





















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































The World As Will and Representation [381]

tion.” (Asiatic Researches, Vol. vili; Colebrooke, On the Vedas,
Epitome of the Sama Veda; idem, Miscellaneous Essays, Vol i, p.
88.)%8 Sacrifice signifies resignation generally, and the rest of nature
has to expect its salvation from man who is at the same time priest
and sacrifice. In fact, it is worth mentioning as extremely remarkable
that this thought has also been expressed by the admirable and im-
measurably profound Angelus Silesins in the little poem entitled
"Man brings all to God”; it runs:

*Man! all love you; great is the throng around you:
All flock to you that they may attain to God.”

But an even greater mystic, Meister Eckhart, whose wonderful writ-
ings have at last (1857) become accessible to us through the edition
of Franz Pfeiffer, says (p. 459) wholly in the sense here discussed:
“I confirm this with Christ, for he says: ‘I, if T be lifted up from
the earth, will draw all things [men] unto me’ (John xii, 32). So
shall the good man draw all things up to God, to the source whence
they first came. The masters certify to us that all creatures are made
for the sake of man. This is proved in all creatures by the fact that
one creature makes use of another; the ox makes use of the grass,
the fish of the water, the bird of the air, the animals of the forest.
Thus all creatures come to the profit of the good man. A good man
bears to God cne creature in the other.” He means that because,
in and with himself, man also saves the animals, he makes use of
them in this life. It seems to me indeed that that difficult passage
in the Bible, Rom. vili, 21-24, is to be interpreted in this sense.

Even in Buddhism there is no lack of expressions of this matter;
for example, when the Buddha, while still a Bodhisattva, has his
horse saddled for the last time, for the flight from his father’s house
into the wilderness, he says to the horse in verse: “Long have you
existed in life and in death, but now you shall cease to carry and
to draw, Bear me away from here just this once, O Kantakana,
and when 1 have attained the Law (have become Buddha), I shalf
not forget you.” (Foe Koue Ki, trans. by Abel Rémusat, p. 233.)

Asceticism shows itself further in voluntary and intentional pov-
erty, which arises not only per accidens, since property is given
away to alleviate the sufferings of others, but which is here an end
in itself; it is to serve as a constant mortification of the will, so that

® The passage is taken from the Chandogya Upanishad, V, 24, 5, and in
literal translation is: “Just as hungry children here sit round their mother,
so do all beings sit round the agnihotram™ (the fire-sacrifice offered by the
knower of Brahman). [Tr.)
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[382] The World As Will and Representation

satisfaction of desires, the sweets of life, may not again stir the will,
of which self-knowledge has conceived a horror. He who has reached
this point still always feels, as living body, as concrete phenomenon
of will, the natural tendency to every kind of willing; but he delibez-
ately suppresses it, since he compels himself to refrain from doing
all that he would like to do, and on the other hand to do all that
he would not like to do, even if this has no further purpose than
that of serving to mortify the will. As he himself denies the will
that appears in his own person, he will not resist when another does
the same thing, in other words, inflicts wrong on him. Therefore,
every suffering that comes to him from outside through chance or
the wickedness of others is welcome to him; every imjury, every
igneminy, every outrage. He gladly accepts thermn as the opportunity
for giving himself the certainty that he no longer affirms the will,
but gladly sides with every enemy of the will’s phenomenon that is
his own person. He therefore endures such ignominy and suffering
with inexhaustible patience and gentleness, retumns good for all evil
without ostentation, and allows the fire of anger to rise again within
him as little as he does the fire of desires. Just as he mortifies the
will itself, so does he mortify its visibility, its objectivity, the body.
He nourishes it sparingly, lest its vigorous flourishing and thriving
should animate afresh and excite more strongly the will, of which
it is the mere expression and mirror, Thus he resorts to fasting, and
even to self-castigation and self-torture, in order that, by constant
privation and suffering, he may more and more break down and
kill the will that he recognizes and abhors as the source of his own
suffering existence and of the world’s. Finally, if death comes, which
breaks up the phenomenon of this will, the essence of such will
having long since expired through free denial of itself except for
the feeble residue which appears as the vitality of this body, then
it is most welcome, and is cheerfully accepted as a longed-for de-
liverance. It is not merely the phenomenon, as in the case of others,
that comes to an end with death, but the inner being itself that is
abolished; this had a feeble existence merely in the phenomenon.®®
This Iast siender bond is now severed; for him who ends thus, the
world has at the same time ended.

