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Francis Herbert Bradley (1846-1924), brother of the literary critic A.C.
Bradley, is the most important representative of British philosophical
idealism as this flourished in the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries. Bradley had an uneventful life as Fellow of Merton College
Oxford, although he enjoyed the friendship of Elinor Glyn and expressed,
in his philosophical prose, an attitude to life that was far from donnish.
(T.S. Eliot singled out Bradley's writings as a model of English prose
style.)

wO:@. one work of Bradley’s is of major significance for the mE%i.%
conservative thought — the Ethical Studies, published in 1876. Heavily
influenced by Hegel and German idealism, this work endeavoured to
provide a metaphysical refutation of the prevailing F&.E.n:&& and
utilitarian philosophies of morals, and to reaffirm the H.Eva:a:nn‘. in the
make-up of the human person, of institutions and the forms of social life.

The following extracts are from the famous chapter of Ethical Studies
entitled ‘My Station and its Duties’,

The “individual’ man, the man into whose essence his community
with others does not enter, who does not include relation to others
in his very being, is, we say, a fiction, and in the light of facts we
have to examine him. Let us take him in the shape of an English
child as soon as he is born; for I suppose we ought not to go further
back. Let us take him as soon as he is separated from his mother,
and occupies a space clear and exclusive of all other human beings.
At this time, education and custom will, 1 imagine, be allowed to
have not as yet operated on him or lessened his ‘individuality’. But
is he now a mere ‘individual’, in the sense of not maﬁ_w.wnm in his
being identity with others? We can not say that, if we ro_m."c the
teaching of modern physiology. Physiology would tell us, in one
language or another, that even now the child’s mind is no passive
‘tabula rasa’; he has an inner, a yet undeveloped nature, which
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must largely determine his future individuality. What is this i1.ner
nature? Is it particular to himself? Certainly not all of it, will hay e to
be the answer. The child is not fallen from heaven. He is bor 1 of
certain parents who come of certain families, and he has in him, the
qualities of his parents, and, as breeders would say, of the m:...._m:m
from both sides. Much of it we can see, and more we believe (o be
latent, and, given certain (possible or impossible) condilions,
ready to come to light. On the descent of mental qualities, modern
investigation and popular experience, as expressed in uneducated
vulgar opinion, altogether, I believe, support one another, and we
need not linger here. But if the intellectual and active qualities do
descend from ancestors, is it not, I would ask, quite clear that a
man may have in him the same that his father and mother had, the
same that his brothers and sisters have? And if any one objects to
the word ‘same’, I would put this to him. If, concerning two dogs
allied in blood, I were to ask a man, ‘Is that of the same strain or
stock as this?” and were answered, ‘No, not the same, but similar’,
should I not thirk one of these things, that the man either mean: to
deceive me, or was a ‘thinker’, or a fool?

But the child is not merely the member of a family; he'is born
into other spheres, and (passing over the subordinate who es,
which nevertheless do in many cases qualify him) he is born a
member of the English nation. Itis, [ believe, a matter of fact tha: at
birth the child of one race is not the same as the child of anotl-er;
that in the children of the one race there is a certain identity, a
developed or undeveloped national type, which may be harc to
recognize, or which at present may even be unrecognizable, Hhut
which nevertheless in some form will appear. If that be the fact,
then again we must say that one English child is in some points,
though perhaps it does not as yet show itself, the same as another.
His being is so far common to him with others; he is not a mere
‘individual’, .

