject or event of the World other
than as part of a picture or appearance of the World, 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 are of appecarances or pictures of tho
World, this fact is of no consequence, interest, or importance.
Why should we hother 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 metaphysical
theories are irrelevantly relevant to Reality — 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 appecarances of Reality and,
therefore, everything that is true of an appearance must also
be relevant to the thing the appcarance is an appearance of.
If you wish : metaphysical theories are windows upon the World.
iny they do not illuminate it because there is nothing dis-
tinguishable in it that could be illuminated by them. The wind-
flow lets light into the World. But as there is nothing to reflect
1t, the light is of no avail.

e have established that metaphysical doctrines are sound
floctrines about the symbol picture; and that the symbol picture
13 an appearance of the World. In a sense, then, I would say that
metaphysical doctrines are descriptive — for they describe

© symbol picture. But in another sense they are revisionary.

r _P_erhaps it would be better to say that they encourage a
Tevision of our view of the features of the world we live in.

Or their soundness can only be justified if we consider that
:}part from 3 positive picture there is a symbol picture, and that

1e li}tter has its own peculiar reality. The acceptance of meta-
Io) );S};Cal doctrines encourages us, therefore, to revise our vision
Vi ¢ world. They do this not by purporting to redraw our

101 of the positive picture or to reveal the hidden features of

® noumenal World; but by forcing upon us a new analysis

o .
o the phenomenal world in terms of a positive picturc and of
Ymbol pictyres.



Chapter Four
TIHE PRACTICE OF METAPHYSICS

The thesis that metaphysical speculation has always been specu-
lation about a symbol picture will not be accepted without
further explanation and proof, for it is a widely held belief that
metaphysical propositions are the result of pure reasoning.
Metaphysical propositions, moreover, are commonly considered
to be nccessarily true; and since necessary truth can never
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 difficult to dis-
tinguish the premiss from the conclusion. People sometimes
say that metaphysical truths are necessary and therefore cannot
be empirical; and sometimes they say that they are not
empirical and therefore must be necessary truths.

There scems to me no ground at all for believing that meta-
physical propositions such as ‘time is unreal’ 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 unreal’
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 duc 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
spcculation. 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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It will be clear to the reader, however, that | am presenting
metaphysical ideas in a ‘new look’. My attempt to relate them
to mythology and to consider them the rational end-product
of the mythological vision of the world wil] not be casily wel-
comed. IFor both theirsupporters and thejr detractors believe that
metaphysical ideas either are or are alleged to he more narrowly
rational. In reply, I can do no better than to remind them of the
opinions of two eminent modern metaphysicians, Bradley and
McTaggart. Both philosophers helieved  that metaphysical
%deas are really held by instinct and arc not the result of labor-
1ous and minuyte processes of reasoning. Bradley believed that
the Philogopher’s job is to find bad reasons for them; and Me-
Taggart, that his job is to find good reasons for them. But .both

were agreed that when we are faced with metaphysical ideas
WeC are not faced by something that we owe cx(,-l.usively to oult;
OWn rational cogitations. And although T am making an a?telmf
to show how metaphysical ideas arc generated by ],n}{tvllo %ﬁi
and how mythology is almost compulsively gcn?.mwf b])yof .
occurrence of certain mental events that are n(_)t capablc Ol ¢
. o ] raphysics amounts to
literal description, my ‘new look’ for mCt‘}]? 3 " vore both
little more than what Bradley and McTaggart wer
a . ;
gli(zei(i 2?2:{1“0 true, and nobody the lcast bit z.chu:m_lt'.c;} W 1-’0;
the history of philosophy could cver deny this, 1,]-1.;1111 L Pl: 5-
bounders of metaphysical ideas in the past have tried to : lt
bort them by rational arguments and have not been con .enl
to consider them the abstract end-products of mythologica
*Peculation. This is true cven for Bradley and McTaggart.
Y Proposal, therefore, to disregard these rational efforts and
to consider )0 end-products only and to relate them to mytho-

l'ogy, May look decidedly odd. But though odd, it can be
Justified,

Let yg look
SPectacle. W
of metq
times 1

for a moment at the bewildering historical
nd, throughout history, a very limited 1?u‘mbez
Physical doctrines. They arc supported at dlﬂgrcnl
y different people by a large variety of allegedly rationa
aTguments, none of which is really compelling and sat'lsfymg(’i
Not one of these arguments has not been found wanting an:
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been PLANFoIY eTIRAZEN DT SOTHesne 3k one Kime vt anathet .
And yct, 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 are 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 cflorts to discover 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. My
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 even 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 give metaphysics a new look it is only
in order to explain an odd historical spectacle.

1. Metaphysical 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 are 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

!
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speculations of these philosophers, as has now heen shown in
the posthumously published work of Professor Cornford, were
not concerned with pure rcasoning and the alleged cmanci-
pation of reason from mythical speculation. Thesc cfforts were
concerned with the conceptual formulation of the mythical
evidence about the origin and growth of the universe. A cos-
mogonic myth, initially, it would seem, of Babylonian orign.
was teken by the Tovien polosogiers a: e RTINS WOV
~edh ey teasoned; and 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 are full of myths; but the significance
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 Platonic
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
exp_ression 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 inadequate 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 t‘:ruth is nevertheless emerging. For the most part,
Plato did not invent these myths, but took them from a
nul_nber of ancient, often oriental traditions. The form in
which 'he received them, of course, was not their original
Symbohc 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 Eschatological myths — the doctrine of the pre-existence,
penance, re-incarnation and final purification of the soul -directly,
and through Pindar. from Orphic sources, the chief of which. if
we accept the carcfully formed view of Dicterich, was n popular
Orphic Manunl, the Descent to Hades, in which the vicissitudes

endured by the immortal soul, till it frees itself, by penance,
from the Cycle of Births, were deseribed — a work which lay at
the foundation of Pindar’s theology, was ridiculed by Aristo-
phanes in the I'rogs, was the ultimate source of the Visits to the
Dead of Plutarch and Virgil, and greatly influenced Neo-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 the 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 offered 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 when dialectical reasoning ends, this does not
mean, as so many interprcters 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 Myths 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 abstract
reasoning were weak. This 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 (Ifrutiger) that Plato uses
myths every time he wishes to propound 8déar concerning
becoming. For anything that is said about becoming cannot
be é”“_”’ﬁ#n and, therefore, cannot be secized by dialectical
reasoning. The opinions one can hold about becoming cannot
be due to dialectical reasoning. If they were, they would not
be 86}§ac hut émornpn; but of becoming one cannot have
emorun. This view is compatible with my argument, pro-
w.ded one understands it in the following way: the symbol
p%cture (myths) is a picture of the world, and if one draws a
{)ilctlure of tl.le world one is not doing it with the help of dialec-
kj(fd refz‘lsorl%ng’ but through obhservation. But obscrvat.,ion is a
Obser\?at'oplmon’ for onc could casily be mistaken in o.ne’s
state of lgn of the features of the world, for the world is in a
of the s e(}:)omm.g_ Thus, when Plato wishes to give a part
might «;ay mbol picture of the world, he relates myths. One
Symbof ?"tmore adequately that the. myths he gives are _the
reasomnp cture of the world he is talking about. His (hzqectl.ca-l
of the sg;n?n th(? other hand, is concerned with the clucidation
truths ;l%o ’01 Picture and with the formulation of conceptual
ut it,

Whic}? :::;n? phase T wish to _copsider is the Pa’o.ristic' ‘pharse
Church Fati 168 roughly from Philo to St Augustine. To phe
Sophizingw 1elrs there was never any d(?ubt that their philo-
with g Cert;cl)}l d have to come to terms with a body of symbols,
the picture mdplfitm‘e of the world, and more pre(':lsely. with
Old ang Ne{\mThlstory of the wor'ld thftt was contained in the
largely the v esta,r.nent. For their p.lulosophy they had very
schools, The; conclusions of the various .Greek and Ro.man
or some of rt{)FOblem.WaS either to re001'1c1le these conclusmps,
reasons wl, lem, with the symbol picture; or to provide
ground tlmt;yththese conclusions shoul'd be rejected on the
All this i f . €y were incompatible with the symbol picture.
8 fairly well known and scholars have never overlooked
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the paramount importance of the symbol picture the Church
Ifathers speculated about. But again, basing their approach
on the tacit assumption that metaphysies 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 1 would like to stress that whatever the Church
Fathers’ conclusions in metaphysics, they have been more
self-conscious in their attitude to the subject matter of meta-
physics, the symbol picture, than Plato or other Greek philo-
sophers were before them. As a result we find in them a greater
preoccupation with metaphysical method. And it is possible
for us to form a clearer idea 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-
occupiced 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 Phaedrus. But neither Philo nor the Fathers
enjoyed a similar freecdom; and as a result they were much
preoccupied with the methods they had to fashion in order
to achicve 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 every
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 rcasons, 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 picture. 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



90 RELATIONSHIP AND SOLTTUDE

speculation about a symbol picture. Only now the symbol
picture of the Old and the New Testament have come to be
taken for granted and the possibility of other symbols, 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 believed that the conclusions
reached by ancient philosophers were the dictates of pure
reason, forgetting thus the evidence much of this speculation
had been about. The symbol picture which they themsclves
cultiYated, the Old and New Testaments, was believed to be
a series of first principles from which further knowledge could
be deduced. This method of treating a symbol picture stands
n s_harp contrast with the method for treating a symbol picture
which has been sketched in the present argument. But of this,
more later. For the present it is ecnough to observe that the
m}?dlevzﬂ philosophers distinguished clearly between rational
Ealllzsop-hy-’ of which they had a weird and somewhat unhis?ori-
fromP{’}iecli‘Ltlon; and theology, which was knowledge derived
altogeth? s‘ymbol picture. Some argued that philosophy 1is
maintai:;rdsuperﬂuo.us provided one has th_eology;_und others
us by ed that philosophy is very useful in thz.Lt it can show
fully efulli‘e' reason what the e\.YIdCIlCC \Vh-lCh is ‘not; always
the argfmcm obliges one to believe. Genuine philosophy, s0
informat; ent ran, cannot contradict theology but gives us

'0n on those simple and very general features of the

:;?; lsd iy are living in, on which the knowledge derived from
hymbo1 Plcture is silent.

be Clilslgrlai" of dis'cinguishing between the information that can
is to be haaom the symbol picture and the information that
be based by the na:tural reasoning of philosophy, seems to
nature of E}Il)on a serious and fateful misconception of the
described 1, ¢ symbol picture. Thc latter can, of course, be
from thi ¥y words and propositions. But it does not follow

8 fact, as was so commonly believed by medieval

philosophers, that such expressions as ‘in the beginning was
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the word’ or ‘T am that I am’ are expressions describing a
state of affairs in the same way in which the expression ‘there
is a table in my room’ describes a state of affairs. The two
former propositions are descriptions of parts of the symbol
picture and should 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 be established in the way in which the truth or
meaning of the propositions ‘there is a 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 observe with our senses, it must be a proposition
about a different, 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,
removed by its supernaturalness from the reach of our senses.
Hence they formed the opinion that the propositions contained
in the Scriptures (at least on onc of the levels of their four
meanings) were descriptions of super-sensible events. They
persuaded themselves that the Scriptures contained additional
information about the World; 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 malke a complete picture of the universe, 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 direct
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, ctc., could, if such
knowledge was to he trustworthy, only be known by the cfforts
of unaided reason. They rejected, in other words, the evidence
for metaphysical speculation contained in the symbol picture
as untrustworthy evidence. It is not difficult to scc that they
shared the medieval philosophers’ belicf that seriptural texts
represented truths. They merely differed from them in form-
INg a very low estimate of these truths. It scems a pity now
that they did not reach back to the Patristic phase of philo-
sophy and, instead of rejecting scriptural propositions as un-
!Jl'ustwOrt,hy information about the world, did not begin to treat
1t onece more ag the subject matter of metaphysical speculation.
ar;rnz;?jsons’ however, for their refusal to make such a move
exa fﬁcul.t, to understand. Philosophers had first be(‘:omc
Sperated with the strange view, so popular in the Middle
se%?:; :;Iflat Whmj is really the symbol picture consisted of a
ﬁrst.prinﬁ.rSt pl'IHCiIJICS of knowledge. Tllcy.found that these
hey WerCIPIeS, }.“Wm_g as thc.ir sole zultl]ont'y the fact tllift
guous ang EOthuned in the Bible, were unreliable and ambi-
fact that, hat the argument that their truth depended‘ on the
2% they had been revealed by God stood itself in need

Of ra,tional . N
ust ion if it :orthy of ac-
Ceptance, Justification if it was to be found worthy o

Th
mente Second reason had something to do with the develop-

of theothsjcifntiﬁc method to which many of the philf)SOphem
They all kr bhase t}hemselves made important contributions.
to containne‘.V tha_t it was customary for systems of knowledge
origin of thPIOPOSltIOnS about the soul, about God, about the
in thejy g¢; eworld, etc. Hence they could not resign th.cmselves
very litt]e :Vntlﬁc quest for knowledge t_o the idea that in future
Matters, my ould be lfnown, from scientific evidence, about such
to reach thley ttzok. it for granted that human knowledge had
such heigh: old ‘heights’. They rejected the medieval ide@ that
texts, anq ti could be reached by a belief in the scriptural
and faile terefore rejected the use of such texts altogether

0 understand that metaphysical knowledge is

knowle
dge about such texts or an interpretation of such texts.
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They proceeded, therefore, to speculate about the traditional
themes of knowledge on the basis of evidence which was suffi-
cient for scientific theories but insufficient for metaphysies. This
linc of thought, though now more unpopular than in previous
centuries, is still heing followed: we find it in the writings of
Jeans and Lddington. and, in a somewhat more cautious vein,
in the whole body 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 traversed before. There
were arguments for the immortality of the soul, for the unreality
of time, for the belief that God was natura naturans, that the
Absolute thought itself, and so forth. Only now the arguments
sounded a bit feeble and the conclusions themselves very uncon-
vincing; for the evidence that could have supported them was
disregarded. Nobody remembered that metaphysical speculation
was speculation about the symbol picture, and that the truth of
metaphy=sical propositions could not very well be supported
by expericnce 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 cither on scientific evidence (which was, for
such purposes, mostly insuflicient and hardly ever 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 picture and confined their speculation to
the scientific picture, the kind of knowledge to be had would
be different from the kind of knowledge which Plato or Philo
had been able 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.

TFor metaphysical speculation the intrusion of science was
disastrous. That is to say, 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 duc to the fact
that scepticism did not extend far enough, i.e. to the kind of
results which people expected from science. But onc 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, yicld 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
coming of Logical Positivism on the Continent and with Moore
and his disciples jn England, that the fifth phasc, which had

©eN 50 long in preparation, finally began.

: ogical Positivism and the heirs of Logical Positivism in

ngland came to reject the metaphysics of the fourth phase
on a variety of grounds. Basically these grounds do not differ
orr(l)r:} tl.lose of Hume or Kant, although a number of variations
il ;)ell‘ arguments were introduced. Some of these .argumcnts
Tt is e} €Xamined in detail, in th9 last section of this chapter.
Oritic’j‘lowever’ of the greatlest importance to n'ote. th.at the
again Stm by contemporary philosophy of metaphysics is directed

um:’ the metaphysics of the fourt}'l phase, as Kant’s and
essent_SIWas. It i§ only through a fa11u1:e to understfmnd the
symb 18, connection between metaphysical speculation and

I™Mbol pictures in the earlier phases of philosophy that the

,crlthiSm is held to apply, mutatis mutandis, to metaphysics
N genera],
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But even in regard to the fourth phase, one needs to exercise
restraint. When Bradley, for instance, argued that time was
unrcal and yet refused to neglect train time-tables, he proved
conclusively that he had not meant to say that time is unreal
in the sense that time makes no difference in the world we are
living in. Moore’s eriticism and all subsequent charges against
Bradley are based on the observation that he was an inconsist-
ent man, that he ought not to have worried about time-tables
in view of the fact that he believed 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 world of appearances and the
world of Reality. When he said that time was unreal, he was
obviously speaking about Reality, not about the world as it
appearcd to us. It is truc that the distinction between the
world of appearances and the world of Reality scems untenable,
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
pause before we reject him altogether. It cannot be a pure
accident that he asserted of Reality a 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 of metaphysics, is it not nccessary to
assume that his conclusions were correct and that his mistake
18 mercly to be sought in his assertion that metaphysical
propositions arc about the Reality behind the appearances?
He probably ought to have said that they are about 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 writers.

One might say, therefore, that the analytical iconoclasts
of the fifth phase have much less reason for priding them-
selves on having advanced philosophical thinking than they
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commonly assume. The criticism that the proposition that time
is unreal is not a proposition about the world we arc living in,
is a platitudinous observation, because nobody had ecver
maintained that it was. The conclusion that, since it is not
about the world we are living in, it is about nothing and there-
fore meaningless or merely psychologically suggestive or an
expression of emotions, etc., is perfectly gratuitous. Ior I
have tried to show that even if one must reject Bradley’s beliet
that the proposition is about the Reality behind the appear-
ances, there is every reason for believing that the proposition,
even though Bradley did not see this clearly, is about the
tr.aditional subject matter of metaphysics, about the symbol
picture.

. This cursory survey of the history of metaphysical speeula-
tion has shown that philosophers have heen extremely liberal
n 1'3heir choice of methods for metaphysical spcculutibn. This
is in itself no cause for complaint, hecause sometimes the
soundest, speculations are innocent of methodological refine-
ment, and one can often see that too great a preoccupation
VSVI:zlclulmtt?thodol.ogical principles is as inhibiting a factor in
to or ation as l’n many oth‘e? activities. Nevertheless, it is well
meI;aeS}?rv-e one’s CI‘lthE%l spirit and to be able to point out where
plo elzlysmal speculfmon about the symbol picture has em-
folliw ﬁr‘neth%ds \'vhlch are downright fallacious. It does not
of metaoiln t. e discovery 'of such fallacies that the conclusions
St&temelpt yslfial speculation are untenable; for the explicit
may wglll k()) the method by whlc}} the conclusions arc justified
Mol € no more jsha,n a rationalization or an attempt to

I%e overt what was in reality a fast, intuitive process.

