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PHILOSOPHICAL NOTES
Why notes on “for the sake of. . .”? Some time ago I began
to wonder whether the phrase “for the sake of which” may be
used to express moral ends. As will be noted, Aristotle defines
the use of the phrase as standing for the “end” (see the following
note).
Many in the past have supported “pleasure for the sake of
pleasure,” or “happiness for the sake of happiness,” or “duty for
the sake of duty,” etc. as moral ends. But each of these has had
its critics.
In our century there have been usages of the phrase beyond its
moral applications only, that is to more general values. One
example is “Expansion for the sake of expansion.” Rene Dubos in
So Human An Animal refers to Stephen Vincent Benet’s unfinished
poem “Western Star” as portraying a certain reckless joy with
which people regarded westward expansion in the U.S.A. even as
late as the 1920’s as if expansion were a good end in itself.
A jarring expression is “progress for the sake of progress.”
I have heard this expression used as a response to problems
raised by population growth. One can almost certainly expect to
hear someone making the retort near the end of an especially
trying meeting—“Well, anyway, we are enjoying progress for the
sake of progress!”
And of course we should not fail to take notice of “art for art’s
sake.” Of ends for their own sake this is as satisfactory an ex
ample as any to illustrate how negative value can be attached to
the expression “that for the sake of itself,” or when we say “A
for the sake of A.” To say for example "art is for the sake of
art” seems to be to say in different words: “Art is no longer for
the sake of something else.” When art comes upon a time that
is barren of relationships outside itself, then indeed “art is for the
sake of art !”
275.

But these dated expressions are only mentioned in passing.
Let us limit ourselves to moral ends and then only to expressions
which seem to have enough substance in them to recur from time
to tone. Most important of these is “happiness for the sake of
happiness.” Do such expressions define ends, or are they only
intermediate ends which become means leading to higher ends?
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276. “For the sake of which” in Aristotle, Plato, and Swedenborg.
In his Philosopher's Note Book Swedenborg quotes from Aris
totle’s Generation of Animals. Here is the quotation taken from
the Peck translation in the Loeb Classical Library (reprinted
1963):
"I refer to the Cause which is ‘that for the sake of which’ a thing exists.
As we know, there are four basic Causes: (1) ‘that for the sake of which’
the thing exists, considered as its ‘End,’ (2) the logos of the thing’s essence
(really these first two should be taken as being almost one and the same);
(3) the matter of the thing, and (4) that from which comes the principle
of the thing’s movement” (715a).

In these notes only the first definition will be used, associating
end with the phrase ‘for the sake of, specifically directed to
whether the end is a moral or spiritual principle.
Before Aristotle, Plato also used the phrase “for the sake of
which” to mean “end.” “And in a word, when (oik) considers
anything for the sake of another thing, one thinks of ends and not
means.” (Laches, 185d.)

In these early usages “end” involves purpose. In our scientific
day purpose in nature is often denied. Nevertheless, purpose is
involved when Swedenborg speaks of ends. In what follows it
will be useful to quote at length from a number in the Economy of
the Animal Kingdom, one of Swedenborg’s philosophical works, for
it illustrates how “for the sake of” is used in far more general
meanings than as moral ends only. Although they are informative,
we will not be able to pursue the much more general applications,
even less so than the larger horizons opened by usages in the
Writings, as will be indicated in the final number of this set of notes.
“All things . . . are fashioned in anticipation of and according to,
the use they are afterwards to perform ... and from which and for
the sake of which they exist in their own distinctive manner.”
(1 Econ. 253)
Later after developing more fully the nature of the human organic
according to the doctrine of series and degrees and of order,
Swedenborg writes,
“Thus we deduce the fact, that the corporeal system is derived continuously,
as it were by the regular descent of this fluid into its series and forms. But
that the system itself exists for the soke of this fluid ..." (2 Econ. 230.
Italics by Swedenborg.)
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And later, “But that the inferior organic textures exist solely for the
sake of their first substances or spirituous fluid, is more manifest from
examples than from principles. Thus the ear is not formed merely for the
purpose of hearing, but for referring what it hears to an ulterior faculty,
whose office it is to perceive and imagine; nor is this faculty merely for
the purpose of perceiving and imagining, but for the sake of a higher and
intellectual faculty, from which the mind may think and judge .... Thus
the ear and hearing are for the sake of the soul; and so also are touch,
taste, smell, and sight. The muscle does not exist merely for the sake of
being put in motion, but to refer itself to the will, whose servant it is; . .
(Ibid.)

