      This  manuscript is  a  much  shortened  version  of  my  2016  book  Making  Meaning  (200 pages) which  is  the  first  one  to  fully  develop  the  idea  of  meaning  in  one's  life  (not  words).  This shortened  version  focuses  directly  on  making  this  meaning  as  best  that  I  can.  
      I  hope  that  you  will  enjoy  perusing  this  work.  I  would  much  appreciate  hearing  your  responses  to  it.  Please  feel  free  to  call  me  at  (773)  481-0544  to  discuss  it  with  me.
        Although  there  is   obviously  no  charge  to  download  Maximizing  Meaning,  it  is  more  accessible  than  my  book  which  costs  $20.00  for  paperback  and  $30.00  for  hardcover.  I  would  much  appreciate  whatever  you  think  that  the  effort  is  worth  to  support  its  continuation  in  forms  such  as  other  books  on  the  topic  and  to  help  me  beat  greedy  amazon.com  who  get  90%  of  all  books  bought  at it!
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SECTION  1:  THE  MEANING  MANIFESTO
         What  every  person  really  wants  most  from  her  life  is  to  have  maximum  meaning  defined  as  “positive  impact.”  (more  on  this  definition  in  Section  2)
       (I  will  indicate  all  definitions  by  an  “ = “  in  parentheses  preceding  each.  I  will  do  this  as  soon  as  I  use  any  ambiguous  term.  Similarly,  I  will    underline  each  important  sentence  for  emphasis.  Finally, I  will  use  female  pronouns  in  this  essay  because  the  male  one  has  been  used  long  enough!)    
       Don't  we  all  desire  above  all  that  our  lives  will have  the  biggest  impact  or  effect  for  good  on  ourselves  and  others?   What  intelligent  person  would  not  prefer  to  maximize  meaning  most  of  all?
         Anyone  who  tries  to  maximize  meaning  in  her  life  will  live  the  fullest,  deepest,  richest  and  best  life  overall  that  she  can.   The  best  that  life  offers  will  not  pass  by  such  a  person,  as  it  most  sadly  does  for  so  many  others.  She  will  do  more  with  her  life  than  get   through  it  with  little  purpose  or  point  other  than   to  raise  children  to  do  the  same.   

       The  best  life  that  anyone  can  live—surely  no  minor  matter!--is  the  most  meaningful  one  that  she  can.    Maximizing  Meaning  tells  the  reader  how  to  do  this  in  the  most  direct and  shortest form  that  I  can.  This  extended  essay  explains  for  the  first  time  meaning  and  how  to  maximize  it.   (There  are  a  few  books  on  the  meaning  of  life,  but  I  will  explain  later  how  this  differs  considerably  from  meaning  itself.) 
     One  preliminary  way  to  maximize  meaning  in  general:  connect  in  some  way  to  something  greater  than  yourself,  for  examples,  connecting  to  other  people  in  general,  committing  to  a  worthy  social  cause,  loving  others  and,  biggest  and  hardest  of  all, unite  with God  (if  He  truly  exists—in  Sections  13-15)  can  help  a  person  make  more  meaning  in  her  life.     
      If  our  society  overall  were  to  pursue  meaning,  it  would  reverse  its  slow  but  steady  decline  in  the  quality  of  our  lives  over  the  last  several  decades.  
      Meaning  has  been  an  explicit  concern  for  me  since  that  day  shortly  after  I  had  been  terminated  at  a  major  university.  I  looked  at  my  newborn  son  and  realized  that  what  I  wanted  most  was  for  my  life  to  have  much  meaning  for  him  and  others.
The  remaining  paragraphs  in  this  section  praise  meaning  as  worthwhile  for  us  to  maximize:       

     The  life  of  every  person  has  meaning,  at  least  in  her  relationships  to  others,  especially  her  parents.  Every  action  that  a  person  does  has  some  meaning  (effect).  Why  not  learn  to  maximize  your  meaning?   
       We  all  need  to  ask  the  meaning-question  constantly.  This  question  concerns  ( = )  how  a  person  can  maximize  meaning  in  her  life,  particularly  actions.  To  make  our  lives  as  meaningful  as  we  can,  we  all  need  to  reflect  on  how  we  can  wrest  as  much  meaning  from  each  choice of  what  we  do  and  how  we  do  it,  for  examples,  talking  for  a  little  while  with  your  neighbor  or  savoring  tastes  in  your  mouth  rather  than  piling  in  more  of  them.   Ideally,  a  person  would  ask  the  meaning-question  for  every  action.  We  all  ought  to  aim  toward  this  ideal  as  much  as  we  can.   A  person  will  feel  more  quality  in  her  life  every  time  that  she  makes  meaning.  
         Whenever  a  person  asks  about  the  meaning  of  anything,  she  actually  asks  the  ultimate   question  “Why?  because  it asks  what  is  every thing's  purpose  (one  of  the main  senses  of  “meaning”  in  Section  2).   We  cannot  ask  a  better  question  as  it  asks  how  we  can  make  the  most  positive  impact  which  defines  “meaning.”   
           Very  much  is  at  stake  in  knowing  about  meaning.  Knowing  about  it  focuses  directly  on  what  means  or  matters  most  in  one's  life.  What  can  be  more  worthwhile  to  know?   What  can  be  better  to  know  than  what  things mean  to  you?  Getting  such  knowledge  takes  the  first  step  in  maximizing  meaning  in  one's  life.    
          Everything  that  exists  has some  meaning  because  it  has  some  impact  (in  the  sense  of  “relation”  or  “effect”) on  other  things.  What  else  is  universal?  Nothing.  Meaning  is  thus  our  broadest  and  most  fundamental  idea.   It  grounds  all  our  thinking  about  everything
          Maximizing  meaning  is  a  highly  noble  idea  to  live  by.   It  regards  humans  as  struggling  mightily  to  have  an  impact  despite  such  massive  obstacles  as  the  indifference  of  the  world  and  the  insignificance  of  each  of  us  in  the  grand  scheme  of  everything.  The  struggler  prevails  just  by  struggling,  as  novelist  Albert  Camus  assures  us  in  his  Myth  of  Sisyphus.  In  that  book  of  philosophical  essays  he  emphasizes  that  by  nobly  struggling  against  the  absurdities  in  our  lives  at  least  we  assert  our  free  will  to  scorn  and  thus  surmount  our  fate.
        Meaning  makes  a  person's  self  larger  by  expanding  her  knowledge  of  basics.  She  becomes  righteous  in  the  biblical  sense  of  living  in  accord  with  divine  laws.  Meaning  honors  a  person:   it  increases  her  dignity  and  worth.  Thinking  about  meaning  can  enlighten  all  our  actions,  choices  and  beliefs  by  showing  the  impact  that  these  have.  In  short,  meaning  can  add  expand  a  person's  life  in  many  ways,  as it  has  mine.
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                                                                John  Dewey
        Making  meaning  is  highly  valuable.  As  the  dean  of  American  philosophy  John  Dewey colloquially put  it,   a  value,  which  can  include  money,  is  something  that  a  person  “cherishes”  or  “prizes.”   Who  does  not  do  this  for  making  meaning  for  others  and  ourselves?   

       All  this  sounds  highly  serious.   It  surely  is,  of  course.  However,  I  stress  that  maximizing  meaning  leads  to  much  joy  because  it  pleases  enormously  to  get  more  meaning  from  what  a  person  already  enjoys.  Since  meaning  is  mental,  it  can  give  the  most  fun  to  a  person's  life.   Philosopher  J.  S.  Mill  correctly  pointed  out  that  a  person  always  prefers  mental  pleasure  over  physical  if  she  can  get  it.  I  get  tremendous  joy  from  meaning,  mostly  the  mental  variety  from   knowing  about  meaning.      
          The  Meaning  Manifesto  thus  fundamentally  insists  that  every  person  ought  to strive  above  all  to  maximize  meaning  for  all  the  reasons  that  I  have  just  praised  it  for. 

2.  THE  DEFINITION  OF  “MEANING”

AS  “POSITIVE  IMPACT”
       “Meaning”  is  a  horribly  ambiguous  word.   I  myself  have  used  this  word  in  eighty  different  senses,  such  as  “purpose,”  “significance”  and  “the  reference  of  a  word”  (which  I  will    not  be  concerned  with  at  all)   in  my   published  journal  The  Meaning  of  Life.  (All  sixty-two  issues  are  available  at  seekerofmeaning@yahoo.com.)  Any  ambiguous  word  such  as  “meaning”  should  be clearly  defined  immediately.   Defining  “meaning”  will  be  a  Herculean  task,  but  the  universal  laws  of  logic  for  defining  terms  will  greatly  help  me.   (See  logic  and  language  in  Appendix I.  Aristotle  was  the  father  of  logic.)
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Aristotle, the father of logic

Before defining “meaning,” examining  its  etymology                                                                                                                                                      or  the  derivation  of  the  word  will  enlighten  us  a  little  about  it.  “Meaning”  is  a  rather  new  word  in  any  language.  Not  even  the  amazing  ancient  Greek  philosophers  such  as  Socrates,  Plato and  Aristotle  used  this  word.   The  closest  word  that  they  had  to  it  is  “logos”  which  refers  to  ideas  in  general.  In  English  “meaning”  was  not  used  until  the  thirteenth  century.  Then  it  referred  to “what  something  signifies  to  a  person.”  This  word  has been  little used  since  then.  So, “meaning” has played an incredibly small  role  in  our  thinking  throughout  history.   
          After  giving  much  thought—and  agony!--,  I  define “meaning”  fully as  “the significant,  usually  positive,  impact  of  a  person  (or  a  thing).”   This  defines  “meaning”  as  the  effects  or  relations  that  a  person  has.  (I  will  always  refer  in  this  work  to  the   impacts  that  humans  have.)  
       By  its  very  definition,  meaning  tells  what  matters  most  to  a  person:  it  is  what  is  important,  special  and  significant  to  her.  Only  unintelligent  and  lazy people  would  not  want  to  maximize  meaning  in  their  lives!
         The  meaning  of  anything  is  also  its  purpose  (goal  or  aim).  It  is  what  moves  a  person  toward  her  objectives.  Maximizing  meaning  can  motivate  each  of  us  to  pursue  our  goals  intently.   Most  of  us  much  need  to  be  motivated  toward  even  our  own  goals.  

       Note  that  this  definition  reveals  that  meaning  is  mostly objective,  not  subjective  as  almost  everyone  believes,  because  it  refers  to  the  external  impact  of  anyone  (or  anything)  on  someone  (or  something)  else.  If  the  impact  is  on  a  person's  beliefs,  then  it  is  subjective;  however,  all  other  impacts  are  objective  or  exist  in  the  external  world  as  something  affecting  something  else.   (See  Sections  27-28  for  more  on  this.)
        This  definition also  reveals  that  meaning  accentuates  making  or  having  an  impact  rather  than  mere  thinking  about  it.  There  is  clearly  more  meaning  if  it  takes  physical  form  rather  than  just  in  one's   thinking  or  subjectively.
     One  important  clarification:  significant  impacts  can  be  both  positive  (good)  and  negative  (bad),  of  course,   but  the  way  that  we  use  “meaning”  today  overwhelmingly  favors  its  positive  or  affirmative  sense.  I  will  follow  this  usage  unless  I  specify  otherwise.  In  other  words,  if  anything  has  positive  impact  or  effect it  has  “meaning.”  I  

will  disregard  the  rare  negative  sense  of  this  word,  for  example,  “Hitler  and  the  Nazis  had  an  utterly  horrible  meaning  (or  bad   effect).” My  short  definition  of  “meaning”  is  “the  positive  impact  of  anything.”   
       How  can  we  deal  with  the  horrible  ambiguity  of  “meaning”  mentioned  at  the  start  of  this  section?   By  means  of  a  law  of  logic  that  commands  us  to  specify  the  exact  sense  of  “meaning”  in  which  we  may  use  this  word  in,  as  awkward  and  nonliterary  as  it  sounds  to  say  “meaning”  in  the  sense  of  ______”  whenever  I  do  not  use  this  word  in  its  definition  of  “positive  impact.   This  will  be  rare.  (See  Appendix  I  on  definitions.)
        It  is  not  appropriate  to  speak  about  “the  meaning”  of  anything,  for  example,  “the  meaning  of  Christmas”  because  this  implies  pompous  and  pretentious  knowledge  of  absolute  truths  about  objective  meanings  that    humans  do  not  have.
         Each  person  needs  to  think  very  carefully  about  “meaning,”  as  this  word  is  quite  confounding  and  tricky.  The  basic  laws  of  the  logic  of  language  (from  Appendix  I)  can  help  us clarify  this  ambiguous  word.

3.  MEANING  OUGHT  TO  BE  MOSTLY
 A  VALUE,  NOT  A  FACT
          This  section  will  clarify  a  widespread  confusion  about  meaning.  We  typically  speak  of  meaning  on  the  strictly  factual  level,  for  example, “That  photograph  has  much  meaning  for  her.”  There  is  no  doubt  that  meaning  is  factual,  but  this  is  a  small  part  of  its  potentially  profound  importance  for  us.  Meaning  is  an  idea  of  philosophy   =  basic  beliefs  about  deep  values (such  as  goodness,  justice  and  the  holy) and  how  to  know  big  truths (such  as  whether  or  not  God  exists  and  what  is  beauty).      
       Meaning  ought  to  be  thought  of  more  as  a  value  or  preference  rather  than  a  mere  fact.  Values  give  us  ideals  to  live  by  and  up  to  and  standards  to  judge  by  (more  on  values  in  general  in  Section   1).  These  are  obviously  not  factual:  they  are  ideals   for  us  to  aim  for.    Values  differ  vastly  from  facts.  They  may  well  exist  on  a  higher  but  overlapping  levels  of  existence:  the  physical  for  facts  and  the  spiritual  or  intangible  for  values.  Facts  describe  the  world  whereas  values  prescribe how  we  ought  to  live. 
       Meaning  as  values  that  we  ought  to  live  by  are  extremely  hard  to  know,  of  course.            

One's  values  are  commonly  considered  mere  “opinions.”  They  surely  are  that, as  is  most  of  our  knowledge.  However,  a  person  can  best  try  know  meaning  by  reflecting  very  carefully  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  logic.  Never  forget  that  applying  the  laws of  logic can  show  how  sound  an  opinion  is.  Logic  can  help  us  much  on  this  very  difficult  matter,  but  it  is  very  little  known  today.   
        The  new  field  of meaningology  studies  meaning  in  all  the  fields  of  knowledge.  It  approaches  these  fields  in  terms  of  what  they  mean  to  us,  for  examples,  art,  literature,  music,  economics,  the  law,  mathematics  and  (to  a  lesser  extent)  the  social and  natural  sciences.  Wouldn't  this  be  far  more  enlightening  than  the  way  that  these  fields  have  been  studied and  taught  in  the  past?  All  past  thinking  is  misguided  because  it  is  not   based  on   the  idea  of  meaning.  Learning  about  this  idea  would  revolutionize  one's  thinking  and  acting,  as  it  has  mine.  Physicist  Richard  Freynman  has  asserted  that  meaning  would  unleash  great  forces  in  The  Meaning  of  It  All,  page  32.
           Since  meaningology  requires  solidly  knowing  a  field, I  will  obviously  not  be  able  

to  develop  it  here.  It  can  easily  be  done  with  much  benefit  by  anyone  who  knows  a  field  and  about  meaning.   
4.  MEANING   AS  THE  LIFE-

OR-DEATH  QUESTION
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Albert Camus

A  person's  life  must  mean  enough  for  her  to  want  to  continue  to  live.  As  novelist  Albert Camus  wrote  in  his  Myth  of  Sisyphus  (page  1),  “There  is  one  true  philosophical  questions  and  that  is  whether  or  not  life  is  worth  living.  . . . The meaning  of  life  is  the  most  urgent  of  questions.”  He  is  totally  correct  that  if  a  person's  life  lacks  meaning  too  much  for  her,  she  will  commit  suicide.  That  is  how  fundamental  is  the meaning-question.  An  excellent  example  of  this  is  the  highly  dramatic  character  of  Socrates.   He  allowed  himself  to  be  poisoned  (actually  murdered)  rather  than  to  be  deprived of  the  level  of  meaning  that  he  required  from  his  life,  namely,  to  seek  wisdom  from  others  even  if  that  revealed  their  ignorance  and  arrogance.  
        Similarly,  if  a  person's  life  much  lacks  meaning,  for  example,  a  person  severely  deprived  by  poverty  or  unloving  parents,  may  well  lash  out  with  various  forms  of  violence  against  innocent  victims.  Such  a  criminal  as  well  as  those  trying  to  rehabilitate  her  will  have  little  clue    about  the  cause   until  they  understand  in  a  specific  way  how  she  much  lacks  meaning  in  her  life.  
      On  the  other  hand,  a  person  who  has   much  meaning  in  her  life,  will  live  a  self-actualized  and  fulfilled  one.
      Likewise,   mentally  ill  people  chiefly  complain  that  their  lives  lack  meaning  in  major  ways.
      Finally,  along  these  lines,  medical  researchers  have  recently  discovered  that  people  who  have  a  strong  sense  of  meaning  (in  the  sense  of  “purpose”)  in  their  lives  live  healthier  and  longer.  Having  such  meaning  in  one's  life  helps  prevent  such   life-shortening  illnesses  as  high-blood  pressure  and  heart  diseases.  Having  much  meaning  in  one's  life  also  helps  people  in  recovering  from  sicknesses  in  general.  
         In  summary,  every  person  fundamentally  needs  sufficient  meaning  for  her  to  live  a  happy,  healthy  and  peaceful  life.
5.  THE  INNER  CRY  FOR  MEANING
         Everyone  cries  for meaning  in  their  lives.  We  all  want  our  lives  to  measure  up  to  our  standards.  One's  cries  vary  in  intensity.  They  are  boisterous  only  during  times  of  personal crisis  or  extreme  stress.   Usually  the  cry  sounds  like  the  “still,  small  voice”  that  Elijah  heard,  although  this  is  not  God  speaking  to  us.  
           We  can  sooth  the  cry  for  meaning  by  supplying  the  meaning  that  we  lack  from  the  sources  of  meaning  (treated  starting  in  Section  7).    This  is  often   difficult  to  do,  of  course,  but  it  is  our  best  way  to  make  the  meaning  that  we  lack.
           The  inner  voice  is  highly  mysterious  and  marvelous.  Humans  do  not  have  mouths  inside  

them  and  inner  ears  by  which  to  hear  them!  This  voice  is  really  our  thinking  that  we  literally  hear  inside  us.  How  can  we  make  such  a  voice  and  hear  it?  There  is  no  physical  explanation  for  this.  This  is  amazing!  What  wonderful and  spiritual  beings  we  are!  There are no  easy  answers  to  such  big  questions  as  what  makes  one's  inner  voice,  but  its  cry  for  meaning  makes  us  aware  of  their  fascinating  existence  which  most  people  are  oblivious  of. 

