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CHAPTER FIVE

“Do you think your death is premature?” he said.

“Every death is premature. There’s no sufficient
reason why we can't live a hundred and fifty years.
Some people actually do it, according to a headline I
saw at the supermarket.”

“Do you think it's a sense of incompleteness that
causes you the deepest regret? There are things you
still hope to accomplish. Work to be done, intellectual
challenges to be faced.”

“The deepest regret is death. The only thing to
face is death. This is all I think about. There’s only
one issue here. I want to live.”

“So you're saying, Jack, that death would be just
as threatening even if you'd accomplished all you'd
ever hoped to accomplish in your life and work?”

“Are you crazy? Of course. That's an elitist idea.
Would you ask a man who bags groceries if he fears
death not because it is death but because there are
still some interesting groceries he would like to bag?”

“Well said.”

“This is death. I don’t want it to tarry awhile so I
can write a monograph. I want it to go away for
seventy or eighty years.”

“Your status as a doomed man lends your words a
certain prestige and authority. I like that. As the time
nears, I think you'll find that people will be eager to
hear what you have to say. They will seek you out.”

“Are you saying this is a wonderful opportunity
for me to win friends?”

“I'm saying you can’t let down the living by slip-
ping into self-pity and despair. People will depend on
you to be brave. What people look for in a dying
friend is a stubborn kind of gravel-voiced nobility, a
refusal to give in, with moments of indomitable hu-
mor. You're growing in prestige even as we speak.




-sauI1as STy} I 21n3da] 2L61 ay Al 0) -
. r : ‘ S1DA|U ;
aw SuniAul 10§ 3aRIUIWOD) 3y} 0} [nyayesd ue | "00T -7 (€461 ‘ssa1g Ans1oajNf)

3 ®) 9 In
Spuquie) [3ug ‘e8puquie]) 128 ayj Jo swajqoid wWoLy uotssiuwzad Aq pajupdiy
- ¥ B

‘A
se papieda1 aq Ajqeuoseal ued yjeap gaq;g;{%&u?:éngiz??a J[‘m)
jeap ([en . !
ue se papiedar A[qeuosear sI | o
‘3[qeIa[ojul ‘[[e Je S[qeAIdU0D 2134 i
legilpmliieﬁqmoé SMO[[0] 31 SI JJI] Uewny e jeym pue ss:;uifi :i ;. 1:1
_Jue a.u.sap uewny jnoge $3jo0ej woij jey; eapt ay} atésml l.l ‘|mp
Eeqs I'_l_uaq; MO[[OJ J0U T[eys [ 3J1] g; Buﬂmat;: Zf; OJ;E 8131“1 .
sem 1 asnedaq snl ‘prp uny u? I ‘9J1 1
i)?\:;?elif SeMm 3eap Jey; pres asey 0} maasb a%um:u; g::;}q :].Nf‘i{u,g
! uro 1N
- 0g "paIeaj aq 0} Suryawos ‘[enba sut ok
,gjfﬁjeﬁ 121.[? pue aj11 03 Jurueaw Ay} z\eﬁ qn,eags;sﬂ} ’vl:‘l:;;
Aem JuaIafIp AI9A [RIDA ? oA
i | 1 b S Srua worgounfur jeyy) s
‘ (femAue ‘aaey 0} U=y e} 2q Y31 I b2
Paap,e‘ﬂmg jeap Iedj JOU p[noys am jelj uesw J,:Ju ;gﬂp ;k:;.] s
19;\;40;{ Sumueaw ay3 SOAIZ yjeap ‘asuas e ul ‘0s 1183 :( n‘;'"}lu']l'llﬂ:
'a . - - S E 10 ; ‘ l :
! ‘eap noyyim ajey e
[ ‘sso[Buruesw aq pnom e s g ol
-wy “jou aIe am je ST 31 Suny} pood e jey |
ALLI:II ;;?xus? ey f[E;tjomun ale am IayRyMm uopsa:lr;l;aglql ::::\1 |
! " . -
1 mapuay siaydosoqyd arom oym si  Snajases
g::.tofuué?‘sc{q; '[pnos ays Jo Aypeyown oy ‘Aes ydnu auone: :J’::!;
tnds parpuny AN 1,,'322(qns [enjuds paipury 10 ]({ e
Ertl[}é;;'[ouxmt aqi U0, SATIAS © UL 2IMJII B St ] paje)s A i

SUIIIN PAOU]