It is beyond the object of these notes to enter into a consider
ation of the following principle expressed in the same number. It
is inserted only to indicate far reaching applications beyond what
can be discussed in these notes.
“Whatever is prior, and capable of existing and subsisting without the
posterior, does not exist and subsist for the sake of its posterior; but if
the prior produce the posterior, it is for the sake of use, which it applies
to itself by the mediation of the posterior. A similar law prevails in all
things; ... for the king is a king, for the sake of law and order in society,
which are prior in right, although not always in fact” (Ibid.)

“For the sake of happiness” in Aristotle. Although Plato’s
highest good is an end of morality, in Aristotle’s Ethics there is
a more direct relation to the expression “for the sake of.”
Already in Aristotle’s time “pleasure for the sake of pleasure”
had gained adherents. Aristotle divided people into three classes
with regard to the ends they sought: pleasure, honor, and happiness
in contemplation and other activities, respectively.
Of pleasure he wrote: “The common run of people and the
most vulgar identify it (i.e., the good) with pleasure, and for that
reason are satisfied with a life of enjoyment.” (Nicomachean
Ethics 1095 b 15)
Of the second class Aristotle says: “Cultivated and active men,
on the other hand, believe the good to be honor, for honor, one
might say, is the end of political life.” (Ibid. 1095 b 22)
The third class of men looks to higher aids. One may state this
principle as “happiness for the sake of happiness.” This is in
troduced in Nicomachean Ethics as follows:
277.

“For it is for the sake of the end that all else is done. Thus, if there is
some one end for all that we do, this would be the good attainable by
action .... This description seems to apply to happiness above all else:
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for we always choose happiness as an end in itself and never for the sake
of something else.” (1097 a, b. Italics mine)

An important distinction is noted here between “for the sake
of itself” and “for the sake of something else.” The former stands
for a final end, the latter for an intermediate end.
We cannot go into a full discussion of what is meant by “happi
ness.” But certainly it does not mean pleasure.
". . . one might say, we choose everything for the sake of something else—
except happiness; for happiness is an end. Obviously it is foolish and all
too childish to exert serious efforts and toil for purposes of amusement. . . .
The happy life is regarded as a life in conformity with virtue. It is a life
which involves effort and is not spent in amusement” (Ibid. 1176 b 30)

And so, while happiness is not amusement, neither is it power,
nor resting. Happiness, Aristotle says, depends upon activity.
“. . . we must, in accordance with our earlier discussion [several places in
Ethics], classify happiness as some sort of activity. Now some activities
are necessary and desireable only for the sake of something else, while
others are desireable in themselves. Obviously happiness must be classified
as an activity desireable in itself and not for the sake of something' else.
For happiness lacks nothing and is self-sufficient .. . Actions in conformity
with virtue evidently constitute such activities; for to perform noble and
good deeds is something desirable for its own sake.” (Ibid. 1176 b)

This reference will be taken up again in a subsequent note.