Physiocr;(la surveys the field, one will find that the formal meta-
two headmethods prz%ctlsed in the past can be classified under
metapl, lf‘gsl- But this does not mean that the most remarkable
the slI; }y:lca doctr.mes have not been put forward without
formal rules. elaboratod andsym 0% picture. Furthex;more, the
were disregz;rded e other P;actlsed by some philosophers,
and of A y 8 whose speculations were bolder
examl greater permanent interest. The most remarkable
to 1 ple is the method employed by Plato. Plato never seems
0 have reflected upon the nature of the relationship thab
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existed between his myths which he offered as evidence and
his metaphysical abstractions about the immortality of the
soul, the theory of ‘remembering’ and so forth. He set out his
theories and deseribed the symbol picture from which the
theory was abstracted and which was the subject matter of
the theory. But he does not appear to have been interested
in the formal rules by which the former was derived from the
latter. Another more explicit example of the way in which
metaphysical theories are derived from the symbol picture,
is furnished by the practice of St Thomas Aquinas. St Thomas
believed that the scriptural statement signatum est super nos
lumen vultus {wi, Domine afforded ‘proof’ of the belief that
human reason (the divine light impressed upon us) was able to
discover certain principles both of existence and of conduct.
It is not casy to sce what strict rules he can have employed for
culling this meaning from the seriptural passage. He seems to
have employved a combination of at least two principles of
interpretation. IFirst, he scems to have taken the statement
in a somewhat 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 adiutores could be taken as ‘proof’ of
the theory that men exercise a secondary causal efficacy; and
that while it is true that all primary causality is excrcised by
God, men can be held to be more than involuntary tools in
the sense that God gave 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 secems to say, in the same relation
in which a helper (adiutor) stands to God. The original state-
ment therefore expresses the type; and the theory of man’s
sccondary causality, the anti-type. It seems that St Thomas
thought that all this was too obvious to need mentioning. But
onc may well wonder what exactly he would have said if
someone had asked him for the formal rules by which he
thought the seriptural 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 intcrested in
the formal rules, but went to great lengths to show that his
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 himsclf invited
such largely irrelevant criticism. But it scems 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 fot.md he had hard reasons for rejecting the traditional
H(}merl.c symbol picture. He found that the symbol picture con-
talnec.l In the Kabbalistic tradition was more to his satisfaction.
This should, of course, not be taken in too literal a sense.
The matter has often heen remarked upon and it seems fairly
cortain that, above all, he derived his completely unbiblical
;cl)sn 261)"0101.1 of .the relation between God and the world fl.‘om
ship Xg:trsmns lI'ltO Kabbalistic literature. As far as the relation-
o Otherwe(lm (fod and the world is concerned, there can be
plated thp auSIble_ explanation: Spinoza must have contem-
e Kabbalistic image of En-Sof manifesting itself in a

n .
ulrllglber oi: partial aspects or powers, each of which is the whole
er a different self-limitation.

is image stands in striking
contrast to the bj This image sta g

Tt would h blical image of God, the creator of the w01:1d.
as to whet] ave been proper if Spinoza had raised the question
traditiona] ge;; ,the K&bbal.lstic picture ought to replace.the
metaphysi 1l l.lcal one which had influenced and determined
Spinomylwca' SPCCI.lla,tlo.n ever since the time of Philo. But
openly theas a ra,‘tlonahst-. He could get himself to advocate
it imPOSSibll‘eJeCtlon of a biblical symbol picture. But he found
of a differe et o reconCl_le his rationalism with an advocacy
it over in sirll symbol picture. And thus he preferred to pass
very obliqy ence. ];n thIS. way he arrived at what seems now a
point byqae'Dosfmon: His speculation was controlled, up to a
wish to adm‘?gmb()l picture, the existence of which he did not
this svmb 11 . Not wishing to raise the question as to whether

15 symbol picture should be substituted for the traditional



THE PRACTICE OF METAPHYSICS 99

hiblical 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 that they had nothing to dowithit,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 revealed texts or any other extrancous source.
But it does not necessarily follow that his metaphysies did
not have a different source of inspiration; i.c. 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 belicfs 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 picture 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 of the 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 over 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 revealed texts.
And for this reason he paid no attention to the formal principles
by which he might have justified his metaphysics 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
Qf the truth of his theories. Schopenhauer’s lack of interest
in the formal principles of metaphysical speculation should,
however, not blind one to the great importance he himself
attached to the symbol picture of the Upanishads.

As a final case I would like to mention Jean-Paul Sartre.
Sartre’s metaphysical theories about the non-existence of a
transcendental ego and his view that cxistence is prior to
essence, are based on the most skilful, but not always unexcep-

tlo'nable, 'dialectical reasoning. But it would bhe wrong to
E%SS@SS their truth entirely by the validity of such reasoning.
D

Hi“;?ii liS z}tlso the author of a large number of novels and plays
the livce; t]}? presents a certain picture of human beings and of
in Sartre’ cy _lcad_ It scems that t!lCSC I)]:L-)'.?' and novels plfly
tures of i phllc_)sophy the part w}uch. traditional symb(')l. pic-
metaph Sf)ne kind or another play in the more traditional
trays hi}; 1091. Systems. In these n(.)vcls and plays, Szu'm:c por-
attempts VIEIOH of human life. His n?ctaphysi(:ul U.IC-OI‘ICS are
could ay ua fm abstract intcrpretzltlon' of this. vision. One
cated Wi; ehw1thout much difficulty that in a s_p_cc.mlly SOPIllSt:l-
which Su};h e F?mposes his vision of human life in the way in
earlier gnq Visions have been composcd. by the authors of
homag’s Mmore t-raditional symbol pictures. And as S’t
on the mythet?phys{cs is based upon the Bible :m('l Plato’s
paints in is 1¢ recites, Sartre’s is ba-scd upon the picture he
attempt, to ; novels and PI&yS: Again, thc're is ]iLt:le or no
as describeg Ormulate the principles by \\"thll Mathicu’s llf?,
metaphysicy] lg the. Roads to Frecdom, gives rise to .Sartres
picture there Octrines. But I wou.l(l .certam]y cons.slder the
of Sartre’s doptr e_sented a more .conv1.ncmg argument in favour
to be found iri I‘ln_es than the dialectical justifications that are
eng and Nothingness. The validity of Sartre’s

to be tested by the picture he draws in his

by a linguistic (Ayer) or logical analysis.

doctrines ought
novels; and net
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The only really significant question that can arise in regard to
Sartre’s doctrines is whether or not they are 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 which have been explicitly stated, under
the two headings of allegory and typology.

Allegorical interpretations of the symbol picture are very
old and it would scem that they were practised first in Greece,
long before Plato. The method of allegorical interpretation,
however, reached its full development 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 turmoil, there is a
visible event that corresponds to it, such as a contest between
two allegorical women, e.g. between ire 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 are 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 Middle 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 deseription.
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
)t
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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 belicved 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 endeavourcd to discover
the invisible events which they signified. If one is not too
demanding one can, of course, take any event as an allegory
9f an invisible event. Any combat can be an allegory of an
Imner turmoil; and any fusion, an allegory of love. Thus
eve_nts of the positive picture could be taken to have an alle-
gorical value. But if one is more particular, onc will sce that
the events of the symbol picture are more explicitly allegorical.
For in the symbol picture, one may well find a combat with
Very expressive features, e.g. a combat between a giant and a
dwarf; or g combat between a man and an angel. And such
combats, having more clearly specified characteristics, have
2 le"ss general and a more particular allegorical value. They
Sl@lfy not just inner turmoil or any kind of turmoil, but
Various specific kinds of inner turmoil. And when cvents are
very artfully elaborated, as they only could be in the symbol
f}llztrlllre, allegorical interpretation of these events becomes more
larit; & purely arbitrary discovery of certain structural simi-
JATites hetween the visible, allegorical event and the invisible,
nner eveng,
metﬁgdm“t neYertlleless makc. a ?ritical comment on the
circuit -_hAHegorlcal interpretation 15 an attempt to shgrt-
theorie;w at we have called metaphysical thcor)'r. Mcmphysu.:al
about thare abstractions from the symbol picture, t}1f301'1es’
ents fe symbol picture. Tlley do not descri»be the ‘inner
posed ; dﬁeld A, but the visible cvents of field B, duly trans-
field Nd reshuffled in virtut.a of their relations to events in
alWa‘ys. ence the interpretatlop of the symbol pic.ture is and
But thererﬁmms. an interpretation of the events in ﬁeId.B.
theorieg allegorical method attempts to by-pass metaphysical
and to state in so many words what is taking place in
clues. ~ Considering certain events in field B as the necessary

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 that
it is possible after all to describe directly what is taking place
in ficld A. Let us assume that that is correct. It would follow
then that the whole detour through field B, the whole attempt
at symbolizing (rather than plainly describing) events in 4, is
superfluous, a wilful and unnccessary 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 dircetly and literally, there can be no reason why
anyone should ever have wasted his time and risk the intro-
duction of ecquivocations and misunderstandings by first
symbolizing ‘inner’ events and then spend hours in attempts
to desymbolize 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 spadc and were thus forced to make the detour
through B; and that it is incumbent upon the members of
more advanced and intellectually sophisticated socicties 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 advanced 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 due to the fact
that it is logically not possible for anyone, primitive or advanced,
to give literal descriptions of events in A. The symbolization
of events in A by events in B is, therefore, not due to a logical
deficiency of the primitive mind (whatever 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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rough. Ifor the literal desceriptions of the ‘inner’ events of field
A pgiven by Philo and derived by him from the mythical tales
of the Old Testaanent are very roughly hewn dosc'rription.s of
‘inner’ events and rarely come closer to what is going onin A
than such statements as ‘1 oam sad” or ‘I am lonely’. 1 lm.ve
admitted above that such deseriptions are, in a sense, descrip-
Lions of states of consciousness: but 1 have also tried to show
that they are not very accurate descriptions in that they
SV no more about my ‘states of consciousness than what can
bhe said abouy, my states of consciousness by any other observer
Who has no more evidence for my states of consciousness than
1'h(: Outawiypd signs of sadness or loneliness. From these signs
“nooutside observer can infer that I am sad; but fails to see
what it feels like to he sad. Such descriptions, therefore, do not
{.g(,ft Lo the heart of the matfer heeause they fail to make use
of all the evidence there is and confine themselves to regarding
«'l_H Cvidence for such descriptive statements certain outward
SIS o concomitants of, e.g. sadness. The symbolization of
(;\'(.fms in A by events in B is a device intended to enable us to
refer g, ‘inner’ events more accurately than is possible by
p.”_’-cly lteral desceription. T'his fact is overlooked by the prac-
titioners f the allegorical method. To them the al.lcgory itself,
Onee gy g heen translated into a literal description of ap
" invisible event, becomes superfluous. The symbol, ip
Words, can be reabsorbed. But in our view no reabsorp-
" ¢limination of the symbol is either possible or desirable,
MCtaphygical theory is a theory ahout the symbo] -
e (”n'”%._lit.cml (?(zscription of. the ‘inner’ CV(‘Bllt symbolized.
()}"'iélte z;.mtmn of o metaphysical thcm.‘y does not, tll.el‘(?fore,
1I¢ need for the symbol. On the contrary: it is po
in the i“'ln an u!)stmct formulation of the nature of the events
pi(-(“;.('_),”‘”"’] picturce and therefore cannot 1'eplac§ the symbol
Gy - ] l.mt picture, on the (iontrm'_v, mu.st remain before our
of “;C Orit, and it alone, aﬂ()r(ls the cvu'lence for the truth
"Metaphysical theory. In the allegorical method, on the
ind, onc¢ the retranslation has taken place, it is alleged
(‘\'“lmt) 1.0 Cvents in A, the ‘inn.cr’ cvents t_‘,he.mselv.(—zs., are the
Y€ for the truth of the literal description elicited from
Is nmdf(:}'b'; and tlmt:,, therefore, as soon as the retranslation
> the allegory itself can be scrapped.

()t}](gl. }
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3. T'ypology

The paramount motive in metaphysical speculations is the
desire to give greater precision to the meaning of unspecified
and undifferentiated symbols. Both typological and parabolical
thinking arc successful methods for the classification of the
meaning of such symbols. But neither method manages to
take us out of the symbol picture itself and arrive at the
formulation of an abstract metaphysical theory about the sym-
bol picture. Strictly speaking, therefore, although this has
not always been recognized, neither of these two methods are
metaphysical methods. But within the framework of the
symbol picture itself 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 first. If one is confronted with a
symbolic event, undifferentiated and unspecified and therefore
fairly obscure in meaning and open to a number of varying
interpretations, onc 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, c.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 explained. 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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cvent, it can assume, through its relation to the symbol

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 a simple story ¢
natural event and say that it is a parable and then scck
symbol it is a parable of. The speculation must always st
with the symbol. Tt begins by conceiving a certain mean
I the symbol (one discerns a certain structural pattern in
one reads a skeleton into it) and then seeks a natural evc
which has that same structure and designates it as a paral
5o that the parable, being more readily intelligible than ¢
symbol, acts as a definiens to the symbol. Although the design
tion of a parable is a return to the positive picture. this retur
1s strictlv conditioned by 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 assumecs
for the listener some symbolic quality, i.e. if it is invested
with a certain emotional aura and is capable of drawing atten-
tion to a state of consciousness (to an event in field A), this ig
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.
This is important, for if it did become a symbol in its own
right, it would then be possible to proceed from it, through the
t"YPOIOgica,I 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 fundamentally different. 1t too
is based upon the observation that a number of quite 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 com-
pletely different way. Let us consider, for example, the following
symbol. Certain people repent, because they know the Kingdom
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is at hand. Such an act is a fairly specified symbol, even though

it is still open to a small number of different interpretations.

It can be used 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
symbol, it assumes the character of an anti-type; and the less
specified symbol becomes the type. It is possible to construct
such a typological series Dy beginning with a natural event.

The natural event can act as a symbol for an event in A; and

in order to give greater precision to the symbol, it can be

chosen as a type and, by a process of denaturalization (i.e.

by investing it with features that do not belong to it in the
positive picture in which the original natural svmbol was
located, and by transposing to it features that occur in the
positive picture in a different place) an anti-type can emerge
which will serve as a definiens of the original symbol. Thus
we sce that in typological thinking a natural event, located
in the positive picture, can play a réle. But the natural event
in question must be designated as a symbol in its own right;
and as such 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 natural event in typological
thinking is a symbol in its own right. But the sccond element
in the serics, the first non-natural symbol, is the definiens
of the first clement in the series, of the natural event. In the
example we have chosen about the coming of the Kingdom,
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 father 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 picture, 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 scen 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 cra 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)f ‘exemplary causality’, and thought that the type stands
1n such ‘exemplary causality’ to the anti-type. I think it
le.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 ideg 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 1'eln,tionships

etween cvents 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
grelgreurﬁe typological 1'(.3la,tionshi.p§, the notion of. typological
. onttion. For typological definition, as I have tried to show,
}Zrlrrlr\:aluable -in preparing the ground in the .symbol picture

etaphysical speculation. Without typological definitions,
and, to g, 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
synthctic, a posteriori statements about the symbol picture.
The first objection that might occur to one is an objection
that is perhaps less favoured now 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, onc might in fact object to my thesis that the
symbol picture is the product of an early, pre-logical state
of the human intellect, a vague and ineflicient attempt to
express truths about the world and about man. With the
development of man’s reasoning faculties, it became pro-
gressively possible to deal with the same problems in a more
rational way, and thus gradually magic gave way to religion,
and religion, finally, to science. We have little confidence now
in the accuracy of this evolutionary pattern which Frazer
had inherited from Comte. At the same time it is regrettable that
we tend nowadays to have little confidence in those parts of
Frazer’s work that are quite unconnccted with the belief in
this kind of evolution. Iven 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 cxploration of the uniformitics 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 N emi; that is, even if we cannot
get oursclves to believe that the priests of Nemi 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’étre 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
one stage of life to another; they alleviate irrational fears or
assist in the generation of social consciousness without whi.ch
people would fail to co-operate. Myths, for instance, as stories
abqut climatic pPhenomena, fulfil in many societies an important
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 t_mI{Sition from one stage of life to another and thus help
the individua] to make the adjustment that is required at
every transition. Scientific theories, it is maintained, can be
fhvorced from their social context because, no matter l.lOW
::mportzmt 2 function they fulfil in keeping a certain socicty
fgf-;:thc(:" tl})]fy have.a, truth-value of their own and are, th;zre-
the3; haPa, ¢ of heing assessed with.out r(‘zgard to the place
cannot Iﬁpen o occupy in any certain society. BU..t the same
5 ¢ said of myths and ritual and of certain forms of
iterature and arf,

. The reply to such an objection is, however, already contained
1N My argument, Myths and ritual, literature and art, whatever
social functiong they may play in socicties, are also symbols
of i.‘eehng'st&tes. And as such they can be taken away from
their social context and considered in isolation, like scientific
theories. The theory a4 polio can be prevented by a certain
vaccine can be considered on its own merits without reference
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to the customs of the socicty in which it was first propounded,
even though it is clear that certain social habits of scientific
discussion and rescarch were initially responsible for the dis-
covery of the vaccine. This is due 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. What-
ever social function it may have fulfiled among the people
who first fashioned it, we can take it away from that socicty
and consider it in isolation because it is an important symbol
of fecling-states. The ability to symbolize fecling-states does
for the myth or the ritual what the indication of a way in
which its truth can be tested does for a scientific theory. It
cnables us to attribute to a myth and a ritual a significance
in their own right, i.c. 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 purely
functional terms without the slightest reference to the truth
or falsity of the methods employed for the treatment 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 occurring in field A.

The next objection we have to mcet 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 unreality 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 mecans of
perception.

I think that their criticism of the first claim that theological
propositions, like metaphysical ones, have the symhol picture
for their subject matter, can be met more easily than their
criticism of the sccond claim. If theologians believe that
theological propositions are derived deductively from first
principles and that those first principles are revealed, they do
express after all only a very partial view of their own activitics.
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 scems 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 o
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 r}umber of theological doctrines. This medieval distinction
which owes so much to St Thomas Aquinas was, however, no
more than an ad hoc theory. It might have had a practical
!ust.lﬁca,tion in an age in which many people might have been
%nchned to adhere too exclusively to the teachings of Aristotle
1.f 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 metaphysies. 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 believe that the only metaphysical doctrines are
those of Aristotle, this necessity has clearly vanished.

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 do not think it possible to meet this criticism
directly at all. For the contention that it symbolizes trans-
cendent realitics is based upon the belief that there are trans-
cendent realities and that belief is by its very nature 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 symbols. For this claim to be valid, one
would have to be able to show that the transcendental realities
are 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 valid 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 implausible
one; because it seemed so much more convincing to say that
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, because
of certain transcendental realities. This means that if there
is revelation of transcendental realities, such revelation 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
St Thomas on the matter. The proximate causcs 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.z. that it can only be seen by the sixth sensc). We may
conclude that our account of the ‘natural’ origin of non-natural
symbols is completely ncutral in regard to the question whether
God reveals anything or not. It must merely be taken as proof
thfht 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
anthropologists or sociologists and theologians may Taise, it
1s now necessary to consider the objections of philosophers.
These objections can readily be divided into two categories.
Tl.lere 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
metaphysical knowledge is therefore not a posteriori. These
philosophers will admit that it is synthetic, i.e. that it really
tell§ U8 something about the real World that exists behind the
Various appearances of the World. Secondly there will be the
zlll)glictlons of jr,hose contemporary philosophers who argue
fore S‘letaphy@cal doctrines are not synthetic; and that th(?re-.

€ question as to whether they are a priori or a posteriort
€an never arige,

ﬁrstet']?lllls consi.dfar the objections of the traditional philosophers
Moty . e traditional philosopher will not attempt to argue that
or dinp ysical doctrines are about the world we know 1n our
ary experience, and he will concede that for our daily
Efla C;:glcal PUI‘IJ_OS§S they are irrelevant, if not downright unhelp-
the. dUt he will insist that this is merely proof of the fact. that
y 10 not refer to the world as it appears to us in our ordinary
€xperience; and will insist that metaphysical knowledge is
therefqre knowledge of the World behind the world that appears

to us, ie. that it is knowledge of Reality.
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With this argument, the traditional philosopher finds himself
in a position that is very similar to that of the theologian who
argued that symbols are symbols of a transcendent reality.
Neither the theologian who argues in this way nor the
philosopher who believes that metaphysical doctrines are doc-
trines about Reality, can produce any evidence (this is, of
course, due to the nature of the case and to the alleged character
of transcendent Reality 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. We will not discuss the former’s difticulties 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 view of our ordinary experience,
to which 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 we know is
that the World as it is in Itself cannot be known; and that all
our knowledge is of various appearances of that world.