We see the child has been born at a certain time of parents of a
certain race, and that means also of a certain degree of culture. It is
the opinion of those best qualified to speak on the subject, that
civilization is to some not inconsiderable extent hereditary; that
aptitudes are developed, and are latent in the child at birth; and
that it is a very different thing, even apart from education, to be
born of civilized and of uncivilized ancestors, These ‘civilizad
tendencies’, if we may use the phrase, are part of the essence of tie
child: he would enly partly (if at all) be himself without them; he
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owes them to his ancestors, and his ancestors owe them to society.
The ancestors were made what they were by the society they lived
in. If in answer it be replied, “Yes, but individual ancesto.s were
prior to their society’, then that, to say the least of it, is a 7m“._.Edo.:m
and unproved assertion,. since man, so far as E.mnoq can trace him
back, is social; and if Mr. Darwin’s conjecture as to the develop-
ment of man from a social animal be received, we must say that
man has never been anything but social, and society never was
made by individual men. Nor, if the (baseless) assertion of the
priority of ‘individual men were allowed, would that destroy our
case; for certainly our more immediate ancestors were social; and,
whether society was manufactured previously by individuals or
not, yet in their case it certainly was not so. They at all events have
been so qualified by the common possessions of social mankind
that, as members in the organism, they have become relative to the
whole. If we suppose then that the results of the social life of the
race are present in a latent and potential form in the child, can we
deny that they are common property? Can we assert that they are
not an element of sameness in all? Can we say that the individual is
this individual, because he is exclusive, when, if we deduct from
him what he includes, he loses characteristics which make him
himself, and when again he does include what the others include,
and therefore does (how can we escape the consequence?) include
in some sense the others also, just as they include him? By himself,
then, what are we to call him? I confess I do not know, ur ess we
name him a theoretical attempt to isolate what can not be isolated;
and that, I suppose, has, out of our heads, no existence. But what
he is really, and not in mere theory, can be described only as the
specification or particularization of that which is common, which is
the same amid diversity, and without which the ‘individual’ would
be so other than he is that we could not call him the same.

Thus the child is at birth; and he is born not into a desert, but
into a living world, a whole which has a true individuality of its
own, and into a system and order which it is difficult to look at as
anything else than an organism, and which, even in England, we
are now beginning to call by that name. And I fear that the
‘individuality’ (the particularness) which the child brought into the
light with him, now stands but a poor chance, and that there is no
help for him until he is old enough to become a ‘philosopher’. We
have seen that already he has in him inherited habits, or what will
of themselves appear as such; but, in addition to this, he is not for
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one moment left alone, but continually tampered with; and the
habituation which is applied from the outside is the more insid ous
that it answers to this inborn disposition. Who can resist it? Nay,
who but a ‘thinker’ could wish to have resisted it? And yet the
tender care that receives and guides him is impressing on him
habits, habits, alas, not particular to himself, and the “icy chains’ of
universal custom are hardening themselves round his cradled life.
As the poet tells us, he has not yet thought of himself; his earliest
notions come mixed to him of things and persons, not distinct
from one another, nor divided from the feeling of his own exist-
ence. The need that he can not understand moves him to foolish,
but not futile, cries for what only another can give him; and the
breast of his mother, and the soft warmth and touches and tones of
his nurse, are made one with the feeling of his own pleasure and
pain; nor is he yet a moralist to beware of such illusion, and to see
in them mere means to an end without them in his separate self,
For he does not even think of his separate self; he grows with his
world, his mind fills and orders itself; and when he can separate
himself from that world, and know himself apart from it, ther by
that time his sclf, the object of his self-consciousness, is  2n-
etrated, infected, characterized by the existence of others. Its
content implies in every fibre relations of communily. He learns or
already perhaps has learnt, to speak, and here he appropriates :he
common heritage of his race, the tongue that he makes his ow 1 is
his country’s language, it is (or it should be) the same that otk 2rs
speak, and it carries into his mind the ideas and sentiments of the
race (over this I need not stay), and stamps them in indelibly. He
8rows up in an atmosphere of example and general custom, his_ife
widens out from one little world to other and higher worlds, and
he apprehends through successive stations the whole in which he
lives, and in which he has lived. Is he now to try and develop his
‘individuality’, his self which is not the same as other selves?
Where is it? What is it? Where can he find it? The soul within him is
saturated, is filled, is qualified by, it has assimilated, has got its
substance, has built itself up from, it is one and the same life with
the universal life, and if he turns against this he turns against
himself; if he thrusts it from him, he tears his own vitals; if he
attacks it, he sets his weapon against his own heart. He has found his
life in the life of the whole, he lives that in himself, 'he is a pulse-beat

of the whole system, and himself the whole system’. . . .
-+ + So far, I think, without aid from metaphysics, we have scen
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that the ‘individual’ apart from the community is an abstraction, It
is not anything real, and hence not anything that we can realize,
however much we may wish to do so. We have seen thit I am
myself by sharing with others, by including in my essence rela-
tions to them, the relations of the social state. If I wish to realize my
true being, I must therefore realize somethin g beyond my being as
a mere this or that; for my true being has in it a life which is not the
life of any mere particular, and so must be called a universal life.