278. Pleasure and Happiness. Epicurus held that the end of life
is simply to maximize pleasure. But he thought that the en
lightened pleasure-seeker would avoid violent and extreme plea
sures because of their adverse after effects.
Hedonism and Utilitarianism are two prominent later schools
depending upon differing interpretations of happiness. Hedonism
places emphasis on what actions are intrinsically good or desirable,
whereas Utilitarianism begins with the “greatest happiness prin
ciple” (See Encyclopedia of Philosophy, vol. III, 434).
Later schools, in so far as they emphasize pleasure, seem to
follow Epicurus. In so far as they follow variant meanings of
happiness, they seem to follow Aristotle. Some reference to the
pleasure principle will appear in succeeding notes. The entrance
of the happiness principle into Aristotle’s Ethics was touched upon
earlier. We must leave this part of the subject now, but it is
useful to point out some questions that remain for clarification.
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How is the good related to happiness, and how does Aristotle
speak of these things without involving himself in the acceptance
of the doctrine of Forms of Plato? How he is led to describe an
hierarchy of happiness among different men, and how he is led
to distinguish a superior judgment of morality as that which “is
always desirable in itself and never for the sake of something
else"— is a long story, very important to a complete treatment of
our theme of “for the sake of.”
279. “Pleasure” in Plato. Our discussion of the explicit use of
“for the sake of” began with Aristotle. There we met “for the
sake of happiness.” Later we will consider “for the sake of
pleasure.” What is pleasure? And what is happiness? They
are not the same. How are they related?
Plato, in relating some of the Socratic dialogues, treats of plea
sure in an interesting way, but as we shall see it is trivial because
even intelligently guided pleasure cannot be regarded as a final
moral end. Socrates had a way of reducing a high flown problem
to something every man could understand. So on the question
of pleasure he began at rock bottom.
Collides pursues a line of argument relating pleasure to happiness.

He
says, “. . . and one should have all the other desires and be able to fulfill
them and enjoy them and so live in happiness.”
Socrates answers, “Splendid, my dear fellow! Please go on just as you’ve
begun and try not to feel the slightest shyness, which I too, it seems, must
endeavor to avoid. Now first tell me whether a man who itches and
scratches, and has abundant opportunity for scratching, can live his life
happily by continually scratching.”
Collides: “What a strange creature you are Socrates, just a plain old
pettifogger at heart!”
Socrates: “. . . Just answer the question, please.”
Collides: “Well, I’ll admit that one can lead a pleasant life scratching.”
One who knows Socrates will sense that soon Callicles will be led into an
an absurd situation.

Callicles: “Aren’t you ashamed, Socrates, to take the argument in this
direction.”
Socrates: "Is it I who take this direction, my moral friend, or is it the
man who declares with such abandon that all who have pleasure, no matter
how, are happy; the man who refuses to distinguish between good and

pleasures?”

(Gorgias, 494)

The torn pleasure takes in this dialogue hardly amounts to
pleasure in the Epicurean sense much less to happiness.
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280. Something desirable for its own soke. In his Ethics Aristotle
found pleasure deficient. By “deficient” he means “in need of
something.” That which is in need of something else cannot he
an end in itself. Yet Aristotle found pleasure to be an ingredient
of happiness.
Happiness he regarded as much broader possible involvement for
human beings than pleasure, pleasantries, pastimes, etc. Although
the argument does not always appear completely clear, Aristotle
felt justified that his conclusion is “obvious” as we note in two
quotations above taken from Ethics. Here is one for emphasis:
“Obviously, happiness must be classed as an activity desirable
in itself and not for the sake of something else.” (Ethics 1176 b 4)
But two problems remain. 1) Since “happiness must be classed
as an activity desirable in itself,” we have really before us a case
similar to those in the Writings to be referred to later, as the
cases of “truth for the sake of truth,” “love for the sake of love,”
etc. In those cases the good and the truth which answered to
the “which” in “for the sake of which” are really intermediate
ends, not ends in themselves. Truth is an intermediate end
looking to good and good in its turn looks to use. What is that
“activity desirable in itself” of which Aristotle speaks? He says,
“Activities desirable in themselves are those from which we seek to derive
nothing beyond the actual excerise of the activity. Actions in conformity
with virtue evidently constitute such activities; for to perform noble and
good deeds is something desirable for its own sake.” (Ibid.)

