7. The application of Commonsense philosophy to current issues

7.0
What is Commonsense Political Philosophy?

The following is Part 7 of Commonsense Political Philosophy.   Please refer to Parts 1 to 6 for the basic definitions etc., especially pt. 2 Definitions and pt. 3 Values.  [Send request for a copy of the philosophy (approx 13 pages) to this e-mail address: commonsenselove@yahoo.com.au ]

In short, 

Commonsense philosophy is based on axioms (self-evident “facts of life”) like that “Life can feel enjoyable and worthwhile for every sane human”, “you can only know yourself through others”, “what any rational being really wants is personal security and a feeling of personal growth”, and that “the function of politics at all levels is to improve life sustainably” etc. 

It is about setting ground rules and assessment procedures for how we might develop.  It is also about what the meaning of life might be, what the purpose of life might be.  It comes to the following conclusions about what it means to be “one of us”, about what is “good”, what is “right” and the difference between “good” and “right”.

Each embodied being of an on-going and developing group necessarily has a group dimension to his or her life – this is not optional, you can only exist through the group.  The primary aim of the group must be to develop the well being of its individuals’ lives, bearing in mind that future generations are as much part of the group as those who are currently make it up.  The primary aim of each being is to feel happy with themselves and their world.  To be happy, anyone needs to feel secure and that he is “getting ahead” or developing himself.  To feel this way, both his internal (personal) and his external (group) selves must have their needs met, so he needs a “sensible” philosophy with which he can consciously attempt to align his personal and public  “selves”.

To be “Good”, anything must promote life – i.e. secure and/or develop life.  To be “Right”, anything must be, or its consequences reasonably expected to be, “good”.    Good precedes Right – you cannot judge what is right unless you know what is good.   It is a betrayal of consciousness to accept that the Bible, Kabala etc. are the arbiters of right and good.    It is equally a betrayal of consciousness to conjure up some post-modern deity called “market forces”.

The following is a collection of sound-bites to illustrate the basic concepts

Individuals feeling good    group doing well    People behaving “sensibly”    People always using sensible values    People consciously adopting commonsense philosophy

You are not special, I am not special  -   but We are.   Because humans are our mother’s, i.e. Earth’s, greatest immanence, her most powerful children, the ones who can see her best and appreciate her most, the ones who can see that they will eventually have to leave her before she comes to an end, the only ones who can consciously continue her beautiful unfolding, forever.

You can’t live forever, I can’t live forever  - but We can  (and because we can, we must and because we must, we will).

As an individual, you are not vital, and  you are not alone.
Individual freedom may be possible, but it could be for fools alone, as those who want to live meaningfully, those who want to be conscious of their own existence as individuals can only do so with values which are consistent with meaning and the rest are fools!

i.e. You are either a fool who thinks that she can make up meaning as she goes along through life, or you accept that meaning can only derive from and through the on-going group, whose continued existence is essential for your existence, and not at all dependant on you, the individual.

Quis custodies custodiet? (Who will police the police?) –-  You must, but you need a philosophy to do it with!

Quo vadimus? (Where are we going?) We don’t know, but the more we try, the more meaning we can create, and the better we can conceive future directions.

The meaning of life may be just that – meaning.  Life’s purpose may be the creation of purpose  --  even if we can never establish a purpose of life in anything other than (or more than) terms of human protection and development (i.e. even if there is no “grand design” of which we humans are just part, Life can still be very enjoyable, and that in itself and of itself is a good thing!

The end never justifies the means – because there is no End- we must expect to keep on keeping on!

What did future generations ever do for me?   Gave you something to do, idiot!

7.1
What Commonsense behaviour is

Commonsense behaviour is that which promotes life, which necessarily includes increasing the level of civilisation (i.e. assisting people to feel more connected to their society and to be more positive about themselves and life, and more responsible for their own society and environment).

What any rational being really wants is personal security and a feeling of personal growth – i.e. to feel happy about yourself and to feel that you’re “getting ahead” or “getting somewhere”.    Commonsense behaviour is action that helps (in as far as it can) to promote a happy and secure society, and that does not hinder (in so far as can be seen) future development for us as an ongoing group.   It therefore requires honourable behaviour, which is action taken in the light of Love and Truth – action taken having regard to the real lives of others, seeing them as other ones of us rather than strangers, aliens or enemies, and assessing their situation and potential honestly,  and not, e.g., using inappropriate stereotypes (like “there’s no point giving the blackfellas anything, they just burn it or piss it up against a wall”) when assessing likely consequences of proposed action.