6.  ON  MEANING  AND  ME    

           I  have  intensely  sought  all  forms  of  meaning  all  my  adult  life.    Early  in   my  adolescence  I  internally  raged  tremendously  about  my  life,  asking  such  existential  questions  as  what  is  worth  knowing  and  doing  and  why  am  I  alive?   The  idea  of  meaning  finally  settled  my  rages.  (In  this  essay  I  will  give  concrete  examples  of  ideas  about  meaning  from  my  own  experiences  to  make  these  ideas  specific  and  personal,  not  to  brag  about  them.)
        As  a  child,  I  felt  much  neglected  and  unloved  by  my  parents.  They  rarely  did  anything  with  me  or  take  me  anywhere,  not  even  to  local  playgrounds.  They  did  the  best  that  they as knew how  as  simple  people,  but  I  find  it  very  hard  to  believe  that  a  loving  parent  would  do  no  more  for  her  child  than   providing  his  material  needs  (only,  almost  zero  luxuries  like  toys!)  and  sending  him  to  parochial  schools.  In  those  schools  I  was  brainwashed  by  guilt-instilling   nuns to  fear  physically  burning  in  hell  eternally  for  committing  even  small  “mortal  sins”!   Such  a  religious  education  terribly  twisted  my  thinking  about  God  for  many  years,  needless  to  say!     
         My  father  was  a  binge  alcoholic  during  my  younger  years  when  I  most  needed  him  for  my  self-identity  and  support,  but  I  often  got  humiliated  by  him  instead.  As  typical  of  her  generation,  my  mother  was  subservient  to  him,  weak-willed  and  depressed.  If  I  was  regarded  as  all  but  worthless  by  my  own  parents,  how  could  my  life  matter  much  even  to  me?   Questions  like  this  inflamed   my  rages  and  eventually  led  me  to  ask  and  answer  the  meaning-question  explicitly.  Even  as  a  child,  I  knew  there  must  be  more  to  life  than  this.   As  singer  Peggy  Lee  asked  as  she  watched  her  house  burn,  “Is  that  all  there  is?”  The  answer  obviously  must  be, “No!”
     My  search  for  meaning  stemmed  from  more  than  negative  factors  such  as  neglectful  parents.
I  fundamentally  love  meaning  because I love  life  in  all  its  forms  so  much  that  I  want  to  wrest all  the  meaning  that  I  can  out  of  them.  For  example,  I  love  gardening  because  flowers  not  only  are  beautiful  (which  may  be  the  highest  value), but  also  they  flourish  as  all  humans  aspire  to   do.        
      Chicago  is  the  significant  setting  (usually)  of  my  love  of  meaning.   Not  only  does  it  have  fantastic  artistic  and  cultural  resources  and  the  world's  greatest  waterfront,  but  also  it  is  the  most  typical  city  in  the  United  States.   It  is  centrally  situated  very  near  the  middle  of  the  heartland  of  the  country.    Chicago  is  also  the  largest  home  of  typical  or  average  people.   These  most  need  meaning  in  their  lives  because  they  have  so  little,  unfortunately.  Although  the  typical  person  is  deeply  flawed  and  fallen,  she  still  can  make  much  meaning.    
7.  SOURCE  OF  MEANING  # 1:

QUALITY  RELATIONSHIPS
       The  best  way  to  maximize  meaning  is  to  draw  from  what  I  call  the  “sources”  of  meaning.
These  are  ( = )  general  areas  of  our  lives  in  which  we  can  have  and  make  much meaning  if  we  know  about  them  in  terms  of  the  idea  of  meaning.  I  will  treat  the  following  sources  not  in  order  of  importance:  (1)  quality  relationships,  (2)  a sense  of  community,  (3)  dialogue  or genuine  dialogue,  (4)  fulfilling  work,  (5)  material  possessions,  (6)  searching  for  God,  (7)  intangibles ( =  nonphysical  realities  that  are  deep  values  and  big  ideas) and  (8)  interpreting  emotions  and  ideas  in  artworks.  There  are  many  other  sources  of  meaning,  but  these  are  some  of  the  main  ones.       
                                                                               * * *
            Relationships  with  other  people  are  our  first  and  largest  source  of  meaning.   A  relationship  is  ( = )  a  one-on-one  interaction   of  one  person  to  another.  They  seem  simple,  but  they  involve  complex  intangibles,  for  examples,  the  self,  love  and  goodness.
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                                                                Martin  Buber
       We  all  need  some  relationship  with  another  person.  Humans  are  social  animals  by  their  needs  and  evolution.  We  have  such  a  strong  need  to  be  with  another  person  that  we  endure  abuse  longer  than  is  reasonable.  Relationships  to  other  people  such  as  our  parents  and  friends compose  what  theologian  Martin  Buber  poetically  calls  “our  world.”   Without  other  people,  a  person  would  be  quite  lonely  and lacking  support  and  consolation  when  needed.  In  short,  our  lives  without  relationships  would  lack  much  meaning.
          Yet,  despite  the  special  significance  that  relationships  have  for  us,  we  can  generalize  very  little  about  how  to  make  them  more  meaningful  perhaps  because  each  is  unique.  Common  interests  draw  two  people  together,  but  they  certainly  are  not  required.  Opposite personalities  sometimes  complement  each  other. 
        It  is  often  quite  hard  for  two  people  to  get  along  on  an  intimate  level.  The  U.  S.  divorce  rate  has  hovered  around  50%  for  many  decades  now.  Two  people  must  often  accept  huge  differences  from  each  other  to  have  a  lasting  relationship.  We  tend  to  fear  others  as  fierce  competitors  for  limited  resources,  especially  money.  So  how  can  we  make  our  relationships  more  meaningful? 
          In  brief,  we  implicitly  regard  the  other  person  in  a  quality  relationship as  having  special  meaning  (in  the  sense  of  “significance”)  for  some  reason. Very  often  this  meaning  is  a  positive emotion.   For  example,  trust,  even  the  look  of  it,  plays  a  large  role  in  starting  and  sustaining  a  relationship  when  one  person  finds  another  reliable,   honest  and  good  in  general.   
        Since  meaningful  relationships  are  so  emotional,  they  are  quite  hard  to  explain  in  words.   A  quality  relationship  can  perhaps  best  be  described  metaphorically  ( =  a  comparison  of  two  unlike  things)  as  one  that  “clicks”  or  has  “good  chemistry,” but  we  can  thereby  give  few  reasons  to  explain  these  metaphors,  unfortunately. 
          The  prescription  for  having  a  meaningful  or  quality  relationship  is  simple:  you  ought  give  to  the  other  for  her  sake  because  she  is  meaningful  to  you  in  some  way(s).  On  its   highest  level   we  call  such giving  to  the  other  “love.”  On  a  lower  and colloquial  level  we  call it  “being  nice.”  This  giving  regards  the  other  person  as  so  special   in  her  meaning  that  one  wants  to  give  to  her  and  treat  her  well.  
        In  a  relationship  a  person  ought  to  give  more  to  the  other  than  get  because  this  will  double  the  meaning  in  its  definitional  sense  of  “positive  impact” (in  Section  2).  Doing  this  will  give two  people (yourself  and  the  other more  meaning  than  just  one  (yourself).  So  we  should  strive  to  make  meaning  in  relationships  altruistic  rather  than  egoistic.   
         Our  current  relationships  are  almost  totally  self-centered:  We  care  almost  entirely  about  ourselves  (and  our  nuclear  families).  We  tend  to  think  only  about  our  self-interests  much  above others  except  for  a  social  catastrophe  such  as  a  flood  or  fire  for  some  reason  unknown  to  me.   This  self-centeredness  in  our  relationships  is  most  deplorable  from  the  point  of  view  of  meaning.   
                                                                            * * *
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Buber “I  and  Thou”
       Buber's  notion  of  “saying  thou”  gives  what  I  consider  an  insightful  if  unusual  account  of  the  ideal  relationship,  but  expressed  in  a  quite  poetic  or  metaphorical  way.   This  archaic  pronoun  refers  to  another  person  whom  the  other  regards  as  almost  sacred.  Today  we  say   it   to  refer  only  to  God.  

        Buber  emphasizes  that  a  person  “meets”  (encounters?)  a  thou  when  she  least  expects  it,  not  typically  in  a  marriage  or  the  like.  For  him,  this  relationship  can  happen  only  spontaneously   by  grace.  He  states  that  you  must  not  “run  away”  when  you  meet  a  thou  (as  some  people  have  done  when  I  say  just “hi”  to  them!).   Then  you  must  “turn  your  whole  being  toward”  (pay  full  attention  to--out  of  total  concern?)  the  thou.  In  this  turning  a  person  bares  her  soul  or  innermost  self to  the  thou.  Meeting  a  thou  is  always  according  to  Buber,  a  brief,  intimate  and  solemn  occurrence.  

           This  Jewish  theologian  preferred  simple  but  poetic  terms  such  as  “thou,”  “meet”  and  “turn”  perhaps  because  analytical  and  scientific  language  degrades  everything,  especially  people,   to  the  physical.    


Buber's  favorite  example  of  a  relationship  to  a  thou,  which  he   repeats  in  many  of  his  books,  is  when  a  young  woman,  probably  a  babysitter,  told  him  when  he  was  young  that  his  mother  had  run  away  with  a  solider  and  would  not  return.  From  this  he  learned  that  he  would  have  to  establish  trust  on  his  own.  He  did  this  by  developing  his  views  on  the  thou.
            For  Buber,  the  meaning  of  any  situation  is  whatever  is   unique  about  you  in  it.  You  don't  have  to  be  Moses,  just  be  yourself.  He  succeeds  in  describing  the  ideal   relationship  by  pinpointing  the  concrete  connections  between  people.     
       Another  relationship  that  can  have  much  meaning  is  called  “flesh-and-blood”  thinking.         This  way  calls  for  a  person  to  visualize  the  expressive  aspects  of  another  person.  When  one  does  this,  she  “sees”  the  other  has  similar  basic  needs  and  problems.   Abstract  thinking,  on  the  other,   tends  to  render  the  other  rather  bloodless  and  demonized  as  an  economic  threat,  competitor  and  the  like.
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Mark  Twain
        An  example  of  flesh-and-blood  thinking  comes  from  Mark  Twain's  classic  American  novel  Huckleberry  Finn.   At  first  Huck  is  very  prejudiced  against  run-away  slave  Jim  and  calls  him  “Nigger.”  But  after  they  live  for  a  time  on  a  raft  in  the  Mississippi  River  which  symbolizes  their  separation  from  conventional  society  Huck  comes  to  “see”  by  concrete  flesh-and-blood  thinking  that  Jim  has  his  same  fundamental  goal  of  freeing  himself  from  his  oppressors  in  society.   They  then  become  close  friends  because  they  work  on  their  common  goal  of  becoming  free  from  them.  That  neither  succeeds  in  the  end  is   because their  society  fails  to  engage  in  such  thinking.  That  it  did  not  is  a  major  reason  that  prejudice  against  blacks  persists  as  a  terrible problem  in  the  U.  S.  today.
         Whenever  we  treat  another  as  having  little  meaning,  we  treat  them  as  what  Buber  called  an  “it”  or  mere  thing  rather  than  a  feeling-and-thinking  human.  Treating  another  as  an  “it”  uses  her  as  a  mere  means  to  self-centered  ends.  This  definitely  dehumanizes  and  depersonalizes  the  other  to  a  mere  thing  to  be  used.  Such  frequent  degrading  makes  many  people  today  turn  to  their  phones,  Facebook  friends,  Tweets  and  texting  others  only  a  few  feet  away,  although  we  all  realize  that  a  virtual  friend  is  much  less  than  a  real  one.  We  all  much  resent  being  treated  as  an  “it,”  but  all  that  we  can  do  to  lessen  this  is  to  try  to  avoid  it  as  much  as  we  can,  although  sometimes    being  treated  as  an  “it”  is  unavoidable,  for  example,  in  retail  transactions.  
       Relationships  have  fundamental  difficulty:   one person  can    offer  friendship,  concern,  love  or  even  a    to  another,  but  the  other  can  respond  very  differently.  Most  unfortunately,  there  is  little  that  the  first  person  can  do  to  rectify  such  a sad  situation. 

       Even  if  we  cannot  now  use  Twain's  flesh-and-blood  thinking  or  “meet”  a  thou  as  Buber  proposes,  we  can  still  use  their  views  on  making  meaningful  relationships  as  ideals  to  strive  toward  in   this  very  important  but  troublesome source  of  making  meaning.   
      Again,  we cannot  say  much  about  quality  relationships  in  general,  as  I  just  noted.  If  we  could,  we  would  get  along  well!  This  is  far  from  the  case,  as  even  lovers  often  betray  each  other.  Alas!  “Can't   we  get  along?,”  Rodney  King  asked  after  he  beheld  the  devastation  in  Los  Angeles  following  his  being  beaten  brutally  by  police  there.  Good  question, but  the answer  to  it  has  eluded  the  best  thinkers.

              There  are  many  types  of  relationships  such as friends, parents,  relatives  and    co-workers.

I  will  not  be  able  to  treat  all  these  in  this  essay,  of  course,  because  of  lack  of  space.  
8.  SOURCE  OF  MEANING  #2:

A  SENSE  OF  COMMUNITY
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The  second  source  of  making  meaning  in  one's  life  combines  the  first  source  from  one-on-one  individuals  relating  to  each  other  in  some  way  into  a  community  of  individuals.  A  “community”  is  ( = )  “a  group  of  people  who  feel  a  sense  of  fellowship  and  common  purpose  with  each  other.”  People  in  a  community  feel  close  to  each  other:  they  tend  to  know  each  other  on  a  first-name  name  basis.  A  community  is  comparable  to  a  tight-knit  family,  not  the  modern  or  scattered  type.  Members  of  a  community  often  attest  that  it  feels  almost  like  an  extension  of  themselves.  
         Respect  for  others  in  a  community  is  high.  So  is  caring  about   the  others  and  compas- sionate  listening  to  them.  All  these  positive  traits  help  a  community  achieve  its  goals,  for  examples,  promoting  its  members  and  accomplishing  social  tasks.  Belonging  to  a  community  fulfills  one's  need  to  belong  to  a  group  because  we  are,  again,  thoroughly  social  animals  by  evolution  and  needs.   A  community  connects  an  individual  to  like-minded  others  in  a  fundamental  interest.  Everyone  ought  to  belong  to  at  least  one  community.  
        Establishing  a  wider  sense  of  community  can  help  to  overcome  today's  horrific  narcissism  or  self-centeredness  in  which  people  are  overly  concerned  only  about  themselves  and  their  own  nuclear  families  only.   I  can  go  on  and  on  opposing  this  highly  depressing  and  progressing--for  about  the  last  several  decades--phenomenon,  but  for  now  I  will  state  only  that  narcissism   kills  the  sense  of  community  in  any  person.
         Many  people  today  will  protest  that  simply  “don't  have  the  time”  in  this  era  of  extreme stress  to  be  active  in  a  community.  This  is  surely  true  for  many  of  us  today,   but  working  for  a  community  requires  only  a little  time,  normally  as  much  as  a  person    is  willing  to devote  to  it.    We  do  not  need  the  time  to  have  a  sense  of  community  as  much  as  the  attitude  that  making meaning  through  it  matters.          
       Everyone  ought  to  give  at  least  a  little  time  most  days  to  give  back  for  all  the  meaning  that  society  has  given  us.  We  all  need  to  “blow  up  our  TV”--and   today  our  cell-phones!--as  singer-songwriter  John  Prine  advised,  at  least  for  a  short  period  of  time  for  a  sense  of  community.   We  can  always  volunteer  for  good  causes.  Tutoring  is  one  of  the  best  ways  because  it  helps  young  minds  develop.  Picking  up  litter,  as  I  do  every  day  usually  when  I  am  speed-walking with  my  dog  reading  a  book  in  a  park  to  at  least  triple  my  meaning,  gives  a  little  more  pride  to  one's  area.   We  can  even  make  a  metaphorical  community  with  wild  birds  by  feeding  them—and  being  entertained  by  their  behavior.  
     Try  to  be  as  visible  as  possible  when  doing  community  service  (and  reading) because  others  may  well  do  likewise.  Humans  much  imitate  what  they  see  others  do.  
        In  creating  communities,  and  all  other  actions,  it  can  be  very  helpful  to  motivate  others  to  do  likewise  by  stating  reasons  for  doing  it.  This  is  not  often  done  because  the  person  doing  an  action  usually  feels  intuitively  that  it  is  important,  whereas  most  others  do  not.   While  humans  in  general  are  not  highly  rational,  they  may  well  be  motivated  a  little  to  make  more  meaning  if  you  explicitly  give  them  reasons  to  do  so.    
9.  SOURCE  OF  MEANING  #3:

GENUINE  DIALOGUE
       Once  in  a  community  or  a  relationship,  a  major  task  will  be  to  communicate  feelings,  ideas  and  goals.  I  firmly  believe  that  the  main  way  to  do  this  is  through  talking.  This  has  a  vocal  element  in  which  we  deal  directly  with  living  human  presences  with  their  facial  expres- sions,  emotional  responses  and  especially  tone  of  voice.  These  often  reveal  what  is  meaningful to  a  speaker.  One  person  talking  to  another  with  its  give-and-take  is  precious  and  superior  to  the  lifeless  written  word.  Buber  called  this  “genuine dialogue.”  He  would  define  ( = ) it  as  “a  two-way  exchange  of  meaningful  (in  the  senses  of  'big'  and  'serious')  ideas.”        
      Instead  of  dialogue  we usually  talk  trivia  needed  for  our  survival,  but  rarely  our  prospering.