Aypeyrounu] Jo winipa],
U0 SuonIa[aY 2seD) somndonjeiA

ISION 2111\ “Of[T]2q uoq—
. WAsAs 3y jeaq 03 Ljuo ji
‘appIms 03 Auewr aaup pmom sajep 10eXy “3IaY} 3,usI
¥ pudjard ues am ‘umowyun ayy ym padey "umouy
-un ayj Ieay oy ySnous peq s;j1 ‘jou APnjosqy,,
L#EY¥eap anoA jo aum
PUE 9jep j0exa ayy mouy o3 1ajaad nok PMop,,
.31 Burfysyes e aar 0 aqissoduu
$3U003q 31 “paysqe)sa st yyeap mox aoupy "as[ey,,
««¢9ST¥J 10 3NI] *}S3[[NJ 313 03 3j1] 24| 0) uidaq
UBD 3y a10§aq a1p 03 Sutod s1 ay pjoy aq 03 sey uos
-1ad y Juawajeys e st 213H "Zunaay si 31 asneoaq snom
-21d arows st ajiy aaraq oy uosear ou sIalay] ‘op],,
JI.ON!I
£8nopaxd axow pip e axyewr yieap jo
19303ds ayy sa0q "prryd € “opm v "Jnoqe 31ndas [29) am
asouy} are s3unyy snomard Adaap 3sow ayy -anx L,
. 8uny; uuaamb snomue ue s3] ¢Aramxue
pue Ieaj uo paseq ssausnowaid e st pood JeUM,,
ésnopaid
Slow ajy xyew yeap jo a8pajmouy imo 3,usao(y,,
. 9[duwoour 31
SeEW jeyMm sTjeaq jaja[duwoour aq 31 pnoo MOL],,
~£213[dwodur moyawos st
{ESP noyytm ay1f aaa1[aq nok o(g e[ ‘Juaqaoxy,,
L sarerd
SSUDI| Iy} uo sawewpIu 1ay) yim ardoay,,
,,-ardoad
MOJ[RYS "saaswayy Sutd] aie asimiayjo wrep oym
9SOUL "Jua)x@ 2wos 0} yjeap Ieay [re apq W8y,
. Prdms Apyardwory “Azern sjeyr,,
#2311 JO prexrje a1e oym asou
218 jeap reay oym ajdoad Ajuo aipy 3A31[2q noA o(g
"ieap ueyy 1a3uoxns st Sunyjopy,, ‘pres ay ,,‘poos),,
.'STeak uornu e ur jop],
~£¥eap uey) 128uoxys st ano] aAa12q nof o(,,
‘aredaisip fenred ur sem
~I1E3S 9U03s molreu anoqe 3as ‘Surwoo] pue plo a1am
SISNOY 3Y], 'punoIe auo ou sem a1ay] ‘}oas Sur
-Pulm pue daass e jo apppru ay umop payTem app
11 I 03 dAey
1 ‘Apoq umo mo4k noqe 31 Azey e Sunean 21,N0A

(74

B



The Makropulos Case 75
74 WILLIAMS

lear of death that in some qf his pages ;egmsef’]er;\(;s;:
lg, acldresses himself to proving that tl:Ieat 115 ;on 2
ieretius has two basic arguments for this con(él usi n,the
I} Important feature of them both that the con uiuorl in)f
ls the very strong consequence—and seelr?stci e‘?.;astyit -
#il to have the consequence—that, for onese ab it r,than
i svme whenever one dies, that a long hfe. is n(l}o.1 ette Lo,
.OI'I one. That is to say, death is never an e\_rll int ei.'l si)nst ot
iuly that there is no one for Whom dymg is an ev iat ; fhat
h ¢ |8 no time at which dying is an evil—sooner or J

an evil is in fact as near as I shall get to considering whethg
should be feared: they are not quite the same question.

My title is that, as it is usually translated into English,
play by Karel Capek which was made into an opera by Jan

to a state of boredom, indifference, and coldness, Everything |
joyless: “In the end it is the same,” she says, “singing and ¢
lence.” She refuses to take the elixir again; she dies; and th
formula is deliberately destroyed by a young woman among th
protests of some older men.

EM's state Suggests at least this, that death is not necessarily

an evil, and not just in the sense in which almost everyb

T first argument? seeks to interpret the fear of cit:ati; ::t;

iislon, based on the idea that'we shall be there ade:ir i
1L iopine our loss of the praemia vitae, the rewards ;n berEd

'llfu, and to be upset at the s.,plectacle of our bo t1ese cessaril’
il 50 forth. The fear of death, it is suggested, m}lsdnad = 1);
the fear of some experiences had when one is eCES: e
piulh I8 annihilation, then there' are no such expenfn nci i
[tttrean phrase, when death is therg, we arfeh{;ot‘, 2111 ey
Wit nre there, death is not. So, death being annihi atio lf’ e

Authing to fear. The second argument> ad‘dressels t1tse 2 Say);
fit the question of whether one dies earlier or aI erc,)r e ey
it one will be the same time dead hoxyeverl_ear y I SAe
“ilien, and therefore one might as ;vz]i c::; iz?:u;efn zis Pt
it woth arguments we can conclu )
}rltt::{lf::' twrtinetghilum—death is nothing to us, and does not matter

evil because it is not the end, and by others, because it is. Thera g al “‘1:“' second of these arguments seems even on the face of

{hiings to contradict the first. For it must imply that if therelztl;egee
il Ini'lc period of death, such that if you died lat.er you wot1} E
ilead for less time, then there would be sonll.e pt(.nnt in ‘1:;:;1 sl:fse
ier. But that implication ma .
lo later rather than earlier. ‘ . :
:ilill't‘ly only on the supposition that what is wrong with (li)y}ng
3 i‘unﬂis"ts in something undesirable about the condition of being
~ ilead. And that is what is denied by dtl‘;e first e;rglun;e::znd -
ote i is, the oddness of the -
More important than thlS,‘t : e se r
ment can hIc:Ip to focus a difficulty a]r.ead.y 1mphc1? in _the fn(')sr::
'I'h‘c first argument, in locating the ob}ect1pn ttnzl)'l dty111111gt ;fmas (_;) =
jecti i d exposing tha
wed objection to being dead, an. . 1
f‘lunfusiogl with being alive, takes it as genuinely true of life that