% This idea is expressed by a fine simile in the aacient Sanskrit philosophical
work Sankhya Karika: *Yet the soul remains for a time clothed with the body,
just as the potter’s wheel continues to spin after the pot has been finished,
in consequence of the impulse previously given to it. Only when the inspired
soul separates itself from the body and nature ceases for it, does its complete
salvation take place.” Colebrooke, “On the Philosophy of the Hindus": Miscel-
laneous Essays, Vol. 1, p. 259, Also in the Sankhya Carica by Horace Wilson,
§ 67, p. 184,
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And what I have described here with feeble tongue, and only
in general terms, is not some philosophical fable, invented by my-
self and only of today. No, it was the enviable life of so many
sainty and great souls ameng the Christians, and even more among
the Hindus and Buddhists, and also among the believers of other
religions. Different as were the dogmas that were impressed on their
faculty of reason, the inner, direct, and intuitive knowledge from
which alone all virtue and holiness can come is nevertheless ex-
pressed in precisely the same way in the conduct of life. For here
also is seen the great distinction between intuitive and abstract
knowledge, a distinction of such importance and of general applica-
tion in the whole of our discussion, and one which hitherto has
received too little notice. Between the two is a wide gulf; and, in
regard to knowledge of the inner nature of the world, this gulf can
be crossed only by philosophy. Intuitively, or in concreto, every
man is really conscious of all philosophical truths; but to bring
them into his abstract knowledge, into reflection, is the business of
the philosopher, who neither ought to nor can do more than this.

Thus it may be that the inner nature of holiness, of self-renuncia-
tion, of mortification of one’s own will, of asceticism, is here for
the first time expressed in abstract terms and free from everything
mythical, as denial of the will-to-live, which appears after the com-
plete knowledge of its own inner being has become for it the quieter
of all willing. On the other hand, it has been known directly and ex-
pressed in deed by all those saints and ascetics who, in spite of the
same inner knowledge, used very different language according to
the dogmas which their faculty of reason had accepted, and in con-
sequence of which an Indian, a Christian, or a Lamaist saint must
cach give a very different account of his own conduct; but this is
of no importance at all as regards the fact. A saint may be full of
the mest absurd superstition, or, on the other hand, may be a
philasopher; it is all the same, His conduct alone is evidence that
he is a saint; for, in a moral repard, it springs not from abstract
knowledge, but from intuitively apprehended, immediate knowledge
of the world and of its inner nature, and is expressed by him through
some dogma only for the satisfaction of his faculty of reason. It is
therefore just as little necessary for the saint to be a philosopher
as for the philosopher to be a saint; just as it is not necessary for
a perfectly beautiful person to be a great sculptor, or for a great
sculptor to be himself a beautiful person. In general, it is a strange
demand on a moralist that he should commend no other virtue than
that which he himself possesses. To repeat abstractly, universally,
and distinctly in concepts the whole inner nature of the world, and
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thus to deposit it as a reflected image in permanent concepts always
ready for the faculty of reason, this and nothing else is philosophy.
I recall the passage from Bacon quoted in the first book.