We  tend  to  exchange  social  niceties,  light  topics,  gossip—almost  everyone  is  nosy--,  politics  and  personal  news  (if  any).   We  call  this  “chit  chat.”  Yak!  Yak!  Yak!  This  has  a  little  subjective  meaning  only.  
       I  believe  that  many  people  do  not  directly  answer questions  because  they  find  it  more  meaningful  (in  the  sense  of  “important”)  and  urgent to talk  about  their  unfulfilled  wants,  subconscious  desires  and  the  like.  Little  meaning  or  communication  takes  place  in  such  mono-logues  (one-way  conversations)  except  to  the  person  doing  it.
        Due  to  frequent  monologues, even  everyday  conversations  travel  on  a   rocky  road  filled  with  pitfalls.   People  often  flagrantly  violate  the  following  guidelines  for  engaging  in  genuine  dialogue:  
         1.   Talk  about  a  serious  subject,  although  humor  helps  to  relieve  the  heavy  tone;
         2.   Discuss  a  big (broad)  topic  to  address  much  meaning  and  to  avoid  talking  trivia;
        3.  Each  person  ought  to  talk  about  half  of  the  time  (two-way)  with  neither  person  dom- inating  as  in  a  monologue;
        4.  Stay  on  the  topic  until  it  is  finished,  avoiding  tangents  which  often  go  so  far  from  the topic  that  it  is  quite  hard  to  bring  it  back;
        5.  Never  interrupt  unless  the  other  person  is  saying  something  false  or  irrelevant;  and
        6.  Reply  directly  to  what  has  just  been  said  at  least  to  acknowledge  it  and  the  person who said  it.
         If  we  follow  all  these  guidelines,  our  dialogues  will  be  maximally  meaningful.

10.  SOURCE  OF  MEANING  #4:

FULFILLING  WORK
       Work  ought  to  be  a  huge  source  of  meaning  because  we  spend  most  of  our  working  time  and  energy  on  it. 
        Fulfilling  work  ideally  should  incorporate  the  worker's  main  meaning  (in  the  sense  of  “purpose”)  in  life.  Much  of  the  meaning  of  a  person's  life  depends  on  her  work.   How  sorrowful  that  so  few  people  have  found  much  meaning  or  purpose  in  their  careers!
       To  alleviate  this,  an  individual  needs  to  identify  as  young  as  she  can  what  is  meaningful  to  her,  such  as  helping  others,  teaching,  making  things,  loving  the  environment  or  business  interests  that  she  can  parlay  into  a  career.   This  would  result  in  the  ideal  of  a  highly  meaningful  career  for  that  person.  
        All   workers  get  some  meaning  from  their  jobs  if  they  do  them   well  and  thereby  serve  others  even  in  small  ways.  This  gives  them  pride  and  a  sense  of  accomplishment  in  their  work.  After  all,  all  jobs  are  tasks  that  need  to  be  done  to  help  society  survive,  although  some  some  serves  high  needs,  for  example,  teaching  youth.   
          The  broader  that  a  job  is,  for  example,  working  for  people,  the  more  meaning  accrues  to  a  worker.  Unfortunately,  so   many  jobs  have  been  overspecialized  just  to  make  more  profits  for  their  owners.  Much  meaning  is  taken  out  of  jobs  by  making  them  mechanical  and  computerized,  as  brilliantly  prefigured  by  the  Nazis  in  their  stopwatch  gas  chambers  as  shown in  the   movie  “Schindler's  List”  (1993).    Few   workers  today  see  a  project  through  from  beginning  to  end,  as  did  the  first  shoemakers.
        A  job  that  is  done  only  for  a  paycheck  leaves  a  deadening  emptiness at  the  core  of  a  worker's  life.    Meaningful  jobs  have  eluded  most  workers  throughout  history.  This  is  especially  true  in  the  fields  of  business  and  administration,  which  now  make  up  seventy-five  per  cent  of  the  workforce  in  the  U.  S.  (whose  labor  laws  much  favor  owners  over  workers unlike  many  countries).  No  wonder  so  many  workers  spend  so  much of  their  free  time  escaping from  their  dreary  jobs!  (See  Section  24  on  escapes.)
        In  the  most  honest  written  account  of  work  yet,  writer  Studs  Terkel in  Working  asserted  that  work  often  “humiliates”  and  does  “violence  to  a  worker's  spirit  as  well  as  the  body”  (page  xiii).   His  skillful  interviews  with  many  workers  led  to  the  revelation  that  they  do  not  want  a  job  so  much  as  a  calling  in  life  (page  xxviii).   They  also  much  want  meaning  in  the  form  of  physical  reminders  that  they  were  here  (page  xxx),  for  examples,  buildings  made  by  construction  workers,  businesses  financed  by  investors,   and  children  raised  by  their  parents  (which  is  very  demanding  and  unpaid  work!).   Terkel  did  stress  that  he  was  “constantly  astonished  by  the  extraordinary  dreams  of  ordinary  people”  (page  xxix)  despite  their  many  flaws.
        Again,  fulfilling  work  is  one  of  the  highest  goals  that  a  person  can  attain,  but  not  many  reach  it.  Many  more people could  if  they  develop  their  personal  interests  along  vocational  lines  as  early  in  their  lives  as  they  can.  
11.  SOURCE  OF  MEANING  #5:

MATERIAL  POSSESSIONS
       Since  the  main  reason   that  people  work  is  obviously  to  pay  bills  and  acquire  things,  I  will   now  explore  this  as the  next  source  of  meaning.   It  takes  only  money  to  get  them.
          Possessions  perhaps  are  factually  the  second  most  important  source  of  meaning  after  quality  relationships,  which  are  often  troublesome  since  they  depend  heavily  on  the  responses  of  others  and  are  less  concrete  to  appreciate. (See  Section  7.)   So  possessions  are  far  and  away  the  main  source  of  meaning  in  the  daily  lives  of  most  people  today.  We  need  such  things  as  housing,  furniture,  food,  shelter  and  clothing  to  survive.  It  takes  no  imagination  to  appreciate  owning  things.  The  other  sources  of  meaning,  particularly  a  sense  of  community,  genuine  dialogue  and  seeking  God  are  quite  hard  to  get.  Phew!  These  sound  like  loads  of  work  to  have,  appreciate  and  even  know.   Thus,  to  own  things  becomes  the  simplest,  first,  biggest  and  most  urgent  goal  of  most  people  today.   As  business  magnate (and  philanthropist)  Armand  Hammer  boasted,  “Money  is  my  first,  last  and  only  love.”  quoted  by  Naylor  and Willimon  in  The  Quest  for  Meaning,  page  22).   I  call ( =  ) the  philosophy  that  material  possessions  have  the  most  meaning  “materialism,”  but  not  in  the  metaphysical  sense  that  only  matter  in  some  form  exists.
       Possessions  tempt  multitudes  of  people  as  the  main  meaning  of  their  lives.  We  devote  much  of  our  time  to  such  activities  as  working  and  shopping  in  order  to  buy  them.  People  get  immediate  rewards  from  buying  things.  
CRITICISMS  OF  MATERIAL  POSSESSIONS

       We  must  pay  a  high  price  for  the  easy  and  obvious  meaning  of  possessions.  In  themselves
they  have  only  little  meaning  or  impact,  mostly  just  enabling  our  mere  survival  and  our  luxuries,  not  satisfying  our  higher needs  such as  the  intellectual,  the  spiritual  and  the  creative.   The  bigger  any  thing  is,  the  slightly  more  meaning  that  it  has,  for  examples,  houses,  boats  and  money.

        A  possession  little  affects  the  quality  of  our  lives  or  our  prosperity  whereas  a  quality  relationship  or  sense  of  community  can.  Recent  studies  have  shown  that  people  are  happier  after  they  buy  something,  but  usually for  no  more  than  only  one  hour.  People  in  poor  societies have  closer  relationships  than  those  in  affluent  ones  do.    

           A  person  can  easily  become  enslaved  to  the  consumption  of  things.  Materialism  blinds  us  to  the  higher  but  less  concrete  meanings.  Because  it  is  limited  to  physical  things,  it  tragically  kills  the  full  life  in  a  person  that  the  other  sources  give  us.  Pursuing  only  material  things  leads  to  shallowness  which  we  all  want  to  avoid.  Who  wants  their  meaning  to  be  that?  The  ever-present  media  condition  us  to  be  only  consumers.  
       Possessions  thus  provide  us  a  safe  but  mindless  harbor  in  the  stormy  sea  of  our  uncertainty  seeking  meaning.  
       Today  people  passionately  pursue  materialism.  We  frequently  dignify  our  quests  for  it  such  as  buying  furniture, adding  to  one's  house  and  taking  an  exotic  vacation  by  calling  them  our  “dreams.”   We  desperately  need  alternatives  to  materialism  from  the  other  sources  of  meaning,  for  examples,  concentrating  on  relationships,  creating  a  community,  engaging  in  genuine  dialogues  and  finding  fulfilling  work.  Money  is  a  good  means,  because  it  prevents  bartering  and  physically  fighting  for  things,  but  the  ends  or  goals  of  our  lives  ought  to  be  the  higher  sources  of  meaning  such  as  a  sense  of  community,  seeking  God,  intangibles  and  art.   
         I  have had  little use  for  materialism  myself.  I  worked  for  exploitive  wages  all  my  life,  but  I  lived  in  my  own  lovely single-family  homes  with  beautiful  gardens  in  a  major  city,  sent  my children  to private  schools  and  so  on.  Thus,  even  though  I  have  disregarded  materialism,  I  have  lived  a  prosperous  life  even  in  financial  respects.

12.  SOURCE  OF  MEANING  #6:  SEEKING  SOUND  ARGUMENTS  FOR  GOD
          If  God  ( =  the  supernatural,  supreme  and  eternal  creator  of  the  universe)  truly  and objectively  exists,  He  would  clearly  be  the  greatest  source  of  meaning.   (Since  God  has  no  gender,  I  will  use  the  traditional  male   pronoun  and  capitalization  to  refer  to  Him.)  God's great  meaning would  come  from  His  granting  us   immortal  joy  in  heaven  with  our  loved  ones  according  to  Christianity,  Islam  and  Judaism  (the  last  one  to  a  much  lesser  extent  today).  This  subjective  meaning  has  given huge  hope  and  consolation   to  literally  billions  of  believers,  especially  grieving  ones,  in  these  religions.  In  this  way  God  has  been  the  greatest  source  of  subjective  meaning  (explained  in  Section 27)  in  almost  the  entire  western  hemisphere  and  the  Middle  East.   (Criticism:   Wouldn't  an  immortal  afterlife  become  rather  boring  after  a  few  million  years  or  so?!)

         The God-question  asks  ( = )  whether  or  not  He  truly  exists  objectively  (outside  our  minds).  Humans  cannot  ask  a  more  meaningful  question  than  whether  we  are  immortal  or  just  ashes  (if  cremated)  or  food  for  worms  (if  buried  in  a  wooden  box).  This  question  has  so  much  potential  meaning  (in  terms  of  years  that  we  will  live)  that  no  intelligent  person,  including  atheists  and  agnostics  ought  to  ignore  it.  (See  Section  15.)
        No  belief  other  than  in  God's  true  existence  can  be  more  optimistic  or  flattering  than    that  we  will  live  forever  with  everything,  even  the  horrors  of  our  deaths,  made  right  at  last.  On  the  other  hand,  no  belief  can  be  more  terrifying  than  literally  burning  forever  in  the  flames  of  hell,  as  Jesus  threatened  many  times  (see  especially  Luke  17:26),  for  not  believing  in  him  or  his  commandments.   Heaven  and  hell:  what  ingenious  motivations  to  behave  for  people  many  of  whom  would  have  little  other  morality  than  fear  of  getting  caught!  
       Despite  the  tremendous  subjective  meaning  that  God  has  had  for  a  countless number  of  people,  none  of  it  follows  if  God  cannot  be  shown  to  truly  exist  objectively  (externally)  to  our  minds.  In  other  words,  if  there  is  no  God,  no  one  should  get  any  meaning  from  Him.  Without  God's  real  existence  outside  our  minds  we  would  have  no  after-life.  Again,  we  must  give  the  God-question  an  affirmative  answer from  sound  reasons  in  order  for  Him  to  have  true  meaning  to  anyone.  
          The  God-question  is  obviously  the  most  difficult  question  of  all.  Many  people  today  think  that  we  can  no  longer   answer  it  with  any  degree  of  certainty  except for  oneself,  if  that.  Nevertheless,  because  of  the  extremely  high  stakes  involved  (eternal  joy),  I  will  address  only  this  question  as  the  very  foundation  of  seeking  God  as  a  legitimate  source  of  meaning.   It  is  appalling  how  many  people  do  not  even  raise  this  question.  
        From  the  point  of  view  of  meaning,  the  answer  to  the  God-question  must  be  extremely  hard  to  know.  If  it  were  not,  our  meaning  (in  the  sense  of  “purpose”)  of  our  entire  lives would  be  to  totally  devote  ourselves  to  God  in  the  hope  of  joyfully  living  with  Him  and  loved  ones  forever.
          Because  of  the  literally  supreme  importance  of   the  God-question,  I  think  we  all  have  an  duty  to  seek objective answers  to  it  for  at  least  a  little  time  every  day,  as  I  have  for  the  past  forty-five  years  mostly  by  reading  about  the  topic.  (Jews,  Christians  and  Muslims  can  take  one day  of  rest  every  week  as  did  their  perfect  God  when  He  apparently  was  tired  after  He  created  the  universe!)   
         God  obviously  exists  in  the  subjective  sense  (explained  in  Section  27)  or  within  a  person's  mind.  Yet,  this  sense  clearly  does  not  establish  that  God  truly  exists  outside  our  minds,  so  it  ought  to  have  no  objective  meaning.  Some  people  fear  that  their  lives  would  have  no  meaning  if God  did  not  exist,  but  this  too  is  strictly  subjective  with  no  objective  reference  to  an  actually  existing  God.  Faith  is  a  very  powerful  factor  in  us.  As  physicist  David  Bohm  asserted,  when  people  defend  their  faiths,  it  is  “as  if  they  are  defending  themselves.”  (On  Dialogue,  page  34)
13.  RATIONAL  AND  BLIND  FAITHS
            The  first  step  in  answering  the  God-question  consists  of  exploring  the  notion  of  faith.  This  very  vague  word  refers  not  to  one  of  the  world's  religions,  but  to  ( = )  the  belief  in  anything  without  full  proof.  Paul  poetically  defined  it  in  his  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  11:1  as  “being  sure  of  what  we  hope  for  [and]  being  sure  of  what  we  cannot  see.”  So  faith  is  believing  in  something  without  sufficient  warrant.
        Faith  is  the  starting  point  in  any  system  of  thinking  such  as  mathematics  and  all  the  social  and  natural  sciences.  In  order  to  think  about  anything,  a  thinker  needs  to  make  an  assumption.  In  mathematics  we  call  this  an  “axion”  such  as  the  number  one  in  arithmetic  and  a  point  in  Euclidean  geometry.   Before  anyone  can  start  thinking  about  something,  she  has  to  have  something  to  think  about.  
        Since  our  faiths  are  made  before  we  start  thinking  about  a  big  area  of  life,  such  as  God's  existence,  they  can  be  rather  arbitrary and  emotional,  but  we  must  be  sure  that  they  are  as  rational  as  possible,  even  though  we  cannot  define  that  word  in  a  precise way.  In  view  of  this  we  need  to  have  as  many  sound,  that  is,  most  logical,  reasons  as  we  can.   Because  faith  starts  all  our  knowledge,  we  must  be  very  willing  or  open  to  admit  that  our  faiths  may  be  wrong.   One  must  always  be  a  doubting  Thomas  regarding  one's  faith.   A  reasonable  assumption  supported  by  sound  reasons  that  a  thinker  is  open  to  doubt  makes  a  rational  faith.  Such  a  faith  needs  to  be  plausibly  or  probably  true,  according  to  Professor  David  Stewart  in  Exploring  the  Philosophy  of  Religion,  page  161.   I  will  examine  in  the  next  sections  the  main  reasons  for  a  plausible  faith  that  God  truly  exists.   This  is  the  best  approach  that  we  can  take  in  view  of  our  quite  limited  knowledge  of  God.  (Which  faith  in  general  can  be  more  rational  than  we  ought  to  maximize  meaning  in  our  lives?)  
         Not  many  people  know  what  is  a  rational  faith,  of  course.  These  tend  to  believe  in  whatever  they  want  in  a  quite  haphazard  fashion.  They  offer  no  reasons  for  their  faiths,  but  believe  whatever  they  feel  inclined  to  believe.  We  can  call ( = )  this  “blind  faith” in  God.  It  does  not  question  God's  existence.

           People  often  have  this  faith  either  because  they  are  ignorant  of  the  many  complex  issues  in  God's  existence  or  they  are  unwilling  to  accept  the  finality  of  their  deaths  and  those  of  their  loved  ones.  They  will  live  more  moral  and  better  lives  overall,  but  unknowingly  for   wrong  and  self-centered  reasons.  I  feel  much  pity  for  these  people  because  they  cannot  make  more  meaning  than  that.    
14.  REASONS  FOR  BELIEVING GOD EXISTS
        To  have  a  rational  and  plausible  faith  in  God's  existence,  we  need  a  strong  reason  or  what  philosophers  call  a  solid  “argument,”  not  in  the  sense  of  a  “disagreement,”  but  ( = ) “premises  (evidence)  that  supports  a  conclusion  (point).”  (See  Appendix  I  on  arguments.)  Only  a  plausible  and  sound  argument  entitles  us  to  believe  that  God  exists.  Such  an  argument  needs  to  “show”  or  “demonstrate”  His  existence:  “prove” today  implies  physical  evidence  and  God is  obviously  not  physical.  

A.  THE  ARGUMENT  FROM  THE  CREATOR  OF  THE  UNIVERSE 
      The  first  strong  argument  for  God's  existence  maintains  that  the  universe  ( =  everything  that  exists  physically)  needs  God  to  create  it  from  nothing.  The  first  law  of  thermodynamics  holds  that  matter  in  the  form  of  energy  can  neither  be  created  or  destroyed,  only  transformed. So  how  can  the  universe  be  created  by  God?  We  need  a  strong  reason  to  believe  that  something  SUPERnatural  or  more  than  the  universe  created  it.   I  will  now  explain  how  the  creator  argument  can  be  stated  to  provide  this   reason.  
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Thomas  Aquinas

In  the  thirteenth  century  Thomas  Aquinas  was  the  first  thinker  to  clearly  conceive  of  this  argument,  although  briefly.  He  argued  that  everything  that  exists  has  a  preceding  cause(s)  that  makes  it  exist.  Each  of  these  causes  must  likewise  be  preceded  by  a  cause  that  makes  it  exist.  At  the  very  beginning  there  must  be  a  first  cause  that  started  everything.  Aquinas  calls  this  first  cause  “God.”  There  is  no  need  to  ask  “What  caused  God?”  because  the  creator  argument has  now  given  us  a  strong  reason  to   think  He  is  the  first  cause.