Activity to perform noble and good deeds—is not that the beginning
of use?
2) The second problem appears when we turn our attention
upon the word “desirable” in the phrase “desirable in itself.” On
what basis is it desirable? Does not language permit us to refer
what is desirable to reason, and hence to say instead that happiness
must be classified as an activity depending on reason? But one
might equally well suggest that desirable is more closely related
to will. Thus we have “happiness must be classified as an activity
resulting from the will.”
It will have to be left to the reader to decide whether the above
introduction of “use,” and “will” into Aristotle’s discussion of
happiness comes more or less naturally or is far-fetched. I must
hasten to add that this does not complete Aristotle’s description
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of happiness, for later he gets down to the specifics of contemplation
as the highest ingredient of happiness.
It appears that in the example from Aristotle, as also in those
to be introduced from Swedenborg, the moral or ethical rule
applies in a positive way only when the expression “for the sake of”
is used “for the sake of something else!” In those cases when
A is spoken of as being for the sake of A, (as when A = truth,
or good, or neighbor, or happiness) A is an intermediate end.
When man does something for the sake of self this is not good
morally unless the self is regarded as an intermediate end. What
man does for his health is clearly for the sake of himself. Yet that
is required if he hopes to perform uses. But just as in the case of
the history of the subject, so in our own approach to the subject
as it develops, we will return again and again to happiness as a
possible end.
‘‘Pleasure for Pleasure’s Sake.” The title of this note is
taken from that of a chapter in F. H. Bradley’s Ethical Studies,
the first edition of which was published in 1876. The thrust of
this chapter was against both Hedonism and Utilitarianism which
latter was prominent in England at that time. However, in this
note we are only incidentally concerned with the schools. Our
concern is with the phrase “for the sake of”—and especially with
the difference when it is used “for the sake of something else” as
contrasted with “for the sake of itself.”
“Pleasure for Pleasure’s Sake” is clearly a case of “for the sake
of itself.” As an introduction to his attack upon Utilitarianism,
Bradley creates a dialectic against the notion that happiness is the
superior moral end.
The first conclusion of the dialectic is as follows:
281.

“Happiness! Is that climax, or bathos, or cruel irony? Happiness is the
end? Yes, happiness is the end which indeed we all reach after; for what
more can we wish than that all should be well with us—that our wants
should be filled, and the desire of our hearts gratified?” (1962 Reprint
p. 85)

Happiness may appear vague to one looking for something more
concrete. Perhaps it may be found in pleasure. But pleasures,
what of them ?
“Pleasures, we saw were a perishing series. This one comes, and the
intense self-feeling proclaims satisfaction. It is gone, and we are not
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satisfied. It was not that one, then, but this one now; and this One now
is gone . . . etc.” (Ibid. p. 96)

As the argument swings back and forth, first in favor of an end
related to happiness which can be expressed as “for the sake of
itself,” then toward the negative side which always outweighs
the positive one, the relative weight of the pros and cons is con
clusively against “pleasure for pleasure’s sake.” With the argu
ments against pleasure as a moral principle succeeding, Hedonism
falls, for it is a school which depends upon the pleasure principle.
But what of Utilitarianism? Does it not seem to be superior
because of its support of pleasure or happiness (the argument
here does not seem to keep the distinction between them clear)
not for the individual but for the greatest number possible? Among
his arguments against this Bradley concludes that if pleasure fails
as a moral end with respect to the individual he doubts if it can
succeed with respect to the many.

That for the sake of something else. In the earlier notes
there was a running commentary on the use of “for the sake of’
as meaning an end.
It appears that when the phrase is used in the form of “for the
sake of itself” we have a false criterion of morality. “Pleasure
for the sake of pleasure” is an example. If space permitted we
might also include a discussion of “duty for the sake of duty.”
This suggests the categorical imperative of Immanuel Kant. It
is also treated of in a separate chapter by Bradley in his Ethical
Studies. As in the case of pleasure, his dialectic weighs heavily
against duty as an end in itself.
As used in the Writings “for the sake of which” could be
arranged under two headings. One would refer to what man
does, the other to what God does. Of special interest would be
the moral relation of what man does. In turn what man does can
be divided under several headings.
In several numbers of the Writings the moral and spiritual
ethics are involved. They tell us what man does for the sake of
good, or for the sake of truth. (AC 5145 : 5, 5340“, 5432, 5433:
2, 5639; 2, 8987 : 2, 9210 : 2, 9449)
282.