But my description, given above, of the denial of the will-to-live,
or of the conduct of a beautiful soul, of a resigned and voluntarily
expiating saint, is only abstract and general, and therefore cold.
As the knowledge from which results the denial of the will is intui-
tive and not abstract, it finds its complete expression not in abstract
concepts, but only in the deed and in conduct. Therefore, in order
to understand more fully what we express philosophically as denial
of the will-to-live, we have to learn to know examples from ex-
perience and reality. Naturally we shall not come across them in
daily experience: nam omnia praeclara tam difficilia quam rara
sunt,* ag Spinoza admirably says. Therefore, unless we are made
eyewitnesses by a specially favourable fate, we shall have to content
ourselves with the biographies of such persons. Indian literature,
as we see from the little that is so far known to us through transla-
tions, is very rich in descriptions of the lives of saints, penitents,
Samanas, Sannyasis, and so on. Even the well-known Mythologie
des Indous of Madame de Polier, although by no means praise-
worthy in every respect, contains many exceflent examples of this
kind (especially in Vol. 2, chapter 13). Among Christians there is
also no lack of examples affording us the illustrations that we have
in mind. Let us see the biographies, often badly written, of those
persons sometimes called saintly souls, sometimes pietists, quietists,
pious enthusiasts, and so on. Collections of such biographies have
been made at various times, such as Tersteegen’s Leben heiliger
Seelen, Reiz's Geschichte der Wiedergeborenen in our own day, a
collection by Kanne which, with much that is bad, vet contains some
good, especially the Leben der Beata Sturmin. To this category very
properly belongs the life of St. Francis of Assisi, that true personifi-
cation of asceticismn and prototype of all mendicant friars. His life,
described by his younger contemporary St. Bonaventure, also famous
as a scholastic, has recently been republished: Vita S. Francisci a §.
Bonaventura concinnata (Soest, 1847), shortly after the appearance
in France of an accurate and detailed biography which utilizes alt
the sources: Histoire de S. Frangois &’ Assise, by Chavin de Mallan
(1845). As an oriental parallel to these monastic writings, we have
the book of Spence Hardy: Eastern Monachism, An Account of the
Order of Mendicants founded by Gorama Budha (1850), which
is very well worth reading. It shows us the same thing under a

® “For all that is excellent and eminent is as difficult as it is rare.” [Evhics,
v, prop. 42 schol. Tr.]
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different cloak. We also see how immaterial it is whether it pro-
ceeds from a theistic or from an atheistic religion. But as a special
and extremely full example and actual illustration of the concep-
tions I advance, I can particularly recomrmend the Autobiography
of Madame de Guyon. To become acquainted with that great and
beautiful soul, whose remembrance always fills me with reverence,
and to do justice to the excellence of her disposition while making
allowances for the superstition of her faculty of reason, must be
gratifying to every person of the better sort, just as with common
thinkers, in other words the majority, that book will always stand
in bad repute. For everyone, always and everywhere, can appreciate
only that which is to some extent analogous to him, and for which
he has at any rate a feeble gift; this holds good of the ethical as
well as of the intellectual, To a certain extent we might regard even
the well-known French biography of Spinoza as a case in point, if
we use as the key to it that excellent introduction to his very in-
adequate essay, De Emendatione Intellectus. At the same time, I
can recommend this passage as the most effective means known to
me of stilling the storm of the passions. Finally, even the great
Goethe, Greek as he was, did not regard it as beneath his dignity
to show us this most beautiful side of humanity in the elucidating
mirror of the poetic art, since he presented to us in an idealized
form the life of Friulein Klettenberg in the Confessions of a Beauti-
ful Soul, and later, in his own biography, gave us also a historical
account of it. Besides this, he twice narrated the life of St. Philip
Neri. The history of the world will, and indeed must, always keep
silence about the persons whose conduct is the best and only ade-
quate illustration of this important point of our investigation. For
the material of world-history is quite different therefrom, and indeed
opposed to it; thus it is not the denial and giving up of the will-to-
iive, but its affirmation and manifestation in innumerable individuals
in which its dissension with itself at the highest point of its objectifi-
cation appears with perfect distinctness, and brings before our eyes,
now the superior strength of the individual through his shrewdness,
now the might of the many through their mass, now the ascendancy
of chance personified as fate, always the vanity and futility of the
whole striving and effort. But we do not follow here the thread of
phenomena in time, but, as philosophers, try to investigate the
ethical significance of actions, and take this as the only criterion of
what is significant and important for us. No fear of the always
permanent majority of wvulgarity and shallowness will prevent us
from acknowledging that the greatest, the most important, and the
most sigpificant phenomenon that the world can show is not the
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conqueror of the world, but the overcomer of the world, and so
really nothing but the quiet and uncbserved conduct in the life of
such a man. On this man has dawned the knowledge in consequence
of which he gives up and denies that will-to-live that fills every-
thing, and strives and strains in all. The freedom of this will first
appears here in him alone, and by it his actions now become the
very opposite of the ordinary. For the philosopher, therefore, in
this respect those accounts of the lives of saintly, self-denying per-
sons, badly written as they generally are, and mixed up with super-
stition and nonsense, are through the importance of the material
incomparably more insfructive and important than even Plutarch
and Livy,