What is it then that I am to realize? We have said it in ‘my station
and its duties’. To know what a man is (as we have seen) you must
not take him in isolation. He is one of a people, he was born in a
family, he lives in a certain society, in a certain state. What he has
to do depends on what his place is, what his function is, and that
all comes from his station in the organism. Are there then such
organisms in which he lives, and if so, what is their nature? Here
we come to questions which must be answered in full by any
complete system of Ethics, but which we can not enter on. We
must content ourselves by pointing out that there are such facts as
the family, then in a middle position a man’s own profession and
society, and, over all, the larger community of the state, Leaving
out of sight the question of a society wider than the state, we must
say that a man’s life with its moral duties is in the main filled up by
his station in that system of wholes which the state is, and that
this, partly by its laws and institutions, and still more by its spirit,
gives him the life which he does live and ought to live. That
objective institutions exist is of course an obvious fact; and it is a
fact which every day is becoming plainer that these institutions are
organic, and further, that they are moral. The assertion that com-
munities have been manufactured by the addition of exclusive
units is, as we have seen, a mere fable; and if, within the state, we
take that which seems wholly to depend on individual ca price, e.g.
marriage, ' yet even here we find that a man does give up his self so
far as it excludes others; he does bring himself under a unity which
is superior to the particular person and the impulses that belong to
his single existence, and which makes him fully as much as he
makes it. In short, man is a social being; he is real only because he
is social, and can realize himself only because it is as social that he
realizes himself. The mere individual is a delusion of :._.mcar. and
the attempt to realize it in practice is the starvation and mutilation
of human nature, with total sterility or the production of mon-
strosities.
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Let us now in detail compare the advantages of our present view
with the defects of ‘duty for du ty’s sake’. The objections we fotnd
fatal to that view may be stated as follows: (1) The universal 1-as
abstract. There was no content which belonged to it and was ¢ ne
with it; and the consequence was, that either nothing could be
willed, or what was willed was willed not because of the univer:al,
but capriciously. (2) The universal was ‘subjective’. It certainly
gave itself out as ‘objective’, in the sense of being independent of
this or that person, but still it was not real in the world. It did not
come to us as what was in fact, it came as what in itself merely was
to be, an inner notion in moral persons, which, at least perhaps,
had not power to carry itself out and transform the world. And
self-realization, if it means will, does mean that we, in fact, do put
ourselves forth and see ourselves actual in outer existence. Hence,
by identifying ourselves with that which has not necessarily this
existence, which is not master of the outer world, we can not
secure our self-realization; since, when we have identified our-
selves with the ¢nd, the end may still remain a mere inner end
which does not accom plish itself, and so does not satisfy us.(3) The
universal left a part of ourselves outside it. However much /e
tried to be good, however determined we were o make our will
one with the good will, yet we never succeeded. There was alwa ys
something left in us which was in contradiction with the goc 1,
And this we saw was even necessary, because morality meant a«.d
implied this contradiction, unless we accepted that form of cc 1-
scientiousness which consists in the simple identification of on ’s
conscience with one’s own self (unless, i.e., the consciousness 5f
the relation of my private self to myself as the good self hHe
degraded into my self-consciousness of my mere private self as the
8ood self); and this can not be, if we are in earnest with morality.
There thus remains a perpetual contradiction in myself, no less
than in the world, between the ‘is to be” and the ‘is’, a contradic-

not only of himself, but also of the morality which is constituted by
the relation of himself to the universal law, The man then can not
find self-realization in the morality of pure duty; because (1) he can
not look on his subjective self as the realized moral law; (2) he can
not look on the obiective world as the realization of the moral laws;
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The individual’s consciousness of himself is inseparable f-om the
knowing himself as an organ of the whole; and the residuum falls
more and more into the background, so that he thinks of it, if at all,
not as himself, but as an idle appendage. For his nature now is not
distinct from his ‘artificial self’. He is related to the living moral
system not as to a foreign body; his relation to it is ‘too inward
even for faith’, since faith implies a certain separation. It is no
other-world that he can not see but must trust to: he feels himself
in it, and it in him; in a word, the self-consciousness of himself is
the self-consciousness of the whole in him, and his will is the will
which sees in him its accomplishment by him; it is the free will
which knows itself as the free will, and, as this, beholds its
realization and is more than content.