find a diagnosis of the belief in immortality, and indeed a re-
proach to it, in the idea that it constitutes a consolation, have a

reproach. k!
Most famous, perhaps, among those who have found com-
fort in the second option, the prospect of annihilation,
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why the second life, by these standards alone, is not to be ';-:
thought better than the first. But if it is, then there must be -
something wrong with the argument which tries to show that b
there is nothing worse about a short life than a long one. The &
argument locates the mistake about dying in a mistake about

consciousness, it being assumed that what commonsense thinks: i
about the worth of the praemia vitae and the sadness of their
(conscious) loss is sound enough. But if the praemia vitae are e
valuable, even if we include as necessary to that value con-
sciousness that one possesses them, then surely getting to the =
point of possessing them is better than not getting to that point, =
longer enjoyment of them is better than shorter, and more of :
them, other things being equal, is better than less of them. But
if so, then it just will not be true that to die earlier is all the same =
as to die later, nor that death is never an evil—and the thought =
that to die later is better than to die earlier will not be dependent
on some muddle about thinking that the dead person will be -
alive to lament his loss. It will depend only on the idea, appar- =
ently sound, that if the praemia vitae and consciousness of them
are good things, then longer consciousness of more praemia is 2
better than shorter consciousness of fewer praemia. 3

Is the idea sound? A decent argument, surely, can be mar-
shaled to support it. If I desire something, then, other things
being equal, I prefer a state of affairs in which I get it from one =

plan for a future in which I get it rather than not. But one future,
for sure, in which I would not get it would be one in which I
was dead. To want something, we may also say, is to that extent
to have reason for resisting what excludes having that thing: and -
death certainly does that, for a very large range of things that -
one wants.* If that is right, then for any of those things, wanting =
something itself gives one a reason for avoiding death. Even §
though if I do not succeed, I will not know that, nor what I am 2
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missing, from the perspective of the wanting agent it is rational
to aim for states of affairs in which his want is satisfied, and
hence to regard death as something to be avoided; that is, to
regard it as an evil.

It is admittedly true that many of the things I want, [ want
only on the assumption that I am going to be alive; and some
people, for instance some of the old, desperately want certain
things when nevertheless they would much rather that they
and their wants were dead. It might be suggested that not
just these special cases, but really all wants, are conditional on
being alive; a situation in which one has ceased to exist is not to
be compared with others with respect to desire-satisfaction—
rather, if one dies, all bets are off. But surely the claim that all
desires are in this sense conditional must be wrong. For con-
sider the idea of a rational forward-looking calculation of sui-
cide; there can be such a thing, even if many suicides are not
rational, and even though with some that are, it may be unclear

. lo what extent they are forward-looking (the obscurity of this

with regard to suicides of honor is an obscurity in the notion of
shame). In such a calculation, a man might consider what lay
before him, and decide whether he did or did not want to un-
dergo it. If he does decide to undergo it, then some desire pro-
pels him on into the future, and that desire at least is not one
that operates conditionally on his being alive, since it itself re-
solves the question of whether he is going to be alive. He has an
unconditional, or (as I shall say) a categorical desire.

The man who seriously calculates about suicide and rejects it,
only just has such a desire, perhaps. But if one is in a state in
which the question of suicide does not occur, or occurs only as
total fantasy—if, to take just one example, one is happy—one
has many such desires, which do not hang from the assumption
of one’s existence. If they did hang from that assumption, then
they would be quite powerless to rule out that assumption’s be-
ing questioned, or to answer the question if it is raised; but
clearly they are not powerless in those directions—on the con-
trary they are some of the few things, perhaps the only things,
that have power in that direction. Some ascetics have supposed
that happiness required reducing one’s desires to those neces-
sary for one’s existence, that is, to those that one has to have
yranted that one exists at all; rather, it requires that some of
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one’s desires should be fully categorical, and one’s existence it-
self wanted as something necessary to them. 3
To suppose that one can in this way categorically want things
implies a number of things about the nature of desire. It implies, j-
for one thing, that the reason I have for bringing it about that I
get what I want is not merely that of avoiding the unpleasant-
ness of not getting what I want. But that must in any case be
right—otherwise we should have to represent every desire as &
the desire to avoid its own frustration, which is absurd.
About what those categorical desires must be, there is not '52
much of great generality to be said, if one is looking at the happy
state of things: except, once more against the ascetic, that there
should be not just enough, but more than enough. But the ques-
tion might be raised, at the impoverished end of things, as to
what the minimum categorical desire might be. Could it be just -
the desire to remain alive? The answer is perhaps “no.” In say- |
ing that, I do not want to deny the existence, the value, or the & 2
basic necessity of a sheer reactive drive to self-preservation: hu- &
manity would certainly wither if the drive to keep alive were no
stronger than any perceived reasons for keeping alive. But if th
question is asked, and it is going to be answered calculatively,
then the bare categorical desire to stay alive will not sustain the
calculation—that desire itself, when things have got that far, has
to be sustained or filled out by some desire for something else,
even if it is only, at the margin, the desire that future desires of"
mine will be born and satisfied. But the best insight into the
effect of categorical desire is not gained at the impoverished end
of things, and hence in situations where the question has actu
ally come up. The question of life being desirable is certainly "
transcendental in the most modest sense, in that it gets by far'
its best answer in never being asked at all. ;
None of this—including the thoughts of the calculative sui-
cide—requires my reflection on a world in which I never occur
at all. In the terms of “possible worlds” (which can admittedly!
be misleading), a man could, on the present account, have a
reason from his own point of view to prefer a possible world in
which he went on longer to one in which he went on for less
long, or—like the suicide—the opposite; but he would have n@
reason of this kind to prefer a world in which he did not occu
at all. Thoughts about his total absence from the world would
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have i i i
e ;grlrt::eof alddlffer-ent kind, impersonal reflections on the
world of his presence o absence: of the same kind