      It  is  little  noted  but  important  that  not  only  does  a  cause   make  an  effect  exist,  but  also  it  is  higher  in  the  order  of  existence  because  it  has  powers  that  the  effect  lacks.   For  example,  fire  can  cause  a  piece  of  wood  to  be  actually  hot  because  it  has  the  actual  power  of  heat that  they  lack.  If  reality  has  higher  orders,  it  follows  that  it  also  has  a  highest  one.  We  can    call  this  cause “God”  because  it  is  higher  than  nature  or  supernatural.     
         Philosopher  Immanuel  Kant  incisively  criticized  the  creator  argument  by  maintaining  that  causes  apply  only  to physical  things  and  events  on  the  earth,  not  to  God.  Kant  hereby  attacked  the  creator  argument  frontally,  indeed!   Perhaps  the  most  that  can  be  said  in  reply  is  that  instead  of  causes  this  argument  maintains  that  reality  consists  of  a  higher  order  of  reasons  rather  than  physical  causes.  This  order  results  in  a  highest  reason  for  the  universe's  existence.   This   can  only  be  God.  Or  perhaps  the  creator  argument  can  be  formulated  for  a  highest  power,  since  it  is  not  physical  in  some  of  its  aspects.  (See  Section   20.)  
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                                                      THE  BIG  BANG
        The  creator  argument  for  God's  existence  has  recently  received  empirical  (physical)  support  from  the  recent  scientific  proof  that  the  Big  Bang  happened  about  13.8  billion  years  ago  with  an  enormous  explosion  in  extremely  hot  temperature.   Cosmological  scientists  have  now  shown   that  before  the  Big  Bang  no  matter,  space  or  time  existed.   So  only  God  could  have  created  the  universe  from  nothing.    
            In  2012  these  scientists  also  proved  that  the  Higgs  Boson  exists.  This  subatomic  particle
gives  mass  to  energy.  This  shows  that  matter  did  not  exist  on  its  own.  Only  God  could  have  created  what  we  call  “the  Higgs”  to  make  matter  exist.
        From  the point  of  meaning,  we  ought  to  properly  call  God  “the creative Power or Force of  meaning.”  This Power  or  Force  is  not  a  natural  one,  but  an  infinitely  creative  one  since  it  created  the  universe.  The  term  “Force”  recalls  the  final  line  in  George  Lucas'  movie  “Star  Wars”:  “May  the  Force  be  with  you.”  He  told  broadcast  journalist  Charlie  Rose  that  he  derived  this  term  from  his  study  of  the  world  religions,  especially Taoism  and  other Asian  ones.

B. THE  ARGUMENT  FROM  GRAND  DESIGN  (PLAN)    

       This  argument  holds  ( = )  that  there  is  such  an  amazing  design,  especially  on  the  earth,  that  a  divine  designer  or  planner  must  exist.    A  design  is  ( = )  “anything  made  (not  created)  or planned  for  a  purpose,  at  least  its  survival.”   
        Who  could  doubt  that  the  universe  has  grand  designs  from  the  smallest  level  from  the  smallest  such  as  the  particles  of  the  amazing  atom  spinning  at  super-fast  speeds  to  the  largest  ones  such  as  literally  billions  of  galaxies  and  trillions  of  stars?   Scientific  theories,  especially  evolution,  can  explain  well  HOW  these  designs  happened.  Yet,  they  cannot  account  at  all  for WHY  they  occurred.  Only  a  divine  designer  can  explain  why  the  earth  is  so  fine-tuned  that  it  has  such  amazing,  complex  and  intelligent  life.  There   must  be  a  reason  that  all   species  of  animals  and  plants  strive  to  survive.  Lacking  higher  consciousness,  they  cannot  give  themselves  such  a  purpose.  
      When  we  experience  such  grand  designs,  we  feel  awe  (a  sense  of  amazement  touched  with  the  fear  of  God).  This  overwhelms  us  more  than  wonder   which  nature  evokes  in  us.  God's  existence  alone  answers  the  profound  “Why?”  question  that  there  is  such  a  grand  design  that  we  cannot  explain.

C. THE  ARGUMENT  FROM  MYSTICAL  EXPERIENCES
       The  last  major  argument  or  reason  for  the  existence  of  God  comes  from  mystical  experi-  ences  of  God.  These  are  ( = )  personal  encounters  with  God.   They  can  range  from  a  person  feeling  in  the  presence  of  God  to  being  overwhelmed  by  Him.  Many  people  claim  that  they  have  had  such  mystical  experiences  in  totally  convincing  ways  to  them.   Didn't  Moses,  for  example,  talk  frequently  with  God?  (The  many  miracles  that  he  performed  were  probably  inspiring  stories.)   And  didn't  Paul  encounter  God  on  the  road  to  Damascus?  That  event  totally changed  him   and  the  history  of  Christianity  through  his  epistles  and  missionary  zeal.
        Millions  of  people  in  the  eastern  and  the  western  hemispheres  have  attested  that  they  have experienced  God.  We  need  only  one  genuine  case  of  this  to  verify  that  God  exists.  In  other  words,  we  need  to  decide  whether  every  one  of  the  millions  who  claim  to  have  experienced  God,  some of  whom  were  in  highly  disciplined  mental  states,  were  mistaken  or  deluded  to  determine  if  the  argument  from  mystical  experiences  for  God's  existence  is  sound  or  not.
15.  CLOSING  COMMENTS  ABOUT  GOD  AS  A

SOURCE  OF  MEANING
          These  three  main  traditional  arguments  for  God—from  creation  of  the  universe,  from  the  grand  design  and  from  mystical  experiences—stem  from  human  reasoning  which  is  quite  limited  and  puny.  We  can  criticize  all  these  arguments  as  embodying  various  fallacies or  mistakes  in  reasoning  (explained  in  Appendix  I,  #5  on  fallacies).   Nevertheless,  such  arguments  are  the  most  that  we  can  know  about  the  divine.  The  most  that  a  person  can  do  regarding  God  as  a  source  of  meaning  is  to  follow  our   reasoning  about  Him  wherever  it  leads  her.   We  will  never  reach  the  total  truth  about  God's  existence  because  that  is  much  too  big  for  our  very  finite  intellects  to  know.  However,  we  can  always  know  more  about  the  many issues  involved  in  His  existence  (explained  in  Section  31).  Each  person  ought  to  decide   the  meaning  of  God  for  her  on  this  basis  of  her  highest  knowledge  about  God.    
        Atheists  will  protest  that  they  can  conceive  only  matter  existing  in  some  form.  I  will  explore  this  rather  narrow  view  when  I  discuss  intangibles  as  the  next  source  of  meaning  (in  Sections  16-20).   They  will  also  protest  that  the  Hubble  Telescope  has  shown  us  since  1990  that  the  universe  is  so  unimaginably  vast  that  God  could  not  possibly  care  about  such  an  insignificant  planet  as  the  earth.   Other  recent  discoveries  such  as  dark  matter  and  dark  energy  disclosed  to  us  that  we  do  not  know  about  95%  of  the  universe,  much  less  God.       
           The  atheists  protest  most  loudly  against  God's  existence  about  the  problem  of  evil  (  =  unnecessary  suffering),  which  is  still  called  “the  atheist's  problem”:   If  God  is  all-good,  then  why  is  there  so  much  evil?   There  is  no  shortage  of  examples  of  evil:   lovers  betraying  each  other,  innumerable  brutal  wars  out  of  greed  and  stupidity,  starvation  of  millions  by  dictators  such  as  Stalin  and  Mao,  the  death   of  each  living  thing  such  as  a  fawn  burned  alive  in  a  forest  fire  caused  by  a  careless  camper  and  the  senseless  death  of  young  children,  which  is  the  most  troubling  example  for  novelist  Fyodor  Dostoyevsky—what's  yours?).  
        The  traditional  solution  to  the  problem  of  evil  is  that  it  comes  from  the  great  good  of    human  free  choice,  not  God.  However,  this  problem  is  obviously  far  too  complex  to  be  solved  in  this  intentionally  short  work.  
         Agnostics  protest  that  they  cannot  know  if  God  exists  and  thus  has  objective  meaning.    They  very  often  use  “know” to  refer  to  “knowing  by  means  of  physical  proof,”  of  course.  To  demonstrate  their  position,  agnostics  need  to  focus  on  whether  or  not  we  can  know  intangible  truths  like  God,   but  that  would  be  complex,  abstract  and  difficult.  They  seem  content  to  wait  until  their  deaths  to  find  out  the  answer  to  the  God-question.  However,  then  it  would  be  too  late  to  show  a  sincere  interest  in  God.  In  effect,  agnostics  have  blind  faith  in  their  inability  to  know  whether  or  not  God  exists.  
        Every  person  needs  to  answer  the  God-question  herself  because   eternal  joy  may  be  at  stake.  Any  rational faith  in  God  must  be  plausible  or  likely  to  be  true.  We  should  not  so  much  answer  the  God-question  once-and-for-all  as  make  a  journey to  this throughout  our  lives.  This  pilgrimage  to  an  unknown  destination  has  too  much  meaning  to  ever  be  forsaken.  We  all  need  to  constantly  seek  the  ultimate  meaning  of  our  lives.  We  will  at  least  get    broader  knowledge  of  this  biggest  question  of  all  in  the  process.   (See  Section  31.) 
16.  SOURCE  OF  MEANING  #7:  INTANGIBLES
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Plato

The  hardest  source  of  meaning  to  know  but  potentially  the  largest  is  what  I   call  “intangibles”  ( =  nonphysical  realities  that  consist  of  the  greatest  ideas  and  values,  for  examples,  goodness,  beauty  and  justice—see  Diagram  1  for  more  examples).  This  word  denotes  that  they  cannot  be  touched,  but they  also  cannot  be  seen.  We  cannot  weigh  or  measure  them  in  any  way,  although  they  can  be  embodied  in  us  to  varying  degrees.  In  short,  they  exist  on  the  metaphysical  level  beyond  the  physical  domain.  
       I  contend  that  intangibles  are  mostly  objective  ( = existing  externally  to  or  independent  of  our  minds),  as  they  were  originally  conceived by  Plato  before  modern  philosophy  and  thinking  became  so  subjective.  (For  more  on  objective  meaning,  see  Section  28.)    
      At  most  a  person  can  know  one  intangible  truth  at  a  time  by  means  of  an  extended  intellectual  effort.  Then  we  can  apply  them  to  our  daily  lives  with  much  benefit,  for  a  general  example,  if  a  person  can  know  an  intangible  truth  about  goodness,  she  can   apply  it  to  solve  a  personal  ethical  problem.  It  is  extremely  hard  to  know  any  intangible  truths.
         The  following  lists  intangible  truths  from  several  fields  (indicated  by  boldface  type):
         ETHICS:  An  innocent  human  has  intrinsic  value  ( =  worth  in  itself  and  for  its  own  sake);
          A  good  action   is  one  that  you  are  willing  to  do  to  everyone,  including  yourself.  (This  is   the  Golden  Rule  found  in  all  world  religions. Kant  called  it “the  categorical  imperative.”);

          FREE  WILL:   If a  person  thinks  of  a  new  idea  to  her  that  she  was  not  caused  to  think,  she  will  have  a  new  option  that  she  can  freely  choose;
          BEAUTY:   A  work  of  art  can  have  beauty  if  it  has  the  mysterious  proper  proportions  of  basic  geometrical  forms  or  shapes  such  as  circles,  squares  and  triangles.  (from  Plato—see Section  23.);  and  

            Some  artworks  are  fascinating  just  to  perceive  or  sense  (from  Kant—see  Section  21.)
           These  examples  imply  what  intangible  truths  tell  us  overall  about  living  a  meaningful  life  (Section  29):  do  more  than  purchase  possessions; we  are  here to  prosper,  thrive  and  flourish  as  flowers  do  and  we  are  to  find  fulfillment  with  others  ideally  by  applying  intangible  truths.  

17.  ARGUMENTS  FOR  THE  EXISTENCE

OF  INTANGIBLES
       Since  intangibles  can be  the  greatest  source  of  meaning,  we  must  be  very  certain  that  they  exist  objectively  (externally)  to  our  knowing  minds.  I  shall  now  present  as  briefly  as   I  can  six  of  these  arguments.  Since  these  arguments  are  so  abstract  and  difficult,  the  reader  may want  to  skip  reading  them--and  any  difficult  part!
A.  THE  ARGUMENT  FROM  HIGHER  LEVELS  OF  EXISTENCE

holds  that  there  are  progressive  levels  of  existence  that  culminate  in  the  intangibles.   As  Plato  and  many  other  thinkers  have  argued,  reality  consists  of  a  “great  chain  of  being”  or  existence,  according  to  the  founding  historian  of  ideas   Arthur  O.  Lovejoy.  This  chains  shows  the  links  in  the  various  levels  of  reality  from  the  very  smallest  atom  (which  would  now  be  be  particles)           to  the  largest,  God  (obviously).  Intangibles  make  up  the  higher  links  in  the  chain.   Starting  implicitly  with  Plato,  philosophers  have  maintained  that  the  chain  of  being  (existence)  would  be  broken  if  a  link  like  intangibles  were  missing.   Thus,  the  great  chain  of  being  requires  intangibles  to  exist.  However,  this  requirement  is  mostly  aesthetic  (artistic)  rather  than  strictly  rational  and  logical. 
         Recall   that  the  creator  argument  for  God's  existence  shows  that  everything  requires  a  reason  on  the  next  higher  level  than  itself  to  make  it  exist.  (See  Section  14A.)         
B.  THE  ARGUMENT  FROM  HUMAN  CONSCIOUSNESS

         =  a  person's  internal  awareness  of  anything.  This  consists  of  a  totally  interior  state  of  mind.  It  is  strictly  subjective,  inner  and   even  private  whereas  tangible  things  are  entirely  objective,  exterior  (to  us)  and  public—totally  opposing  traits.  Tangible  things  have  colors,  locations,  weight  and  size.  Consciousness,  on  the  other  hand,  has  none  of  these.  Do  not  such  vast  contrasts  indicate  two  separate  (but  overlapping)  realms  of  existence,  the  tangible  and  the  intangible?
         Our  brains  cannot  produce  consciousness  because  they  are  made  up  of  soggy cells.  How  can  such  slimy  stuff  be  aware  of  itself?  The  human  brain  has  forty  watts  of  electrical  sparks—far  too  few  to  create  a  conscious  state  of  thinking  including  criticism,  creativity,  imagination  and  feeling--none  of  which  likely  come  from  electricity  anyhow.
        A  person  obviously  must  have  a  brain  to  be conscious  at  all,  to  be  sure.  However,  that  is  not  yet  enough  by  itself  to  produce  consciousness.  Experimental  neuroscientists  have  been  trying  hard for  several  decades  now  to  explain  how  awareness  of  ideas  and  feelings  arise  in  the  brain,  but  they  have  succeeded  only  for  elementary  processes   such  as  pain,  but  not  at  all  for  a  person's  awareness  of  them.  Exactly  where and  how  in  the  brain  do  sensations  become  conscious?  In  the  cerebral  cortex   which  is  most  active  when  a  person  is  thinking?  Hardly!  Abstract  ideas  can  hardly  come  from  this  organ.  No  one  has  explained  how our  consciousness  can  exist  except  as  an  intangible.    
C.  WE  NEED  INTANGIBLES  TO  KNOW  BIG  TRUTHS
     Sensations  alone  cannot  give  us  knowledge  of  bigger  truths.  For  example,  all  our  sensing  does  not  tell  us  what  is  ethically  good.  We  cannot  derive  truths  stamped  or  labeled  as  good  from  anything  that  we  experience  physically.
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Plato  in  his  famous  cave  allegory  ( =  a  story  in  which  things  symbolize  ideas)  wrote  that  humans  have  perfect  knowledge,  for  examples,  of  algebra  and  geometry.  (See  Diagram  2  for  this  allegory.)   We  can  know  perfectly  the  angles  of  a  triangle  even  though  all  triangles  that  we  sense  are  imperfect  because  they  are  drawn  with  inexact  instruments.  Plato  argued  that  perfect  knowledge  can  come  from  intangible  Ideas  (capitalized  because these  are  objective  or  external  to  us  rather  than  totally  subjective  as  they  are  to  us  today).  From  this  type  of  knowledge  we  can  make  axions  or  fundamental    principles  on  which  we  can  base  all    knowledge  as  best  exemplified  in  mathematics.  All  prisoners  in  Plato's  cave  need  to  free  themselves  by  their  own  curiosity  from  to  know  the  big  truths  of  life  outside.  
         Humans  fall  far  short  in   knowing  intangibles,  but  at  least  we  have  come  to  know  more  intangible  truths.  For  example,  many  thinkers,  especially Aristotle  through  Newton  to  Einstein have  developed  intangible  ideas  and  mathematics   that  can  explain  much   more  about  our  world.  For  another  example,   by  knowing  about  the  intangible  of  the  good,  for example,  the  equality  in  dignity  of  all  humans,  we  have  become  more  moral  today  than  about  two  centuries  ago  when   many  countries  had  slaves  and  practiced  the  virtual  genocide  of  native  peoples.  Yet  another (but  lesser) example:  logicians  in  the  twentieth  century  extended  the  intangible  of  pure  thinking  or  deduction to  combinations far  beyond  Aristotle's  traditional  one  limited  mostly  to  simple statements.  (See  Appendix  IA.)     
D.   OUR  KNOWLEDGE  REQUIRES  INTANGIBLES