The philosopher may now turn round and assert that the
statement that the World 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 World
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,
1s vouchsafed by the admission that the various appearances
are, and in fact must be, appearances of something. We 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 metaphysical 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 World behind the appearances



116 RELATIONSHIP AND SOLITUDE

is incapable of being formulated in so many propositions. If
ome 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 duc to a direct
Intuitive perception. If one says that time is unrcal, one doces
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 pl1en9-
mena, i.e. about events perceived to have taken place or said
to have taken place in the symbol picture; admittedly not
In the positive picture. Now if these cvents are part of the
VV.orld behind appearances, as our philosopher scems to main-
tain, then this argument amounts to saying that in that World
there are events, but events that cannot be scen, heard, touched,
e pereeived in any way. And he scems now in fact to have
I'etur.ned to the absurd argument that the World, when no
0}111e 'S Perceiving it, is perccived to be of such and such a
; aracter. His attempt to justify his belicf that metaphysical
S;?lpgsm‘l(.)ns’ as distinct from special intuitive insigh’?s that
pro o l ved’ but not formulated, are so many doctrines or
a Eotsm.lon_s about a tramscendent Reality and therefore not
thzts €71074, then does boil down to the paradoxical argument
We can know what the World is like when no one knows_It.
sta, t::‘:)‘fﬂd prefer to put it this way. Direct intuitiﬁlfe .insight is at
in fielq AITund’ a state of consciousness. As such it is an even
ation, . and as such we kno_W ab.Out it c.)nly through symboliz-
trans. o .u.t-, such symbolization is achieved throu.gh certain
our plérsltlo'ns of phenomena in the positive picture, i.c. through
Ception of field B as a symbol picture. Therefore, when
e a%€ speaking with Bergson or with other mystics of a direct
mturtion, we gre speaking of an event in A. We achieve some
knowledge of the qualities of that event through symbols;
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and we achieve some conceptual definition of these symbols
by mectaphysical speculation about these symbols. But in no
case is therc any justification for believing that the meta-
physical statements themselves apply to a World behind the
appearance of the symbol picture and that they convey a
knowledge of the character or ‘nature’ of that World. Except,
of course, in the very general and quite meaningless sense
that all knowledge of the various appearances of the World
must automatically be also a knowledge of the World of which
the appearances (symbol picture as well as positive picture)
are 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 World; 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 thosc appearances; but no specific sense at all
in saying that it is about the World behind those appearances.
We can now turn to the objections of the contemporary
philosopher. These objections are 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 same 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 ficlds 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 are 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 a merely
arbitrary decision not to consider the events in ficld A; but
a genuine preference for the kind of events that are in ficld
B. Its viability depends on whether onc manages to regard
the mental events which I have classed in A as really belonging
to gle same class as the non-mental events which 1 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 «ll events take place in B, one
could, of course, not speak of an ontological ‘preference’, but
only of an ontological fact. But such a proof or demonstration
¢annot he given — by the nature of the case. Qur real awareness
of the events in A depends upon the symbol picture. But if
one believes that all events there are, are events in I3, then one
W]l! naturally come to the conclusion that the only way in
which these events in B are ordered is the way of the positive
Picture, ie. that they are best left in their natural order, in
;'11113 :_rder in which they stand to onc another through th(.air
thaz lonal dependence upon one ar.lothcr. Hencc: the belief
onl a].l events are capable of inclusion in B implies thz%t the

y plcture that will ever emerge in front of our eyes, 1s the
E?S;EVG Picture. But since we could only gain an indication
€ existence of events in A from the symbol picture, we

Ve not really proved that there are no events that should
0?1 I A; we have merely brought down a shutter and prevented

rselves from seeing the symbols that indicate events in A
Y stating that the only proper order of events in B is the one

A emerges from their mutual functional dependence.

€ ontological preference for events in B can assume various
Orms. We have already seen how it leads straight to a
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disregard for the symbol picture and how it establishes that the
positive picture is the only one in which the World appears to
us. If one is determined to consider only events in B, then the
reshuflling 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. Metaphysical theories, moreover,
will be considered to have no meaning at all, for they are
demonstrably not about the positive picture — and the existence
of the other picture cannot be considered once the existence
of events in A is denicd. 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 malke 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
making 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 s a doctrine about the symbol picture. If everything that
malkes 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 metaphysics, and a rejec-
tion of the importance of the symbol picture. These three
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things belong together, and if onc 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 onc’s helief in the
existence of the other two, the rejection of the first has also
destroyed the evidence that exists for a belief 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 vietim.
It is for this reason that I have continued to speak of an
ontological preference for the events in field B. For I cannot
S€e my way to considering the commission of a perfect crime a
logically valiq argument. The rejection of cither metaphysics
or the symbol picture or the events in A is such a perfeet crime,
and T consider it therefore to be bascd on nothing more than
?’: arbitrary ontological preference. If it were more than that,
oni?;Eld have to provide arguments not only for the rejection
but ite\r-the symbol picture or t!le events in A or metaphyisces;
I‘ejectiomuld have to provide mdcpcnde.nt arguments for the
in depenxcll of at least two of thesq tl?mgs and, preferably,
simpy 1:ent arguments for the rcgcc.:txon of all three. But
reject)irono ;elect onc and then cash'm on the fact that the
two and 131 any onc malkes for 'thc disappearance of the other
is no eviq ¢n conclude that owing to this disappearance there
is not g \(:nl(':e to warrant belicf in the existence of the first,
am justig ::lld argument, but only a perfect crime. Hence I
ontoloe ¢4 In describing the argument as a mere arbitrary
ogical preference,
will é);ll:l) :};’“’; €xamines the cxact nature of the preference, one
‘mEaning’ 1a In every case it bo'ils do§vn to the statement .t].mt
picture, Ths to be defined entirely in terms of the positive
any propos?t.prefereflce amounts in fact t.o the assertion that
assessed in t10n which expresses .somcth'mg that.carnnot be
position. Su:]rms of thg _posmve plct.ure,.ls a meaningless pro-
strict confin 1 & definition of meaning involves first of all a
fment of all events to field B. For if there are
events other thap the ones in B, it might become necessary
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to reshuffle the order that obtains spontancously in B, an
order which obtains only if B is considered to be autarchic.
There are many possible orders of field B if one believes that
there are events outside field B in terms of which the events in
field B can be arranged. In this case the 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
arc no cvents other than the events in field B, there can only
be one proper order of events in field B, i.c. 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 are 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 malke 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 thinks itself’, ‘consciousness is absolute’,
ete., 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 legislative. But there is no
third possibility. If it is purcly lexicographical, it is not a
philosophical activity at all. 1t will confine itsclf to producing
examples of the many different ways in which words have
been and are being used. The analysis hecomes much more
interesting if it is legislutive. Then it will decree that a certain
expression must do a certain job and no other. But in such a
case, the legislative act must be based upon a non-linguistic
insight, upon a philosophical principle. The only disadvantage
of this procedure is that such a linguistic legislative enactment
may so disguise the philosophical principle that people might
mistake the legislation for an expression of the merest common
sense. One might legislate, for instance, that the word ‘mind’
should not be used in the way in which it is used in the pro-
position ‘the mind thinks itself’. But onc should add that
such a legislative proposal is based upon the helief that
the proposition ‘the mind thinks itself’ makes no sense;
that that belief is hased upon a 1cjection of the symbol
plc':ture.as the subject matter of the proposition ‘the mind
thinks itself’; and that the rejection is duce to an ontological
preference for field B which implies that the positive picture
appearance of field B is the only genuine appearance of B.
In other words, in this case, the legislative prescription 18
based on the contemporary philosopher’s ontological preference

and would, in fact, without such a preference be a totally
arbltra-ry and tyrannical act.

50 11:1};1,?1( there is o very simple explanation of the rcason why
ontolo 1}; lc'Ontempomry philosophers prefer to express their
place gthz g) r:fercpce in this roundabout way. In the first
emotionall ntological preference for cvents in ficld B was

Y prompted by the desire for unequivocal clarity
'on. This desire became such an overriding obsession,
preferenc:i?}rl'cou-nsel- came to be disregarded. An. (')ntol.ogical
was the gene, Ich justified one’s belief that the positive picture
have bean mff, because the only,appearance of the Worl.d, must

40 Immense comfort in one’s quest for clarity and
precision. But. before long it turned out that the formulation
of the ontologica] preference itself, the statement that meaning
must be assessed in termg of the positive picture, was itself not
such a clear statement hecause it could not be tested by a mere

and precig
that all ¢
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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 now 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 do you mean by saying
one has an ontological preference? 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 discuss the fundamental law upon which the
activities of the linguistic Parliament are based. Philosophy
thus has become a commonsense practice, like British politics.
One discusses and legislates without ever bothering one’s head
about the fundamental principles upon which the rules that
guide the discussion and the legislation are based:

For forms of government let fools contest;
Whate'er 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 have 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 would count against it, we are
free not to share it. There are 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 onc of the various possible
appearances of the World; or in asserting that metaphysical
doctrines are doctrines about the symbol picture and thercfore
meaningful since the latter exists in virtue of its relation to
events in A. Wherever 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
1qterdependent clements, to the events in A, to the symbol
picture, and to metaphysical doctrines. Given these three
eleme_nts, metaphysical doctrines are synthetic a ])os[crz'ori
dofitrmcs about the symbol picture; and not, as contemporary
Philosophers are wont to belicve, meaningless statements.

5. Idealism

As a summary of my argument I would like to state in what
Important respects my conception of the symbol picture is
a form of idealism. And since the possibility of metaphysics
depepdS. on that conception, there is no denying that meta-
Physms. 18 bound up with some form of idealisni.
dorf::iltlonal ideal.ism, in one form or another, always boils
1 T}(‘l) thf? following tl?ree assertions. -
encés therevls a SUbstar.ltlval or tx.‘anscendental self which experi-
9 Thf world anq without which nothing is experienced.
o t. o ] su'bs.tantlval self has experiences; but, by the nature
N hase, is 1tseli_‘ not the .su}.)ject of an experience. .
throu he- tsubStantlval self is linked to a body which mediates
t 1gs 1S senses all experiences .of the world.
of ¢ esenot dlfﬁ?u.lt to see ‘bhi.Lt in a modified form everyone
argumentprOPOSltlons oceurs in the course of the px'ecedJng
citly st - The first assertion presupposes but does not expli-
Y State the argument that there is one appearance of the
world in 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 sensitive 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 undescribable feeling-states or states of consciousness.
This picturc of the world is the world as we perceive it. It is a
picture of the world scen 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 cvents 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 cannot
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 that all symbols must be capable 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,
1e. 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 sclf, or the
existence of the external world as the object of perception,
from the purely epistemological considerations of which idealism
does and should consist.

It seems to me that in my restatement of idealism, both
these kinds of difficulties are avoided. The existence of objective
or inter-subjective knowledge is very easily accounted for
by the way in which the positive picture emerges. The presence
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of the positive picture and its availahility for testing scientific
theories depend on the existence of the functional dependences
and the relationships which they constitute. Whether one calls
this picture the result of knowledge or not, it does not owe
its existence to extraneous factors such as a subst:mtivalfelf
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 are 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 epistemologlcal
considerations. Feeling-states are observed occurrences; thg
events in field B are, so to speak, self-supporting, for their
existence is vouchsafed by their functional relation to each

other; and the symbol picture’s existence is accounted for by

its relation to the events in field A on one side and by its relation
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 complain 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 scicntific 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 are 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 lays 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:

* I2. Schrédinger, Nature and the Greeks, Cambridge, 1954, pp. 93-96.
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It is convenient to regard the world as existing objectively 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 happen 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 way which ought to be satisfactory both to
the idealist and the naturalisticallv inclined scientist. If one
distinguishes between positive picture and symbol picture,
one will see that the world does not indeed become manifest
by its mere existence; the mere existence can give rise to a
description of it, for the oceurrence of any cvent can be described
by relating 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. (We 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 givesrise 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 nature (c.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 Gemiilszustand. 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
in consciousness. The world we are conscious of is a world in

* K. Schrodinger, Mind and Matter, Cambridge, 1958, p. 1.
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which events stand in relations to one another that are different
from the relations that emerge or obtain when events are
functionally related to one another. The world we are conscious
of is the symbol picture, for it symbolizes fecling-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. Consciousness, of course,
makes a difference; the symbol picture is not like the positive
picture. If the world is manifest, 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
aularchy, it is the knowledge of the positive picture.

The perceiving mind, the subjective state of awarcness, is
not among the objects included in the positive picture; it is not
part of ‘nature’. This is so; and, as we have scen, rightly so:
for th.e substantival self has 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 positive picturc is not a
picture in the sense that it appears to a subject, a mind, or a
Sub_S'Gantival 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 activitics of our brains
and we can conceivahly relate events in our brains to star move-
ments and account for them in that way. Nothing appears 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
Iflove.ment to another; one change to another, instead. As
Sl}llerr}ngton has so aptly il.lustrated, one cannot possibly be

I'prised not to find anything one ought to call ‘mind’ on the
gizlzi of f:hese relationships. But then, of course, we do hz.we
i er picture, the symbol picture. In that picture evcrythn}g

mm}lfeSt, everything is being ‘been conscious of’. And in
that Picture, mind or the substantival self do appear and
HObOdy 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 arc in the symbol picture; i.e.
as the referends of the symbols; as the things symbolized by
the parts of the symbol picture. The symbol picture is thus a
symbol of minds and the latter arc manifest in it symbolically.
The symbol 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 scarches the symbol picture,
every single part of it will silently or overtly point to a feeling-
state and thus to the substantival 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 relation of thesc relations to the mind, of the symbols
to the feeling-states they symbolize. For this reason we prefer
not to call this picture of symbols ‘nature’. We 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 reshuflling 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
Schrodinger and Whitchead that Nature’s picture is dead and
colourless, when we Znow that there are events in Nature that
are not dead and colourless, like Whitehead’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
presupposes mind and intelligence. This dilemma disappears
if my theory is accepted. There are two pictures: an autarchic
one and a non-autarchic onc. The former s dead, but then this
is not surprising, for it does not appear in the mind and is
not the object pereeived by a subject. It is mercly a self-
contained system of relationships. The latter is alive and
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suffused with feeling and emotions and bears witness tf) t&el
perceiving subject to which it appears as so many ‘“c’ml{?gm
symbols. But then it is not self-contained, and the \'121 1C 03’1
of the relationships that obtain in it does not depenc UI()ie
their one-to-one correspondence 1o other l‘C‘nt\Ol.\ShlPS 0-‘ 1;
there are events in it which correspond to notvh'u:g go'?nbols
retina), but upon whether they are or are not adequate s}
of feeling-states. ) i1 of hifurcation.
Unlike genuine idealists, T believe i _anmC l\m.(t «clf. 1 consider
Only I do not place this bifurcation in 1\"_1‘t"“'c ! .sc‘ (;b“-cen two
it to be more in the form of a logical dlsmwtlf:lt]:-lt with this
possible appearances of the World. And I adm! t{ an to any
distinction I am closer to traditional idecalism Uik
other kind of philosophy. )
It is not casy to say whether, in the eyes 4]l prove @ recom-
connection of my arguments with i(lCIIIISl}T wi b & my thesis
mendation or a warning. But 1 would insist X c,u{iiciently
about the naturc of metaphysical kllO“'lc(_lgc v}i-‘conhection
independent of idealism to stand on its owWn foct. 1% 1 deman
with idealism is not an essential onc and the thesis ca“ ¢ averse
to be judged on its own merits by all those who at
to idealism in any of its many possible forms.

of the reader, this



Chapter I'ive

THE PHENOMENOLOGY
OF SYMBOLS

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 gencral nature of symbol pictures.
We shall have to pay some attention to the way in which
the positive or natural picture is transformed into a symbol
picture; and attempt to give something like a phenomenology
of symbol pictures. By a phenomenology of symbol pictures 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 picture, exhibit an inherent clarity and consist-
tency. But we will postpone a discussion of the relationship
between metaphysical theory and the symbol picture to the
following chapter, and concern ourselves now with the pheno-
menology of symbol pictures.

The symbol picture has its origin in the reshuffling of the
various terms of the positive picture. Through this reshuffling
the relations that obtain between the various parts of the



132 RELATIONSHIP AND SOLITUDE

positive picture are hroken and new rclations are established.
These transpositions result in the emergence of a symbol picture
which consists, the further it is removed from the positive
picture, of denaturalized images of cvents that could not
possibly have been part of the (natural) 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 cvents. If it did coincide,
one would be able to say that the more historically carly
an image is, the more closcly it will correspond 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 are histori-
CE}HY early are also more naturalistic than images that are
historically very late. But in ancient (i{rcece and during the
Renaissance, the historical development was the reverse: artists
began quite early with non-naturalistic design and gradually
g{'OPed 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. For us it is of greater
Interest to note the logical priority of the natural, positive
bicture, and we can leave it to the historian to investigate
to .Wl}a«t extent this logical priority corresponds to a historical
Priority,

The first act of symbolization, we have said, must scize
;lr})r?;; a natu.ral event. In thc'a first flush of _awareness of an
ade uezen‘t in ﬁeld. A, the mind has litt!c 'tlme to choose an
it \:-lma}e "Ty mbol with care and to modol' it in su?h a way that
special t)_e(,‘orne an adfqu‘lafte symbol, domg‘ full ]l.lstlce to-th'e
to Symbles' and peculharltles of -the state of consciousness %t is

olize. A feeling of gratitude may thus be symbolized

a,fé z(i 3«1} act of contentment. There are many sy}nbols that
a Sllnsei, Ol contentment: a well-fed marn, a.ﬂower in tl}e sun,
Stormin °n a warm summer day, a big fire in & hut while it is
events ghozltmde, a,'nd SO fOI‘t:?J.. All Phese symbols are natural
unSpeciﬁe?i ' occur in the positive picture. But they are very
state of o al}d they fail to 1ndlcatf3 wx.th-clunty whether the
o COnten<iconscwusness they'sxmbohz'e is just a gencral §tate
or Tather n;ent or wh(?ther it is sl.la,(hng off towards graitltude
owards pride at having achieved some kind of
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equilibrium or pride at having achieved a triumph. 1f 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 sensc 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. Whatever
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 which 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 natural event are left out and other
features, from completely different 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 Moloch, devouring

* Incidentally, this discussion shows that wo cannot speak of fceling-
states. If one says that the gratitude one feels is o gratitude to forces
ono senses to be beyond one'’s control, one is not speaking of a feeling-
state and ono is not deseribing literally its special quality — for ‘sensing
forces that are beyond one’s control’ is an expression that deseribes an
image. It is not a literal description of a feeling-state. But in order to
indicate even the slightest quality of a fecling-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':.Ltly. (-,u.ntm_w in the
end. Or else, the original symbol (and then its indicative 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 Moloch nor the bountiful,
virginal mother-goddess could ever appear in the positive
picture. But it is not difficult to sec that there is n
feature in either the Moloch 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 naturally?) foung. Ifor this reason
it is always possible either to paint g picture on a canvas or
on a wall of the new symbolic image ~ no matter how
reshuffling has taken place and how much dep
symbol has become; or to enact the image or ev
in a suitable place. In order to paint o Dicture, one merely has
to reproduce the way in which the natuy
that can be found in the positive picture L
It is the easiest thing in the world to paint & woman with a
thousand hreasts; or a man with wings. All that has happened is
that the wings have been transposed from a bird to & 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 & man. The l)ujnting
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 truc 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
s existence as an cnactment of the symbol can be clc&}'ly
ascertained in a positive way. But in so far as he, or the painting
of an angel, is a symbol, they are part of the symbol picture
and their ‘truth’ does not depend on their relation to tl.le
Iﬁ)ositive picture, but on the fact that they indicate events in
eld A,

In thig context the researches of R. Pettazzoni can serve as

o single

much
aturalized the
ent in question

al features or parts
ave been reassembled.
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a good illustration. These researches show that the various
attributes of a divinity are not @ priori inherent in the image
of a divinity. If one thinks of God as omniscient, one can trace
the gradual construction of such a symbolic image. One finds
at first that therc are perfectly natural events such as astral
bodics that are luminous. Then gradually these astral bodies,
through denaturalization, are considered as various divinities
and, because luminous, are considered as capable of seeing.
Then the faculty of sceing is denaturalized and from ordinary
seeing we get omnivoyance, the ability to see everything.
And then, by further denaturalization, the attributes of various
omnivoyant divinities are put together, and we obtain a
divinity with a heightened faculty of omnivoyance, and thus
finally a divinity that not only sees all but knows 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. The earliest cave-dwellers chose as their
symbols the bisons and wvarious 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 pictorial presentation of the natural animal
had a slightly greater symbolic force, for the bison on the cave
wall was not quite like an ordinary bison and some of its
features were a little exaggerated. But in order further to
increase the symbolic specification of the original bison, they
often drew their pictures on walls in specially inaccessible
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 difficulties, invested the picture with a non-natural signi-
ficance. And it would seem that such a removal of the picture
to an inaccessible place was man's first cffort at a definitely
non-natural image, i.c. an attempt to conceive of a symbol
that was clearly different from the natural object and therefore
had a more specific indicative value.