Never to have been born counts highest of all,”s are well met

by the old Jewish re ly, *
ten thousand.” PY, “How many are so lucky? Not one in

he i

:l :; tp;:s;:;aﬁ:ecount, grounded in desires—categorical desires—
Bl s: be, on the basis of these, has reason to regard pos-
e fmmeils. a m'lsfortur.le to be avoided, and we, looking at
nmlgl o is }ﬁomt. of view, would have reason to regard his
P des nois s mxsf(?rtune. Nagel, however, if | understand
!lvcéssarﬂy grosuetfc::; 11:1 tslfgritsusze t}}at I}Jffaclils o e
e 31 . € of what desires or go :
F;’,I,-L-z Efal;at% {’us; as In the betrayal case, jt could be a m;;fsoifuiee
B e to e betrayed, even though he did not havye any de-
Ot to be betrayed. If this js a correct account, Nagel’syres-

- bning is one step farther away from Utilitarianism on this mat

;wr: Ltll;fan nu;?e,zjal;ld it rests on an independent kind of value that
tciently Utilitarian person mj j j
ght just reject, where
::ﬁll:gint cannot merely be rejected by a Utillitarian persa;nm'}tr
_ 0 me, since he must if he is to be consistent, and otl;elr
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{ime an evil, and it is always better to live than die. Nagel
il, from his point of view, does seem to permit that conclu-
uven though he admits some remarks about the natural
vl life and the greater misfortune of dying in one’s prime.
Wider consequences follow. For if all that is true, then it
4 i though it would be not only always better to live, but
_fﬁ_t‘ lo live always, that is, never to die. If Lucretius is wrong,
Apem committed to wanting to be immortal.

[t would be, as has been repeatedly said, with other things
ital, No one need deny that since, for instance, we grow old
it bur powers decline, much may happen to increase the rea-
i for thinking death a good thing. But these are contingen-
4, We might not age; perhaps, one day, it will be possible for
1ie of us not to age. If that were so, would it not follow then
il, more life being per se better than less life, we should have
inon so far as that went (but not necessarily in terms of other

thin i
s é;sr:;;gg equal, attach disutility to any situation that
N to prevent, and he certainly has good rZé

reven i i
;res. TL 1eissﬁuatmn that involves the nonsatisfaction of
» granted categorical desires, death has 3 disuti

are stro <
et fu?t%l :a:sgs :1(:3 adopt I:us kind of consideration as we
; : eper thought
likely i‘to-ﬁll up the apparent gapg be;i(;utﬂtlhls question se i) iiliibitants) to live forever? EM indeed bears strong, if fictional,
?@Hf; it is hard to believe, for one thir I:h e two sorts of arg i Wilness against the desirability of that; but perhaps she still la-
ngent fact that people have cate ori gfd af the Supposed con Qqn‘ml under some contingent limitations, social or psychologi-
gorical desires can really be; ~1al, that might once more be eliminated to bring it about that

tuilly other things were equal. Against this, I am going to sug-
jiuit that the supposed contingencies are not really contingen-
|, that an endless life would be a meaningless one, and that
- Wi could have no reason for living eternally a human life. There
14 no desirable or significant property that life would have more
ul, or have more unqualifiedly, if we lasted forever. In some
iirt, we can apply to life Aristotle’s marvelous remark about
' I?‘lnln’s Form of the Good: “Nor will it be any the more good for
hsling eternal: that which lasts long is no whiter than that which
Jerishes in a day.”? But only in part; for, rejecting Lucretius, we
ive already admitted that more days may give us more than
pne day can. 7
If one pictures living forever as living as an embodied person
"5;: in the world rather as it is, it will be a question, and not so trivial
. anmay seem, of what age one eternally is. EM was 342; because
for 300 years she had been 42. This choice (if it was a choice) I

world. But a2
misfortune E?ihg:ﬂl.t anan-type argument further grounds the
desires anc’i v ther: is ongé In certain features of X namely hi.ﬂ
’ is no : ¥ ’ i
are no such grounds 11 a given world, then a fortioy; there

But now: if de ’

: ath, other things bej i

e s €. i ; i ’ p
and a longer life is better than ag sho;*?g" *;-'i‘}ual, IS @ misfortune, 8 am personally, and at present, well disposed to salute—if one
e, and we reject the | - had to spend eternity at any age, that seems an admirable age
; to spend it at. Nor would it necessarily be a less good age for a

woman: that at least was not EM’s problem, that she was too old
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lly of any question of the particular character that EM

haracter at all.
| i ost, that she has a human c at
o come it everything that e L‘lelnit'(?l‘uctllfil:é.alg;e sort of character for which the difficul-

boredom connected with the fact that everything that could ; B s e wonidl have loas sigrificance than they