        We  can  get  much  knowledge  from  our  senses,  particularly  seeing.  Yet,  we  do  not  get  knowledge until  we  make  a  judgment  about  what  we  are  sensing.  Also,  we  need  to  classify  all our  sensations  into   intangible  categories,  for  example,  as  Kant  did  in  his  twelve  “pure  concepts  of  the  understanding”  in   his  Critique  of  Pure  Reason.   For  example,  when  we  sense  a  group  of  people,  we  instantly  categorize  them  as  “humans.”  Our  minds  thus must impose  categorizing  ideas  on  our  sense  data  so  that  we  can  know  them.  
        To  summarize,  to  get  knowledge  from  our  sensory  experiences  of  the  world,  we  need  to  make  an  abstract  judgment  about  them  and  classify  them  in  categories.  Metaphorical  ways  to  express  this  fourth  argument  for  intangibles  is  that  a  perceiver  must  “get”  or  “grasp”  ideas  about  her  sense  data  or  images  before  she  has   knowledge  of  them. Only  after  a  person  understands  her  sensations  can  she  know  them.  Our  faculty  of  judgment  itself  is  intangible  as  it  is  not  found  in  our  brains.   Our  minds  do  this  instantly.   So  we  need  the  intangible  of  understanding  to  get  any  knowledge.  
         Current  studies  in  genetics  so  far  tend  to  confirm  that  we  are  “wired”  to  know  intangible  truths. These  studies  confirming  that  humans  have  innate  or  inborn  capacities  to  learn.  Professor  Noam  Chomsky  (when  he  was  a  philosophical  linguist)  argued  that  all  people  are  born  with  the  capacity  to  learn  a  language.  He  revived  in  our  times  philosopher  Rene  Descartes'  classic  argument  that  we  are  born  with  innate  ideas,   which  we  would  today  call  “inborn  truths,”  such  as  his  indubitable  truth  “I  think,  therefore  I  am.”  Humans  at  least  have   innate  capacities  and  potentials,  for  example,  to  learn,  according  to  philosopher  Wilhelm  Leibniz.  
E.  INTANGIBLE  CONSTRAINTS  ON  OUR  BEHAVIOR 

        Something  intangible  in  humans  makes  it  wrong  for  us  to  do  unethical  actions,  for  example,  poking  a  friend  in  the  eye  for  no  moral  reason.  Doing  this  would  clearly  violate  the  intangibles  of  her  dignity  as  a  person,  the  respect  that  we  owe  her and  ethical  goodness  in  general.  We  have  constraints  on  such  immoral  actions  as  murdering,  stealing  and  cheating.  We  can  thus  define  “constraints”  ( = )  as  “limitations  imposed  on  human  actions  by  the  intangibles  of  goodness  (on  the  individual  level)  and  justice  (on  the  social  level,  for  example,  we  must  treat  people  contaminated  by  the  explosion  of  a  nuclear  power  plant).  
         A  positive  way  to  express  the  argument  from  constraints  is  that  we  have  obligations  to  treat  other  people  well.  Obligations  are  duties  owed  to  others,  for  example,  a  child  has  the  obligation  of gratitude  to  her  loving  parents.  Our  obligations  to  them are  far  more  than  what  they  teach us  which  is  usually  little  more  than  by  their  examples.  In  Nazi  youth  camps,  young  boys  were  indoctrinated  in  that  brutal  ideology,  but  some  of  them  rebelled  against  it  as  inhumane,  indecent  and  racist.  Therefore,  we  may  well  have  something  intangible  in  us,  perhaps  genetically  as  in  the  previous  argument  D.

F.   INTANGIBLES  ABOUND  IN  CURRENT  PHYSICS
         I  will  be  quite  brief  on  this  last  argument  because  it  assumes  much  knowledge  of  current  quantum  physics.  At  least  this  extremely  difficult  field  rewards  us  with physical  intangibles,  as  contradictory  as  this  sounds.  The  following  are  some  of  the  simplest  of  these:
      1.  Photons  are  particles  of  light.  These  have  energy,  but  no  mass.  Energy  is  nearly  intangible  in  its  lack  of  regular  materiality.  (See  Section  20  for  more  on  energy.)

     2.  Neutrinos  pass  through  the  earth  as  if  it  were  empty  space.  They exist  in  a different  kind  of  space  with  different  laws.  Is  this  not  a  kind  of  physical  intangible?  Since  they  barely  interact  with  matter,  quantum  physicists  regard  them  as  practically  intangible.
      3.  The  Higgs  Boson,  was  wrongly  called  “the  God  particle.”  The  Large  Hadron  Collider proved  that  this  physically  exists  so  ephemerally  as  to  resemble  a  physical  intangible.  (See  Section  14A  for  more  on  the  Higgs  where  it  was  said  that  this  sub-particle  gives  mass  to  energy.)
    4.  Superstrings  consist  of  ten  to  twenty-six  different  dimensions.  Since  four  of  these dimensions  are  the  familiar ones  of  matter,  space,  time  and  energy,  the  others  are  intangible  dimensions.  These  dimensions are  not  tangible  because  we  would  be  able  to  touch  and  see  them  if  they  were.   This  theory  maintains  that  these  exist,  but  it  has  not  been  verified  yet.
       Other  examples  of  intangibles  in  current  physics  are  fields  of  gravitation,  electro- magnetism  and  perhaps  dark  energy  and  dark  matter.      
       What  stronger  argument  for  intangibles  can  there  be   than  current  quantum  science  proves  that  they  exist?
18.  HOW  WE  LIVE  MOSTLY  FOR  INTANGIBLES
         We  now  know  several strong  arguments  that  intangibles  exist.  Next  I  will  explain  why  this  very  difficult  knowledge  can  have  so  much  meaning  for  us. 
        We  all  live  mostly  for  intangibles,  even  though  very  few of  us  realize  this.  For  example,  self-respect  means  more  to  us  than  does  money.  No  worker  would  long  endure  a  job  in  which  her  self-respect  is  abused  much,  but  many  workers  stay  at  jobs  in  which  they  believe  that  they  are  not  paid  sufficient  wages.
          The  most  obvious  intangible  for  which  many  people  live  is  God.   They  frequently  have  blind  faith  to  believe  that  they  and  their  loved  ones  will  be  happy  forever  in  heaven.  (See  Section  12.)  These  people  typically  rely  on  God's  commands  for  all  their  moral  decisions,  for  example,  a  religious  woman  is  likely  to  make  a  life-long  financial  and  emotional  commitment  to  an  unwanted  child  over  her  having  an  abortion  rather  than  risking  burning  forever  in  the  flames  of  hell  for  having  one.  
OTHER  EXAMPLES  OF  HOW  WE  LIVE  MOSTLY  FOR  INTANGIBLES:  

          Martyrs  died  for  the  intangible  of  God  (and  afterlife?).
         The  goal  of  life  is  not  buying  more  material  possessions,  which  all  eventually  turn  into  garbage,  but  to  have  the  intangibles  of  a  satisfied  mind  and  an  overall  sense  of  well-being  with  one's  life.    
          A  quality  relationships  features  intangibles  such  as  love,  caring  and  respect,  but  not  how  much  stuff  one  person  buys  for  another.  
         Parents  devote  a  good  portion  of  their  lives  and  money  to  the  intangible  of    love  of  their  children.
        A  client's  (and  a  patient's) positive  mental  attitude  can  be  prevent  and  cure  more  mental  (and  physical)  diseases,  even  cancers,  than  counseling  (and  medicine  which  often  merely  hides  their  symptoms).  
         Unjust (aggressive) wars  commit  mass  murder.  These  can  prevented  by  the  intangible  of  the  love  of  peace,  according  to  Christopher  Hedges  in  his  poorly-titled  War  Is  a  Force  That  Gives  Us  Meaning,  rather  than  by  huge  armies  and  weapons  for  defense.  This  example  grimly  reminds  us  that  literally  millions  of  young  men around  the  world  have  very  prematurely  given  their  lives  for  often-mistaken  intangibles  of  justice  and  freedom when  the  actual  motivations  for  most  wars  are  propaganda  from  mega-maniac  leaders  usually  inspired  by  nationalistic  greed,  pride  or  religions.  How  very,  very  sad!  Sob!
        Nuclear  wars  could  quickly  contaminate  the  entire  earth  with  deadly  fall-out  that  can  murder  all  humans  and  render  the  planet  unfit  for  habitation.  These  MUST  be  restrained  by  the  intangible  of  good  will  by  the  leaders  of  the  nine  countries  that  have  nukes,  not  by  macho  posturing  and  fear  as  is  now  being  used  against  North  Korea.
            In  conclusion,  intangibles  have  much  meaning  for  us,  even  if  we  rarely  realize  this explicitly.  Without  them  we  would  be  left  only  with  piddly  facts.   Knowledge  of  intangible  truths  give us  the  greatest  values and  ideas,  and  enables  us  to  avoid  the  very  narrow  confines  of  materialism.  (See  Section  11.)

19.  WE   KNOW  INTANGIBLES  BY

TESTABLE  INTUITIONS
         I  must  now  explain  as  best  I  can  how  we  can  know  truths  about  an  intangible.   (See  Section  16 for  examples  of  intangible  truths.)  For  this we  need  to  use  the  highest  human  faculty,  higher  than  our  power  of  abstract  reasoning,  which  is  usually  limited  to  several  simple  ideas  at  a  time  before  it  shuts  down.    
       Aristotle  identified  the  highest  human  type  of  knowledge  as  intuition.  I  define  ( = )  this  as  “the  direct  knowledge  of  an  idea  by  a  person's  mind  after  thinking  much  about  it.”  This  is  close  to  having  an  insight  about  something.  
       The  most  that  a  thinker  can  do  to  get  an  intuition  is  to  predispose  herself  by  doing  extended  thinking  about  an  intangible.  For  example,  after  prolonged  thinking  about  the  intangible  of  ethical  goodness,  a  person  can  come  to  grasp  by  intuition the  truth  that  it  is  moral  to  help  people  who  have  many  unmet  needs  through  no  fault  of  their  own.  For  another  example,  after  giving  much  thought  to  justice,  a  thinker  can  intuit  the  intangible  truth  that  it  is  fair  to  favor  groups  of  people  who   have  been much  discriminated  against  in  the  past.  
        Metaphorically,  a  person “sees”  an  intuited  intangible  truth  in  her  mind's  “eye.”  Buddhists  call  this  intuitive  faculty  “our  third  eye.”   It  is  associated  with  the  right  or  creative  side  of  our  brains,  but  it  is  more  than  this.  Perhaps  intuitions  draw  out  our  latent  or  dormant   knowledge,  as  Plato  suggested  in  his  “Meno.”  In  this  dialogue  he  draws  out  the  Pythagorean  Theorem  from  a  slave  boy  by  asking  him  (leading?)  questions.  
       Plato  suggested  that  we  can  know  intangible truths  by  “participating”  in  them.  By  this  expression  he  maintains  that  a  thinker's  mind  must  somehow  become  an  organic  (living)  part  of  an  intangible.  Yet,  even  he  was  never  satisfied  with  this  metaphorical  account.  
       Freud's  view  of  intuition   treats  it  as  “preconscious.”  This  is  an  unconscious  truth  that  becomes  conscious  after  much  reflection  on  it.  Metaphorically  again,  an  intuition  is  like  a  “gut  feeling”  that  a  person  gets  after  reflecting  much.  Knowing  by  intuition  requires  instinctive  and  inner  thinking. Business  executives,  detectives  and  artists  have  used  this  technique  with  some,  but  hardly  complete,  success.  
          The  key  question  regarding  a  proposed  intuited  truth  asks how  can  we  test  to  determine  whether  or  not  it  is  true  or  not.  I  propose that  such  a  test  is  that it makes  our  lives  more  meaningful  or,  in  other  words,  if  it  has  the  impact  of  improving  the quality  of  our  daily  lives.  For  example,  since  the  intuited  intangible  truth  that  restoring  justice  to  people  who  have  been  wrongly  hurt  improves  their  lives,  then  it  is  true.   What  tougher  test  of  truth  can  there  be  than  making  meaning?   Isn't  this a  more  vital  test  than  the  traditional  ones  in  philosophy  such  as  correspondence  of  an  idea  with  the  external  world,  the  coherence  of  ideas  and  beliefs  that  work  (according  to  pragmatism)? 
20.  THE  POWER  OF  INTANGIBLES
        Intangibles  have   power.  They  are  not  lifeless  abstractions.  Their  power  comes  from  energy which  is  intangible  in  its  lack  of  a  precise  location  and  at  very  fast  speeds,  as  I  have  men-  tioned  (in  Section 17).   Intangible  truths  can  radiate  or  “emanate”  energy,  as  Plotinus  and  other  Neoplatonic  philosophers  would  have  expressed  it.  Even  words  have  power. For  example,  the  words  “turn  this  page”  have  the  power  to  make  the  reader  do  so,  according  to  Peter  McWilliams  in  his  Life  101.

      We  all  should  try  as  much  as  we  can  to  be  in  touch  with  the  emanated  energy  of  intangibles.  Whenever  we  are,  we  can  realize  goodness,  justice  and  other  intangible  values.  For  examples,   Martin  Luther  King  and  Mahatma  Gandhi  testified  by  their  actions  that  they  could  be  in  touch  with  the  power  of  intangibles.  They  called  this  “speaking  truth  to  power.”  This  is  a  powerful  and  effective  challenge  to  injustices  and  other  disvalues.   

        Power  connects  the  the  intangible  to  the  tangible.  We  can  make  much  tangible  meaning  if  we  know  how  to  do  this,  for  examples,  to   love  in  a  relationship  and  to  create  communities,  as  King  and  Gandhi  did  on  a  large  scale.  We  need  such  connections  very much  because  they  give  us  much  meaning.  With  this  we  can  aim  for  a  life  of  excellence,  not  perfection.   On  the  other  hand,  we  need  to  strongly  resist  negative  energies,  for  examples,  suffering,  betrayals,  prejudices,  intending  malice,  inflicting  pain  and  many  others.

21.  SOURCE  OF  MEANING  #8:

      INTERPRETING  ARTWORKS       
      Art  ( =  the  fine  arts,  not  the  practical  ones, that  express special  feelings  and  ideas  via  concrete  mediums  or,  in  other  words,  matter  formed  expressively)  is  a  gigantic  source  of  meaning  to  knowledgeable  perceivers  because  of  its  large  amounts  of  imagination  and  creativity,  which  I  will  explain  shortly.  

         Most  people  get  little,  if  any,  meaning   from   the  fine  arts  because  they  rarely  experience    them  and  know  very  little  about  them.  When  artists  are  asked  what  their  works  mean,  they  usually  respond,  “That's  up  to  you!”  No,  it's  up  to  artists  to  tell  their  audiences  what  their  works  mean.   Frequently  lacking  such  a  response  from  artists,  answering  the  question  ourselves  would  be  an  excellent  way  to  learn  to  appreciate  art.  I  will  now  summarize  four  ways  in  which  we  can  do  this.
FOUR  WAYS  TO  GET  MEANING  FROM  ARTWORKS

1.  INTERPRETATIONS =  explanations  of  the  meaning  of  an  artwork,  mostly  ideas  and  emotions  that  a  person  gets  from  it. This  comes  the  closest  to  identifying  what  an  artwork  “means”  (in  the  sense  of  “signifies”)  to  a  perceiver.   To  interpret  an  artwork,  a  person  first  needs  to  know  something  significant  about  it,  for  examples,  its  place  in  art  history,  its  style  or  school  and  the  artist's  intention.  All  knowledge  has  some  meaning,  but  try  to  learn  something  about  an  artwork  that  interests  you  and  will  help  you  to  interpret  it.

        Second,  use  your  imagination  on  this  knowledge  to  interpret  the  artwork.  Our  imaginations  can  expand  widely  if  they  have  some  basis  of  knowledge  to  go  on.   The  richness  of  an  artwork  can  suggest  many  different  interpretations.  
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Immanuel Kant

The  imagination  (  =  )  the  faculty  that  makes  different  images,  including  verbal  as  well  as  visual  ones.   Using  one's  imagination  on  an  artwork  can  have  much  meaning  to  her,  especially  the  first  times,  because  it  starts her  own  interpretations  of  them,  as  attested  by  the  popularity  of  public  art  sites.  We  can  give  no  rules  for  using  the  imagination  because  it  depends  on  what  Kant  happily  called  its  “free  play”   since  it  is  not  a  logical,  rational  faculty.  He  regarded  it  as  one  of  the  highest  human  faculties  because  it  combines  our   previous  sensations  to  make  images  that  we  have  not  perceived.   The  imagination  can  in  this  way  take  us  beyond  being  limited  to  the  senses.   It  often  makes  images  that  are  better  than  the  sensory  ones!      

         There  can  be  more  interpretations  of  artworks  than  artworks  themselves,  since  a  person  can  have  more  than  one.  As  philosopher  Paul  Weiss  in  his  Nine  Basic  Arts  sagely  asserted,  all  interpretations  of  an  artwork  are  welcome.  I  agree  strongly  with  him,  but  I  add  that  those  interpretations  ought  to  be  based  on   some  knowledge  about  the  artwork  itself.   I  add  further  that  those  interpretations  that  are  based  on  more  knowledge  of  an  artwork  tend  to  be  the  better  ones.  We  cannot  make  a  final  or  “correct”  interpretation  because  we  can  always  get  more  knowledge  about  an  artwork,  its  artist  and  background.  

         Examples  of  my  interpretations  of  artworks  can  become  quite  lengthy  to  summarize.  So  instead  I  will  just  most  briefly mention  some  of  my  favorites  without  elaborating:

          much  Renaissance  music  sounds  very  bold  just  as  that  era  was;

        many  happy  Impressionist  paintings  show  France  as  such  at  that  Post-Napoleonic,  pre-World  War I  time;

         Andy  Warhol's  repetitious  ad  nauseam  “Coca  Cola  Bottles”  show  how  materialistic  the   U.  S.  had  become  after  World  War  II;

         Jackson  Pollock's  dripped  and  splattered  paintings  reveal,  without  his  control  of  where  the  paint  would  go,  his  and  our  chaotic  subconsciousness; 

          and  the  many  arms  on  sculptures  of  the  Hindu  goddess  Shiva  suggest  her  many  great powers  which  include  creating  and  destroying  the  illusion  of  physical  existence  which  shows   much  imagination  to  conceive  of  a  god  like  this  according  to  world  religions  expert Huston  Smith  in  The  World's  Religions.  
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2.  FASCINATION  WITH  SENSING  AN  ARTWORK  can  make  it  have  much  meaning  to  a  person  who is  aware  of  it.  This  comes  from  the  very  appearance  of a  painting,  for  example.   A  sensitive perceiver  will  become  aware  that  some  paintings  appear  to  her  fascinating  just  to  behold  or sense.  This  fascination  can  come  from an  artwork's  very  materials  such as   the  subtle  colors  of  a  painting,  vivid  words  in  a  poem  and  graceful  movements  in a  dance.