The ancient I5gyptians achicved a similar impression of the
non-natural features of their symbolic images of various deities.
They introduced the first degree of specification of the symbol
by transplanting heads. They would put the head of an animal
on the body of & man and thus denaturalize the original symbol
which may have been cither the animal or the man. Both the
animal and the man had their place in the positive picture;
but in order to give a more specific meaning to the symbol, a
non-natural feature had to be introduced. And the transposition
of heads was o first simple step towards such greater specifica-
tion.

The ancient Romans were particularly prone to preserve the
burely natural shape of symbols. And in so far as they resisted
the temptation to specify symbols by investing them with non-
naturg] qualitics and features, the symbol picture which they
??ltivat(:d shows an almost unique richness in natural symbols.

€y would look upon the hearth or the hearth flame as a
8ymbol and treat it with a circaumspection and care which

€Y would not mete out to the hearth as a natural fact; and

'CY would adopt attitudes towards it which had nothing to do
With the purposcful tending of the fire. The hearth was to

M a natural symbol. But they left it thus unspecified.
Apd there jg very little evidence to show that they tried to
glve that symbol a more specific meaning by associating it
With pergony] attributes or by seeing it in any form other than
i)t:; :&t}lral shape. Similarly, thcy' regarded the boundary stone

heir fielgg as a symbol but failed to make the natural stone

wl(f Subject, of g myt,ho]ogy..I\'Iythical storics about the stone
molild have specified the original symhol and helped to indicate
¢ clearly what the natural stone, as a symbol, indicates.
V;gu the Romans had a great tendency towards symbolic
Speci(f}iness’ and it seems that they procecded towards a grea'tel‘
Cation 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 denaturalized
for the sake of greater symbolic precision. I would like, there-
fore, to consider the rdle played in the symbol picture by three
important natural events, the réle 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 exhibitg
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 theye
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 thag
differences at one and the same time must be said to be due o
spatial extension. Conversely, we can arrive at the notiop
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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 dillerences in
one and the same space show that there has been a lapse of
time.

This formulation is so simple that it requires little comment
or explanation. If we perceive an object and find that at any
one moment it occupies more than a single, infinitesimally
small point, we must conclude that the object must be extended
in space. Conversely, if we find that there is an object which
undergoes changes though it continues to occupy 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 picture, we must
aim at describing the time and the space which it exhibits.
The most general description, true, would be a simple statement
to the effect that there are differences 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 find that a description of its structure in general
and ab.stract terms can be achieved by a description of the
t\'vo guises in which differences actually appear in the symbol
picture. Hence metaphysical theories are basically, though not
gxclusively, concerned with descriptions of the time and space
in the symbol picture.

Metaphysical theories are cssentially theories about the
nature of time and space. And if one attempted a classification
of mc‘?aphysical theorics one would have to classify them
according to their view of time and 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,
onlx apparent. There are other theories which deny only the
reality of space, but accept the finality of differences in time;
and there are theories that deny the finality of time, but accept
the reality of differences in space. The denial 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
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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
are a famous example of the belief that time alone is real;
and that all differences in space are 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 have 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 thercfore neccessary 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 cosmogonics. 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
are 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 which 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 bifurcation at one stage along the line of
symbols. This bifurcation is such that at one stage each symbol
in question is specified by fwo different symbols, each of which
becomes the type of a new series of further 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.



140 RELATIONSHIP AND SOLITUDE

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 begins with the natural phenomenon of procrea-
tion. Here the hifurcation takes place at the earliest stage — for
the resulting series of symhols take as their types either the
man’s rdle in procreation or the woman’s réle. The symbols
that emerge in the course of all further specification belong,
the.refore, from the very beginning to two different typological
serics; 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
procrgation. It cannot bhe surprising that a natural event of
such importance and which arrests one’s interest to such a
degree should have heen chosen as a symbol. But procreation
can }Je looked at from two different standpoints. One can either
see 1t basically as a female act of generation, that is as an act
of birth in which something that is originally one splits into
FWO‘ In' such a case we speak of an emanation, for whatever
18 NeW 18 not so much created or made as it cmanates from
!_Sometbmg that was there hefore. Or alternatively one can see
18 ba_smally as a male act of generation, that is as an act of
:;‘leatlon by which something new, something that was not
vere b’efore, is brought into being. Both the man’s and the
‘;’:;Jtman S part in generation are natural phenomena. But if the
o atllf‘;l tf'avent of generation is chosen as a symbol and as soon
bol i St attempt at specification is introduced and a real sym-
.- 18 created, one will find that the natural event immediately
gives Tise 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-
ng 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.

When 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 nature 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 cvent 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 cvent 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 nmpl_)er
of pieces, each of which was originally located in the positive
picture. In the positive picture we are familiar with the phc':rllo-
menon of origin of this or that object. We are equally familiar
with the notion of the sum total of all events and objegts,
loosely described as ‘the world’. The image of the beginning
of the world arises in the symbol picture when th.ege two
phenomena are prized loose from their respective positions in
the positive picture and linked with one another. As we said
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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 all events and objects; or the result of a composition of the
generative act of crcation with the sum total of all events
fmd objects. We see, thercfore, 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,
ez.Lch story forming a type of further stories, we can clearly
dfscern two series of symbols — cach serics converging to a
different metaphysical summary.

We 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 genecration is
from a male angle. In the one case we have a story of the origins
t?ifoflhz r:x(rlorld with an emphasis on the pushing forth, on emana-
the. o 1011‘.unfoldmg. Il.l the other case we hzw.e a story with
fashionil; hasis upon making, upon active creation, and upon
Both Verg"and giving shape to something that was not there.

S10ns are anti-types that specify the earlicr, more
gene.rfa 1 type, th.e story of generation. But in so far as they
aléilcllq 1}17 the earlier stories, they arc also more removed from
type( ’bzconatu_ral events. These two anti-types of a natural
loss natur:;e In turn the types of f.ur'.oher, more specified and
we should t iitntl-type events. And it is from th.cse typ(?s that
which ake up the st'ory and follow the various anti-types
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
world through an active performance which may or may not
be hke.ned to direct sexual activity. Some of these myths
_Sho“’ 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
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artisanship arc a little bit emphasized to reach super-human
proportions. But that is all the denaturalization there is.
Among some Australian tribes the story is told that in the
beginning the Supreme Beings lived on the earth which they had
made themseclves. At times the artisanship of the creating
deity is very much in evidence, for people thought rarely in
terms of a creation ex nikilo. The Maoris of New Zealand belicve
that the act of crcation amounted to no more than the reshap-
ing of existing materials. They say that Maui ‘fished up’ the
island from the ocean. And the Crow Indians of Montana say
that Old Man caused the ducks to dive 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 artisanship of the creating
male god. In these storics the emphasis is upon the male
activity of fertilization, rather than upon the passive female
act of conception. The Indians of central California believed
that in the beginning the Coyote and the Supreme Being
appeared on the primeval waters; and some tribes on the west
coast of southern Australia believe that in the beginning 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 written down in the form in
which it has come down 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 course 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

N
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every single detail and behaves very much like a real father.
Only, since his powers and his wisdom are so infinitely much
greater than those of an ordinary carthly father, his provi-
dential plans for mankind arc so much more profound, and
both his wrath and, in the end, his loving mercey, are infinitely
greater than those of an carthly father. In short, in Genesis
we are dealing with a very highly specified and very non-
natural anti-type of the original type of male generation. But
the general features of the story are cqually present in the
cosmogonic myth of the Yuki of California, where a High-God
and a hero together stretch out the vault of the sky and mould
man out of clay. In a myth told in Nebraska, the all-powerful
Slfy-cllief organized the other gods to create the universe.
Finally, the song of four gods produced a cloud, into which
the sky-chief dropped a pebble, and this act set the process of
¢reation going, Here we have eventually a female form of
generation. But since the all-powerful God first caused the
cloud to be made, the female form of gencration is sccondary.
In the Genesis story, too, we find that once the world and
men are made by God, the process of further multiplication is
c?ncelYGd to have taken place along the pattern of emanation.
ar};g 31‘35 Of. the Garden of Eden represents the original oneness;
e eafmng of the apple and/or the first sexual act represents
priemrebeIhOn against the prohibition to interfere mph the
or OI(:Val state of perfection, innocence, womblike ex1st(?nc'e
Cationeni-ss' From this rebellion there prqcccds the mgltx_ph-
tion 01 the race. Nothing is made at this stage. Multiplica-
Origingioceeds from emanation, from a breakmg. up of an
a8 2 geq Stgte of unity. The presence.of the emanation pattern
i8 one o ary theme ought not to mislead. The overall pattern
e of Creation,
stOri:ri,ls N0 need to multiply these examples. In all t!lese
ie. Spac € are told that differences at one and tho‘ same time,
of fertili:’tf-imt came into being on th(? an.alog'y of a male act
and endoa o tl,le male act of generation is scized as a symbol
Sposeq to"f’:d with super-human, non-natura! featurcs .tra,n-
Origing) n lt from Obhef‘ parts of the symbol 'plcturc, }mhl the
PrOPOrtioi ural event is blown up to fantastic and miraculous
calin 8. I.n al.l _ the.se stories, furthermore, we are r.lot
€ with Inquiries into the origins of spatial cxtension
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and with attempts to satisfy man’s curiosity about the actual
(historical) origin of the universe. We 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. When this is done, the rest of the symbol picture 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 symbols are created and
existing symbols are defined and specified in order to make it
more consistent 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 kow 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 thinking of this
kind takes the symbol picture for granted and adds to it
stories that are themsclves symbols, but symbols that are
causal explanations of other symbols. We are, for instance, well
acquainted with the fact that a number of actiological 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 aetiological 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 picture. 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 all existence
and remain always vis-d-vis the creation and especially vis-d-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 alicnation caused by man, especially
by his refusal to obey the ethical precepts set down for him
by the creator. If this is the case, the creator may either be
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 cven those that are
fortunate enough to cross the gulf by some method or other,
do not become united with God or identical with Clod. The
distinction between creatures and creator is, in every case,
strictly preserved. The highest reward for obedience to the
ethical commandments can be the permission or the ability
t(.) see God or to contemplate him, to be admitted to
hls 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. Man’s desire or ability
t‘? perform these rules can be very small, but the fact of rela-
tionship is absolutely basic: performance of rules, submission
and ‘qbedience, make a sound relationship; and refusal or
ln&}.)lllty to perform cause the relationship to be disturbed. In
a disturbed relationship all sorts of punishment and evil con-
Sequences will have to be shouldered. Whatever they are, they
do not accrye from the fact of a relationship, from the mere
fact that creator and creaturc are distinct, but from some
other cause, sych as a wilful refusal to abide by the rules or
§0n}e_0thel‘ act of rebellion. The creation of man is an act of
2n('hv1dua,tion, of the creation of individual differences. But
hls Creation was a creation of a relationship and is not con-
;ilgzefl as such to he something evil or undesirable. Evil zm.d
relatfc:rall)]l-e features are notidentical with theexistenceof the pasm
tal unlit 1p between creator and creature, hut are an accxc.len-
of aq ‘; H’y .Of th.e nature of this basic.: relationship. If one thinks
indivi 5‘ In this kind of symbol picture, this ‘fa.ll’ su.cceeded
i# o uation and the establishment of the relationship. And
ne thinks of an annulment of such a ‘“all’ or of its con-
Sequences, one does not think of an end of the relationship
or of mdividuation, but of an end to the act of rebellion and
to_the refusal to abide by the rules governing that relation-
ship. An annulment of the “fall’ and of its consequences will,



TIIE PHENOMENOLOGY OF SYMBOLS 147

therefore, be essentially bound up with ethical cfforts, i.e.
with efforts to abide by the rules; or, possibly, with the creator’s
gracc that helps the creature to obey the rules or mercifully
forgives the 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.

We 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. We said before that female generation is an
unfolding, an emanation, a putting forth. We 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 unnatural powers, giving birth to all indivi-
dual cxistences. 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 itsclf into two. Then the two beings copulated and
produced the rest of the world through further sub-divisions.
With 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.
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We have instances of the first version in India. Some Indian
creation stories relate that the world came into being through
the Lotus that blossomed from Vishnu's navel. This Lotus
caused DBrahma to emerge; and Brahma made the world. In
other Indinn stories we find that Sivais the cause of the world.
But Sivais impassive and asleep. He acts by his Sakti, a female
figure cmerging from him and it is Sakti who causes the unfold-
ing of the various forces that are contained in the sleeping
deity. One might easily be misled into thinking that in these
stories we have to deal with anti-types, of a very highly specified
nature, of male genceration. But this is not so. IFor the structure
of the events related is like the structure of birth from the
woinh: things come into existence through emanation or
lm‘f'ul«lin;_;. The original oneness splits and divides and all
extstences are caused through further subdivisions.

. We find instances of the second version bhoth in Greece and
n l_)"lb'“("si:t. In these stories we are told that in the beginning,
"""{‘”'(: the world came into being, heaven and carth were one.
']V‘”’.\' give birth to children. like a couple procreating sexually,
””'H’f children began to grow and eventually pushed mother
““'! Fthier) carth and sky, apart and thus created the space in
“:”.Qh the universe arose. These stories are again anti-types
'l’ll]fff(’)’l'('l’i"ll‘flL.:(:n(:mticnf. l"(.)l' 1.lwir I)usi(.: structure is cmunati.on and

Whe g g not, U'f" f:zshml'nng nf oh‘]cct.?' L]ll‘(?ll.gh a creative a.ct.

i \vllx(i:-l],\“.: are face to face with stories of female generation
ot sueh generation proceeds cither from a male god
:(S'Z,”(],]‘ll(f:“u_)’ or Hn-m'lgh the sexual activity qf' @ couple, we
hieescs Mrse, very far removed from the original type. In
- very little else except the barest structure of the

is retained. The female goddess or even the image
order g ﬁ llmt_ }n-u{-s similzu.-i‘tivs'to a fbnmlg l.las gone. In
cvent l):[g‘l. ow  for ]n;_?h spcmh(-utmn,_ the original natural
roplaced : }: f)mpl(:tc]_yf (lxsuppcui'cd and its features llz;\‘re tEJeen
parallely u]‘.z )0‘1,ll?(=r -icutm'cs. _.)utl, 'Is ]ong as thlfj lS alctuml
Anti-typos U'fltxlc.sent,, we are Stl”'( caling with symbols that are

£ 0% 110, (l‘”{c female generation type. ‘

CosMIC ey ! l(fu]t_ to sce that, as a symbol, the stc.ny of the

- BB broducing the world is much less specified than
the story of Vishnu giving birth to the Lotus. The story of the
COSHIC CEE 1s only g slight variation on the natural event of

storiey
Origing story
of sum(:t,hin-
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birth 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 flower sprouting from his navel, and so forth,
we are 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 are 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 writings 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 Zohar. 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
Zohar, God is En-Sof, the all-in-all, the fullness of being. The
world comes into being through an act of externalization of the
En-Sof, which thus turns from repose into activity. The all-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 Sefiroth 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 characterization of
the general features of the symbol picture which 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 stories is that the world,
down to the Jast individual being, is an emanation from the
flark ground of heing, from Nothingness, from the all embrac-
mg mother, from earth, from the waters, from the cosmic
€gg, or from whatever the origin is 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
the world and the origin of the world, the ground from which
it ®manated, is not a busic relation; but the result of some wilful
di.sturbance or some other kind of disorder. But whatever the
disorder that caused the unfolding, and no matter how great
the eventug] distance between the last emanated individual
and the ground of all being, the individual existences must
ah,v?yS, in one way or another, contain a last germ of the
original substance. They must have a kernel which is not
totally different from the ground of being from which they
®Manated. In thege versions, therefore, the totality of all
Individuateq existences is only a different aspect of the dark
ground of being from which they came forth. Whether one
thmks of God in repose and God in action, or whether one
thinks of undifferentiated spirit and differentiated matter,
ther(_’ is nothing in this world which is not an externalized or
explicate( force or power or aspect of the original Being or
the origing Nothing.

OlUows, therefore, that in these versions one does mnot
loo upon the act of individuation as an act of creation that
Proceeds from the goodness of God. An act of individuation
18 lt§elf Something evil; and in these versions the notion of a
fall c;i dentified with the very notion of the first unfolding. All
g00

©88 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 afier 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 wrong) 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 @/l relationship is the result of an
initial disturbance that caused the ground to split or multiply
and hence bears witness to that initial disorder. In such a
symbol picture, disorder can only cease when all 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 time 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 positive picture this passage of time
appears without any colourful tones or undertones. Men are
born, grow up, grow old, and dic. The scasons 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 frec 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 unspecified symbol:
but nevertheless highly indicative 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 . ¢
€coerar Yuap 61 dv wor' SADAy “IAwos ip7m

Thus unspecified the phenomenon of time becomes the type
of further, more specificd, symbols. The anti-types of the
Phenomenon of time seen as a symbol are 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
one 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 somcthing is given up
°r destroyed in order to make room for a new condition or
:lf;ze. ?’: is for t}.u's reason that the passage of time is the struc-
o S(; tthe .sacrlﬁce. In all events, of course, time passes and
Sacriﬁa C glves way to a,noth(‘zr. But in the perfor'mzmce of a
i thece:.the'phenomenon of one state succeeding anqther
Someth.esseptm.l feature of the performance. In a sacnﬁc.e,
ordenr tmg Is given up, killed or forfeited, or surrendered in
o reWao glake room for the new state, a boon, a state of grace,
this a'r » an a,t(.)nerr%ent, ctc. In any ordinary performance,
roompj Szage of time is taken for granted. If 1 waﬂf from one
oo fn O another, I supersede the state of being in the first

m_ or the sake of the state of being in the second room.
But in walking, my concern is not with the passage of time —
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but 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. Now 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 broadly 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: 1. the passing of one state is seen as a death;
2. the new state is brought about tkrough 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 thatis prized; that thisasset is surrendered 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 see in the object
surrendered something essentially bad or harmful. In this
case the surrender will not 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 new state.