Pen and make sense to one particular human being of 42 ,' g {0 have for EM might be one who at the beginning was

lllke# what she is at the end: cold, withd‘rawn, alreaLc}y 1f:5:
‘ Jlor him, the prospect of unending cold is presumably e
In that f1e is used to it. But with him, the ques'tmnl.cfan : o
different place, as to why he wants the unendltrlllg ife ; thé
‘ . inning like EM is at the end,
 more he is at the begmmng. . ; y
j g;:wo there is for categorical desire to kee}g 1:11:; Igecggri, :Ed
o i EM'’s case, he
toulil the desire for death. In e, b d
E ﬁ;i:"t' from life both kill desire and consist in th_e d;ath oi) :::
iWllm is already enough like that to sustain life m.t ose ct "
{ ‘5!’1# may well be one who had nothing to make him wa}r:o e
i 401, But even if he has, and we conceive of atperson_ ;:ence
iy i dy stony exi 2
: to sustain forever an already
| A those, one hopes a larger
i possibili ill be of no comfort to those, .
B ot i they want to live more.
i longer because they  live
ity, who want to Ilve. : : i
e i -Lucretian hope for con g li :
- [\ meet the basic anti : Pe continuing life that
i tegorical desire, EM’s un g S
T arily so relative to just those de
fldl is inadequate, and necessarily s ve tojust those de.
i ter which go into the hope. :
i and conceptions of charac _ hope: Tha
i ince it i t direct response, tha
i1y important, since it 1s th_e mos ; :
:h:’:ltm h:}l)ve been adequate if thle hop'e;sdbolt-ll'; S?I;il:?;:l ;:r-
“What it initi d to be. It also satisfied o .
whiat it initially seeme alst S, b s
; iti t be satisfied by anything
il conditions that mus . e hon oeaaets tia
' 2 fillment of my anti-Lucretia pe, na
| i The second important
‘ ho lives forever. The s
Jiould cleaxly be me w i ich I ive should be one that,
. ion is that the state in which I surv . that
:»::'"::l“l?)f;king forward, will be adequately related, in the life it

mnner deatIl WO l e W \% 1% i rvive at a]l.

i for what exactly that
=4 . Imi i : That i mula, and necessarily so, '
e i 1 bea word o Bourbor o l‘ﬁ:;:::i:f: :vilgiul:ef(:;ust depend to some extent on what kind of

have.

dlms and (as one might say) prospects for myselfé ir;l(;;vlo ;;er
What we can say is that since [ am propelled forwai: into longer
life by categorical desires, what is prorruszdorfn;lsits n(-)ljght s

ires. The limiting cas .

lhopes for those desires R el
: ised life held out some hope‘]us ‘ :
::::n}e)glo‘t;r;?;e, that future desires of mine will be born and sat

at the age she continued to be at. Her problem lay in h

repetitious in this way, but varied? Then the problem shifts, tg
the relation between these varied experiences, and the fixed!
character: how can it remain fixed, through an endless series of
Very various experiences? The experiences must surel
to her without really affecting her; she must be, as EM is, d

tached and withdrawn, :

forgetting nothing, and it is unclear how much could even
happen. ;

The more one reflects to any realistic degree on the condi- .
tions of EM’s unending life, the less it seems a mere contingency
that it froze up as it did. That it is not a contingency is suggested
also by the fact that the reflections can sustain themselves inde- |
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isfied; but if that were the only categorical desire that carried me
forward into it, at least this seems demanded, that any image I
have of those future desires should make it comprehensible to
me how in terms of my character they could be my desires.
This second condition the EM kind of survival failed, on re-
flection, to satisfy; but at least it is clear why, before reflection,
it looked as though it might satisfy the condition—it consists,
after all, in just going on in ways in which we are quite used to
going on. If we turn away now from EM to more remote kinds
of survival, the problems of those two conditions press mor
heavily right from the beginning. Since the major problems o
the EM situation lay in the indefinite extension of one life, a
tempting alternative is survival by means of an indefinite serie
of lives. Most, perhaps all, versions of this belief that have ac-:
tually existed have immediately failed the first condition: the
get nowhere near providing any consideration to mark the dif
ference between rebirth and new birth. But let us suppose the
problem, in some way or another, removed; some condition
of bodily continuity, minimally sufficient for personal identity,
may be supposed satisfied. (Anyone who thinks that no suc
conditions could be sufficient, and requires, for instance, con
ditions of memory, may well find it correspondingly difficult
find an alternative for survival in this direction that both satisfi
the first requirement, of identity, and also adequately avoid
the difficulties of the EM alternative.) The problem remains o
whether this series of psychologically disjoint lives could
an object of hope to one who did not want to die. That is, in m
view, a different question from the question of whether it w
be him—which is why I distinguished originally two differ
requirements to be satisfied. But it is a question; and even if t
first requirement be supposed satisfied, it is exceedingly uncleat Wi agreei :
that EM second can wm.m%mm will be so, even if one Emwmvmo accepiif A :r:.m:.ﬁ 0 g0 on if he found them congenial. But that is a
the idea, itself problematical, that one could have reason to feafilf ) 5 . z "
the future pain of someone who was merely bodily continuou# | L nust be beside the point, and the idea that it is not beside
with one as one now is.®
There are in the first place certain difficulties about how m
a man could consistently be allowed to know about the serie
his lives, if we are to preserve the psychological disjointness t I of the ; :
is the feature of this model. It Emmrw\ be that each would in f ; am.L“_&:ﬁ.__M_w _Mvmmm Mﬂﬁ M_mmmmwwwnm Hfe could be something that he
have to seem to him as though it were his only life, and tha heve are imp olmsﬂ\m: d m».E obscure issues here, byt
re, ut per-

feason that might move him to Opt out of that life and dest
__,_::mm: (being recurrent, under conditions of bodily nobmwwu.\
:? Eo_.hE not make one Fammnanmzmv. But physical pain and
# nastiness are to the maximum degree independent of what
ONne’s desires and character are, and the degree of Emsmmnmmoﬂ