Another heading involving quite a different act on the part of
man is suggested in Pott’s Concordance under “Sake of, For the”
(propter). In addition to cause there are honor, gain, reputation,
etc.
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Whichever application is used, if the end is an intermediate one
the question of its moral nature cannot be determined until the
final end of the series appears. For example, use is the final end
in the case of one who is concerned for himself (as to his health,
that is) so that he might have a strong body with which to
perform a use. And so in this case what man does for the sake of
himself has moral value, because it recognizes the act as a means
to a higher end.
Under what God does, we also find that it is not done for
itself—nor even for Him—but for something else, for man. God’s
creation itself is for the sake of the human race, whereas each
individual member of that race is created for the sake of use. Note
that in each of these cases, that which is is for the sake of something
else.
In explaining the words “And that My name may be told in
the whole world” (Exodus IX: 16), the Arcana says:
“That Jehovah or the Lord in this and in many other passages wills that
His might and power may appear, and His name be told, and elsewhere that
He be humbly worshipped and adored, seems as if He desires to show forth
His glory, and as if He loves adoration for the sake of Himself. But
quite different is the real case. It is not for the sake of Himself, but for
the sake of the human race; not from self-glory, but from love; for He
wills to be conjoined with the human race, and to give them eternal life
and happiness.” (AC 7550. Italics mine.)

Notice that “not for the sake of Himself” is repeated. What
is affirmed positively is “for the sake of the human race.”
283. Can "for the sake of itself” be a moral criterion ? There are
examples in the Writings where this appears to be the case.
By a moral criterion is meant one that has a positive effect.
When, for example, good is done “for the sake of self” (e.g.,
AC 6666: 2) that is a negative criterion, but it may be moral in
the sense that it has a positive effect by warning against what is
immoral. Moral statements can be put in the negative. The Ten
Commandments, each with its “Thou shalt not..are perhaps the
best known example.
Examples that appear to lead to moral and, it might be added,
spiritual affirmations are “doing good for the sake of good,” “be
lieving truth for the sake of truth,” “performing of uses for the
sake of uses,” “serving the neighbor for the sake of the neighbor,”
“worshiping God for the sake of God.”
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Reading beyond the mere statement itself it turns out that good
“for the sake of which” a good is done is itself a mediate end.
When so recognized it therefore is a moral principle.
“But if his end is to do good for the sake of a fellow citizen, his country,
or the church, thus for the sake of the neighber, then the good which the
man does is good, for it is done for the sake of good itself, which in general,
is the neighbor itself (n, 5025, 6707, 6711, 6712, 8123); thus also it is done
for the sake of the Lord, for such good is not from man, but from die
Lord, and that which is from the Lord is the Lord’s.” (AC 9210)
The number continues later: “As it is with good, so also it is with truth.
Those who do truth for the sake of truth, do it also for the sake of the
Lord, because they do it from the Lord. To do truth for the sake of
truth, is to do good; for truth becomes good when it passes from the
understanding into the will. . . .” (Ibid.)