On this level we find then a number of sacrificial acts 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 the 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,
ca.lli.ng for yet further specification; but two types, cach 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 the essential value of the object
.that is surrendered, and in which the pain of such surrender
Is brought out in striking relief. This accentuation of the pain
and §uffering in surrender also implies a corresponding em-
Pha81s upon the cessation of pain andsuffering once the next state
1 obtained. In sacrifices of this kind the surrender, if there is
fsl}llztllm-r Specification, is often not of a m_atcriul f)bjc?t; for
fon 0ss of such an object, no mattel: how Iughly prized 1t_is, is
itself{mmdane an event 130 emphasnze. reul. pain. The. victim
e must be a human being; and pos§1bly, in order to increase

Sense of loss and of consequent pain, a super-human being.
ce%:g:i In such_ acts, the impulse to the sacrifice may be con-
48 coming from a God — for only a super-human com-

mand capn Justify the greatness of the pain involved in the
surrender. If it, is  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 onc 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 vietim 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 further 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 coneclusion, 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; with the enormity of a guilt that is incurred through a
wilful disturbance of the proper rclationship that God had
willed to obtain between Himself and His crcatures. 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 creaturchood involves a
contradiction, for a creature is created and is launched upon
3 course of self-aggrandizement, sclf-assertion and cgo-building.
It ls.destined for independence. But after it has pursued a
certain path, everything it has built up in the pursuit of the
VEry course on which it was launched has to be taken to picces
again. Hence the agony. There is real pain involved when
one has to watch the decomposition of the things one has built
gr wh_en one has to start upon folding up the work one has
Ogge\lilo})?fliencc to the facultics one’s creator has endowed
mere Vith. The contradictoriness of creaturchood makes the

bassage of time a frequent occasion of agony.

Sacr?fgcgs I‘:?w turn to a consideration of the sqcond type of
first, bei (We are now again starting from the third level = the
the Seco:]§ the level of the natural _phcnomel}on of time;
third the: 1, the level of the undifferentiated sacrifice; and the
two d’iﬁ"ereezel where the bifurcation' occurs and wherc we find
In the s ndantl-typcs to the sacrifice on the second levgl.)
involveq ;)n type of sacrifice, the accent is not on the suffering
be ing denrtl fhe surrender; although such suffering may well
iberation, tal to it. .The accent is, on the contrary, upon 't.he
the plaiy meolvgd in the att-ainment:, of tl}e new state.'W ith
new stato %310 this accent upon the llberatlon 'involved. in the
from the I’ir ‘1:1‘6 emerges a type of sacrifice that.ls very (llﬂ:el:ellt
ally reprog 8 tty pe. And if the.ﬁrst type o‘f sacrifice is tradition-
second ented as 1'3he P'assmn 'o.f Christ on the Cross, the
tate of gpe of sacrifice is traditionally represented by the
stateé ol the Buddha after the attainment of enlightenment.
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Once the second type 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 this pain is due 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 ecarlier 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 undifferentiated 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
arc 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, this third level sacrifice 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 a@tman into the brakman. 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 which all things
are one, unseparated, un-individuated.

It is not difficult to sce that this second way of looking upon
the sacrifice is a fitting part of the second symbol picture, the
emanzﬁfion symbol picture. In that symbol picture the whole
world is scen as g splitting away from the ground of being,
from the undifferentiated one. The process of unfolding or
of emana'tion is a systole, a breathing out; and must sooncr
:rdliat(:rllee way to a breathing in, to a reabsorption, a return,
con'gfi]o tic The sacrificial act is therefore scen as a ﬁtti_ng human
2 surr ;‘:dlorl to, or participatio.n in, the process of diastole. By
little, as e;- of separateness or individuation, man speeds up a
itself i%knlt were, the process of re_absorption._'l‘he §urrender
the palin Of Pamful;.or if it is, no SJgniﬁ-capcc is attributed to
Suppose(i Soi‘fthe pain con31st:=3 in th.e elimination of.zL mere!y
the Onenese -fhood, (?f the (?llrplnatlon of a mere disorder in
tho failurei of all being. Pain in the surrender is only due to
is a disorderotl}]lndersmnd that the self-hood that is su.rrendered
establish at (.)ugbt' to be overcome. For in this picture the

ment of individuality, with its desires and faculties
from the . not a god-willed creation; but a mere depa.rtu.re
Surrendey Primeval and eternal oneness. And the sacrlﬁmf),l
of self-hood does not establish the right relationship

between
Creat . :
rel&tionship_ or and creature; but abolishes once more all

If creaturehoy,
cannot b

hasitsex

and powers, ig

. d is contradictory and ambivalent, the same
Said of an emanated being. An emanated being
Perience 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 lic (provided it is preceded by a correct
knowledge of the condition of emanation) in the natural path
of the emanated being. To a creature, all decomposition must
be painful. To an emanated being it is relaxing and joyful.

If one seces 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 clearest, it is represented by the sacrificial
death of God Himself, who is so obviously innocent and un-
deserving of agony. But since the accent is on the agony of
surrender, that God must have become a man; for unless the
subject of sacrifice were human, there would be no agony in
the surrender.

One can also approach these connections from a diflerent
angle. One can say that in this symbol picture God needs to
be seen as all-loving, i.e. as loving morc 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 conceived as extend-
Ing the grace that makes the super-human suilering possible.
And since it is only through super-human suffering that the
enormity of guilt, incurred in the disturbance of the right
relationship between creator and creature, can be wiped out,
the notion of the sacrifice that re-established the right relation-
ship by Wiping out the guilt, involves the notion of the all-
loving God. Thig notion must grow in the symbol picture in
proportion to the increasing specification of the first notion
of the sacrifice

‘rom whatever angle we look at it then, we will see the
comneetion between the sacrifice and the cosmogonic myth in
the symbol picture. And since the first is an anti-type of the
Natura] Phenomenon of ageing or of the passing of time;
and the second an anti-type of the natural phenomenon of
Procreation, we come to the insight that the way in which
tlm_e appears in the symbol picture is linked with the way in
Whld} SPace appears in the symbol picture.

Thisig equally true for the second symbol picture, the emana-
tion symp) Picture, In that picture God will not be invested
?Vlth Persona] attributes and functions. For the act of creation
1_[8‘ really an fmanation or unfolding, not a making or fashioning.

.h © ground of being itself is in repose until it begins to sub-
d1v1de.. The Subdivision may be conceived to have taken place
.accordmg to g variety of different principles. But, though
1t can a}ienate 8 number of individual existences from that
ground, it cany gy, malke explicit more than there was contained
in 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 evil deeds and no degree of alienation
— can malke 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 alicnation from the original
ground, as beings with a higher ‘spiritual’ nature than men,
beasts, and material objects, 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 crcature. There is, in fact, no conception of creator
and creature 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 Liter the systole will give way to a diastole. As the notion of
sierifice heeomes more specified and is seen as a way of speed-
ing the oiastole,. one will hbecome in proportion more and more
clearly aware of the central position of knowledge in this
syibol picture. For human participation in the diastole is
possible through the knowledge that everyvthing has emanated
from the ground of heing. The sacrifice helps to convey this
knowledge and helps man to assimilate that knowledge. But
the cffectiveness of the sacrifice, the degree to which the diastole
is speeded by it depends on how well this knowledge has been
assimilated. In the ereation picture, knowledge also plays a
certain role, Itowill help ns to understand the nature of the
sacrifice. Dut it can itself not help us to perform it effectively.
Foran oflfeetive performance (which involves the surrender in
suffering of nany things which God Himself has created for
us and in ous) depends on grace, on God’s incommensurable
love with which He enables us to bear the suffering and thus
atone for the cuilt we incurred — or which someone incurred -
whent he original right relationship between ereator and creature
wWis disturbed, IFor this reason one could also decide to give
suitable headings to the two symbol pictures by the words
grace and guosis (knowledge). The creation picture, when
1““)’ filled out and developed, is one in which grace is seen to
operate as the primary power. And the emanation picture is
one in which knowledge is said to operate as the primary force.
But with thiy formulation we are entering upon the field of
metaphysics. For to say that grace and knowledge (gnosis)
are Primary powers, is to make a metaphysical statement
EL}.mut L symbol picturce; or rather, about two different symbol
P{(:Lurcs. And, what is more, it is to make statements about
]Hf.;hl_y specified symbol pictures. A mere contemplation of an
UNShecifiogd symhol picture, in which we see nothing but very
2’;;‘:;)]]3’ :]:(t((l)fl((((]) zl(:zr;mg‘;lm.)i(: st;)l'ics {}1‘1(1 ‘.‘zl.(:'iﬁc‘e-s, wougd never

. se grace and gnosis are its primary forces.
out];;\:} th:%t we have 'utt(-mptcd a phenomenology, at leasi:: in
(]“(firin" of symbol 'pl(-tm'es, we must turn -to m.eta:phym.cal
they %'CH and examine -morc (:Iosely' the relatl.onshxp in Wl?lch
0 t anel t,«-) symbol pictures. But in cox?clnslon I would ll_ke,

SUUe again the corollary of my thesis that metaphysical
doctrines yp0 synthetic @ posterior: theories about the structure
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and quality of the symbol picture. This corollary says that all
views about the unreality or reality of time and space, that is
about the naturc of differences or of individuation, are views
about the symbol picture. We 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 did not believe that space was real in
the sense in which time was, took care to move when he wanted
to get anywhere. Many 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 picture. 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 all 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

METAPHYSICAL PRINCIPLES

In the third chapter I have put forward the general thesis
that metaphysical doctrines are 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
1 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 dctail how certain
specific metaphysical doctrines are derived from symbol
pictures.

Over the centuries a very large number of metaphysical
doctrines have both been asscrted and denied. There is no
point in going into these many doctrines and the many dis-
cussions that have ensued about them. In almost all 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 assessed in terms
of observations made in the positive picture. And cven 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 T have put forward, 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 metaphysica1
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 rationts, 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 doetrine 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 all 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 World. 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 that which cannot he scen or heard or
sensed in any way (as so many traditional philosophers did
and do), will one fail to notice this. Most mectaphysicians
do not explicitly refer their doctrines to the symbol picture
and show in detail how their doctrines are 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 World 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. Arig-
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 Reality along the patterns of the emana-
tion of multiplicity from a primeval, undifferentiated oneness
which Aristotle conceived as purely material and purely poteni
tial. It would be rewarding to investigate what there 1
hig view of the symbol picture that made him think o
primeval oneness as matter in pure potency. For hig Indo-
El}l‘Opean 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 intg g
multiplicity of individual, more or less grossly material, objects
or substances. St Thomas’s doctrine of first and seco
on the other hand, is very clearly an abstract Summary of
his vision of the symbol picture in which God creates sub-
st:,ances and endows them, in His infinite goodness, with Suffy.-
clent power to exercise causality by themselves. And when he
preferred the Aristotelian version of the theory of ideag to
the Platonic one, his choice must have been cither determineq
or greatly influenced by his knowledge of the Old Testament,
symbol picture in which God had ecreated tho world and
endowed man with natural faculties of uudorstnuding and
action. This symbol picture can hardly have recommended
to St Thomas an acceptance of the Platonic view that the
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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 St Thomas such
a theory could hardly find favour, for it was plainly contra-
dicted by the cvidence 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 Marx, 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 proletariat). Their
sufferings are invoked to change the condition of the world.
The classless socicty and the disappearance of tension are
the secular counterpart to the kingdom of heaven. There is oven
the final struggle between good and evil, Christ and Anti-
Christ, ending in the victory ol the former. Kant’s concoption
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of the relationship between the noumenal World 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 separate appear-
ances result from the filter through which they are perceived.
It contains Neo-Platonic and possibly Cnostic clements. No
reader of Freud’s later works can deny that the symbol picture,
in which the forces of self-asscrtion and 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 mcta-
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, are 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 symbol picture
plays the réle, 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 heen 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
1s abs.olute and that consciousness is absolute arec metaphysical
doctrines. And the argument has now proceeded far enough
fOI‘ us to show that these doctrines are truc doctrines and to
lnchca'Fe their relations to symbol pictures.

I will argue that the doctrine that love is absolute is g
metaphysical doctrine about the creation symbol picture; and
that the doctrine that consciousness is absolute, is a doctrine
f}bout the emanation symbol picture. But a word of caution
is neede.d. It is not terribly difficult, as we have seen, to find
appropriate historical examples of the two kinds of symbol
p%ctures. But in most cases, on cxamination, the symbol
plc.ture 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



METAPHYSICAL PRINCIPLES 169

the symbol picture in which the relationship between men and
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
elaborated symbol picture, the Brakma Sutra, crystallizes into
metaphysical doctrine. In India it was customary to write
commentarics on the Brahma Sutra. 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 West. 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 absolute is a metaphysical doctrine about the symbol
picture that is contained in the Vedas, the Brakmanas, and
the Upanishads. When this has been done, 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 another. Of such interdependence we can
provide a large number of actual historical examples.

1. Absolute Love

The doctrine that love is absolute has been put forward, from
the days of St Paul onward, by innumerable Christian writers,
right down to the present century, in which it was made again
the corner stone of a metaphysical system by McTaggart. The
doctrine can assume many different meanings and appear
in many different guises. But the core of the doctrine is in
every case that the right relationship between man and man
is a relationship 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 a number 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 think 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 IE. 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:

ma gia volgeva il mio desio ¢ ’1 velle,

sl come ruota ch’igualmente ¢ mossa,

P’amor che move il sole e altre stelle.
(Paradiso, XXXIII, 143-5)*%

And other writers stated explicitly that 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 scen 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 of the 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 Word
made flesh, will be thought of as a mere illusion, as a temporary
appearance of the divine messenger in human form. We 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 picturce we see that God created man and launched
him upon a path that was to lead to further human creations.
Moralgrowth, the building of societies, the acquisition of material
wealth and the use of reasonand understanding are given to man
as natural impulses. But all these impulses, while part of creat-
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 surrender



172 RELATIONSHIP AND SOLITUDE

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 are 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 move is a total
St?lf-sacriﬁce in which His own creation is surrendered and
dismantled with heart-breaking pain. In this way room is
made for the love, the spread and operation of which had been
mnterfered with to the point of almost total suppression.

.This description of the symbol picture, of the myth and
r1t‘,1.13,1 cultivated in Christian churches, is of necessity deficient.
If it could be fully and adequately described, there would be
10 need of myth and ritual. But I had to make an attempt to
outline its general features in order to show how, for centuries,
it has. proved an inspiration to the metaphysical doctrine that
ove 15 ahsolute. The mere presence of that symbol picture
Provides the evidence for the doctrine; and the doctrine is no
fore and no less than an abstract summary of that symbol
Picture. The summary is not another concretc image that
cox%ld itself he placed in the picture; but a conceptual formu-
aftlon of a truth that is borne out by the existence of the
Picture,
We have seen that the truth of the metaphysical doctrine
. Question depends upon the connexion of the Old Testament
?Ii(s}z:rg Wi.th the New Testament picture. If the latter is Iinl.ied
dOCtrai With an emanation symbol picture, the 11.10tap}1y51cal
And irtle of absolute love would have to be considered false.
Picture ;nay be worth mentioning that the 'Old Testament
make § ¥ 1tself, even though it is of the creation type, would

in

abso] b ex’Gremely difficult for us to arrive at the doctrine of
th Olute love. That picture is not incompatible with it. But
€ evid

deri °nce is not complete enough for this doctrine to be
Testv ed from i, It is only through the addition of the New
ament that, the symbol picturc becomes full enough for

°F less smooth transition to a metaphysical formulation
to become Possible

a more
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2. Absolute Consciousness

In the writings of the Indian philosopher Sankara we find the
fullest and clearest exposition of the metaphysical theory of
absolute consciousness. Whatever is, he taught, is in reality
one. The universal being is called Brahman and is of a homo-
gencous nature: it is pure consciousness, destitute of any
qualities. Brahman is associated with a certain power called
maya to which the appearance of the world is due. With the
help of the power of maya, Bralman projects the material
world comprehending distinct individual existences. In all
those individual existences, no matter 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 rcal 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 m@ya; it is unreal,
a mere appearance, an illusion.

From a psychological point of view, the power of maya
continues and aflirms 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
1t 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 individual 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.

Sankara 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 of a commentary
upon the Brakma Sutra. He was therefore quite aware 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 and 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 are so highly specified that at
times they are indistinguishable from mectaphysical doctrines
about symbols. The final abstract formulation of these symbols
takes place, however, only in the Brahma Siutra. 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
Rg Veda. And from the Ry Veda there is an easy transition
to the Brahmanas, to those hymns which are specifically
concerned with an elaboration of the science of sacrifice of the
_Vcda. And from the Brakmanas we pass on to the Upanishads
In 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.f metaphysics from a symbol picture and to follow the evolu-
tion of that symhol picture from the earliest, unspecified stages

to the latest, fully specified stages. Even so it is worth noting

that the emergence of Sankara’s metaphysical doctrines was

by no means a superfluous afterthought. It is well known

that the same symhol picture, though highly specified, allowed

Raman.uja 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

aH_O'Wed for differences of opinion as to the metaphysical doc-

trine 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

certain 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 purcly mechanical way in
which symbols became more and more specified and finally
resulted in the formulation of metaphysical doctrines that
explain their meaning. We can trace, step by step, the develop-
ment towards higher specification in the symbol of the sacrifice.
Oldenberg was able to trace the early history of sacrifice in
the Ry 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 sacrificc) was the killing of the totemic animal and a
sacramental meal at which it was caten. We have here little
more than a purely natural event, the killing of an animal for
food. But the event is lifted from the spherc 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 done by the god or on behalf of the god, the
sacrifice assumes the meaning of a bridge between this world
and something unseen — even though this unseen world is not
yet very 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. With 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 dics, says an carly text, his eyes go to
the sun and his atman to the wind. Here we have a slightly
denaturalized 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 dircctor of all other vital functions; and
finally the @tman becomes the Self and is scen as the spiritual
substratum that underlies both the subtle (mental) and the
gross (material) functions of man. Owing to the prevailing
€manation symlol picture in India this spiritual substratum
18 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
frf’;fllllel as the destruction of the ignorance which causes cvery
Sacr‘i]flidual soul to sce itself as sepa.ratc from Brahman. The

OSedC-e concerns the climination of ignorance and of the sup-
£eeljn self-h'ood and individuality of mental acts and of organic
s thegi which result from iggorance. The end of 'fll sacrifice
SacriﬁCen-OWIGdge of the identity of Brah_man and atman. The
substay, 18 t'heref.ore an act of surren'der_ in favour. of. th.c only
the 'vice there is. It does not consist in the assimilation by
of WOrs}?e Substance of an alien substance. It Is scen as an ach
ion of ;P of the self by the self. So gra'dually, with the ela'bom-
act i esY@hols, we come to ’c.he point \.vhore the sacrificial
terms. ¢ }(:rlbed no longer as an image but in purcly conceptual

When t(})lu art that’. .

50 Precigg] € meaning of thq symbol has been pinned down
of detailq Y, we are at the point where any further elaboration
0 we get Meanings passes into rpetuphyswal. thogght. And
self anq ¢ the.r}letaphysical doctrine of the 1dcr}t1ty of the
lary that '€ 8pirit; of atman and ].Jmkman. There is the corol-
SPirityg) Caﬂ those human activities that are r}ot‘, of a purely
one al‘fl?ter are more or less gross material appearances
absolyte o SP“’{tual substance. The splrltuc%l substance 1.tse1f is
trace of asnSCIOUSness, a, consciousness without .th(? slightest
as any idenbg_content. Any content thE.Lt appears in it, as'well
ness, is lije ity that appears as a possible object of conseious-
powerful & muddy patch in clear and calm water. The most
Method of avoiding such muddy patches is to have
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knowledge of the absoluteness of consciousness. Such know-
ledge assures that there is nothing but complete and clear
consciousness and will therefore prevent the appearance of
muddy patches. One might formulate this in the following
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 pictures 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 sce 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 Sankara’s metaphysical
doctrine.