         In  art  there  is  such  a  concentration  on  sensing  for  its  own  sake.   We  can  enjoy  just  sensing  artworks,  usually  with  our  higher  senses  of  seeing  and  hearing;  for  specific  examples,  

the  gorgeous  browns  in  Rembrandt's  painting “Merchants  of  the  Cloth” (and  many  others),  the  polished  soft  skin  from  the  hard  marble  of  Michelangelo's  “Pieta,”  and  the  harmoniously  layered  notes  in  the  symphonies  by  “Mozart.”  Even  such  a  simple  designs  as  interlocking  L's  of  the  early   Hindus (adapted  by  the  Nazis  into  their  swastika)  “holds   one's  attention  to  the  expanse  that  it  adorns.”  (Suzanne Langer,  Feeling  and  Form,  page  61)

         Thus,  even  “the  effect  of  good  decoration  serves  is  to  make  the  surface  somehow  more  visible.”   We  can  get  meaning  from  an  artwork  just  by  concentrating  on  something  in  it   that  we  find fascinating  just  to  perceive  for  its  sheer  appearance  (Langer,  Feeling  and  Form,  page  50).  (Kant  originated  this  way  to  get  meaning  from  art,  but  he  called  it  being  “disinterested”  which  has  since  changed  from  referring  to  “supremely  interested”  to  “uninterested.”
3.  CREATIVITY  =  making  anything  new.  This  goes  beyond  imagination  in  making  something new,  not  just  new  combinations  of  images.  It  is  involved  in  problem-solving  since  we  need to  think  of  a  new  idea  that  overcomes  whatever  blocks  a  solution.  Artists  need  creativity  to solve  artistic  problems  such  as  new  uses  of  materials,  the  invention  of  new  styles  and  even new  art  genres  such  as  Calder's  mobiles  and  Picasso's  collages.

        Creativity  abounds  in  the  arts.  Artworks  express  many  new  feelings  and  ideas;  for  example,  Renaissance  music  expresses  the  idea  that  our  lives  ought  to  be  fun  as  well  as  serve  God  which  is  all  that  it  did  in  the  Middle  Ages.    

         One  technique  for  being  creative  involves  an  artist  taking  a  risk  by  combining  unrelated  things,  for  example,  in  surrealism  unrelated  things  are  juxtaposed.  Another  technique  is  to  fit  parts  into  their  whole,  as   often  done  in  figuring  out  a  jigsaw  puzzle.  “Eureka!”  exclaimed  Archimedes  when  he  suddenly  and  unexpectedly  solved  the  problem  of  displacement  of  matter  by  stepping  into  his  bath.

      A  warning  about  creativity:  It  is  meaningful  whenever  an  artist  produces  something  creative such  as  painting  shocking  colors  or  a  lack  of  perspective (realistic  differences  in  space).  However,   for  creativity  to  be  meaningful,  it   needs  to  have  something  significant  to  feel  or  say,  not  just  something  different  for  its  own  sake;  for  example,  Claus  Oldenburg's  giant  chairs  and  many  other  big  objects  say  little  to  us.     

      Another  warning  about  creativity:   the  first  time  that  a  specific  artwork  is  creative  or revolutionary  marks  a  meaningful  (in  the  sense  of  “important”)  event  in  the  history  of  art.  For  example,   the  first  totally  abstract  painting  by  Vassily  Kandinsky  in  1913.   However,  when this  is  substantially  repeated,  it  is  no  longer  meaningful;  for  example,  the  many  all-black  paintings that  many  abstract  painters  somehow  feel  compelled to  make.
4.  SUSPENDING  PRACTICAL  ACTIVITIES  can  feel  quite  relieving.  When  we  experience an  artwork,  we  are  no  longer  troubled  by  doing  our  mundane  tasks  and  tedious  routines.  Time itself  seems  suspended   when  we  experience  some  works  of  art.  We  sometimes  seem  in  a timeless  and  eternal  realm  in  which  we  are  not  aware  of  time  at  all.   “Art  is  long,  time  is short,”  as  the  saying  goes.

       Architecture  seems  to  be  an  exception  to  the  rule  that  art  is  not  practical  because    it provides  buildings  in  which  people  live,  work,  worship  and  so  on.  However  when  we  focus  in  a  building's  form,  novelty  and  the  like,  for  example,  the  majesty  and  upward  soaring  of  a  Gothic  cathedral,  we  are  not  then  regarding  as  a  practical  object  to  be  manipulated,  but    as  a  work  of  art  to  be  appreciated  for  its  own  sake.  Thus,  we  can  get  meaning  from  an  artwork  by  suspending  our  utilitarian  outlook,  wearying  chores  and  sense  of  time  to  enjoy  simply  sensing  an  artwork.                   

22.  ARTWORKS  CAN  EXPRESS

MEANINGFUL  TRUTHS
       We  can  interpret  many  artworks  so  that  they  give  us  big  truths  about  our  lives.  Art  gives  us  in  concrete,  vivid  and  powerful  forms  broad  truths  about  our  lives  as  a  whole,  for  examples,  about  human  nature,  the  self,  the  good  life  and  all  values.  We  can  know  none  of  these  by  today's  scientific  method  with  its  demands  for  scientific  facts.  The  arts  excel  at  expressing  big  truths about  our  lives  and  new  ideas  (an  example  of  this  was  treated  in  Section  21  for  Renaissance  music).  The  best  way  to  demonstrate  this  is  to  give  some  examples  of  such  truths.  The  first  example  comes  from  the  following  poem:
“HARLEM”
by  Langston  Hughes  

What  happens  to  a  dream  deferred?

Does  it  dry  up  

like  a  raisin  in  the  sun?

Does  it  stink  like  rotten  meat?
Maybe  it  sags

like  a  heavy  load  

or  does  it  just  explode?

             Hughes's  poem  tells  us  what  happens  to  a  major  social  goal,  dignified  as  a  “dream,” like  racial  equality when  it  is  not  attained:  it  becomes  denied.  To  drive  home  this  truth  he  uses  very  striking  metaphors  such  as  “stink  like  rotten  meat”  and  exploding.  Hughes's  powerful  metaphors  may  well  have  influenced  major  speakers  as  Martin  Luther  King  in  his      “I  Have  a  Dream”  oration  and  writer  Lorraine  Hainsberry's  play  “A  Raisin  in  the  Sun”  which  helped  change  laws  regarding  racial  segregation.
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My  second  example  of  a  big  truth  expressed  by  an  art  work  is  an  untitled  metal  sculpture  commonly  called  the  “Chicago  Picasso”  in  the  Daley  Plaza.  Does  it  represent  a  woman  with  long  hair,  one  of  Picasso's  many  lovers?  Is  it  the  front  of  a  bird  with  its  wings  spread?  Or  could  it  be  a  skinny  dog  such  as  an   Afghan  hound?  Many  other  interpretations  are  possible.  I  interpret  it  to  state  the  big  truth  that  huge  American  cities  like  Chicago  are  mysterious  in  their  complexities  such  as  ethnic  diversity,  customs,  clothing  and  food.  Perhaps  this  is  the  reason  that  Picasso's  Chicago  has  become  a  symbol—today  commonly  called  an  “icon”--for  the  city.
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My  final example  of  how  an  artwork  can  express  big  truths  will  come  from  classical  music  to  show  how  even  an  art  form  that  does  have  words  can  nevertheless  do  this.  This  extended  example  will  be  Beethoven's  “Ninth  Symphony.”  I  interpret  the  start  of  this  symphony  by   its  sounds  of  turmoil  and  its  dark  stormy  passages  to  encapsulate  his  mighty  struggles,  especially  with  the  losses  of  his  “dearly  beloved”  (whoever  she  was)  and  of  his  hearing—the  most  severe  disease  that  can  afflict  a  composer  of  music.   Beethoven  had  lost  much  meaning  in  his  life.  He  continues  to  musicalize  his  bitterly  disappointing  experiences  in  the  somber  second  movement,  but  in  a  beautiful  way  suggesting  the  ability  of  his  will  to  raise  above  them.  
        The  third  movement  of  his  “Ninth  Symphony”  begins  even  more  beautifully  so  that  it  seems  to  suggest  an  answer,  but  then  it  is  interrupted  twice  by  blaring  fanfares  from  brass  instruments.  These  sound  like  hammer  blows  on  heaven's  doors—shades  of  Bob  Dylan's  song  and  Beethoven's  own  “Fifth  Symphony” with  its  famous  four-note  theme—da-da-dah-da!--said  by  him  to  be  “fate  [death?]  knocking  at  the  door.”  When  God  does  not  respond,  this  movement  ends  with  calm  acceptance.  
           The  final  movement  opens  with  an  outburst  of  dissonance  (notes that  do  not  harmonize),  as  if  Beethoven  intended  to  defy  God.  Instead,  he  calls  upon  a  resounding  ethereal  theme  of  joy in  the  major  (happy)  key.  Sheerly  out  of  his  own  will  power,  he  overcomes  all  else.   He  gives  this  symphony  as  a  supremely  life-affirming  gift  to  us.  It  celebrates  his  own  musical  genius  and  that  of  his  predecessors.  Perhaps  this  is  the  reason  that  he  set  the  final  movement  to  writer Friedrich  Schiller's  grand  poem  “Ode  to  Joy”  implying  the  brotherhood  of  all  humans.  
       Thus,  I  interpret  the  main  idea  expressed  by  Beethoven's  “Ninth  Symphony”  to  be  that  human  will and  genius  are  strong  enough  to  surmount  even  God's  non-response  to  our  repeated  calls.     
23.  THE  MEANING  OF  ART

IS  MOSTLY  EMOTIONAL
         The  main  meaning  of  artworks  is  emotional  from  the  highest  joys  to  the  deepest  sorrows  with  many  variations  in  between.  We  all  live  on  the  emotional  level   most  of  the  time.  Even  though  we  feel  emotions  strongly,  unlike  ideas,  we  find  extremely  hard  to  even  name  them,  because  they  are  nonrational  and  nonverbal  states  of  mind,  not  discrete  objects.  Artworks  give  few  clues  about  the  emotions  that  they  express  except  their  titles.  To  be  sure,  fast  music  sounds  generally  happy  such  as  Elgar's  “Pomp  and  Circumstances”  played  frequently  at  celebrations  like  graduations  and  the  beat-the-world  march  in  the  final  movement Tchaikovsky's  “Fifth  Symphony.”  On  the  other  hand,  sad  music  sounds slow  in  general  such  as  “Taps”  for  dead  soldiers  and  and  Mozart's  dark  “Requiem  Mass”  for  his  domineering  father. 

        Especially  for  classical  music,   it  is  not  so  important  to  name  the  specific  emotion  that  an  artwork  expresses  as  it  is  to  appreciate   the  ones  that  it  does.  The  sounds  in  most  types  of  music  is  beautiful in  themselves  just  to  hear  them.
      Artists  in  their  works  express  their  emotions  and  evoke  them  in  their  audiences.   Words  are  poor  at  expressing  an emotion  because  they  are  abstract,  general  and  weakly  felt.  For  example,  “I  love you”  can  refer  to  many  emotions.  On  the  other  hand,  emotions  are  concrete,  specific  and  strongly  felt.  For  example,  Pierre Renoir's  painting  “A  Dance  in  the  Country”  shows  the  emotions  of  a  couple  gently  loving  the  dance,  the  music,  the  summer  and  each  other. 
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Artworks  express  emotion  in  very  specific  ways.  Composer  Aaron  Copland  in  his  What  To  Listen  for  in  Music   asks  us  to  listen  to  a  sad  sonata.  Does  this  sound  pessimistically  sad,  resignedly  sad  or  any  other  kinds  of  sadness?  Unlike  words,  artworks  can  convey  emotions  well,  but  not  ones  that  we  can  easily  talk  about  or  name,  especially  in  classical  music.  As  Langer  concisely  summarized  this  topic,  “The  [visual]  arts  look  the  way  our  feelings  feel.”
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“Nighthawks”  by  Edward  Hopper  will  serve  as  a  brief  example  of  how  an  artwork  expresses  emotions.   The  title  implies  that  the people  in  this  painting  are  searching  for  compan- ionship,  but  their  angles  from  each  other  indicate  that  they  are  also  avoiding  it.  “Nighthawks”  expresses  the  emotion  of  desolate  loneliness.  The  scattered  denizens  of  this  greasy-spoon  diner glare  under  its  harsh  fluorescent lights  while  it  cuts  through  the  empty  city  shattered spilling  little  light  in  the  dark  night.
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Another  brief  example  is  Edvard  Munch's  “The  Scream.”  This  painting  expresses  the  emotion  of  extreme  anxiety  that  he  felt  one  day  coming  from  the  natural  world.  Bony  hands  hold the  skull-like  head  as  two  indifferent  people  walk  away  on  a  bridge  that  supposedly  connects  people.  The  sky  at  first  looks  like  a  gorgeous  Norwegian  sunset,  but  on  closer  observation  it  exudes  blood  red.

* * *

         Art  as  the  expression  of  emotions  has  replaced  beauty  as  essence  of  art.  This  essence  formerly  was  beauty.  Plato  defined  beauty  ( = )  as  “the  everlasting  possession  of  the  good.”  Beauty  is  thereby  a  higher  value  than  even  the  moral  good  because  artworks  can  capture  images  of  this  and  hold  them  for  us  to  sense  forever  there;  for  example,  a  hero  depicted  in  a  sculpture,  painting  or  a  poem.

          According  to  Plato,  beauty  consists  of  the  proper  proportions  and  balances  which  for  some  reason  are  just  right;  for  examples,  the  harmonious  sounds  of  a  symphonic  melody,  the  majestic  geometric  ratios  of  Greek  temples  and  the  marvelous  meters  of  a  rhythmic  poem.     

      Plato's  vision  of  beauty  as  proper  proportions  also  persists  in  the  female  face,  at  least  in  the  west:   big  eyes,  small  nose,  wide  lips  and  slender  head.  To  have  all  these  in  one  woman  is  quite  rare,  as  is  beauty  in  general. He  said  that  such  beauty  gives  us  “wings to  soar.”   Art  is  very  likely  the  source  in  which  the search  for  meaning  is  most  intense  in  many  forms,  especially  music  and  painting.  

     Perhaps  the  most  famous  example  of  intensely  seeking  meaning through  art  is  Vincent  Van  Gogh's  “Starry  Night.”   In  this  painting  he  portrays  the  night  sky  alive  with  the  presence  of  God  such  as  its  moon  internally  glowing  brightly  and  its  interlocking  shooting  stars. 

* * *

      Art  is  the  last of  eight  major sources  of  meaning  treated  in  this  work.  There  are many  more such  sources,  for  examples,  communication,  good  luck—which  not  too  many  people  have  much  of!--family  and  a  wide  variety  of  relationships.  I  have  covered  only  some  of  the  main  ones.  Every  person  does  not  need  to  have  all  the  sources,  for  examples,  atheists  and  agnostics  do  not  seek  God  and  materialists  do  not  believe  in  intangibles.  

        Each  person  makes  varying  degrees  of  meaning  in  the  sources,  but  we  all  ought  to  try  as  hard  as  we  can  to  maximize  each  source  because  this  is  the  most  good  that  we  can  do  with  our  lives—almost  by  definition.  What  more  is  there?
24.  ESCAPING  ESCAPES  FROM  MEANING
       Maximizing  meaning  should  have   been  the  driving  force  for  all  individuals  throughout  history,  but  this  has  been  far  from  the  case.  We  rarely  even  mention  “meaning”  even  today.  I  contend  that  the  reason  that  this  is  so  is what  I  call  “escapes”  from  meaning. 

        I  define  this  term  as  “any  distraction  from  making  meaning.”  When  people  say  that  they  are  “killing  time”--which  is  almost  the  same  as  their  lives!--they  are  escaping  from  meaning.  If  a  person  mindlessly  keeps  busy,  she  is  also  escaping.  Escapes  fill  up  our  precious  little  free  leisure,  or  what  we commonly  call  our  “free,”  time.   Yet,  it  often  difficult  to  distinguish  between  making  meaning  and  escaping  from  it.  If an  activity  is  done  because  it  is  what  a  person  likes  to  do  just  to  fill  some  free  time,  then  it  is  probably  an  escape  from meaning.  

       Meaning  promises  everyone  much  good,  but it  also  asks  for  effort  and  work  from  an  inherently  lazy  species.  
        If  a  person  does  not  try  to  do  the  work  needed  to  make  meaning,  she  must  face  the  utterly  grim  prospect  of  much  meaninglessness  in  her  own  life.  She  desperately  tries  to  escape  from  this  prospect  because  it  lessens  her  very  sense  of  self.

       People  flee  almost  en  masse  to  escapes  rather  than  face  the  distressing  prospect  that  their  lives  lack  meaning  in  any  basic  respect.  There  they  prefer  to  stay  on  the  unreflective  shallow  surface  of  life.
          Examples  of  escapes  are  legion:  too  much  shopping,  watching  mindless  television—almost  all  its  programming!--,  screwing  on  cell-phones,  recreational  drug  abuse  (including  imbibing  any  alcohol  to  alter  one's  consciousness),  too  much sleeping  and  countless  others.  

            Today  a  favorite  form  of  escape  for  adults  is  watching  movies  on  cable  television;  for  young  people  it's   playing  video  games  on  their  cell-phones.  Both  of  these  examples  are  quite  effective  in  masking  their  own  boredom  due  to  lack  of  interests.  

        Most  people  escape  meaning  on  their  own  in  their  own  ways,  but  escaping  with  others  is  quite  common,  for  example,  most  parties.  

         Current  society  much encourages  escaping  from   meaning,  for  examples,  pursuing  mindless  materialism, indulging  in  restaurants  over  tasty  but  unhealthy  foods,  glorifying  spectator  sports  and  many  other  social  activities.  Our  overpopulated,  super-shallow, society  strongly  squelches  the  individual's  attempts  to  make  meaning.  

        Escaping  from  meaning  occurs  on  the  subconscious  level  as  well  as  the  conscious.  This  stems  from  a  person's  repressed  fear  of  living  a  life  lacking  meaning.  A  person  pays  a  high  price  for  this:  much  anxiety  (  =   feelings  of  indefinite  unease),   can  arise  from  subconsciously  escaping  meaning.   So  can  much   emptiness,  boredom  and  the  like.  