Thus in this case truth is also an intermediate end. It is
directed to good. And since good in its turn is an intermediate
end it is directed toward the neighbor as' noted in the earlier
quotation. Reading further, “. . . for truth becomes good when it
passes from the understanding into the will and goes forth into act.
To do good in this manner is Christian charity.” (Ibid.)
Other examples include: the performance of uses for the sake
of uses; being of service to the neighbor for the sake of the
neighbor; or worshiping God for the sake of God.
284. “. . . for the sake of use.” It appears that in the series two
terms of which are “truth for the sake of good” and “good for
the sake of use,” that on arriving at use we have arrived at a
supreme moral principle in that which is done for the sake of use.
Use expresses a variety that exceeds all the varieties intelligence
is customarily concerned with. “. . . uses are so manifold that
they can scarcely be classified into general and specifics. . . .”
How supreme is that “for the sake of which” when it is for the
sake of use? How regarded by the Lord? “Nothing but use is
regarded by the Lord in His Kingdom.” (AC 1097)
How regarded by man? This cannot be answered immediately
because man has an external and an internal. Externally we are
led to philosophy. The Philosopher of Ancient Greece told us
that happiness was an end in itself. Man seeks happiness for the
sake of happiness. But Aristotle was well aware that the meaning
of this as a moral principle depends upon the meaning of happiness.
If we set Aristotle aside we discover that ". . . angelic happiness
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is in use, and according to use, that is, it is according to the goods
of love and charity.” (AC 454)
Learning and delights are united according to the Writings:
"The memory-knowledge of knowledge is attended with this, and it is
something natural in it, as is manifested in children when they first begin
to learn, namely, that the higher things are, the more they desire them;
and still more when they hear that they are celestial and Divine. But
this delight is natural, and arises from a desire that is the external man.”
(AC 1472)

So with some men the desire for knowledge is an end in itself,
it is the desire for knowledge for the sake of knowledge. But
there are higher delights and higher ends. Knowledges are then
regarded as intermediate ends when:
“the memory-knowledges of knowledges is nothing but an instrumental
agency having for its end a use, namely, that the knowledges may serve
celestial and spiritual things as vessels; and when they are thus serving,
they are then for the first time in their use, and receive from the use their
delight.” (AC 1472)

Thus knowledges are means of becoming rational and later
spiritual: “. . . by means of knowledges his external man may be
adjoined to his internal; and when this is done, he is in the life
of use itself.” (Ibid.)

And now we have the answer to the question above, how is use
regarded by man? “The internal man regards nothing but the
use.” (Ibid.)
We note an interesting aside here, reflecting back on Aristotle:
There is a passage in The Infinite where Swedenborg is com
menting on certain theories of the philosophers. For example,
after suggesting a certain modification of one theory, he adds,
“(then) they would not have been far from the truth.” (1915
edition, p. 61; 1965 ed. p. 82) If Aristotle’s hierarchy, related to
happiness guided by intelligence, reached high enough, even to
use, then perhaps we might say, “he would not have been far
from the truth.” In this connection it can be observed that Aris
totle wondered if man could arrive at happiness in this world.
This seems to raise the ideal of happiness beyond ordinary worldly
meanings. There is an analogy in the teaching of the Writings
that since use is from the Lord not man, this like other operations
in man according to the laws of Divine Providence, is known to
man scarcely, if at all. But let us try to understand more about
this in the next note.
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285. “Use for the sake of use." We have examples of “truth for
the sake of truth,” “good for the sake of good.” Can it be said
that “use is for the sake of use” is a moral principle ?
Apparently it can be so said; but also apparently in so saying
one is speaking of a very high degree in the development of man—
perhaps beyond the moral only. It seems that each of us feels
that he has some understanding of truth and of good—but what
can be meant by “use for the sake of use”? Surely man must do
at least that which is required for his nutrition and for his health.
Beyond this, where does his performance of use for the sake of use
become recognized by him? Such a recognition might coincide
with a recognition of his degree of regeneration. For this latter
to be possible there are only indications. For we are told, in
DLW 426, that
"man does not feel and perceive the love of performing uses for the sake
of uses as he feels and perceives the love of performing uses for the sake
of self; consequently when he is performing uses he does not know whether
he is doing them for the sake of use or for the sake of self. But let him
know that he is performing uses for the sake of use in the measure in
which he flees from evils; for so far as he flees from evils, he perforins
uses not from himself, but from the Lord.”