In this way, Sankara evolved his metaphysics of absolute
consciousness from the symbol picture 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 this tendency he was able to present his meta-
physics as a commentary on the most highly elaborated version
of these symbols, the Brahma S#tra. But these aphorisms
themselves describe symbolic images — highly, but not com-
pletely specified. For we know that Ramanuja and & host of
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other writers thought them capable of a different metaphysical
formulation. But in each case the step from the highly elaborate
and specified symhols of the Brakma Stitra to the clearly defined
concepts of g metaphysical doctrine is a very small step. ]
The early interpreters of the Bible were very Ollt'SPOI“fn
about their methods of interpretation and about the way in
which the various symhols of the scriptures were related to
one another in g typological way. Even the allegorical method
of interpretation i based in the last analysis on the fact of
typology; for the outer, allegorical event must 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
regard to Indjan scriptures. But it is important to note that the
ancient Indigng were quite aware of the fact of typology.
Again anq again with reference to a symbhol we come across
the eXpression: ‘he who knows that . . . ”’. This mcans that he
who knowg that such and such an event has such and such a
meaning, will he pq longer prey to ignorance. We are given
to understang that he who knows that the soma that is poured
mtp the fire, is the invididual self, and that the fire is the
universa] consciousness, will he able to celebrate the soma
sacrifice mope effectively, i.e. he will derive from it the benefit
of 2 heighteneq realization of the eventual, highly desirable
Teunion of hig real self with the universal spiritual substance.
~* 3g3in we reqq that he who knows that a man’s life cycle is
like the Varioug stages of a sacrificial performance need no
longer enact the sacrificial performance itself. Instead of con-
templating the Sacrificial ritual, he only needs to contemplate
18 own life apq he will deriv,e the same benefit from such
contemplation, The formula : “He who knows that . . .” therefore
explicitly drawsg attention to a typological relationship. One
says ‘this Mmeang that’ if there is a typological relation between
'thls and that, Now the failure to see such typological relations
Is due to ignorance, To an ignorant man, a soma sacrifice is
SINply a somq Sacrifice. And he will fail to see that it is the
type of the Sacrifice of the empirical ego to the universal spirit,
and that the elimination of all individual objects and all
personal desires from hig consciousness is the anti-type of the
soma sacrifice. But th, person who knows, will derive the cor-
responding benefit, fyop, this or any sacrifice. This knowledge
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of typological relationships will help him to see in every
sacrifice a type of the final anti-type, the identity of atman
and Brahman, of the individual self with the universal Self;
an identity which is absolute consciousness without content.
If there is anything less than absolute consciousness in our
minds, if we are thinking of individual objects or existences
or if we see ourselves as striving for any particular 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 that every sacrifice is a
life-cycle and every life-cycle a type of sacrifice in which 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
way 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 plays 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 picture,
knowledge is not only a tool for the greater specification of
symbols and for the formulation of metaphysical doctrines.
It also plays that r6le which was played by love in the other
picture. In the other picture we are taught by metaphysics
that love is absolute, and the appearance of the picture vouch-
safes the truth of the doctrine. But this knowledge by itself
does not help us to love absolutely. We can only love absolutely
by grace. And this itself is again a metaphysical insight into
the character of the symbol picture. But in the second picture,
metaphysics teaches us that consciousness is absolute. This is
a piece of knowledge about the symbol picture; but this
knowledge <tself 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 casc of the metaphysics
9f absolute consciousness, knowledge will not only help to
%dentify the experience and label it, it will also help to promote
1t. It is, in fact, its precondition as well as its only precondition,

3. The Interdependence of Relationship and Solitude

We come now to the last stage of the argument of this chapter.
W.hen We examined the metaphysical doctrines about Relation-
ZEP an(cll S‘Oli_tude in an abstract way, we found that Relation-
to gnznan St%htude stand ip a vital and_important relationship
cive no‘b(;tter and seecm, in fact, to !Je interdependent. We can
fwo docty] €r proof of this contention than to show that the
from ong :05 tl}n question arc never found to be very far apart
one is hold nother: the.y co-exist in the sense that where the

¢ld, the other is held too. Not necessarily by the same

ers
?orssoél’ o course. But we find that they frequently compete
Butpa?rt In the same community.

‘b there is more ¢} ¢ co-existenc ‘ ' -
physical docte 1an a merc co-cexistence of the two meta,

mes. Mectaphysical doctrines, we have argued
22_;;1;:;51’1(:?0 fdoctrin(.zs' about sym.bol pictures. If we find a
to find & co-eo-' two different doc?rmes we must also be able
to show. 3¢ iS:xls‘cencc of- symbol pictures. In f.act, as I shall try
pictures thay, Iiluc}} easier to find suc%l co-existence of symbol
existence of th0 glve.concrete histf)rlcal exa'mple.s of the.co-
Similay Symbole Specific metaphysical (']oct1:1nes.1n qugstlpn,
metaphysica] dplCtPrCS do not necessarily give risc to similar
pictures are Culot(_?trmes, and in many communities symbol
physical docty; lYated without being summe.d up as me.ta,-
is completely ;];es“ In many cases metaphysical speculation
which a symbo] Sent, apd it happens often that the degree. to
considerationg l? Icture is specified depends not on me.ta-pl'lysmal
stances preVaﬂinut- on political, social, and economic circum-
€ In the community in which a symbol picture
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is cultivated. 1t is, therefore, not surprising 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 does not necessarily involve a degree
of specification of its various symbols sufficient to warrant much
metaphysical abstraction. We 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 undertaken 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 are 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 North America, we can
hardly speak of co-existence. Similarly, when the one is culti-
vated in Greece in the tenth century B.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 minds 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. We 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 tunc. 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
c_levil who is the son of chaos and the spirit of negation to rejoice
in Faust’s bitterness ahout God’s creation. Mephistopheles, how-
ever, has now completely changed his character. He is now the
SpPIrlt that encourages multiplication and who advances the
splitting up of the original goodness and oneness into a myriad
of senseless and momentary pleasures. We cannot but conclude
thatwe are here in the midst of an emanation type picture where
the devil ¢ncourages multiplication and God stands for oneness.
And when we finally come to the pact where Faust promises to
be enslaved to the devil in perpetuity if he should ever find
zﬁ?g?i satisfaction in any momentary pleasure, we have
a e . . :

’Ghings, Proof that by now Goethe has reversed his scheme of
sciIorxllsﬁhe end _Of ’ohg second part, howe\{er, _Gocthe quite con-
tho my exploits this ambiva_lcnce' of his picture. Faust finds
eman;}r‘nent .of complete sa_tlsfactlon - a.nd according to the
iI'I‘EtriQIO?Dl picture the devil has won his .bet; for Faust is
of n‘lfa ¥y and 'unr.e(}eemably a.nchored in the enjoyment
from, th((;l‘nen‘o of 1n(h.v1duated existence, 'ahenate('l therefore
£ the ﬁr%;ml'md of being an(? oneness. But if one switches back
Faust St picture, f;he creation picture, one finds that whether
foung can be forglyen or n9t, depepds on whethgr he has
Appor omplete s.atlsfafztlon.ln the right sort of thing. It so
FauI;t Sb that.th'xs satisfaction was found in f1:uitfu1 work.
millio’ ¥ building dams and opening new living space to
ere t_nS, hz.).s become a fellow worker with God. In terms of the
atlon 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 literaturc 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 the worship of Mary,
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 type symbo]
picture. But the importance of the Virgin in that symbo]
picture is undeniable and therefore proof of a certain degree
of what we have called co-existence. It is vain to expect more,
We must, therefore, be reasonable and willing to accept ag 5
proof something less than complete co-existence.

I think we are entitled to speak of co-existence when 4
variety of different conditions are fulfilled. We can certain)
speak of co-existence when one and the same text, describip
or purporting to describe more or less the same picture, jg
subject or can be subjected, to two different interpretationg
one interpretation belonging to the metaphysics of Relatiop,.
ship and the other to the metaphysics of Solitude. We cqp
also speak of co-existence when the two different sympq;
pictures compete with one another in one and the same cop,.
munity at more or less the same time. If such competition rypg
parallel to a class struggle, this is no proof of co-existence.
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But when, for instance, one writer campaigns for the rejection
of a traditional picture and wishes to supplant it by another
one, we are entitled to call this a kind of inverted co-cxistence.
This is proof that one picture has become too exclusive, and
that the other one, by way of reaction, has come to the fore.
T'his sort of thing still shows the interdependence of the two
pictures.

Co-existence, then, in this context does 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 and that a signi-
ﬁca,nt. tension ensues hetween the two. 1 would now like to
examine five examples of such co-existence.
ﬂigt?lj:te course of this exuminu‘tion we will ﬁn(! that the con-
varict eren the two syn‘ﬂ)ol plct:urcs can mam.fcst; itself in a
Shapeyo? ways. “fe will flxlq, for instance, that 1t3 can tale the
pictures %n outright conflict between two (]iﬂcrcnt S)_rmbol
the tracijt;' s, for exal?lplc, was th'c case when Plato 1‘e]ecte.d
find, as fo 10nal Hoxperlc 1_11ytllolog}es. In other cases we will
the ’Symbrlms_tance in medieval India, that the conflict concerns
out mosto 1Plc’cure itself only to a le._sser degree and is fought
i, Bot. Clearly over the different Interpretations put upon
met&pllyg;z}manuw. and Sanlkara beliecved that their different
same sy;n;all dO.Ctrmes were abstrac.ted mor(? or less from the
views were 0’ Picture. In fact, thcru‘ opposing metaphysical

nown E}‘:Pl‘e)sscd as commentarics on the same aphorisms,
ChTiStians \ € l.n'ahmu Sitra. And a.gam, among the carly
form. Ty, :’0 will ﬁ_nd that the COIlﬂlct' took yet a different
Chris’cians avo Opppsmg groups, the gnostics and the ‘orthodox’
Picture, tl’le gvlgeed in their acceptance of one pz‘u't of the symbol
story ip ns ory of Jesus, though the gnostics reported that
were not, incijmber of texts that d.J[Icrcd slightly from, and

estan, ude(}‘among, the storics that camec to form the
gnostics ye; eef:t- he conflict 1-es.ultcd from the fact that the
Testament] ¢ted the symbol picture .contained in the Old
emanation’tand attempted to replftcc? it by a picture of the
insisted Upon l?- The orthodox Christians, on the other }mnd,
of the Olq Tes 1:nklng the story qf .Jesus to the symbol. plctl.u‘e
was of the ¢ ament, thus providing a back-drop for it which
®ation 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. Whatever 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
cach 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 cach other.

The first example I wish to consider is taken from ancient
Grecce. There we can observe the co-existence of two different
types of cult. There is firstly the cult of well-defined ang
circumscribed deities, which tended to be systematized by the
more or less unified theology of the Homeric poems. All the
various deitics worshipped in various places came gradually to
be assimilated to, and identified with, the Homeric deitieg,
The symbol picture which was thus developed showed up-
mistakable signs of belonging to the ‘creation’ type. The gods
presided over men and their lives; and human endeavour was
dirceted towards the establishment of right relationships wit}
these deities. It is true that there were echoes of a different,
symbol picture; cven the Homeric theology’s various origin
myths show unmistakable signs of being of the emanatioy
kind; and the fact that the deities in Homer occupy subordingte
positions, and are by no means all-powerful and are themse]yeg
subject to certain ‘destinies’, proves that the other Symbolg
had not been completely crowded out. But for the rest, Homeric
theology considers life on carth a desirable destiny and stresseg
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, there
emerged the Orphic and/or Dionysian picture and its forp, of
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 suffices for our purposes to observe that in eyey
respect the Dionysian and Orphic cults are parts of the emang, .
tion symbol picture. In Homeric theology, the body of man
had been man’s ornament, and his natural domicile. In ty,
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other cult, it becomes the soul’s tomb. Lifc on earth is now
an exile, a separation from the real form of the soul’s existence;
and the various cultic performances and 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 been rightly obscrved that the
emergence of the Orphic and Dionysian cults represents a
reversal of values in ancient Greeee. This reversal is nowhere
better illustrated than in the report of Herodotus (V, 4) that
the inhabitants of Thrace had a strange custom: they grected
their new-born infants with tears and joyously took leave of
their dead. Thig is, of course, in complete contrast to the
Homeric evaluation of life and death, and eventually found

s expression on a more sophisticated level in the verses of
Sophocles :

The hest, thing is not cver to have been born. But once a man
has been born, by far the next best thing for him is to return as
fast as DPossible to the place from which he came.*

Similarly Euripides doubted whether to live is not to die;
and to ¢

le is not to live.

. "V have here clear evidence of the way in which a symbol

I;lpcture of the emanation type, in which all individual existence

byp;a1~ed as a departure from the blissful norm, emerged side

£¥pe (; With the symbol picture th'at came close to the creation

Cl‘e;u;i N the Jatter, individual cxlstcn'ccs were thfa purpose of
. \v;m and essentially joyful, provided they did not incur

ath of divine powers through failure to observe the laws
h: }1;0 their station. _
fiveen, test known instance of a purely intellectual conflict be-

omer €5¢ two symbol pictures is Plato’s polemic against
unmn' Plato argued that Homer .prcsented the gods in too
ete. B 3 fashion; that he was lacking in respect for the gods,
N lere is no doubt that what he really meant to do was
Symb01pa-lgn against the valuations enshrined in Homeric
the m, Plctures gnd in favour of the Orphic cults..Wh.ether
speakin 8 which Plato himself accepted belong, historically
g to Orphism or not, is @ 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 hid the presents
of the Phaeacians. Porphyry argued that both the nymphg
and the bees in that grotto, which represents the materig]
world, are souls. The bees take pleasure in producing honey
and in surrounding themselves thus with a material body - byt
equally take pleasure in ridding themselves of these carng]
adjuncts and in returning to their true fatherland. As T, Byf.
fiere in his long study of the fortunes of Homeric myths hqq
observed, Plato himself had refused to use Homeric tales, By,
his followers, while remaining more or less directly true to his
metaphysical conception, prefer to illustrate these conceptiong
by, or derive them from, older and more traditionally aceept.-
able lore. It is here, then, that we find not a rejection of the
Homeric picture, but a reinterpretation of it in conformity
with a metaphysics that was originally derived from, or inspireq
by, a totally different symbol picture.

The second example concerns the well known difference of
opinion between Sankara and Ramanuja as to what is ¢
correct metaphysical import of the picture described in 4,
Brahma Satra. As the latter was a summary of doctrineg and
images, contained in the Upanishads, we must conclude that
the difference of opinion did not only concern the B?‘ahma
Satra, but the whole symbol picture traditionally Cultiva,ted
in ancient and medieval India.
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. inti sankara’s meta-
We have alrecady given a d(‘:sc%‘l.Ptg’zxzfl‘n‘;lqéﬂ(‘);r;he N
physics, and have argued that 1t 15 a ’

. d absolute consclousness. Rmnanuj.a,, on t'fhe
physics of pure an ;ith a different metaphysics which
other hand, came forward with a ¢ Pl alsorbed 1
stressed that the individual sclf is never1 1_1 ¥ 511.).] ; g
Brakman, but cven in the state of comp e]tc C;’ 1g 11;r1]men )
in which all ignorance is dispcllcd,'remams'ot 10}1‘ t.mn 7(;1 nnmz;
In this metaphysics, relationship remains basic, an fgrlea
stress is laid on the devotional and loving nature of that
relationship. ‘ ' ite right wl

According to Ramanuja, Sankara was quite Il%lu when
he insisted against carlier doctrines that the gl_‘Olmd (_) al b.emg
is only one — not a, confluence of two totally _dlfTercnt prm?lpl.es
like prakriti and the purusha. DBrahman cmltvs. 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
quite wrong to maintain that Bralfman crca‘tes the world.f(‘)r
& providentia] purpose. To Ramanuja, as for Sankara, the origin
of the world ig God’s play or sport. ' .

ut here the similarities end. To Ramanuja, Brahman is
10t a homogeneous nature, so that all multiplicity that comes
Into being g purely illusory and due to maya and avidya
1‘espectively. Brahman contains within himself the germs of
Al existent beings. Hence the individual soul that sprouts
orth jg really individual and scparate from the Godhead. To
S nfal‘a, the Codhead itself, being something separate, is an
Wusion apq therefore unreal. Not so to Ramanuja. When
everything has sprouted, he scems to be saying, there is still
left 44 the centre, (iod. }{nd since none of the individual exist-
en.ees are illusio’ns or mere individual appearances of the
Primev, Onencss of pure and undifferentiated consciousness,

Y stanq essentially in a relationship to God Who has
Seg?rlne at the centre. The soul enjoys an individual an.d
merg;ﬁe existence. When the final release comes, thfa soul 18
there 1. according to San1<ar?,, mi':o a,bsolut.e consciousness,
such eIng left no trace of relationship. According to Ramanuja,
a state €ase means the soul’s transfer from a state on .eaFth to
porhae ' bliss where it is inside Brahman, and yet distinct -

Ps ¢ an embryo in a womb.
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With 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. IFrom 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 thesc metaphysical summaries from the
highly specified symbol picture, described in the Brahma Sutra
— so much so that the points of transition from symbol to
doctrine are almost imperceptible. But there is a very weighty
reason why I have not chosen Ramanuja as an illustration
of the metaphysics of Relationship. Working 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 further 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 (lila). For the same reason,
he failed to rcach 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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He realized, insisting on the reality of separatencss of soul from
God, the necessity for grace and tfie necessity _Of the devotee s
love. But as the world had emanated and as it was thcrc?fore
quite natural for it to be retracted by, or rcabsorb.cd into,
Brahman, the sacrificial act could not be onc t]m.t Involved
agony. For a return to the ground of being, even 1t if meant
a return in which separateness and relationship would be
safeguarded, was nothing ‘unnatural’, nothing that would
involve the dismantling of impulses that had purposcfully
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

inevitably arise why Ramanuja strove to provide such g
different interpretation of the same texts. In Answer we can
point to the fact that during the centuries preceding the age
of Ramanuja there had developed in Indin a mythology and g
a cult in which the accent had been on God’s love and man’s
devotion to God. That mythology and that cul.t were well
known to Sankara; but he did not carc to cultivate it. On
the contrary, through his metaphysics he helped to (.Hscrcdjt
1t. And the position that ensued is not altogether dissimilar
to the position that had developed in Greecce many centuries
before. The mythology and cult in question were those of the
Bhagavatas, the worshippers of Visudera, who was identified
with Vishnu anq Krishna. This mythology and cult go back
at least to the first century before Christ, It probably owed
something to Jater Buddhism, for the conception of the Bodhi-

sallva, who out, of love and compassion refuses enlightenment,

?01' himself until he has extended a helping h
1s a true figure of |

. ove and compassion. The new form of deyo-
tion seems to haye spread from the Tamil country where it
originated. Before lorig it affected not only the devotees of
Vishnu, but g, those of Siva. The form of worship propagated
by-these Sects was theistic and founded upon bhakti, the
10V_mg. de\fotion of the worshipper to the deity. There is no
PoInt in giving g, detailed description of this cult and its myth-
ology - But it geemg clear that Ramanuja was deeply indebted
to 1t a‘,nd brought hig attachment to it to hear upon his inter-
pretation of the prop. S, But since he endeavoured

to see the whole of the traditional symbol picture in terms of

and to save others,
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his insights, we are entitled to regard his reaction against
Sankara as an example of co-existence. For the whole historical
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 bhalti 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
cra. When 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 onc basic controversy. And this controversy con-
cerned the symbol picture that was to be cultivated in a
Christian community. On onec side there were those who
wanted to accept the Old Testament and add to it the Gospels
in onec 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. We 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 Old 'chstamcnt creation symbol
picture tends towards one meaning, i.c. towards a metaphysics
of Relationship and of absolute love. The same 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 had originally departed. In such a symbol
picture we find the unmistakable characteristics 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
.GOfl. In the other symbhol picture, in which the story of Jesus
is linked to the Qld Testament, we find an equally unmistakable
featur(? F)f the creation picture: the creation of the world and
the origin of individual beings is not identified with the origin
gfe;}ll: _“"01'1d itself, but is considered as something good. Hence
ot as]zhréos zccn as thq 9n1issary sent to abolish rolationshi.p;
the right re(]: O_f all-f.‘orglvmg love that helps men to re-establish