Commonsense philosophy leads to a value system in which the promotion of life is the “greatest good”. 

This requires that a society’s public policy must always be designed to increase both the security of its citizens, and the potential of life and lifestyle available to them.  This means that all politicians, from any and all political parties must appeal only to the better, higher, more honourable sides of our nature and not ever to our baser, less spiritual, pessimistic, negative, fearful instincts.  We must always apply commonsense values – i.e. we must always strive to improve the conditions of life for all our citizens.

The other (personal) side of this coin is that all individual citizens in their everyday lives must keep on learning, developing and doing things more mindfully, more in the spirit of human progress.  All must recognise and accept that being human means being part of an on-going group, that life necessarily entails group responsibilities, and that finding enjoyable and feel-good ways of doing her group thing is always a major part of everyone’s individual security and happiness.   

Note that I limit this contribution to the development of “Commonsense” philosophy to politics, which I define as ‘the Art of the application of Conscious Love to public policy’, and make very little reference (beyond this passing remark) about the ramifications of applying conscious love to your own personal life, to how it feels to be you.)

7.2 Commonsense and Australian identity and mateship and nationhood

Commonsense political philosophy puts the blindingly obvious (at least to those who are willing to see) into words: the primary goal of all political effort is the maintenance and improvement of a civilised society. 

It has been commonplace for many generations in many societies to accept the existence of a “national identity” and a “national character” – that being from a particular country means something special in real human terms, including that you are better able to handle, more knowledgeable about and more comfortable in your particular environment than someone who had just arrived there would be.

We like (need?) to think that we belong to a group that is characterised by people who:

- are good, decent, reliable etc. (preferably more so than at least some other nationalities)    and

- have forged themselves in response to the particular challenges they actually faced in making their nation what it is now.

In a young, developing, immigrant democracy like Australia’s with so many not even born here, the national character would be expected to be easy-going, positive about the future, open to others, curious and knowledgeable about his environment, etc.    It should also be honourable – i.e. when a politician is found to have behaved dishonourably like many did during the Tampa “crisis”, people should be thinking that that politician is being “sub-Australian3”, and feel angered and ashamed for the country. It should also be strong and consistent – i.e. people should feel that the typical Australian is fair-minded, confident, outward looking, open to new challenges etc.   Each Australian should be able to feel confident that when he goes about his business, he can expect other ones of us to be straight dealers and to be responsible enough to accept some responsibility for what’s happening around them.  For us to maintain civil society, our image of a typical Australian must be that he or she is someone that you feel you could trust, someone you would be pleased to have as a “mate”, someone you feel confident would support you when you are down. 

Bonus Self-Test:!   How Honourable an Australian are You?     

          Find out Instantly – no deep thought necessary! 

Q. 
Do you think that politicians or broadcasters who lie to or otherwise deliberately mislead the public are sub-Australian, acceptable-Australian or relatively honourable-Australian?

Instant result:
You are an honourable Australian to the extent that you think they are not!

Commonsense philosophy demands we do whatever “social engineering” is required and is practical and is likely to actually succeed to improve our self-image.  Not to do so is senseless and a betrayal of our own consciousness, and of the opportunities to take control of our own destiny. We must do our best to memetically1 engineer the most positive images which are practicable for the national character.   (By the way, those who speak of social engineering in derisive terms are, in my vision, “barbarians” – i.e. people who bludge on the civilisation around them – demand the excellent protections and opportunities our society affords us individuals, while expecting to contribute nothing to its development.)

This means that we must ensure that Australians realise that it is sub-Australian (as it is sub-human) to risk the national reputation, soldiers lives and the traditional and vital separation of the political from the military and the diplomatic to win an election2.    Every Australian should be aware that people like John Howard, Peter Reith, John Laws and Alan Jones are sub-Australian in that they have not been straight or fair, and they do not behave as we need (and therefore must expect) our fellow citizens to.   

Commonsense philosophy sets out how to assess how honourable an action or policy is, in ways that are applicable in every mindful moment of everyday life – it is honourable only to the extent that it is truthful or loving.    Truth and Love can be expressed in endless ways, large and small, public and personal, whenever we are aware of what we actually are – fellow and equally non-vital elements of a developing, self-conscious life form that is capable of going on for ever, fellows in the river of life, capable of recognising our own beauty, our own potential, and capable of all sorts of experience including sexual ecstasy, happiness, self satisfaction.  

 (Or, to put it in a nicer way, both your main internal (or personal) and external (or group related) duties in life are to enjoy it!)