Jresent Ones, so as to be satisfied or the reverse with this m
1::: promise of continued existence. |f he can regard this ?Hw .
ile as an O.Emn.ﬁ of hope, then equally it must be possible for h im
:‘_ regard it with alarm, or depression, and—as in the sim _Mﬂ
Ptin case—opt out of it, If We cannot make sense of his e % :
laining that choice, then we have not made sense of this f %
life being adequately related to hi i gt el
B e . (0] s present life, so that it could
natively, be something he might want in wanting not to die
Ml can we clearly make sense of that choice? For if Emluo_..

Huthing left by which he can j i

y judge it at all, at | i
.?_., him; whereas if we leave EmBmE\ Emlmzaﬂ”mmm_mmmun MM.H”M
WE:: irrelevant to that future life, since (to adapt the mwwn:ummﬂ

110t belong to it, as (perha i
" 0 it, ps) that he will re
hat he wanted in the earlier life, And when EmHmMHM:H.HM_MMMMWM M
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haps enough has been said to cast doubt on this option

herently satisfyin :
. g the desire t : :
disposed to think that o 0 stay alive. While few w

#llvity or satisfaction, and what is essentially EM’s prob-
hne way or another, remains. In general we can ask what
lioul the imagined activities of an eternal life that would
oll the principal hazard to which EM succumbed, bore-
The Don Juan in Hell joke, that heaven’s prospects are
__:E: and the devil has the best tunes, though a tired fancy in
{f, al least serves to show up a real and (I suspect) a profound
y, of providing any model of an unending, supposedly
dlalyinyg, state or activity that would not rightly prove boring
Hyune who remained conscious of himself and who had
tecl a character, interests, tastes, and impatiences in the
iiae of living, already, a finite life. The point is not that for

ijmed states or activities, and that they would be objection-
0 Jiust on the utilitarian or hedonistic ground that they had
%! lu dlisagreeable feature. If that were all there was to it, we
\agine the feature away, along no doubt with other dis-
¢ features of human life in its present imperfection. The
{# rather that boredom, as sometimes in more ordinary

. t case singularl

: : gularly demo

MOMMM the »%zm:c\ of a mmznmmwc of emotional ﬁnwmm:nm Mmﬂm

mmzowm:mm " M nzzno_ﬂgbmv_m. One thing that the fantasy rmm.

onnection, both as cause

o . and as conse uence,

Emmrm._ Tw%:._m o:m.nmdmm of experiences rather z..mnw anoth
fNg to engage in one sort of thing rather than another an

ronment. Nothing less will do for eternity than some-
that makes boredom unthinkable. What could that be?
(if there were ! [ Winelhing that could be guaranteed to be at every moment ut-
person but a vhm:wwﬁwomd:& of them: he is not, eventually, uily absorbing? But if a man has and retains a character, there
In discussing the last &ommum h 1l 10 reason to suppose that there is anything that could be ..nr.mr
from the very direct response EW»MM% ave moved a little a {, lacking a conception of the guaranteedly absorbing activity,
to the hope that one would never di 4l tries merely to think away the reaction oﬁ boredom, one is
moved not nearly far enough ZM 9.5. But ?.w.rmﬁm we havg ~ I longer supposing an improvement in the circumstances, but
much like this, was in the HE.BMm of Ing of this, and nothij prely an impoverishment in his nosmn.ﬁsmd,mwm of them. ._nmw as
immortality; for it was not in firi s J.Mb% who have hoped iy bored can be a sign of not noticing, csam_.mﬁmz&sm.. or
forever. As one might say, their h orld that they hoped to ppreciating enough, so equally not being bored can be a sign
e il 1ot noticing, or not reflecting, enough. One might make the
jmortal man content at every moment, by just stripping off
would i ; : , [ him consciousness that would have brought discontent b
Gie, the e ot again, that it was not really oneself "M:...__:::m him of other times, other Eﬂmummﬁm other ﬁOmm:umW
. {lun, Perhaps, indeed, that is what we have already done, in a
Wore tempting way, by picturing him just now as at every mo- _
ment totally absorbed—but that is something we shall come !