The tracy Sfl‘clé‘)nsl.np bct}vccn Creator and creaturg.

position of .tlo this conflict are clearly to be seen in the com-
canonical] ' fO_UI‘ Gospels as they have eventually be_en
o Y established and come down to us. The conflict
itself was neyeyp fully ironed out within the Christi

munitics thepeg) ‘y ironed out with 1¢ Christian com-
storics bear vyt ves. An.d the canonically reccived .G.‘;ospfal
favour of the 01 ness to this lack of a ﬁxlal clear-cut demsmr} in
the creation sne or the <.)ther symb01. picture. Bl'oadly speaking,
acceptance ofy*cr]:b()l picture prevailed, as is proved by the
John's story, £ ¢ Old Testament; but the reception of' St
svmpathy \v" thr example, shows that people had just sufficient
83 ! l 1O the other symbol picture not to wish to exclude
1t a]toge‘t 1?‘1‘-_Hence the canonically established symbol picture
of the Christian Chyrep, 55 not an unequivocal one: basically it
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belongs to the creation type. But there are some features in it
which one might class 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 Relationship; 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
Muslim 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 Mahomed 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. Mahomed’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, Mahomed algq
removed the very last traces of expiation and supplication fromy,
thesacrificial ritual. To the Muslim, sacrifice is prayer; and prayer
is a complete surrender to the will of God. These specificationg
of the symbols are of an unbelievably sophisticated Simplicity_

But it did not take long for some people to grope for tje
other symbol picture. Within the bosom of Muslim commuyp;.
ties there emerged the Sufis. The Sufis were practising mystieg
If one examines the images which they put forward ang il;
terms of which they explained their practices one finds t),4
they belong to the emanation picture. For the Sufi did y4,
seek to surrender his will to that of God and live in hump)e
acceptance of the preordained destiny, but sought a reunificy .
tion of the individual soul with God. He would not ahide 1y,
the relationship and merely seek to make it a right one, hyg
endeavoured to abolish the relationship. This ima,gery Was
SO incompatible with that received among the Muslim com.
munities that Sufism met with much hostility. l\l[ever‘chelesS
in Islam, Sufism is the emergence of a symbol picture ;.\

1i
Mahomed and his followers had taken great care to exclude, Tlcllel
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Muslim picture was so highly specified that the Sufis had to
go to considerable lengths in order to turn it into an emanation
picture. They insisted, for instance, that Mahomed 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 Neo-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 9f 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
easﬂ)'f be taken to belong to the 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 Incarnation was
to thepl the thin end of the wedge. It could ncver really be
zecor?cﬂed and made to cohere with the images of God’s
br;r:;’s;ldér‘lce and those of the incontestable relationship
pichure thle:tlor and crcat.ure. If it were introduced into the
fo the ,oi f; rimscc.ndeptahty of God would become weakened

~ an(}) frr:) where 1t.‘, might be made to look like an immancence
chort st I% that image to an emanation picture is- only a
scom w}Il)(') -here was only one Jewish community, 80 it would
Ebio;ﬁtes 'Eiltcrested. themselves in the story of Jes.us, the
fulfilled tl-le 1ley saw in J Easus a supreme kind of saddiq, who
that had ah‘em:l’ to perf.ect1.0n and reformed it in those 1:csl)ccts
by the pro h&ty been indicated as standing in need of reform
baptism b PGe 3 J.esus was a human being, equipped through
divine beiz ]:(;' with SPGClal powers, but he was in 1o sensé a
who Wouldg inlmself‘ They OXpect.e d an ecarly return of Je§us
and the dead f}l;llgurate the lU.Ls.t judgement upon the living
Son of God 'Whelosihcommumtle.s that. had secn Jesus a8 the
ox ectation, n they were disappointed in their parousia

p » Persuaded themselves without difficulty that the
supe.rn:.ltural grace that had flown into the world through His
sacr1ﬁ01al death would still be available. Not so the Jbionites.
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 centwries.

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 tradition 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
words 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 picture is
certainly distinct from the creation picture. And the re-
emergence of the former among medicval Jews is 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 positive picture, the acceptance of
Scholem’s terminology at this stage of the argument would be
seriously misleading. We should, therefore, content oursclves
with the observation that in medieval Judaism two different
mylf'h_OlOgies were in competition with one another. The com-
petition 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 as the Kabbalistic
emanation

0 Plcture with outspoken scepticism, as ligments of
1€ superstitious fantasy of man.

g IJ-Dt;'lS Worth noting, however, that there is one important dis-
inction between the Kabbalistic

emanation picture and almost
all other emg !

Kabbalists v 'nation p.i(;turcs we have (liS(:'usst. Since the
from al 1:e-\;-ele .detcrmmed t.o prove tllL.Lt their picture 1'e‘sgltcd
Jewish mbe?dl'ng and re-interpretation of the f.;l"ddli)lollﬂl
proved S};ublo Plctux-o, they f()u_nd thut.; there was one image that
world and « born. Inl the truditlon;}l picture, God‘ had ].lliLde the
be relllodeilzl.g Fhat 1t was good. If the 1)1:occs's of creation co.uld
to identjf Ct} f_uo be g, process of cmanation, it was not possible
em&nationy 11% emanation with a fall. In u.]m(.)st all othe.r
plication iSD;Lturcs, we have'ob.?crvcd, the.begmmng of multl.-
is thercforg 'eCOn‘ as th(.z beginning of a dlsturlmnce,. :1.11(1 f)vd
Not s0 ip, theq;dted \\"11;1.1 the mere process of multlphc'fttlon.
the beginnin iabbuhst';lc_ (?Jnanatlon plctjur.e. 1}1 that picture
itself 1o Seeng of subdivision and multiplication could not
Kabbaligt al 48 something evil. And hence we find that t_;he
4S8 a procegg d\vays tend to present thevery process of emanation
therefOI‘e, theue to_ the .fullnc.:ss and gogdness_oi God. They see,
thing thay e various individual manifestations not as some-
SOmething inf?s .from or sfcrives away from th_e g.odhea@ or as
is a partia] aem(’l‘_ tg it. Ever_y pzu‘_tlu,l ztllq limited ex1s’§ence
himself in N vnd' limited maniiest.atlon of God. He. manifests
alienated fo ariety of limited existences; but_ nothing can be
than the E;JHS Him and no individual existence is otl.1er

Sof. All multiplication is, therefore, nothing
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else than an oblique way of the revelation of the One. For
the One itself cannot be scen 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. Many
writers (e.g. R. Guénon, F. Shuon, A. Coomaraswamy, A. Hux-
ley, A. W. Watts) 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
are genuinely co-existent and of genuinely equal importance.
The attempt to consider one the real truth and the other a cheap
vulgarization cannot but havedisastrous 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).

o



Chapter Seven
ETHICS

It remains for us to show the connection between the conclusions
arrived at in Chapters Three to Six and the arguments with
which we have dealt in Chapters One and Two. In the carlier
chapters T have argucd that the science of ethices is a knowledge
of good and evil, and that we need such knowledge in order to
be able to distinguish what is good, i.c. what we ought to do,
fI‘Om what is evil, i.e. from what we ought not to do. If ethical
judgementg 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 cnables us to find a suitable
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 &
Cog{litive value, we can at least insist that such a man acts
against, hig knowledge; whereas, if cthical judgements have
No such cognitive Vllvlllc, we cannot even claim that his actions
are not, ip keeping with hig knowledge.

¢ have then scen that a knowledge of the good cannot

> eTived from the mere observation of wh
cople do

x.nOSt peop
In any
le

at people are doing.
hoth good and evil, and the mere observation that
le do a certain thing or want a certain thing does not
ay establish that that thing is good. This insight has
we U8 to the conclusion that when we speak of ethical knowledge
na.tnmSt mean a knowledge of human nature, but of a human
"re that is revealed to us in a special way. For if we mean

Y a knowlcdge of human nature merely a knowledge of what
natuy O and how they behave, such knowledg(? of human
l‘equif Would not include a knowledge of what Is gooq. We
a s crefore, a, picture of human nature that is not, snn}?ly
P OSitive Picture of how people act and behave. We require

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

It appears, thercfore, 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, @ 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. We 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
goals is fitting and natural behaviour. We term it good because
absolute love and absolute consciousness are in such a place in
the picture that it is fitting and appropriate that all behaviour
should be directed to them as goals — towards Relationship
in the creation picture, and towards Solitude in the 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 cannot 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 such a case
he refuses to avail himsclf of the best knowledge that is avail-
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.

We must now turn to the question whether we have found
a naturalistic basis for cthics and whether, in doing so, we
have committed the naturalistic fallacy. Tt will be recalled
that the naturalistic fallacy 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 are 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 consciousness. But it is not for that reason that we
term l'ov'e and consciousness to be good. Hence we are 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 sce, as a matter
of fact and not as a mattor 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 are inferring
values from facts, for we are designating certain facts as valu-
able. But there ig nothing fallacious in this argument because
the facts themselves are value-charged. The value judgements
are, after all, not about the positive picture, that is about a
picture \yhlc}l is compiled by statistical enumeration and an
observation in whicl everything finds a place provided it can
be secn as functiona,lly dependent on something else. The
Vfllue Judgements, on the contrary, are about the symbol
picture. A_nd that picture is not compiled according to the
neutral criterion that all those events, and only those events,
!;hz?t are fUnctionally dependent on other events, find a place
in it. In Otk}er. words, in the compilation of the symbol picture
the 11313“1'{1113'019 method has been abandoned. We have, there-
fore, o.btamed In the symhol picture a somewhat non-natural-
istic 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 that 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 related 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) potentialities 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 man’s potentialities in terms of the positive
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picture. In the positive picture we can only ascertain at any
one moment what is actually the casc. If we ascertain that a
newborn baby has certain possibilities, we do no more than say
that since all babies in the past have been known to develop
along certain paths, this baby will develop along the same
paths. If it then should turn out that that baby does not, wo
will have no other choice than to conclude that that bhaby was
not a hahy. We will, however, not be able to say that that
baby ought to have developed along the paths laid down
and that its failure to do so was a moral failure. In other
words, in the positive picture cvery statement of potentialities
of certain beings is no more than an attempt to define 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 f it
develops along certain lines. If it fails to develop along those
hne?, we have simply to confess that we have made an error
of Judgement. What we thought was a baby was, in fact,
7ol a baby. But there the maticr must rest. In the symbol
P_lCtl%rc, on the other hand, where we can determine potentiali-
ties in relation to the beginning and the end of the world and
hence according to the purposc of the existence of the being
1.11 question, a statement of potentialities will indeed be a
statement of whyt, is fit and proper; and not merely a definition.

But in the symbol picture we know of the purpose of space by
the manner jn

which it which it came into being and the manner by
of tima bCeases to exist,-; and' we know c.qually of the purpose
Tt is t}I’ the manner in which the szxcr:ﬁccs are perfor.med.
Symbof }(‘jrefore, possible, when. surveying t‘vhe two kinds of
systom é’f{cmrﬁas we have descrl.b.ed, to arrive at a proper
plcture, it Cthics that has cognitive value. In the creation
of o d, N ils fit and hecoming to man to b_e the f«'-zllow worker
endowed }n_ to exercise those faculties with which God has
is perfoot l“m- But since the ultimate reality of the cosmic order
even th OVe, man must break and sum:ender all those mq?ulses,
way of ugh they form part of crcation, which. stand in the
such SufrerfeCt love or are likely to cloud it. It is proper that
<hould leender should be sacrificial and painful, and that he
) A to love others with a completely self-denying
and self-less 1oye.

In the Cmanation picturc it is becoming to man to seek
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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 and solitude ~ but of a solitude that has ceased to ho a
state of loneliness. Ifor as long as it is loncliness, it is bound up
with an awarenecss of other beings to whom one is attached and
for whom oneislonging. Thisstate of solitude must bo 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.

Itmay 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 secks
Relationship, we found, one must pursue Solitude; and if one
seeks Solitude, one must pursue Relationship. One can never
get away from this 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 onc another. And they sustain one another
preciscly in the sense in which the corresponding feeling-states
which they symbolize sustain one another. For if they did
not sustain one another, there would be no reason why the
PUI‘Suit of the one value should have to be grounded upon the
pursult of the other — and the other way round. Ontologically
speaking, we can therefore only say this: the two symbol
T’lf:turcs look indeed like two incompatible appearances of the
\'\‘ orld. But, they symholize two sets of feeling-states (i.c. two
i‘;tzt}(’f 0\:91'(3 in A) which, though contradictory, sustain one
i l?;]:g,“lr(} one set, so t.o :%].)Cﬂl(, pushes f()_rt‘h the other; .and
field A Il t}hc- n?com'put'llnhty .must _thereforql).c'traced into
one of' tln ]Tf"tt field it 'snnpl).' is an ln(:()nlI.)iltll)lllty, but not
whicl, ()n(];e '\m(l that is logically mcon‘(.-elvublc; or one of
States on] would say that of two contradictory sets of feeling-
ing Pl‘f)poi-’it('m»c can be the case; and of the two correspol_ld-
of tut]. (-10 1(‘)115, only one can }7)0 truc.. In fact, the questllon
events th‘wtcs not cven arise. We are snlmply faced here with
Sb'mbolizc(d i oceur ;.m.d whose quality 1s.such tlll.lt they are
ances of (], XH tf\\‘o different ways that arc incompatible appear-
Situatioy, OLI World. If one understands the psychology of the
DOSsi])]Q; ¢ need not he puzzled by the fact that the two

one ]ymbOI pictures contradict onc another.
will f 00ks at man as he appears in the positive picture, one
nd that, he is

SOMegpg hits 11 always .sul)jcc.t to a certain compulsion. If
to the r)()]ic:e 1m, he can cither hit back or report the offel}der
Would 1,4 con 01 run as fast as he can. Any of these actions
and CXtenc h.s-l'dered appropriate. But if he should kneel down
Prey t, Elrc }-5 f)th.cr C].]CC]{,' one would conclude that he.\\.'as
plcture in w}el't.aln 11'1:;1tloxm.11ty. In. the terms of the positive
lnadequme’ Mich one is looking I.lt hln}, such an ac-t would bq as
Soup, Iy, . a response to being hit as whistling or eating
“Crtain Consposltl\fe picture every action is considered to have
Jail - and t}equences- In this way, an offender is put into
Jail sep enc 1ere are various ‘adequate’ ways in which such a
level, i1 i aencan be interpreted. On the lowest and most diref)t
on SOmegy aaCt of vengeance. The offender ha's mﬂl.cted pain
COmpenggy; nd the person who has suffered is entitled to a

10D, t0 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 convict is supposed to be
educated in jail and to be rcturned to society with better
habits. No matter on which level one reacts to being hit, there
is a certain rationality on cvery level. Only the exercise of
complete forgivencss 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.
Whether forgiveness is done by love or by detachment, it is
essentially an act of freedom. And we may therefore conclude
that the highest ethical value enshrined in both pictures is the
exercise of freedom; and more precisely, of a freedom which
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 real 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 psychological and a
logical one.

By the time we approach the moment of action, we do not
appear to be free at all. The several alternatives that were in
front of us have by that time disappeared from our vision.
t]ust before the moment of action there is something like an
mner compulsion to pursuc the course we will pursue, for the
simple and only reason that by that time the other alternatives
have disappeared because they look by now less reasonable
or less desirable. T would, therefore, be inclined to say that the
fqrther one is away from action, the freer one seems, for at a
dlStanC_e from the action, the number of possible alternatives
i‘;’linis 'miileed great. The closer we are to the point of action,
actio(::s t}iee we appear to f)urselxres, for thc. closer we come to
tor mi’nutgsmore alternz.xtlves that had §t111 scemed feaS}ble
tend to du ago, have disappeared. But since the altc1'1m.t1'ves
we will notapgear as we approach the 1.noment of de01519n,
at the momac ually fee} 'that we are acting under constraint
free at the ment of demm.or}. Although we arc acpually less
we cannot f01;10nt of decmo‘n thar} we were ten mn}ut% ago,
disappeareq ;e any constraint (smce tpc alternatives hz?ve
reely. Tom our vision) and we imagine that we are acting
o Téﬁc:icnoir:ilsj log?gal argument begins with Popper’s refu'tation
action we Worl?l.d Popper insists that in order to predict an
events thyg, - need. to ha.we all the information of all .the

ence it i Pll)‘rleifided 1?, untll.the very moment of: the action.
actually hay cec ically 1¥npossﬂ)le to predict an action before it
only leggy t(? ns. But 1.t seems to me tjhat this argumer}t.r.lot
of Predictioy, \a], -refl.ltil'.l}lon of detcrmn'ns:m and the feasibility
for all Prac ticv ‘1911 18 linked to determinism. I1'3 z%lso sho“{s that
as jndjstinguihli§r1)oses freedom and dfatermlmsm' are in fact
preceding P&rz; flble as our psychological reflection 1n the
To be froq if‘::Ph led us to expect. .
will. Tf one g 5 101; to.bo able to predict what one will do 0‘1‘
to he free, fop ong time away f"ron} thef act, the aci:, appemi
will happen betone cannot predict 1t. w1thou’f, knowing wl}a

Ween the point at which one is and the point
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at which the action will take place. When 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 scems silly to claim that one was able to ‘predict’ the
act, when in fact such ‘prediction’ did not precede it in time.
Thercfore 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.

We 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 we 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 evij,
There is certainly a certain amount of evil in that lack of
freedom. For if the offender is locked up for the sake of vep.
geance, there is evil. For he is now being used by the persop
he offended against in that the latter derives joy from the
suffering he can inflict on the former. When it comes to rety;.
bution, there need not be much evil. And when we come to
prevention and reform, we are not entitled to speak of evij at
all. Similarly, whenever we find an instance of genuine Symbiogig
in the positive picture, e.g. of the cohabitation of a sadist with
a masochist, we are not entitled to speak of evil. Such oy,
association, lacking the freedom required by our ethics, cannot
be good. But in view of the fact that neither of the bartnerg’
interests are sacrificed the association cannot properly p,
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 can say that they are
determined; and of which upholders of free will can say that
they are not determined. If we find genuinely free acts, in
our sense, 1n the positive picture, they must appear gratuitous,
foolish and irrational.

Acts of freedom, acts in which something that is not ordin-
arily willed is willed, are, however, fully adequate in the
symbol picture. There they appear ncither foolish nor inade-
quate. ;Ill the symbol picture, one might almost say, there is
a certain compulsion, if action is to be adequate, to act freely
- t_{) love, to detach oneself, to forgive — and to make sure that
ac%(i)szndzl not have their ordinary consequences.
to Tosign (2101011:]1%11:0 of the positive picture, 1.t is very difficult
L : 0 act freely. For such action would appear
irrational

roun and Inadequate and, in face of the circumstances
P Hing there, foolish.,
One can use o

who are g

Guite practical example to illustrate this. People
to nothin

IVen to the contemplation of the positive picture and
in Pl‘Opoiif)l:;ef will (.)ftcn argue that they can only love people
that, the In which those people are lovable. They mean

Y an love them in return for certain scrvices or

pleasures. .
them m;r If one points out to them that they ought to love
at they ought to love them in complete dis-

€ and th
vableness and their deserts, one will receive

fcigard of their 1,
e reply th. .
Ply that thig would be an unnatur:

People are alwiys 7 : al -tl'ling tp do. When
are considering 3 ) Cf)ntcmplz_xtmg the positive p'l?t}u'e, ‘ohey1
ethic is jp 1‘0a1it( natural ethic as the 'ﬁnal cthic. ll.us natura
almost, entirely l?’ not mucl.n of an_ethlc at all. For it operates
ment {hat o zn?; 001mpulsmn._1t 1s based on tl}e acknowledg(‘:%
Someone pey, ders all caught in a causal chain; and .that, 1
thus Provideg 1 uls a service or appears to us nttmctn.re and
comes in th, ;lag) €asure, we cannot but love him. Tl'us love
quality are ey ural course of cvents, and its quantity a,n.d
excercised by, 4, actly proportionate to the stimulus that 18
In such aye '© Person loved.
the loved ])Q{‘\':Exfhe invitatign or c:T'hortation 'go lgve _'more th:‘\_-li
oneself of the deserves is considered an mv1tat1(_)n to 1t
Matural causal chain. 1t must be considered an
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invitation to be free - i.c. to do as onc 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. For 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
morc love than is deserved 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 jg
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 freedop,.
When one is contemplating the positive picture, one will he
acquainted only with events that stand in a functional depey,.
dence to one another. And one will only be able to conceive
of consciousness as a reaction to a stimulus, i.e. as g 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 othep
than in response to certain objects.