We must therefore promote a national character that makes sense, i.e., one that lifts the standards of what it is to be Australian – starting with recognising and publicising what exactly honourable and dishonourable behaviour is in different situations, and making it clear to everyone, old or new Australian, that we expect Aussies to live up to this national character.  Only those with a low view of human nature could find it acceptable that their fellow citizens believe, e.g., that success in life is a matter of taking what you can from whom you can while you can, or allowing “the devil to take the hindmost”.

This “national character” cannot be personified – trying to personify it, as in John Williamson’s song “True Blue” could be counter productive – but we can make it clear how a typical Aussie would ideally behave in any given situation, and point out and admire real life examples of real people behaving honourably even though this good behaviour may be in limited ways or for limited times.  (We should possibly be ignoring sports heroes, except in so far as there is evidence that they actually are useful in a commonsense ‘sense’, as positive role models for significant numbers of people.)   We do not need to find, and should not waste any effort seeking, individuals who are perfect in all ways – there can never be a single, embodied, real man or woman who is the quintessential Australian – but we do need to identify and publicise good behaviour whenever, at what ever level and to whatever limited extent it does actually occur.

7.3 Commonsense and Aboriginal Australia, practical reconciliation, the Treaty

Commonsense values require that all political action be designed to promote life and lifestyle (civilisation) and assessed by how well it does exactly that.  As outlined above, we must know how to recognise honourable, commonsense behaviour and must expect it of our fellows so that commonsense values dominate political decision-making, and all can see that we all are part of a secure and developing group, and feel secure in ourselves, knowing that we’ll get a fair go, and a hand back up if we’ve fallen behind the rest.  

How can any Australian feel satisfied with or secure in a society that can be so blind to real need and real injustice, as to accept what has happened to, and is still happening to the descendants of the oldest Australians, Indigenous Australians?   How can we expect to enjoy “fair-play” for ourselves personally from our governments, when we can see how irresponsible our post-1788 society has been in its dealings with its indigenous sub-group?    How do we expect to direct the future development of our society in positive ways, when for over 200 years our nation has manifestly failed to reconcile with those whose civilisation we destroyed, so we could take over?    Their civilisation gave them a meaningful place in country and thereby a meaningful life, a life whose meaning was seen by an individual in terms of the relationship between her and her people, and between her people and her country – in short, a civilised life.  New Australia exists at a lower level of civilisation than Old Australians did, at least as far as the individual’s experience of what it is to be human goes  –  current Australians have less understanding of what it means to be human, less feeling for what all humans came from, for what we really are than the old ones used to (c.f. WH Stanner – ABC Radio Boyer Lectures 1964).   If we can’t give a fair go to those whose inheritance we stole, what gives any of us any right to expect a fair go ourselves?  

By failing to establish a Treaty with those who went before us, we have lowered the standards of what any of us can expect from our society.    We must make a Treaty with Indigenous Australia, or else we condemn ourselves and our descendants to a lower standard of civilisation than is otherwise necessary, to life in a society which is afraid to ask questions in case it finds out it is illegitimate and that it still owes, and therefore is afraid to learn, and therefore is afraid to develop.   We must give all our citizens the opportunity to live at higher levels of civilisation, so we can all be confident that we all will get a fair go, that there is room for all to develop themselves, and thereby to develop us.

7.4 Commonsense and civilised treatment of fellow citizens who are in trouble – e.g. David Hicks, the mentally ill …
Similar to 7.3 above – how can you feel secure in a society that allows its citizens to be taken, held against their will, without charge for indeterminate periods, without proof that they had broken Australian law?  Both Labor and Liberal have shown complete disrespect for the Common law – have they no understanding of how many generations of their own forbears had to struggle to get to where the common man could expect a fair trial?  Can they not see that it is uncivilised to decide you have the right to take pre-emptive military action to attempt to guarantee your own security – that commonsense insists that one group’s security is not a legitimate End, but only a means to a greater end, that of sustainable security for all?   Can they not see that this is a slippery road to anarchy?      Being Australian used to guarantee you a fair go in a fair court with fair representation and fair opportunity to defend yourself – it no longer will be seen to by many Australians.  Mark Latham’s statement that we should bring David Hicks home and try him under some new retrospective legislation (like what – “Thou shalt not offer thy services to a regime which we used to support but now attack”?)

