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A man called Charles turns up in the twentieth cenhuy claiming to be
Guy Fawks. “All the events he claims to have witnessed and all the actions he
claims to have done point unanimously to the life of some one persen in the
past..,Guy Fawkes. Not only do all Charles” memory-claims that can be checlked
Eit the pattern of Fawkes' life as known by historians, but others that can not be
checked are plausible, provide explanabons of unknown facts and so on. Are we
to say that Charles is now Guy Fawkes, that Guy Fawkes has come to life again in
Charles” body, or some other thing?”

We have reason not to accept.the des::rif:rﬂnn of Charles” condition as his
being identical with Guy Fawkes. “If it is logically possible that Charles shouid
undergo the changes described, then it is logically possible that some other man
should simultanecusly undergo the same changes; ¢.g. that both Charles and his
brother Robert should be found in this condition. What should we say in that
case? They cannot both be Guy Fawkes; if they were, Guy Fawkes would be in

two places at once, which is absurd. Moreover, if they were both identical with
Guy Fawkes, they would be identical with each other, which is alse absurd.
Hence we could not say that there were both identical with Guy Fawkes., We
might instead say that one of them was identical with Guy Fawkes, and that the
other was just like him; but this would be an utterly vacuous maoceuvre, since
there would be ex hypothesi no principle determining which descriphion was to
apply to which. 5o it would be best, if anything, to say that both had mysteriously
become like Guy Fawkes, clairvoyantly knew about him, or something like this.
If this would be the best description of each of the two, why would it not be the
best description of Charles if Charles alone were changed?”
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"Orce we grasp the meaning of importance we béconie aware that this wltimate

question exists independently of our motivation. Tn -approaching .2 beéing the

guestion of its impostance presenis 1self not merely from the point of view of any

possible mativation., The guestion of importance has #s much an original and

objective meaning aé the question of truth and existence. It is vlearly absurd to

suppose that the question of being arid existenge presents itself only for our

krnowledge and from the point of view of saﬁsﬁ)ing our knnwle:iée The same

applies to the guestion of importanice, The cormmast between the gray, insipid

emptincss of the indiffeniont and the coiorful, meaningfu} plentitude F the

impostatit- discloses 0 us the uitimate import of {his guesiion, We could ned

sustamn for one moment the tiction of an abgolutely neurral dnd indit¥etent world.
Importance 13 s fundamental as being. The supposition that there exists no

importance, that cverything is in reafity ncuteal, that all inportance is a meie
relational aspect, would mean a compléte collapse of the universe. We realize the

fundamental - T would even say, inevitahie - significance of the question: What is

the meaning, the imponance, of g being "