The non-theoretical person, if he be not immoral, is at peace with
reality; and the man who in any degree has made this point of view
his own, becomes more and more reconciled to the world and to
life, and the theories of ‘advanced thinkers’ come to him more and
more as the thinnest and most miserable abstractions. He sees evils
which can not discourage him, since they point to the strength of
the life which can endure such parasites and flourish in spite of
them. If the popularizing of superficial views inclines him to
bitterness, he comforts himself when he sees that they live in the
head, and but little, if at all, in the heart and life; that still at the
push the doctrinaire and the quacksalver go to the wall, and that
even that too is as it ought to be. He sees the true account of the
state (which holds it to be neither mere force nor convention, but
the moral ofganism, the real identity of might and right) unknown
or ‘refuted’, laughed at and despised, but he sees the state every
day in its practice refute every other doctrine, and do with the
moral approval of all what the explicit theory of scarcely one will
morally justify. He sees instincts are better and stronger than
so-called ‘principles’. He sees in the hour of need what are called
‘rights’ laughed at, ‘freedom’, the liberty to do what one pleases,
trampled on, the claims of the individual trodden under foot, and
theories burst like cobwebs. And he sees, as of old, the heart of a
nation rise high and beat in the breast of each one of her citizens,
till her safety and her honour are dearer to each than life, till to
those who live her shame and sorrow, if such is allotted, outweigh
their loss, and death seems a little thing to those who go for her to
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* their common and nameless grave. And he knows that what is
stronger than death is hate or love, hate here for love's sake, :nd
that love does not fear death, because already it is the death into
life of what our philosophers tell us is the only life and reality

Yes, the state is not put togethet, but it lives; it is not a heap nor
a machine; it is no mere extravagance when a poet talks cof a
nation’s soul. It is the objective mind which is subjective «nd
self-conscious in its citizens: it feels and knows itself in the heart of
each. It speaks the word of command and gives the field of
accomplishment, and in the activity of obedience it has and be-
stows individual life and satisfaction and happiness. k

First in the community is the individual realized. He is here the
embodiment of beauty, goodness, and truth: of truth, because he
corresponds to his universal conception; of beauty, because he
realizes it in a single form to the senses or imagination; of good-
ness, because his will expresses and is the will of the
universal. . . . 1

Once let us take the point of view which regards the community
as the real moral organism, which in its members knows and wills
itself, and sees the individual to be real just so far as the universal
selfis in his self, as he in it, and we get the solution of most, if not
all, of our previcus difficulties. There is here no need to ask and by
some scientific process find out what is moral, for morality exists
all round us, and faces us, if need be, with a categorical imperative,
while it surrounds us on the other side with an atmosphere of love.

The belief in this real moral organism is the one solution of
ethical problems. It breaks down the antithesis of despotism 2.1d
individualism; it denies them, while it preserves the truth of beth,
The truth of individualism is saved, because, unless we h:ve
intense life and self-consciousness in the members of the state, the
whole state is ossified. The truth of despotism is saved, because,
unless the member realizes the whole by and in himself, he fails to
reach his own individuality. Considered in the main, the best
communities are those which have the best men for their mem-
bers, and the best men arc the members of the best communities.
Circle as this is, it is not a vicious circle. The two problems of the
best man and best state are two sides, two distinguishable aspects
of the one problem, how to realize in human nature the perfect
unity of homogeneity and specificatioh; and when we see that each
of these without the other is unreal, then we see that (speaking in
general) the welfare of the state and the welfare of its individuals
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are questions which it is mistaken and ruinous to separate. Per-
sonal morality and political and social institutions can 1ot exist
apart, and (in general) the better the one the better the other. The
community is moral, because it realizes personal morality; per-
sonal morality is moral, because and in so far as it realizes the
moral whole. .