We find, thercfore, that the contemplation of the positiye
picture acquaints us with the notion of necessity and copy,.
pulsion. The contemplation of the symbol picture, on the
other hand, acquaints us with the notion of freedom. But jt jq
important to note that the symbol picture not only acquaiy
us with the notion of freedom. The events of which it Consistg
are images and actions composed in the way we have describeq
These actions consist in the celebration of sacrifices and in ot}yq,,
ritual performances. The myths are presented PiCtoriauy
or cnacted on a stage. The sum total of all these observ&nces
is called religion. The contemplation of these ObserV&ncgs
acquaints us with the notion of freedom; but the acty,;
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performance of them is a training ground of freedom. A man
who has spent his whole life in religious observances and who
has been given the right instruction as to their meaning (who
has had the right metaphysical doctrine as to their meaning)
will be very much morc adept in the exercise of freedom than
a person who has either merely contemplated them without
metaphysical understanding or never contemplated them at
all. It is probable, however, that a person who has performed
or contemplated them without genuine understanding will
be less at sea in ultimate cthical matiers than a person who
has never contemplated them at all. Tt is only that a right
understanding of their significance males for a more eflicient
and more effective application of frcedom. But the person
who has been accustomed to religious obscervances all his life,
iav'en though he fails to see their significance, is likely to be
\3::}1113 1033 when confronted with an ethical judgement or
o cornplcl'zzef Of.maklng one, than the person who has remained
say that th oreigner to the symbol picturc. Hence we could
of & rits hasecontem‘plutlon of a myth or the performance
is very low wz}ln efficacy ex opere operato. But that efficacy
from 3 full undler? compared with the efficacy that stems
opere operangy erIs'candmg an(.1 which can be dcscmbed as .C-’U
to CCCIGSiasticai (‘ am adopting thf}sc terms w1tl.1 apologies
celebration g usage.) A man who is habitually given to .the

sacrifice and who knows that the memphyswal

explanation :

of the sacrifice i fhe i d
. e is the s Surr e

not for a gain that something is surrender

su In proportion to the value of the thing that is
sag?gicri:}i’nbﬁt for the sake -of men that do not descrve the
comes t(; be con??e real experience of freedom. And when he
neighbour w}, (llonted with a situation in which he is to love &
does not, desGO ocs not de.serve his love, or an cnemy Wwho
he will not rerve to be fOI'leen, he will be able to act freel)::
deserts, byt lact m proportion to the neighbour’s or ecnemy's
forgiving. An(lle Wl!l react freely and respond by loving and
contemplation unlike the. man .WhO has spent his life in the
‘unnatural’ {q of th.e positive picture, he will not consider ib
Similarly Wit‘LXOrmse such {reedom.

kind of sacrifi the man who is given to celebrating the other
sacrificial act o If he is well versed in the performance of @

that means the surrender of a temporary and
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possibly illusory self-hood, and of the attachments and desires
formed by that self-hood, for the salke, 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 sclfish aims and needs would oblige him to.

When the world, from which we draw the experience that
informs our 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
way that the response is in proportion to the stimulus. We will
calculate carefully, if we are hit, whether we ought to seek
retribution, punishment or vengeance, or whether we ought
to set up a deterrent. We 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 furthey
‘adequate’ responses on his part. But the forgiving which thyg
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 focygeg
one’s attention exclusively on the positive picture; and to gq
the unexpected must appear risky. But if one enlarges one’g
experience to take in the events of the symbol picture as we[j
then one will be familiar with occurrences of freedom. In thai,-,
case, forgiving will appear as much more natural; and one
will be able to do it much more as a matter of course thay
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, €.g. with thge
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 familigy
pattern of experience. In this way an all too exclusive fOCusing
upon the positive picture coarsens the human mind, for j¢
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restricts it to familiarity with a single pattern of cvents.
It is much more desirable that we should avail ()111‘501\"03 of
the mind’s clasticity and train it to take in the .\'_ynlbf)l 1)1051_11-3
as well, in order that it may thus become familiarized \\'11.;11
batterns of occurrences other than the one that obtains in
the positive picturce. A mind that is too familiar with the natural
Sequences of events and the purcly functional dependences
that are to he found in the positive picture, must eventually
become insensitive to the possibility of other patterns: a man
\.VhO Operates a vibrating pneumatic drill on the road, is not
hkely to bhe able to play the violin. There are two ways in
W.hiCh one can enlarge one’s vision so as to include the symbol
Picture. Ope can, first, thoroughly acquaint oneself with myth-
O.IOg.Y§ and, sccond, one can oneself perform ceremonies and
Ites, that, is, actions over and above those that arc dictated
Y the tonventional exigencies of socicty, cconomics and
bldogy— and which in terms of these three would indeed
appear hoth gy pPointless and superfluous. .
UOI‘]Ziitl;aive thus far s(‘:e.n, therefore, that ?hc, scienc_e o‘f' etllucs
"% 10 the proposition that the good is to act in freedom
;o‘l‘llilfizeu:n .a,Ct of freedom is either absolute love 011' _u‘bs(())h;:;:(;,
in freed(;ne.ss. But we not only know that the lgooc. 1s uls;ve
and natulr-r.l’ “’Cralso See‘k the frcedom_(fl'om 1.110 comp
is 3 al responses of the positive picture) to do the good.
ant that we should be able to distinguish between
© notions of freedom involved in these propositions:

‘%: We seek the freedom to do good.
B: The good is to act in freecdom.

, achieveq 1, tl

duch conten Y the c

love accordin

SOmething’)

A g ontemplation of the symbol pictu‘re.
plation teaches us that natural responses (‘to
g to the loved one’s deserts’; ‘to be conscious of
are not the only possible responses. It-SIIO?VS us
Yually ‘natural’ to respond out of proportion tO_ the
» 1.e. to respond freely. Furthermore, 1t so
ches us that not any responsc is zidf]?;ite
5 .  out of proportion; but that of al e-
E)eolnies O,ut? of P1‘0P0rtion, o}ﬂ;It(\)vo kinds arc adequate, namely,
atlonship apqg Solitude

B is a picce of knowledgc derived from the contemplation
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of the symbol picture in which acts of Relationship and Soli-
tude are both good and facts. In that picture the judgement that
they are 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 oursclves 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.

We 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 frcedom one thus becomes acquainted with can
have any application in real life. In other words and in quite
general terms: what application has the symbol picture (and
the truths pertaining to it) to the positive picture? 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 mot an absolute one.
The composition of the symbol picture begins in every case
with an event that can be found in the positive picture. This
natural event is originally taken as a symbol and is only

P
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gradually denaturalized (or, we might now say, supernatural-
ized), in order to give it greater precision as an indicator of
events in ficld A. We have scen how the process of giving it
greater precision is a process of typological speculation. The
last and most highly specified symbol is still an event which is
typ()]ogicully related to the first natural event 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
which also has its place in the positive picture. The death of
Jesus on the cross is thus, for instance, the last anti-type of a
certain type: of the death agony of a man.

It follows from this observation that whatever is said about
the symbol picture applies also to the positive picture; but
10t the other way round. If we scc a man in his death agony,
this is an event, in the positive picture and calls for very limited
iIIBnu(}c !?conic comment from the point of view of that picture.
to a]ll ;‘ 0. 5% J(.sus dying on the cross, our attention is d.m\}fn
death ‘il(:ltf? f)f nsights about the importance of a sacrificial
i Surrend“?“d} the supremely (lcsu'u'l)lc and supremely good
this part; (.31;:(1 n agony. And everything we .un(lcrs.tand abou.t
type Canw] dl version of death agony, of this particular ar.ltl-
learr;t, all a“50. be jcr'ue.of every or(lm-ary death agony. Ha.vm'g
ficance Ofﬁ(‘)rts of ln:sl'ghts and having understood the.SIgm-
Jesug’ dcatf;uch sacrificial death from the contcmplatlop.of
Picture andl on the cross, we can turn back to t!le positive
deat} apply what we have learnt to every instance of

1 8gony. And net only to every instance of bodily death
agony; ut Y Yy 1nste y

death agony also to every instance of a spiritual or mental

In thig
insightg insgpl)hcatlon to the positive picture of metaphysical

the symbol picture, we are doing, so to speak,

metaphvygioe : 80
we ol?g]f; ltc % In reverse. And in doing metaphysics in reverse
crete up; O Introduce a new concept, the concept of the con-

Hegel; fo\;-eisal. I wish to use this concept with apolqgies to
ferent from, am aware that I take it to mean something dif-
certain simﬂWh-a'.t he meant by it. But as I think that there are
to use his alities between his and my meaning, I would like

In doj term, alpeis freely.
anti-typ : g; Flf}?aphysics in reverse, we are descending from 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. IFor 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 type. 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
symbolorum.

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 are
sure of its truth, clarity and relevance to the symbol picture,
we can discard the latter and begin to see the positive picture
as so many instances of the mectaphysical theory. We then
must only guard ourselves against the mistake of assessing
the truth of the mectaphysical theory by a reference to the
positive picture. This cannot be done. The metaphysical theory
can illuminate the positive picture — but the positive picture
cannot furnish proof for the truth of the metaphysical theory
without first being denaturalized and thus transformed 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 behind?

This verse is a question about a natural event. Shelley asks
a question about the succession of the scasons. He intends
to draw our attention to the fact that winter is followed by
spring. But he does not mean us to sce no more than such a
laconic and platitudinous truth. He means to suggest 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 itsclf, it would
mean absolutely nothing. For one could only add to it the
observation that the spring that comes 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 symbol 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
pa’cural event and invite us to consider the sequence of seasons
In the positive picture as an illustration of a metaphysical
truth‘. That sequence, considered as a natural fact, would prove
nothing; and leagt of all a metaphysical insight about the
resurrection that follows death. A proof of such an insight
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can only be obtained vie the denaturalization of the symbol.
But once the symbol is there and once the metaphysical sum-
mary ismade, 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 due 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 cvent, sexual intercourse. If one ascends
the typological ladder to further and further specification,
one can obtain the following images:

1. Sexual intercourse.

2. Ceremonial wedding

3. Christian marriage

4. Christ is the bridegroom of the church
5. Unio 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. With 2. we are on the threshold of the symbol
picture, and with 5. we are 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 unio mystica
will be wise indeed.

To give a more concrete example, the case of friendship.
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As fur as one can ascertain in the positive picture, friendship,
whether it s erotieally  conditioned or not. is a relation-
ship between two people who are attracted to one another
and take pleasure in eanch other’s company for a number of
more or less well defined reasons. And if one confines one's
survey to the positive picture, one will always endeavour to
state what the reasons for the attraction are. (I am now not
considering the phenomenon of romantic passion, where the
Hove is completely out of proportion to the person loved and
where this Liek of proportion is more or less artificially induced
through various forms of frustration.) But if one descends,
:‘]’l(:“]’l(:l”;l‘;l!{, :.“ the natural .phvnomcn(m.()f friendship frf)m
o I;(»;;;-L',,“h o the symbol ]n.(-t.ur(-, onc will he nbl.e to bring
it n completely different stamp. One will then be
love, (t](),l‘(:\]-.i(;:ll:(lit :nsl a .p:mi(-u.l:w inHi.nl‘l(‘C of incommens.urate
in which, in(-(,m(;::;: )'(‘[_"I'I;S.(;n(tv.‘? ];u‘a(:c-fnl from the S_Vmb.ol picture
(o shape (1 1 ,1f.s|u.1 ¢ love has its })l:l(:C). and :w]l be able
that. the &, : .l]m ural ])‘}l(‘n()l!l('n()]] :u-cm-(lmgly.. We ﬁl}d he.re
. ]mrpl‘v < 1'“\\ cdge derived (mm.tlw s‘\"mlml .l)lCtlll‘C \\'l]! raise
W hatural phenomenon like friendship to a spiritual
1”_'11.‘”. I could not have attained otherwise. Early Patristic
tradition aseribed o saving to Jesus which was not received
'_“ the canonjen] Cospels and which we may quote in this
context,, it explains that its author saw the typological
setween the natural phenomenon of one’s love for
N vou lll“un(l 1}1(- love of God: ‘Do you l(y)vc vour brother?
In Sf ¢ God. Kneel down and '\vorslnp.
‘*”H\n:ltj(;”‘ e way onc could derive great help from the
death, Aq ul’”'ture in regard to the natl}ml Ii)hcno}nenon (.)f
PULS a1y ey tI(’UI‘C!y nutum}l cvent, (louth. is painful in t¥1at it
of r(:ulm(),.p“(’ CX_lstchcc. But if it is considered as an anti-type
a8 the g0 o0 it will be understood as a ‘natural’ process,
the Symlm]' “ that is the reverse of the systole. And similarly,
' Picture can throw some light upon the relationship
parcnt d]ﬂ’:::n)ts ;md children.. A ch.ild’s atti'tude to its male
’ “US[)(s(-trt]]O oundly from its attitude tO'lt.S femz.xle parent.
child g Wc]ll X " 12t part of the reason why t}us is 50, is that th.e
culir i“Ht;m(.Ch the parents see the.sc relationships as a.pa-rtx-
symbol pieg - of the concrete .umversal to be found in the
y urc. In the symbol picture, the father is the creator
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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 annul 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 this 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. We 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 have 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 this way, draws our atten-
tion to aspects of the natural world which would never become
apparent if we confined our gaze to nature alone.

We see, therefore, that the symbol picture 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 picture, once it has
been contemplated for a considerable time and once one has
taken part in its performance, becomes as such 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 metaphysical doctrine is
a doctrine about the most highly specified symbols. Only the
contemplation of those symbols will make one sce the truth of
these doctrines. But since the highly specified symbol 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 scen directly, 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 be applied to the relevant natural event.
. Consider for example the doctrine that love is absolute. This
15 a doctrine about a whole series of specified, supernatural
symbols. But the series was built upon a natural event, which
was the original type. That event, for instance, is an act of
isurrender. This act is a natural event and can find a place
in the pqsitive picture. If onc 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
natu.ral. event in a certain light, namely as a type of, e.g., Jesus’s
sacmﬁm_al. death for the redemption of mankind. And since
tbe 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
oncself. A death is then seen not just as a death in which certain
natural forces naturally prevailed over others; but as a fype
of an act of absolute love.

We 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. Without 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. OQur days are so taken up with utilitarian and

Q
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practical pursuits, and we are 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 cyes. 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 are not in a position to point at
a symbol picture to which they apply and which alone can
make them appear plausible. When they are put forward,
they stand condemned as irrclevant 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
ptlh'tarian pursuits and aims entail, therefore, a situation that
15 quite self-consistent. There is nothing that jars or stands
out. For we know of metaphysics through the symbol picture;
of the symhol 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 two will 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,
metaphysics and field A will both disappear from our ken
Wflthout lea:ving 50 much as a trace. It is not that the awareness
(f)ore\‘{?‘gts In field A might compel us to review the s?tuation,
dentlv; 10ut the symbols, we have argued, there is no indepen-
wareness of these events. And it is not that the truth of
metaphysical doctrines would make us realize that the positive
Pl_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
for the Tecognition of the special character of mental events
n field A. The only clue to both metaphysics and these events
is the symbo] picture. And if we have no time for, or interest
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in, the symbol picture, no amount 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
will not find any ground 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 two 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
knowledge 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 tcchnological progress
there goes a moral determination, the like of which has never
been seen. We are determined today to climinate 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 sucecess; but not about the firmness of our desire to establish
oral order and not about the conviction that moral order
18 desirable. The only observation onc 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
Or'der is based upon the conception that evil can best be
fahmina,ted by the establishment of a vast and complicatedly
Inter-related system of symbiosis. Given the fact that a great
deal of suffering can be eliminated when every sadist finds his
Masochist and a system of universal symbiosis is established
% would be hoth foolish and irresponsible to rcfuse one’s
CO-operation.
o vertheless, I would add a comment. The establjshmf?nt
oy :rUm'versa'l sy.st.em of symbiosis will depend upon persuading
SIIccy single individual of the fact that he ought to ‘fit in’. The
ons ess of the morz.xl effort along these lines will depend, there-
ever’ uPOI} 2 certain degree of selflessness and self-.denia,l. For
or ay Individual must allow himself to be ‘used’ in one Way
PTo I.IOther. True, the system, when finally established, will
meIde corresponding compensations for such selflessness and
endeavour to alleviate the pain caused by the hurt to
People’s pride, which such co-ordination must of necessity
cause. But af, the same time it stands to reason that people will
béa? 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 theattempttoestablish a universalsystem 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 moral endeavour to establish within its frame-
work a universal system of symbiosis, we will endanger the
success of that system. Ifor as genuine moral training in
freedom is pushed into the background and overlooked, indi-
viduals will become more and more intractable. They will 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 symbiosis may well
defeat itself. Whereas, on the other hand, a more persistent
preoccupation with education for freedom, as we have described
in this book, is likely to malke 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 nomenclature.

The question arises as to whether it is appropriate to describe
the symbol picture as a non-natural picture. One might be
tempted to use for the symbol picture the term ‘supernatural’
if it were not for the fact that that word has been so persistently
misused. 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 occurrences. 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 are 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 are supernatural events. The more elaborate
the positive picture which 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
complete in every respect and therefore reserve the right to
Interpolate it with ‘supernatural’ occurrences. But they do
not entertain the possibility that the positive picture is only
one .Of several possible appearances of the World. By treating
1t 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 cannot
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
for ffhe finality 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. They mutually sustain 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 firmness. 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 how 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 i.s 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 fron.l the contemplation of the
symbol picture, requires the exercise of freedom. This is the
final and most abstract formulatlpn of ethical science — since
it comprises both elements of eth19&1 knowledge, Relationship
as well as Solitude. From the point of view of the positive
picture, the exercise of freedom appears as something unnatural,
or as something against nature. .It 1s not natural to forgive,
to love more than the loved object warrants or deserves, to
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be conscious without being conscious of something, etc. The
exercise of freedom, therefore, is an unnatural or supcrn.ntural
act. And yet, from the point of view of the symbol picture,
the exercise of freedom is a natural and fitting act. We find
then, in the end, that the question as to whether the excereise
of freedom is a natural or a supernatural virtue, is & question
of words. Perhaps the most sensible way of putting it is this.
The natural, positive picture docs not teach us to exercise free-
dom. But if that picture is transformed into the non-natural
or supernatural symbol picture, the exercise of freedom will
appear as something natural. Hence we can conclude that our
conception of ethics as the science of the good depends on
whether the positive picture is transformed into the symbol

picture, that is, upon the transformation of nature into super-
nature.
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