“Use for the sake of use” therefore seems to be something that
can be said and understood as a principle. But it does not appear
to be a moral (or spiritual) guiding principle that can be felt m
himself by man since it says something which he cannot directly
understand with respect to a specific act of his.
This does not at all mean that “use for the sake of use” is not
a principle at all. It is a principle for the internal man. It be
comes a possible principle when the eyes of the external man are
closed and those of the internal man are opened. Christianity
taught that man is an image of God-Man as represented by Jesus.
This image was used to express a way of life. It defined a choice
that man ought to make as that which he also ought to do.
But when we try to lift our thought above earthly life to the life
of the internal man, we discover ‘image’ to mean something
different.
“. . . that it may be known that God as a Man is the form itself of all
uses, from which form all uses in the created universe derive their origin,
thus that the created universe, viewed as to uses, is an image of Him. . . .”
(DLW 298)
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There is an essential difference between performance of use and
doing and the Old Testament command “Thou shalt not. . .
The Old Testament is clear and explicit in stating that certain
things shall not be done, whereas the New Testament model of
charity opens the way to an infinite variety of possible things
that may be done.
In the Writings this is pursued further. Yes, there remains
the single essential of salvation stated negatively: to shun evil
as sin. But this says nothing about the opportunity opened toward
an infinite variety of possible things the internal man can do, and
in consequence the external man.
“Use for the sake of use” can be divided through emphasis in
two directions, use for the sake of God and use for the sake of the
neighbor. This opens a whole new doctrine for study. But while
"use for the sake of use” is beyond the moral judgment of the
external-moral man, the choices he makes of uses directed to the
natural life of charity he lives and the worship of God to which
he directs his mind form the basis for the spiritual principle of
“use for the sake of use.”
Returning momentarily to art, as an analogy, we see in it the
vast opportunity open to the artist to make manifest his creative
talents. But to be able to do this he must not encase himself in
the belief that art is an end in itself. Furthermore, the tech
niques of the various arts are so well studied and experienced
that to learn the "shall nots” in art is relatively easy compared to
opening our creative self to its opportunities.

286. "Use for the sake of the Lord.” As one follows the series
truth for the sake of good, and good for the sake of use, one
might be tempted to look for an expression in which use in its
turn would be for the sake of something else beyond it.
In DLW 331-335 a series of uses is described in ascending
order: uses for sustaining the body; uses for perfecting the
rational ; uses for receiving the spiritual from the Lord. Does this
mean that it should be said that “use is for the sake of the Lord” ?
A variation of this which might go unnoticed is "uses from
man for the Lord’s sake.” In DLW 335 we are warned that the
uses just listed
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“must not be said to be uses from man for the Lord’s sake, but from the
Lord for man’s sake, ... for man cannot do good from himself, but only
from the Lord, and good is what is called use.”

Yet when we read “men cannot do good from himself, but only
from the Lord” this should not be understood as meaning that
man ought not to try to do good. To clarify this the phrase “for
the sake of” again enters our discussion. In AC 9210, as in
many other numbers, the warning is given against man doing
things “for the sake of himself.” It then adds,
“But if his end is to do good for the sake of a fellow-citizen, his country,
or the church, thus for the sake of the neighbor, then the good which the
man does is good, for it is done for the sake of good itself, which in general
is the neighbor itself; .... thus also it is done for the sake of the Lord....”
Passing from good to truth we read, “As it is with good, so also it is
with truth. Those who do truth for the sake of truth, do it also for the
sake of the Lord, because they do it from the Lord.”

There is another temptation of thought related to what God
does. Can that be for the sake of Himself? What God does is
for the sake of the human race. From the Writings we read what
was quoted earlier,
“It is not for the sake of Himself, but for the sake of the human race; not
from self-glory, but from love; for He wills to be conjoined with the human
race, and to give them eternal life and happiness.” (AC 7550)

That “for the sake of” refers to the “end” we now know. Yet
Swedenborg also often uses “end” rather than the phrase “for
the sake of.”
“He who believes, as every one ought to believe, that the Divine created
the universe for no other end than that the human race may arise and a
heaven therefrom. . . .” (AC 6697)

Italics are added to indicate that for these words the phrase
“for the sake of” might be substituted.