Itis here we find a partial answer to the complaint of our day on
the dwindling of human nature. The higher the organism (we are
told), the more are its functions specified, and hence nzrrowed.
The man becomes a machine, or the piece of a machine; and,
though the world grows, ‘the individual withers’. On this we may
first remark that, if what is meant is that, the more centralized the
system, the more narrow and monotonous is the life of the mem-
ber, that is a very questionable assertion. If it be meant that the
individual’s life can be narrowed to “file-packing’, or the like,
without detriment to the intensity of the life of the whole, that is
even more questionable. If again it be meant that in many cases we
have a one-sided specification, which, despite the immediate
stimulus of particular function, implies ultimate loss of life to the
body, that, I think, probably is so, but it is doubtful if we are
compelled to think it always must be so. But the root of the whole
complaint is a false view of things. . . . The moral organism is nota
mere animal organism. In the latter (it is no novel remark) the
member is not aware of itself as such, while in the former it knows
itself, and therefore knows the whole in itself. The narrow external
function of the man is not the whole man. He has a life which we
can not see with our eyes; and there is no duty so mean that it is
not the realization of this, and knowable as such. What counts is
not the visible outer work so much as the spirit in which it is done.
The breadth of my life is not measured by the multitud= of my
pursuits, nor the space I take up amongst other men; but by the
fullness of the whole life which I know as mine. It is true that less
now depends on each of us, as this or that man; it is not true that
our individuality is therefore lessened, that therefore we have less
inns- S0 3

If a man is to know what is right, he should have imbibed by
precept, and still more by example, the spirit of his community, its
general and special beliefs as to right and wrong, and, with this
whole embodied in his mind, should particularize it in any new
case, not by a reflective deduction, but by an intuitive subsump-
tion, which does not know that it is a subsumption; by a carrying
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out of the self into a new case, wherein what is before the mind is

the case and not the self to be carried out, and where it is indeed

the whole that feels and sees, but all that is seen is seen in the foim .
of this case, this point, this instance. Precept is good, but example is

better; for by a series of particulars (as such forgotten) we get <he

general spirit, we identify ourselves on the sides both of will and

judgement with the basis, which basis (be it remembered) has =0t

got to be explicit.

There are a number of questions which invite considerat-on
here, but we can not stop. We wished to point out briefly the
character of our common moral judgements. This (on the intelicc-
tual side) is the way in which they are ordinarily made; and, in the
main, there is not much practical difficulty. What is moral in any
particular given case is seldom doubtful. Society pronounces before-
hand; or, after some one course has been taken, it can say whether
it was right or not; though society can not generalize much, and, if
asked to reflect, is helpless and becomes incoherent. But I do not
say there are no cases where the morally-minded man has to
doubt; most certainly such do arise, though not so many as some
people think, far fewer than some would be glad to think. A very
large number arise from reflection, which wants to act from an
explicit principle, and so begins to abstract and divide, and, thus
becoming one-sided, makes the relative absolute. Apart from this,
however, collisions must take place; and here there is no guide
whatever but the intuitive judgement of oneself or others.

This intuition must not be confounded with what is sometinies
mis-called ‘conscience’. It is not mere individual opinion or :a-
price. It presupposes the morality of the community as its bauis,
and is subject to the approval thereof. Here, if anywhere, the idea
of universal and impersonal morality is realized. For the fiual
arbiters are the pobvipor, persons with a will to do right, and 1.0t
full of reflections and theories. If they fail you, you must judge ‘or
yourself, but practically they seldom do fail you. Their priv.te
peculiarities neutralize each other, and the result is an intuition
which does not belong merely to this or that man or collection of
men. ‘Conscience’ is the antipodes of this. It wants you to have no
law but yourself, and to be better than the world. But this intuition
tells you that, if you could be as good as your world, you would be
better than most likely you are, and that to wish to be better than
the world is to be already on the threshold of immorality.