        This  somewhat  stern  view  of  meaning  does  not  deny  that  we  sometimes  need  to  relax  from  making  meaning.  However,  it  does  limit  them  to  the  minimum  because  meaning  and  time  are  our  most  valuable  possessions  from  its  point  of  view.

CRITICISMS  OF  ESCAPES 
         Escapes  from  meaning  result in  individual  and  mass  mediocrity.  This  fact  makes  these  escapes  evil,  not  just  bad,  because  they  result  in  unnecessary  suffering   in  a  person  for  not  developing  her  potential.  Escapees  from meaning  run  away  from  the  depths  of  life  instead  of  diving  deeply  into  it  as  making  meaning  does.  They  get  childish  fun  whereas  meaning-makers  experience  mature  joy  which  is  quite  greater.  

         Escapees  from  meaning  are  almost  tragic  because  they  do  not  live  fully.  In  effect,  they  imply  that  their  lives  will  be  insignificant.  Escapees  forsake  what  is  most  distinctive  in  humans,  namely,  seeking  meaning.  They  thereby  “sell  out,”  as  the  hippies  put it,  from  making-meaning  which  is  most  valuable  in  us.  

        Critics  will  object  that  escapees  cannot  avoid  doing  so  because  they  do  not  have  the  intellectual  and  other  capabilities  needed  to  live  a  life  of  much  meaning.  I  reply  that  the  typical  person  can  be  logical,  insightful  and  reasonable.  That is  all  that  one  needs  to  live  a  life  that  makes  meaning.  

         Not  to  brag  again,  I  myself  felt  much  neglected  and  unloved  as  a  lower  middle-class  child,  but  I  became  the  first  person  to  fully  develop  the  idea  of  meaning.  This  gives  me  much  joy.  I  feel  much  sorrow  for  people  who  are  not  reasonable  enough  to  make  meaning.  “It's  a  terrible  thing  that  so  many  people  settle  for  so  much  less,”  said  Rev.  William  Sloan  Coffin  in  The  Life  of  Meaning,  page  412.  
                      ESCAPING  ESCAPES
       Who  really  wants  to  live  a  life  of  killing time?  Many  people  simply  do  not  know  how  to  make  more  meaning  than  what  they  already   have.  Thus,  the  first  step  in  escaping  escapes  is  to  realize  in  an  intellectual  and  especially  emotional  way  that  we  ought  to  pursue  meaning  above  all.    Everyone  then  needs  to  develop  interests  in  making  meaning  in  some  way.  This  is  much  lacking  today,  but  it  is  much  needed  to  escape  escaping  from  meaning  for  one's  entire  live  as many  people  most  regrettably  do.      
     Another  way  to  escape  from  escapes  is  to  realize  that  the  rewards  for  making  meaning  are  enormous.  Surely  a  life  full  of  meaning  surpasses  one  that  is  not.   And  surely  nothing  feels  more  gratifying  than  making  meaning. Isn't  anything  rewarding  also  meaningful?

         A  final  way  to  escape  escapes  is  to  focus  on  making  meaning  in  its  physical  forms,  for  examples,  improving  the  quality  of  a  relationship,  finding  a  fulfilling  job  and  buying  posses- sions  (but  only  for  a  short  time  according  to  Section  11).

         These  escapes  from   escapes  are  neither  simple  nor  easy,  of  course,  but  they  can  help  us  a  little  to  lessen  our  escapes  from  meaning. 
25.  MAKING  MORE  MEANING
     People  tend  to  stop  making  meaning  when  they  feel that  they  have  made  enough  of  it  for  themselves;  this  tends  to  be  the  present.  For  example,  raising  a  family  provides  all  the  meaning  that  most  people  need  or can  handle.  Yet,  how  can  they  be  sure  that  they  are  so  limited?  A  person  can  hardly  have  enough  meaning  because  making  more  meaning  makes  our  lives  better.  Isn't  saying  that  you  already  have  “enough”  meaning  really  saying  that  you  do  not  really  care  much  about  it  and  therefore  about  much  of  anything  in  general  (because  everything  has  meaning).  

        The  main  goal  of  everyone  ought  to  be  to  live  the  most  meaningful  life  that  one  can,  not  just  a  meaningful  one  which  everyone's  life  is,  at  least  to  others  whom  she  knows.  We  have  only  one  fast  life  on  earth.  Why  not  make  the  most  of  it?  We  can  fault  anyone  who  does  not  at  least  try  to  do  so;   on  the  other  hand,  we  can  ask  no  more  of  a  person.  It  is  not  easy  for  one  person  to  do,  requires  much  effort  and  often  depends  on  others.  I  can  therefore  offer  no  easy  way  to  make  more  meaning  except  to  learn  about  and  work  on  the  sources  of  meaning  to  get  more  from  them.   

        Our  lives  rest  on  the  assumption  that  they  have  meaning. No  one  is  ever  rational  in  rejecting  this  assumption.  (People  often  act  on  strongly  felt  emotions  when  they  think  that  they  are  being  reasonable.)  Anyone  who  stops  making  meaning  ends  any  special  significance  that  her  life  can  have  by  definition:   her  life  would  be  diminished  if  she  does  not  try  to  make  meaning  in  some  way.  
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26.  TIME  AND  MEANING
          Time  is  extremely  important  to  making  meaning  because  it  is  the  arena  in  which  all  of  it  takes  place.  Without  time  there  is  no  meaning  except  perhaps  for  God. As  educator  Jesse  Stuart  wrote,  “Life  is  one's  greatest  possession.  Life  is  one's  all.  And  he should make  every  day,  month,  year  count.”  (quoted  in  Hugh  Moorhead,  The  Meaning  of  Life,  pages  109-110)  The  alternative  to  taking  time  very  seriously  is  to  live  as  if  it  and  thereby  one's  life  matters little  even  to  oneself. 

      We  frequently  need  much  time  to  make  meaning,  for  examples,  working  and  helping  others  in  need.  A  person  also  requires  many   years  to  mature  so  that  we  can  think  and  act  well  about  her  meaning.  As  we  all  know  well,  we  rarely  have  enough  time  to  do  everything  that  we  would  like  to  do.  Almost  every  task  takes  us  longer  than  we  think  that  it  will.     Subjective  perception  of  time  as  fleeting  so  fast  has  much  meaning  in  our  daily  lives.  Our  shortage  of  time  is  extremely  frustrating,  aggravating  and  discouraging  to  us.  It  is  also  quite  anguishing  because  we  fear  that  we  will  not  accomplish our  goals.  Like  nature,  time  has  no  respect  for  meaning.

        Poets  have  written  that  time  is  tyrannical, devouring  and  a  predatory  villain.  The  most  fitting  metaphor  that  I  can  think  of  for  time  is  a  terrorist  because  it  brutally  attacks  innocent  victims—all  of  us!  Time  leads  inexorably  to  the  biological  decline  of  all  living  things.  Very  sad,  but  true!  The  terrorist  brevity  of  time  is  the  hardest  truth  after  our  deaths  that  we  have  to  accept  and  deal  with.   

         Because  of  the  shortness  of  time,   we  all  ought  to  strive  to  make  as  many  moments as  meaningful  as  we  can.  Every  moment  is  precious  because  it  gives  us  a  chance  to  have  a  great  thought  or  feeling  or  to  fall  in  love  with  someone  or  something.   We  are  given  so  little  time  and  it  goes  so  quickly!  Try  to  make  as  much  meaning  as  you  can  without  being  too  hasty. I  myself  try  to  make  every  nanosecond  as  meaningful  as  I  can.  I  am  almost  obsessed  with  this,  but  which  obsession  could  be  better?  

      We  all  ought  to  take  the  little  time  that  we  have  very  seriously.  Everyone  “makes  time”  to  do  what  she  considers  her  most  meaningful  priorities  and  she  sacrifices  the  rest.  What  a  person  does  with  her  time  in  effect  determines  what  she  considers  meaningful  in  practice.  

       People  everywhere  fritter  away  their  free  time  with  escapes  from  making  meaning.  This  is  very  sorrowful  and  dismaying  to  me.  Why  do  so  many  do  this?  After  giving  this  question  much  thought,  I  concluded  that  the  reason  that  they  do  this  is  that  they  do  not  know  how  to  make  their  time  meaningful  even  to  themselves.  The  sorry  consequence  is  that  they  do  not  know  how  to  fill  up  their  free  time  except  with  escapes  from  making  meaning  rather  than  with  its  various  sources.         

  27.  MEANING  OUGHT  NOT  TO

  BE   MOSTLY   SUBJECTIVE
        Almost  everyone  today  believes  that  meaning  is  almost  totally  subjective  or  (  =  )  depends  on  what  each  person  says  that  it  is.  “Hey!  If  that  is  meaningful  to  you,  who  am  I  to  say  it's  not?”  is  the  typical  response  to  a  person  asserting  that  something  is  meaningful  to  her.   Current  thinking  is  totally  subjective  except  for  simple  facts  (such  as  the  present  time  and  date)  and  basic  ethical  rules (such  as  do  not  murder,  steal  or  cheat).  Any  other  types  of  beliefs,  especially  the  huge  area  of   opinions  are  thought  to  be  completely  “up”  to  the  individual  since  there  is  no  way  to  “prove”  (again,  strongly  suggesting  supported  by  physical  evidence)  any  of  them.  Actually,  the  little-known  laws  of  logic  can  determine  which  opinions  are  strong  or  weak.  (See  Appendix  I.)  So,  on  the  subjective  view  everyone  is  entitled  within  reason,  actually  common  sense,  to  her  own  opinion  regarding  the  meaning  of  anything.   
CRITICISMS  OF  SUBJECTIVE  MEANING
       The  subjective  view  thus  offers  us  a  simple,  easy  and  clear  way  to  deal  with  incredibly  difficult  knowledge,  namely,  opinions,  that  we  all  come  into  contact  with  everyday.  Yet,  this  view  has  major  criticisms  which  I  will  next  summarize  most  briefly.
       1.  Subjective  meaning  is  trivial  since  it  tells  us  only  what  an  individual  believes  without  any  evidence,  nothing  more.  How  valuable  is  this?  Obviously  very  little  except  for  pollsters  since  a  person  can  easily  be  horribly  wrong,  for  example,  racial  prejudice.  The  subjective  view  isolates  people  in  the   bubbles  of  their  own  beliefs.  Subjective  meaning  is  true,  but  very  limited  to  what  each  person  believes.
        2.  Subjective  meaning  results  in  complacency  in  which  a  person  continues  to  believe  whatever  she   has  already  found  meaningful  to  herself.  Why  then  try  to  learn  anything  new  or  to  change  your  beliefs?  The  same  holds  for  what  we  do.  We  much  need  to  be  active  makers  of  meaning,  not  passively  approving  as  meaningful  what  we  already  know  and  do.  We  would  stagnate  in  that  case  and  waste  potentials  to  grow  as  persons.  No  matter  how  “open”  a  person  protests  that  they  are,  they  find  it  quite  hard  to  abandon  what  they  already  find  meaningful.    
        3.  Subjective  meaning  is  chaotic  since  it  allows  everyone  to  believe  whatever  they  want.  Who is  to say  what  is  meaningful?  As  is  well  known,  it  is  practically  impossible  to  prove  any opinion wrong.   No  one  would  be  qualified  to  guide  us  or  even  give  any  better  opinions  than anyone else's.  We  could  believe  virtually  anything   that  we  want  on  this  view.  Subjectivists think  that  tolerating   what  is  meaningful  to  others  is  virtuous,  but  should  they  tolerate  others  who  find  it  meaningful  to  murder  them?    

         These  criticisms  are  major.  Something  is  seriously  wrong  with  subjective  meaning.  It  is  true  only  in  the  limited  sense  that  it  tells  us  what  a  person  believes  is  meaningful  without  any  possible  proof.
28.  WHY  MEANING  OUGHT  TO  

BE   MOSTLY   OBJECTIVE  
          Objective  meaning  is  (  =  )  the  view  that  the  impact  or  significance  of  anything  ought  to  be  considered  as  external  to  a  person.  This  type  of  meaning  regards  it  primarily  from  the  perspective  of  what  it  is  in  itself  as  far  as  this  can  be  known  which  is  always  a  bit  subjective  because  it  comes  through  one's  senses  and mind.

         Many  people  have  difficulty  even  conceiving  what  is  objective  or  anything  as  objective.   It  is  what  is  at  least  somewhat  outside  and  independent  of  a  person.  Objective  meaning  rests  on  the  assumption  that  a  world  exists  “out  there”  or  outside  us.  To  reject  this  assumption  is  either  ridiculous  or  academic.  It  would  also  reject  common  sense.

       Objective  meaning  is  often  quite  hard  to  know.  However,  we  can  objectively know  complex  facts  by  means  of  the  scientific  method  ( =  experimental  testing  of  a  hypothesis  or  proposed  explanation).  (See  Appendix  I  on  induction.)  We  can  even  know  to  some  extent even  intangibles  and  prescriptions  with  the  repeated help  of  the  laws  of  logic  with  careful  reasoning.  (See  Appendix  I  on  deduction  and  Section  19.)               
         I  firmly  maintain  that  maintain  that  we  ought  to  think  of  meaning  as  mostly  objective  because  we  most  need  to  know  what  things  truly  signify in  themselves.  Doing  this  would  ideally  give  us  the  truth  (  =  correspondence  to  reality)  rather  than  unproven  personal  beliefs  which  the  subjective  view does.  Objective  meaning  should  be  what  we  base   our  subjective  meaning  on,  for  example,  a  person  first  needs  to  determine  the  objective  meaning  of  a  profession   before  she  forms  her  subjective  one.  We ought  to  do  this  even  for  intangibles  such  as  goodness  and  justice.  These  have  degrees  of  truth  that  we  should  strive  to  know.  (See  Section  31.)   Even  objective  truths  about  intangibles  exist  externally  or  “out  there,”  although  not  in  any  physical  place.  We  need  to  discover,  not  invent,  these  truths  by  using  disciplined  thinking  and  logic.   I  believe  that  trying  very  hard to  know  the  objective  meaning  of  intangibles  will  gradually  allow  us  to  know a  little more  about  applying  our  values  to  daily  life  and  problems  to  better  them.   This  may  not  be  much,  but  it  is  more  than  most people  aspire  to!  What  more  can  we  do  with  our  little  lives?

        For  example,  by  trying  to  know  the  objective  needs  of  my  neighborhoods  such  as  communication,  cleanliness  and  better  leadership,  not  to  brag  yet   again,  my  own  efforts  to  create  communities  did  help  a  bit  to  improve  them  and  the  people  in  them  in  various  ways  for  many  years.  I  have  observed  how  emphasizing  subjective  meaning  (and  the  resulting  extreme  relativism  (  =  the  view  that  the  meaning  of  anything  depends  on  each  person)  often  results  in  shallow  thinking  and  superficial  standards  such  as  not  caring  about  one's  neighborhood.  This  view  is  quite  pervasive  and  widespread  today.

        I  have  also  observed  this  sorry  state  in  academic  fields,  particularly  philosophy  which  now  has  nothing  worthwhile to  say  to  the  public  who  rightly  regard  it  with  disdain  as  quite   difficult  and  useless.  So  much  for  the  traditional  “love  of  wisdom”  when  it  can  conceive  only  of  subjective  meaning  and  has  all  but  forsaken  even  trying  to  know  the  objective  variety!  In  our  continually-declining  decades  we  have  a  crying  need  for  objective  guidelines,  but  few  people  offer  them  except  religious  fanatics  and  bigots.  Alas!  What  better  guideline  for  one's  life  can there  be  than  making  meaning  for  others  and  oneself?  

29.  THE  MEANING  OF  LIFE
          In  Arthur  Miller's  tragic  drama  “Death  of  a  Salesman”  (1949),  the  protagonist  Willy  Loman  takes  his  own  life  because  he  did  not  consider  himself  successful  through  materialism  and  extra-marital  sex.  This  acclaimed  play  implicitly confronts  the  question  of  what  is  the  meaning  of  life.

      I  come now  to  the  grand  idea  of  the  meaning  of  life  as  distinct  from  the  very  different idea  of  meaning  that  I  have  been  developing—for  the  first  time  ever—in  the  previous  sections.  

       The  meaning   of  life  asks  (  =  )  what  is  the purpose  or  point  of  my  life.   This  poses  the  biggest  and  best  question  that  a  person  can  ask  about  herself.   One's  answer  to  this  question  shapes  one's  self-concept,  happiness,  goals  and  other  fundamental  ideas  about  the  self.  Here  you  ask  how  you ought  to  live  your  life:    what  ought  your  life  be  all  about,  what  do  you  stand  for  and  what's  it  all  about  (from  the  movie  and  popular  song “Alfie” in  1966)?  Such  questions  are  not  only  profound  and  serious  (John  Cottingham,  On  the  Meaning  of  Life,  page  21),   but  also  the  grandest.  However,  Monty  Python's  absurdist  movie  The  Meaning  of  Life  (1983) questions  how  grand  it  is  by  asserting  that  it  is  the  following:  “Try  to  be  nice  to  people,  avoid  eating  too  much  fat,  read  a  good  book  every  now  and  then,  get  some  walking  in  and  try  to  live  in  peace  and  harmony.”  (quoted  by  writer  Julian  Baggini  in his  book  What's  It  All  About?)   Most  people  cannot  aspire  for  much  more  than  this  humble  meaning  of  life.
           I  reiterate here  as  I  did  at  the  start  (Section  1)  that  there  is  a  major  difference  between  meaning  and  the  meaning  of  life.  The  former  refers to  the  impact  or effect  of   something  on  a  person  and  vice  versa,  whereas  the  latter  signifies  a  person's  purpose  in  life.  I  consider  meaning  far  more  helpful  and  relevant  to  us.
         I  believe  that  there  is  one  meaning  of  life  for  all  people,  although  it  takes  a  different  form  for  each  person.  We  all  drink  from  the  same  sources  of  meaning  to  varying  degrees,  and  we  all  share  the  same  basic  needs  and  biological  make-up.  In  this  rests  my  response  to  Professor  Owen  Flanagan's  assertion  in  his  The  Really  Hard  Question,  page  201,  that  “There  is  no  single  meaning  of  life.”      