ek to, .
Of course there is in actual life such a thing as justified but _

, perhaps, to e
doubt that flows from EM’s frozen GWBQOB e

mo_MM m“mmmnﬁ ﬂdm hope ?mm.w..mmn and could only be modeled o, ,
ge of a more familijar untiring or unresting or un mmm",.
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#lating character that they do have for him, if they were in

necessary boredom. Thus—to take a not entirely typic
Ml he could do or conceive of doing. If they are genuinely

ample—someone who was, or who thought himself devo

the radical cauge mi : o : et

found a lot of its _,rmﬁMMM MMMM_MMMW wnﬂ:. © T_Emm_.m thatH #llilling, and do not operate (as they can) merely as a compul-

that he ought not to fee] that that Emmu\am o~m5m. He might| -8 liversion, then the ground and shape of the satisfactions

merely represented an snSmiEnmmm ommm. o WIOg 3 [ {lie intellectual enquiry offers him, will relate to him, and

remnant of intellectual superiority. How 'S an unregen .\:E to the enquiry. The Platonic introjection, seeing the satis-
ever, he might ra : i of studying what is timeless and impersonal as being

WH n _...— { _.—‘M !

a perfect] i : . , inl illusion.
P Yy worthy reaction to this rhetoric after all this time; by “gﬂ.”._“__%mww ﬂ%ﬁmw_who that illusion by considering Spinoza’s
fight, that intellectual activity was the most active and free
can after all be Necessary. But the threat of ; . ife that a man could be in, and that a man who had risen to
activities could not be dealt with in that monotony in etert 3 i ictivity was in some sense most fully individual, most fully
way, by regarding ing - fiinelf, This conclusion has been sympathetically expounded
filinrt Hampshire, who finds on this point a similar doctrine
i fipinoza and in Freud.= In particular, he writes, “[One’s] only
N of achieving this distinctness as an individual, this free-
i1 In relation to the common order of nature, is the power of
i mind freely to follow in its thought an intellectual order.”
[Ihi vontrast to this free intellectual activity is ““the common con-
B Wlitlun of men that their conduct and their judgments of value,
~ ihwlr desires and aversions, are in each individual determined
iy unconscious memories”—a process that the same writer has
#lsswhere associated with our having any character at all as
) tidividuals.»
that earlier hrase, . Ilampshire claims that in pure intellectual activity the mind
: p at every moment totally absorbing. But if 1 most Mdm because it is then Wmmﬂ determined by nm:Hmm outside
{l# Inmediate states. I take him to mean that rational activity is
that in which the occurrence of an earlier thought maximally
pkplains the occurrence of a later thought, because it is the ra-
flonal relation between their contents that, granted the occur-
fence of the first, explains the occurrence of the second. But
#ven the maximal explanatory power, in these terms, of the ear-

memn“w“ HM_ MEHE.Q would have to be unthinkable.) For the q
€ unavoidable, in what campai
posed to be serving, what one’ entey wants ol
. . § ceaseless sentry watch was f
m.on:.m philosophers _..m:.\m pictured an eternal existence as i

%MME meﬂ to solve m.._m problem, at least for them, is obvio
mummwmm ndmw Is engrossing, self-justifying, affords as it may
; €SS new perspectives, and by bein, m: i

; ’ ros
ables one to lose oneself. It is that last mmmEnmmEmwmm:ﬁMMmmme

Ppursuits, and for whom, : . 3 i

ised in terms of _._._ﬁmzmnﬁhMHnMMmﬁmuMwanm_% m:ﬂnﬁﬂoim_ﬂg prom lier thought does not extend to total explanation: for it will still

mands on some theory of a “real mum_m:mrwwm WB&S heavy de I¢juire explanation why this thinker on this occasion continued

at death. More interesting is the conterif a QE Hrme.m to emerg i this rational path of thought at all. Thus I am not sure that

ise for a person who is, in this life, dis H,.Q b Em.ﬁ.wog_ ~ Ihe Spinozist consideration that Hampshire advances even gives
» disposed to those activities, il very satisfactory sense to the activity of the mind. It leaves out,

For looking at such a
Person as he now js_ ;
sonable to suppose that thoge mnmiﬂ.mu - _MM Tone quite unrea-S8 i he last point shows, the driving power that is needed to sus-
would have the fulfilling@8 {iin one even in the most narrowly rational thought. It is still
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further remote from any notion of creativity, since that, eve
within a theoretical context, and certainly in an artistic one, pre-
cisely implies the origination of ideas that are not fully predic
able in terms of the content of existing ideas. But even if it coul
yield one sense for “activity,” it would still offer very little, de
spite Spinoza’s heroic defense of the notion, for freedom. Or—to
put it another way—even if it offered something for freedom
of the intellect, it offers nothing for freedom of the individual
For when freedom is initially understood as the absence (0
“outside” determination, and in particular understood in thos
terms as an unquestionable value, my freedom is reasonably no
taken to include freedom from my past, my character, and m
desires. To suppose that those are, in the relevant sense, “out:
side” determinations is merely to beg the vital question abou
the boundaries of the self, and not to prove from premises ac-
ceptable to any clear-headed man who desires freedom that the
boundaries of the self should be drawn round the intellect. On
the contrary, the desire for freedom can, and should, be seen as
the desire to be free in the exercise and development of chara
ter, not as the desire to be free of it. And if Hampshire and
others are right in claiming that an individual character springs =
from and gets its energies from unconscious memories and un-
clear desires, then the individual must see them too as within
the boundaries of the self, and themselves involved in the drive
to persist in life and activity.