287. Where do we go from here? Some suggestions. One of
those kind enough to read the above notes for criticism wrote at
the end “So!” That could mean several things. But let us take
it to mean where do we go from here?
Let me (1) first restate the purpose of the notes and what I
take to be their conclusion as far as they have gone. (2) Let us
then consider how series enter the discussion. (3) Finally we can
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ask ourselves if the whole story related to “for the sake of” as an
end has been told.
1. It was the expressed intention of the notes to examine such
statements as “A for the sake of A” to see if a moral principle is
suggested: This question has continuity with the history of ethics
because since Aristotle, at least, such statements have been accepted
by various schools as guiding principles. “Happiness for the sake
of happiness,” and “pleasure for the sake of pleasure” are examples.
We can note the existence of schools of this kind as: Eudaemonism,
hedonism, utilitarianism, and epicurianism.
The conclusion of the notes follows the observation that both
“truth for the sake of truth” and “good for the sake of good” are
used in the Writings. Nevertheless neither truth nor good is a
final end. The Writings teach that both truth and good are leading
to use as the end. Therefore use for the sake of use appears as
the end of the series of intermediate ends, truth and good. The
doctrine of use is not developed in the notes.
2. How do series enter the discussion ? It is common knowledge
that to do something for the sake of self is often a negative moral
principle and leads to evil. But there are certain things one ought
to do for himself, although not for self as a final end but as an
intermediate one—so that the self may be the means for a higher
end. Consider nutrition for example. Proper nutrition is for the
sake of self, that is, for the sake of one’s health. By extending
this observation man should strive toward truth, and thence to
good, and also especially as a final end toward the performance of
use. When properly understood there is no conflict with what is
with man that is proper to the Lord. The healthy body becomes
a means to some further end. So much for the beginning of a
series of means and ends. What limits the length of such a chain ?
Aristotle in his consideration of the relation of one cause to
another, after giving illustration, states,
“. . . final causes cannot go on ad infinitum, . . .” and by way of restate
ment writes, “walking being for the sake of health, this for the sake of
happiness, happiness for the sake of something else, and so one thing for
the sake of another. . . . If there is no first there is no cause at all.”
(Physics 258 B 13)

It is not intended here to bypass our main topic of ends by
shifting to causes. I insert this quote from Aristotle to indicate
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how necessary it is, following the introduction of series whether of
ends, or causes, that there must be a final end or a final cause.
3. And this brings us to the general question suggested above,
Has the whole story been told? In relation to this we come upon
the following, “The human mind dwells in the trine called end,
cause, and effect. If one of these is lacking, the mind is not
possessed of life....” (DP 178) And repeating later for emphasis
concerning the trine of end, cause, and effect, “The mind has no
life from one of these separately, therefore, but from the three
together.” (Ibid.)
These notes are a study of ends only. Therefore only a part
of the story has been told.
One remark should be added suggesting how the story might be
continued. The final end is use. In defining spiritual man as
will, understanding, and the performance of use, the Writings ex
plain that these three are receptacles of Wisdom, Love, and Use
from the Lord. When received by man these three proceedings
from the Lord have a variety of ways of manifesting themselves
in the spiritual man. For example the derivatives of Love are
affections, various manifestations of these are described in the
Writings: blessedness, joy, gladness, delights, yes and even happi
ness!
The ancients who saw in happiness a final end as a moral
guiding principle evidently were not entirely wrong. To examine
this would contribute something toward a pursuit of the whole
story.
A glance at the numerous references in Potts’ Concordance
under delights, joy, happiness, etc. is enough to convince one of
the importance of the subject.
These beginnings, made as they have been within the universe
of discourse of morality, scarcely scratch the surface of what is
finally involved with regard to man not only as a moral being,
but also as a spiritual being.
“In its essence with man the spiritual is the very affection of good and
truth for the sake of good and truth, and not for the sake of self, and also
the affection of what is just and fair for the sake of what is just and fair,
and not for the sake of self. When a man feels in himself delight and
pleasantness, and) still more if he feels happiness and blessedness, from
these affections, this is the spiritual in him, which comes not from the natural,
but from the spiritual world or from heaven,, that is, through heaven
from the Lord. . .
(AC 5639 : 2)

E. F. A.