       What  is  the  one  meaning  of  life?  It  consists  of  a  combination  of  several  main  sources  of  meaning.   I  will  now  briefly  describe  these.
MAIN  SOURCE  OF  THE  MEANING  OF  LIFE  #1:
  HIGH  QUALITY  RELATIONSHIPS  

because  humans are  very  social.  We  are  the  most  social  animal.  For  this  reason,  try to  have  as  many  quality  relationships  as  you  can   without  over  extending  yourself,  as  Kant  advised  us  in  his  practical  imperative,  more  popularly known  as  the  golden  rule  which  is  the  basic  moral  command  in  all  the  world  religions.  (See  Section  16.)    

       As  stated  in  Section  1,   we  make  meaning  when  we  connect  to  something  greater.  So  when  a  person  connects  to  another  human,  she  gets  a  concrete  expansion  of  meaning  in  the  physical  presence  of  the  other  person.  
        It  is  important  to  always  realize  that  other  people's  lives  have  much   meaning.  Much  of  our  own  stems  from  our  relations  to  others.   So  to  make  meaning,  a  person  ought  to  cultivate  the  best  relations  such  as   being  helpful,  kind,  compassionate,  supporting  and  the  like  to  others  to  make  more  meaning  in  their  lives  and  to  get  the  same  from  the  others  as  long  as  they  are  not  unresponsive  to  us.  In  a  quality  relationship  there  is  in  effect  a  doubling  of  meaning:  for  the  other  and  for  yourself.  They  can  richly  to  the  meaning  of  both  lives.  
       Helping  others  is  not  easy  to  do,  of  course.  It  takes  your  own  time,  money  and  energy.  We  usually  do  not  have  enough  of  these  for  ourselves!  Plus,  we  need  to  be  sure  that  we  do  not  violate  the  others'  pride  and  dignity  when  we  help  them.

         I  must  reiterate  that  the  other  can  always  refuse  to  have  a  quality  relationship  with  you:  you  cannot  control  the  responses  of  the  other  person,  only  influence  it--a  little!    The  other  can  ignore,  abuse  and  use  you.  We  all  need  to  end  such  demeaning  treatment  as  fast  as  we  can,  usually  by  ending  the  relationship  if  we  can.  

        Far  Eastern  philosophy  confirms  that  the  meaning  of  life  does  not  consist  of  materialism,  but  instead  in  our  relationships  such  as  “the  quality  of  our  romantic  bonds,  the  health  of  our  families,  [the  amount  of?]  the  time  we  spend  with  good  friends,  the  connections  we  feel with  to  communities,”  according  to  Professor  Dacher  Keltner  in  Born  To  Be  Good:  The  Science  of  a  Meaningful  Life,  page  13.  (Please  re-read  now  Section  7  on  quality  relationships.) 
  MAIN  SOURCE  OF  THE  MEANING  OF  LIFE  #2:

FULFILLING  WORK

eludes  most  workers,  very  sadly.  One's  career  should  serve  a  major  life-goal  or  purpose  such  as  helping  others,  teaching  and  caring  for  the  sick.  Hopefully,  everyone  has  such  a  goal,  but  very  many—alas!--do  not.  It  would  clearly  be  ideal  to  care  much  about  one's  work.  Workers  who  do  not  find  emptiness  and  pointlessness  at  the  core  of  their  lives  taking  most  of  their  waking  time  and  energy.    

        Everyone  needs  more  meaning  from  their  work  than  a  paycheck  to  financially  support  themselves  and  their  nuclear  families.   Work  typically  exhausts  workers  to  the  point  that  they  are  constantly  behind  on  our  routine  chores  such  as  cleaning  and  cooking  that  rob  us  of  much  of  our  little  free  time.  (Please  re-read  now  Section  10   on  fulfilling  work.)  
MAIN  SOURCE  OF  THE  MEANING  OF  LIFE  #3:

MATERIALISM  IS  A  NEEDED  BUT  SMALL  PART

       Many  people  live  as  if  materialism  were  the  main  source  of  meaning  after  quality  relation- ships.  We  surely  do  need  it  to  survive  which  is  our  first  requirement  if  we  are  to  make  meaning.  Material  possessions  are  surely  an  appropriate  means  to  enable  one's  survival.  However,    we  must  never  mistake  these  for  the  end  or  goal  of  our  lives.  We  can  say  that  things  bring  us  “peace  of  body”  but  “peace  of  mind”  is  a  worthier  goal for  humans.   Even  if  a  materialist  claims  that  her  mind  does  not  “bother”  her,  she still  suffers  from  not  developing  it,  particularly  its  problem-solving,  critical  and  speculative  capacities.  Our  minds  crave  more  meaning  than  matter.   

         Possessions  soon  leave  a  bored  and  empty  feeling.   Making  meaning  does  not  require  owning  thing.  Gandhi  and  Thoreau  owned  almost  nothing,  but  both  made  much  meaning.  Periods  of  affluence  in  society  tend  to  bring  mindlessness  and  moral  corruption,  as  in  the  fall  of Rome.  This  was  due  mostly  to  the  weakness  of  its  leaders  who  were  the  wealthiest  in  the  world.   Individual  lives  frequently  follow  this  pattern  in  societies.

         Recent  studies  have  shown  that  possessions  and  money  make  little  difference  after  a  person  has  reached  a  far  less  than  extravagant  amount.  To  make  much  meaning,  a  person  must  go  farther  than  materialism:   a   person  needs  to  connect  with  more  than  possessions.    (Please  now  re-read  Section  11.)   
MAIN  SOURCE  OF  THE  MEANING  OF  LIFE #4:  

GUIDANCE   BY   IDEAS
      Not  one  of  the  main  sources  treated  above,  ideas    are  rather  weak  in  us,  but  they  are  our  only  reliable  way  to  solve  problems  and  to  know  truths  including  intangible  ones  (examples  in  Section  )  and  the  meaning  of  life.  As  philosopher  Morris  Cohen eloquently put  it,  thinking  may  be  a  candle  in  a  dark  sea,  but  woe  to  whoever  tries  to  put  it  out.  Our  ideas  are  not  “slaves  to  the  passions,”  as philosopher  David  Hume  insisted,  because  with  strong  personal  effort,  ideas  can  conquer  our  emotions  and  weak  wills.    The  typical  person  may  well  have  little  ability  in  ideas,  but  the  ones  about  the  meaning  of  life  concern  what  ought  to  be  a   person's  purposes  in  her  life.           
         Some  examples  of  ideas  that  can  best  guide  our  lives  (in  alphabetical  order):  beauty,  duty,  education,  goodness,  happiness,  justice,  knowledge,  love,  pleasure  and  wisdom.  One's  ideas  ought  to   be  combined  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  logic  which  most  of  them  do  automatically.  (See  Appendix  I  on  deduction.)  Strive  for  creative  ideas  for  you  and  imaginative  ones  as  artists  do.  Ideas  soar  to  intangibles  instead  of  dwelling  on  the  surface  as  do  materialism,  escapes  and  blind  faiths.   For  the  final  point  on  this  source,  I  again  emphasize  to  implement  as  many  of  your  ideas  as  you  can,  for  the  meaning  of  your  life  consists  of  the  impact  that  you  have,  not  just  your  ideas.  
       To  summarize  this  important  concept—but  not  central  in  this  writing:   the  meaning  of  life  is  ( = )  having  many  quality  relationships  of  loving  and  helping  others,  working  at  a  fulfilling  career,  owning  enough  material  possessions  and  being  guided  by  sound  and  creative  ideas.
        This  definition  calls  us  to  live  deeply  in  several  main  sources  of  meaning.  Unlike  our  society,  it  gives  us  many  worthwhile  and  attainable  goals  or  purposes  for  our  lives.
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As  amazing  as  this  may sound,   no  thinker  has  treated  the  meaning  of  life  until  psy-  chiatrist  Viktor  Frankl  popularized  it  in  his  world-wide  bestseller,  Man's  Search  For  Meaning.  I  will  comment  on  his  ideas  next,  but  first  I  will  treat  the  issue  of  the  implied  versus  the explicit  meaning  of  life.
        The  typical  commentator  on  philosophers  would  maintain  that  they  all  take  an  implicit stance  on  the  meaning  of  life.  That  is,  they  all  hold  a  view  about  what  the  main  purpose  of  a  human  life  is,  but  not  explicitly  or  literally.  A  summary  of  their  views  must  guess  at   which  ideas  in  a  philosopher's  difficult  writings  best  represent  this.  Of  course,  a  guess  can  be  wrong,  but  historians  of  philosophy  agree  much  on  what  are  the  main  ideas  of  most  philosophers,  even  the  most  erudite  and  densest  to  read.  
        The  following  are  my  briefest  summaries  about  what  is  the  implied  meaning  of  life  in  the  first  major  western  philosophers:  
       Socrates:  Above  all,  examine  your  inner  self critically  to  determine  your  answers  to  fundamental  questions  such  as  what  is  the  good  life  and  God;
         Plato:  Strive  most  of  all  to  know  (participate  or  dwell  in)  intangible  Ideas  (Section  16)  especially  beauty,  goodness,  justice  and  truth  so  that  you  can  know  reality  and  the  best  society  (much  oversimplified!);
         Aristotle:  Fulfill  your  highest  potentials  with  thinking  the  highest,  follow  the  golden  mean  or  moderation  in  most  actions  and  aim  toward  happiness  or  living  well  which  consists  of  “the   goods  of  the  self”  such  as  love,  self-esteem,  friendships,  honor  and  enjoyment  of  the  arts.        
       I  firmly  maintain  that  an  implicit  philosophy  on  the  meaning  of  life  should  not  count  nearly  as  much  as  an  explicit  one  because  the  former  does  not  regard  it  as  central  and  treat  it  as  such.   It  just  talks  about  what  a  philosopher  considers  most  important  without  regarding  its  impact  on  us  as  an  explicit  one  does.         
30. FRANKL  ON  THE  MEANING  OF  LIFE
           Published  in  German  in  1946,  Frankl's  Man's  Search  for  Meaning  was  the  first  book  to  explicitly  treat  the  meaning  of  life.  Just  the  mention  of  meaning  in  the  title  may  have  been  inspiring  enough  to  help  this  book  sell  over  ten  million  copies.  Most  of  this  book  gives  his  account  of  his  experiences  as  a  prisoner  in  the  Nazi Concentration  Camp  at  Auschwitz.  He wrote  quite  little  about  the  meaning  of  life  itself  in  this  book  and  was  rather  sketchy  about  it.  

       Frankl's  main  contention  seems  to  be  that  the  human  search  for  meaning  can  enable  a  person  to  survive  the  severest  adversity.   He  quotes  Nietzsche's  words  that,  “He  who  has  a  why  to  live  can  bear  any  how  [she  lives],”  page  97.   He  presumably  defines  “the  meaning  of  life”  as  “having  a  life-purpose.”  He  gives  only  one  example  of  a  mother  who  finds  meaning  in  raising  her  son  (1984  edition,  pages  139-140).  Those  who  survived  the  concentration  camp  had  a  purpose  that  enabled  them  to  do  so,  although  he  does  not  give  examples  of  this.  However,  he  does  maintain  that  meaning  is  “unique  and  specific”  to  each  person  (pages  130-131).  

          Frankl  rightly  stressed  that  much  meaning  can  come  from  suffering.  It  involves  the  whole  self  (physical,  emotional,  mental,  spiritual  and  social  aspects)  often  in  dramatic  and  unpleasant  ways.  Suffering  produces  profound,  but  solitary,  inner  knowledge.  One's  life  is  no   longer  taken  for  granted  in  suffering,  as  it  is  for  so  many  people  under  normal  conditions.  Suffering  thus  becomes  an  opportunity  for  great  growth.  When  we  face  mortality,  we  come  to  celebrate  our lives  in  the  present.   Encounters  with  tragedy  can  paradoxically  boost  personal  strength.  Again,  Frankl  correctly  emphasizes  the  role  that  suffering  can  play  for  all  of  us  in  making  more  meaning  despite  it.

         To  summarize  Frankl's  main  ideas,  he  asserted  that,  “Human  life . . . never  ceases  to  have  a  meaning”  (page  104).  He  also  asserted  that,  “Man's  search  for  meaning  is  the  primary  motivation  in  his  life”  (page  121),  as  is  the  will  to  meaning  (that  he  may  have  partially  derived  from  Nietzsche's  doctrine  of  the will  to  power).  Frankl's  highest  meaning  turns  out  to  be  the  cliché  of  love  (page  57).   Yet  still  again,  he  does  not  define  or  describe  this  highly  ambiguous  word  or  elaborate  any  of  his  assertions  about  meaning.

      Frankl's  repeated  failure  to  define  key  terms  such  as  “meaning”  itself,  “purpose”  and  “love”  and  his  failure  to  give  specific  examples  much  mars  his  account  of   the  meaning  of  life.  He  explicitly  mentioned  “meaning”  only  a  handful  of  times.  Much  that  he  wrote  about  it  cannot  be  verified  experimentally. He  thus oversimplified  the  complexities  of  making  meaning.   All  this  does  not   much  help  me  know  the  meaning  of  my  life.  

       Frankl  failed  to  address  many  huge   issues  regarding  the  meaning  of  life.  For  example,  is  it  implicit  or  explicit?   Presumably  implicit  since  we  rarely  say  “meaning,”  but  this  is  much  weaker  as  just  discussed.   How  then  can  it  be  our  primary  motivator  if  we  rarely  speak  or  think  in  its  terms?  Another  major  issue  that  he  fail  to  address  is  whether  the  meaning  of  life  is  subjective  or  objective.  Do  we  make  it  up  inside  our  minds  or  do  we  discover  it  in  the  external  world? The  answer  to  this  question  makes  a  huge  difference  to  the  nature  of  meaning.  Such  failures    cause  confusion  about  what   Frankl  is  trying  to  express.
         Despite  these  many  criticisms,  at  last  a  thinker  had  finally  recognized  that  the  meaning of  life  is  a woefully  neglected  idea,  even  though  he  left  it  quite  undeveloped himself.  Frankl  deserves  credit  for  his  courage  in   introducing  to  the  public  such  a  big  idea  in  his  breakthrough  book, Man's  Search  for  Meaning.    He  introduced  this  idea  when  it  was  much  needed  following  the  utterly  atrocious  evils  of  World  War  II.
31.  BROADENING TRUTHS
        We  can  always  know  more  about  meaning  and  how  we  can  live  more  meaningful,  just  as  we  can  about  the  God-question  (Section  12).   The  meaning-question  has  no  final  answer  as  most  people  think  that  it  does.  Instead,  it  has  ever-broadening  answers  that  enable  us  to  know  more  about  it  and  how  we  can  make  more  meaning.  We  are  not  given  knowledge  to  know  the  total  truth  about  the  meaning  of  everything:  we  cannot  know  the  juridical  “whole  truth  and  nothing  but  the  truth”  about  meaning.  Yet,  we  can  always  get  closer  to  the  full  truth  of  meaning.  This  is  optimal  for  humans  because  it  keeps  us  inquiring  about  it  and  not  complacent  that  we  know  the  total  truth.
        This  question  about  how  we  can  know  meaning  in  general  is  a  fundamental  question  in  the  philosophy  of  knowledge  called  “epistemology.”   .  Let  us  call  it  the  “truth-question.”  Like  the  meaning-question  (in  Section  1)  and  the  God-question  (in  Section  12),  we  can   only  know  more  about  the  “correct” answers,  not  the  final  truth  as  many  of  us  were  taught  to  do  in  grade  school  for  much  simpler  questions.    
       It  is  appalling  how  few  people  have  ever  raised  the  truth-question.  When  they  do,  they  almost  always assume  that  the  only  way  that  they  can  know  truths  is  by  means  of  sensory  experience,  especially  seeing  (which  includes reading).   Philosophers  call  this  relatively  new  (since  the  late  eighteenth  century)  philosophy  of  knowledge  “empiricism.”  However,  this  causes    the  problem  of  knowing  intangibles  since  we  obviously  cannot  experience  any  of  them  with  our  senses  in  a  direct  way.  
        I  have  proposed  (in  Section 19)  that  we  can  test  an  intuition  of  an  intangible  truth   by  whether  or  not  it  makes  more  meaning  as  a  way  that  we  can  know  it.   I  encourage  readers  to  develop  their  own  philosophies  of  knowledge  by  which  we  can  know  such  truths.   Yet,  we  must  always  maintain  a  healthy  skepticism  toward  the  idea  of  meaning  so  that  we  can  continue  to  develop  it.  
        As  philosopher  Francis  Bacon  quipped  in  his  New  Organon,  “knowledge  is  power.”   The  idea  of  meaning  can  give  us  the  great  power  if  we  can  know  it  since  it  is  our  highest  idea.  (See  Section  1.)     
32.  CONCLUSION:  MAKE  MEANING  NOW
         Why  not  leave  a  legacy  of  maximum  meaning,  especially  for  your  family  and  friends?  (Celebrity  Oprah  Winfrey  seriously  calls  this  for  females  a  “lega-she.”)  Leaving  a  materialistic   one  rarely  lasts  long,  especially  money.  More  enduring  by  far  is  leaving  a  legacy  of  mostly  intangible  meaning  such  as  your  virtues,  aging  well,  joy,  openness  and  love  of  life.  These  ought  to  be  the  birthrights  of  all  our  children  and  the  people  whom  we  know.
       Why   not  plunge  deeply  into  making  meaning?   You  do  not  have  to  go  far  to  find  shallow  people  who  live  only  on  the  materialistic  surface  of  life  and  cannot  conceive  of  anything  beyond  the  physical.  How  sad!  No  one  really  wants  to  be  shallow.  Making  meaning deeply engages  a  person  in  the  best  that  life  has  to  offer.
         Professor  Manuel  Velasquez  writes  that  we  tend  to  think  about  the  meaning  of  life  only  when  death  enters  our  lives  (Philosophy,  2014  edition,  page  618).  However,  then  it  is  obviously  too  late  to  make  more  meaning!  (See  Section  15  on  how  waiting  until  one  dies  is  too  late  to  find  out  the  answer  to  the  God-question.)
        Let  us  all  make  the  maximum  meaning  that  we  can  now.  Why  not  make  today  your  most meaningful  one  yet  by  drawing  on  its  many  sources?   As  they  used  to  say,  “Go,  man,  go!”  Also,  as  they  used  to  say  in  a  religious  context,  “Amen!  Amen!  Be  it  so!  Be  it  so!”  Ha!  Ha!
        I  hope  very  much  that  this  book  will  help  you  maximize  meaning  for  others  and  yourself.

As  I  have  asked  throughout  this  work,  what  can  be better,  deeper  or  more.