Both Mr Hicks and Mr. Habib should be returned to Australia immediately, debriefed, charged if they broke any Australian law or worked against this country and released and compensated if they didn’t.  I sincerely hope that the Dept. of Family and Community services have assigned a sympathetic and competent case manager for the Habib family – this must be awful for them.  If Mr. Habib is not found guilty of any crime, he and his family should be given any assistance they require to start again in a country where they might have a better chance of getting a fair go.  Even if Mr. Habib is guilty of a serious offence, his family must be protected – the stupidities of the parent must not be visited upon the sons! 

7.5
Commonsense and the U.N. and the U.S. and the “clash of civilisations” nonsense.

The UN is the best instrument to promote world security and development that we humans have ever had.  The unapproved attack on Iraq was a direct challenge to the legitimacy of the UN by the US and its ‘confederates’.   The declaration of the ‘pre-emptive strike’ doctrine was a step backwards to anarchy – it is wrong – no nation has the right to claim that the present security of its citizens is more important than world security and development.  

‘Might’ is NOT ‘Right’, and the ‘End’ never justifies the ‘Means’ – because there is no end – we must behave as if we expect human life to go on and on, and to keep developing and improving, forever.  This is why the old sports saying is very ‘true’ (i.e. illuminates life) – 

“It’s not whether you win or lose…It’s how you play the game” 

· because there is no winning, there is no losing… there is “only” living.

The current so called “clash of civilisations” is actually a clash of philosophies, and a clash of the Ancient, the Old and the New Orders …  of the Aboriginal (all things are from our Mother, Earth), the Jewish/Christian/Islamic (all things are from our Father, God),  and the post-modern (all things are from my mind, Me).   To have any realistic hope of practical (“feelable”) success, any political effort must be aware of what is really happening everywhere, always – we are developing, changing our self-image, redefining ourselves – the primary job of politics – the promotion of civil society - 

“Tomorrow belongs to us” – the same theme of both the 1930’s Nazis & 1990’s “Project for a New American Century” 

By the time the US formed, the Barbarians had it worked it out – start off from inside the walls – hence the “undeclared Empire”.

7.X
Notes
1. As per Richard Dawkins’s book, “The Selfish Gene (198?).  Memes (pronounced to rhyme with genes) are fundamental building blocks of our cultures (like beliefs, shared visions etc.) that can replicate (by, e.g., our “believing” in them), and can adapt to changing circumstances etc.  Here I mean memetic engineering to be social engineering by means of deliberate action to consciously select our values and world-views, to do for our national character what we can do for our physical biological makeup with genetic engineering.

2. See “Dark Victory……” by David Marr and Marian Wilkinson 2003?, a book which sets out clearly how low the behaviour of many was over the Tampa “crisis”.

3. Sub-Australian in Commonsense terms means that the character they appear to be, or the behaviour they are noted for, is less honourable (i.e. less loving and truthful) than we want a typical Australian’s to be.  

4.
Sub-Australian because (as per 7.2 above) we need a nation building myth which says we are the type of people who have come from older Australian and international traditions, and who have built on our pasts to meet the particular challenges this country, our country presents us, to develop a strong and independent society of which we can be proud, and in which all are secure and have the opportunity to develop.  If, on another, less honourable hand, the “Aussie way” is just to make sure you stay friends with the biggest bully in the yard or the richest banker on the street, then expect the young to look incredulous when asked to love their country, and the ranks of the insane to multiply.

5.
Australians should also recognise that General Cosgrove seriously overstepped the line between the military and political spheres of activity, when he appeared side-by-side with the Prime Minister to declare that the head of the Federal police was wrong to assert that the “adventure” in Iraq had increased the vulnerability of Australia to terrorist attack.   Even if Commissioner Keelty’s original statement had not been the reasonable, justified and worthwhile assessment it in fact was (c.f. Owen Harries 2004 Boyer Lectures on ABC Radio), Gen. Cosgrove should not have commented on it, let alone appeared in public bolstering the PM’s case.  Incidentally, the PM’s assertion that Mr. Keelty was wrong because there were pre-existing threats to our security was typical of Mr. Howard limited factual, semi-truthful approach – the fact of pre-existing threats does not lessen the truth of Mr. Keelty’s very reasonable assessment that our involvement in Iraq makes us a more likely target than if we had not been so clearly aligned with the current would-be Empire.   Mr. Howard is very well aware of this – but has judged that the Australian public, especially the “swinging voter”, “what’s in it for me?” type will not examine the issues for long enough, or deeply enough to get above the ignorant “It’s a big, bad world out there – we better stick with the big boys” pathetic and sub-Australian4 (though regrettably not un-Australian) mindset.
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