With this loss, under the Spinozist conception, of the indi
vidual's character, there is, contrary to Hampshire’s claim, a los
of individuality itself, and certainly of anything that could mak
an eternity of intellectual activity, so construed, a reasonable ;
object of interest to one concerned with individual immortality,
As those who totally wish to lose themselves in the movemen
can consistently only hope that the movement will go on, so th
consistent Spinozist—at least on this account of Spinozism
can only hope that the intellectual activity goes on, something:
that could be as well realized in the existence of Aristotle’s prime
mover, perhaps, as in anything to do with Spinoza or any other
particular man. :

Stepping back now from the extremes of Spinozist abstrac
tion, I shall end by returning to a point from which we set ou
the sheer desire to 8o on living, and shall mention a writer o E

¥
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this subject, Unamuno, whose work The Tragic Sense of me:
gives perhaps more extreme expression than anyone else Mm
done to that most basic form of the desire to be immortal, the
desire not to die.

I do not want to die—no, I neither want to die nor do I want to ﬁ.ﬂmw MW
die; I want to live for ever and ever and ever. I want this _
live—this poor “I"” that T am and that I feel myself to be here and 3o=_\
and therefore the problem of the duration of my soul, of my oW ¥
tortures me. (p. 60)

Although Unamuno frequently refers to Spinoza, the spirtt oM
this is certainly far removed from that of the “sorrowful JEW ©
Amsterdam.” Furthermore, in his clear insistence that what he
desperately wants is this life, the life of this self, not 0 €09
Unamuno reveals himself at equal removes from Manich€a?”
Ism and from Utilitarianism; and that is correct, for the wsm "
only the one-legged descendant of the other. That ﬁm%ﬁonﬂ
Manichean, Orphic, Platonic, Augustinian—which nosﬁmmﬁm e
#pirit and the body in such a sense that the spiritual aim? il
clernity, truth, and salvation, while the body is adjusted t© plea-
ture, the temporary, and eventual dissolution, is still TePT¢"
fiented, as to 50 percent, by secular Utilitarianism: it is _.tmw i
of the original pair of boots left by itself and better H.mmmamm i
lhat the other has fallen into disrepair. Bodies are all that W€
have or are: hence for Utilitarianism it follows that the only f0°4S
0f our arrangements can be the efficient organization of PP
ness. Immortality, certainly, is out, and so life here mroQ.E Hmmn
s long as we determine—or eventually, one may suspect: O
ers will determine—that it is pleasant for us to be around-

Unamuno’s outlook is at the opposite pole to this and, WH WT
ever else may be wrong with it, it salutes the true idea that t w
meaning of life does not consist either in the Bmzmmmam:ﬁ .
Hatisfactions in a body or in an abstract immortality without 1€
On the one hand he had no time for Manicheanism and ad™mi*ed
the rather brutal Catholic faith that could express its hopes fora
future life in the words he knew on a tombstone in Bilbao*

Aunque estamos in polvo convertidos

en Ti, Sefor, nuestra esperanza fia,

que tornaremos a vivir vestidos

con la carne y la piel que nos cubria.
(p-79)
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On the other hand, his desire to remain alive extends an a
incomprehensible distance beyond any desire to continue ag
able experiences: |

For myself I can say that as a youth and even as a child I rema
unmoved when shown the most moving pictures of hell, for even
nothing appeared quite so horrible to me as nothingness itself. (

The most that I have claimed earlier against Lucretius is ng
enough to make that preference intelligible to me. The fear ¢
sheer nothingness is certainly part of what Lucretius rightly,

too lightly, hoped to exorcise; and the mere desire to stay ali
which is here stretched to its limit, is not enough (I sugges
before) to answer the question, once the question has come
and requires an answer in rational terms. Yet Unamuno’s aff
mation of existence even through limitless suffering > brings o
something that is implicit in the claim against Lucretius. It is nof
necessarily the prospect of pleasant times that creates the moti
against dying, but the existence of categorical desire, and ca
gorical desire can drive through both the existence and the pro
pect of unpleasant times. ;

is because categorical desire will g0 away from it: in tho
versions, such as hers, in which I am recognizably myself,
would eventually have had altogether too much of myself;:
There are good reasons, surely, for dying before that happens,
But equally, at times earlier than that moment, there is reaso
for not dying. Necessarily, it tends to be either too early or to
late. EM reminds us that it can be too late, and many, as again ‘
Lucretius, need no reminding that it can be too early. If that is|
any sort of dilemma, it can, as things still are and if one is excep

tionally lucky, be resolved, not by doing anything, but just b
dying shortly before the horrors of not doing so become evident
Technical progress may, in more than one direction, make tha
piece of luck rarer. But as things are, it is possible to be, in con-'
trast to EM, felix opportunitate mortis—as it can be appropriately
mistranslated, lucky in having the chance to die.

CHAPTER SIX

Of all the famous men who ever lived, the one I
would most like to have been was Socrates. Not just
because he was a great thinker, because I ha:.fe .been
known to have some reasonably profound insights
myself, although mine invariably revolve around a
Swedish airline stewardess and some handcuffs. No,
the great appeal for me of this wisesfc of a-ll‘Greeks
was his courage in the face of death. His dec1519n was
not to abandon his principles, but rather to give his
life to prove a point. I personally am not quite as fear—
less about dying and will, after any untoward noise
such as a car backfiring, leap directly into the arms Of
the person I am conversing with. Irl1 the enc}, Socrates
brave death gave his life authentic meaning; some-
thing my existence lacks totally, although it does pos-
sess a minimal relevance to the Internal Revenue
Department. —Woody Allen, Side Effects