Further, a more detailed and complete knowledge of what we
express in abstraction and generality through our method of pres-
entation as denial of the will-to-live, will be very greatly facilitated
by a consideration of the ethical precepts given in this sense and
by people who were full of this spirit. These will at the saume time
show how old our view is, however new its purely philosophical
expression may be. In the first place, Christianity is nearest at hand,
the ethics of which is entirely in the spirit we have mentioned, and
leads not only to the highest degrees of charity and human kind-
ness, but also to renunciation. The germ of this last side is certainly
distinctly present in the writings of the Apostles, vet only later is
it fully developed and explicitly expressed. We find commanded by
the Avpostles love for our neighbour as for ourselves, returning of
hatred with love and good actions, patience, meekness, endurance
of all possible affronts and injuries without resistance, moderation
in eating and drinking for suppressing desire, resistance to the
sexual impulse, even complete if possible for us. Here we sce the
first stages of asceticism or of real denial of the will; this last ex-
pression denotes what is called in the Gospels denying the self and tak-
ing of the cross upon oneself. (Matt. xvi, 24, 25; Mark viii, 34, 35,
Luke ix, 23, 24; xiv, 26, 27, 33.) This tendency was soon developed
more and more, and was the origin of penitents, anchorites, and
monasticism, an origin that in itself was pure and holy, but, for
this very reason, quite unsuitable to the great majority of people.
Therefore what developed out of it could be only hypocrisy and
infamy, for abusus optimi pessimus.®* Tn more developed Christian-
ity, we sec that sced of asceticism unfold into fuil flower in the
writings of the Christian saints and mystics. Besides the purest love,

# “The worst is the abuse of the best.” [Tr.}
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these preach also complete resignation, voluntary and absolute pov-
erty, true composure, complete indifference to all worldly things,
death to one’s own will and regeneration in God, entire forgetting
of one’s own person and absorption in the contemplation of God.
A complete description of this is to be found in Fénélon's Explica-
tion des maximes des Saints sur la vie intérieure. But the spirit of
this development of Christianity is certainly nowhere so perfectly
and powerfully expressed as in the writings of the German mystics,
e.g. those of Meister Eckhart, and the justly famous book Theologia
Germanica. In the introduction to this last which Luther wrote, he
says of it that, with the exception of the Bible and St. Augustine, he
had learnt more from it of what God, Christ, and man are than
from any other book. Yet only in the year 1851 did we acquire its
genuine and unadulterated text in the Stuttgart edition of Pfeiffer.
The precepts and doctrines given in it are the most perfect explana-
tion, springing from deep inward conviction, of what I have de-
scribed as the denial of the will-to-live. One has therefore to make
a closer study of it before dogmatizing about it with Jewish-Protes-
tant assurance. Tauler’s Nachfolgung des armen Leben Christi, to-
gether with his Medulla Animae, are written in the same admirable
spirit, although not quite equal in value to that work. In my opinion,
the teachings of these genuine Christian mystics are related to those of
the New Testament as alcohol is to wine; in other words, what be-
comes visible to us in the New Testament as if through a veil and
mist, stands before us in the works of the mystics without cloak
or disguise, in full clearness and distinctness. Finally, we might also
regard the New Testament as the first initiation, the mystics as the
second, oprwpa wai peydha pusrthpra.®?

But we find what we have called denial of the will-to-live still
further developed, more variously expressed, and more vividly pre-
sented in the ancient works in the Sanskrit language than could be
the case in the Christian Church and the Western world. That this
important ethical view of life could attain here to a more far-reach-
ing development and a more decided expression, is perhaps to be
ascribed mainly to the fact that it was not restricted by an element
quite foreign to it, as the Jewish doctrine of faith is in Christianity.
The sublime founder of Christianity had necessarily to adapt and
accommodate himself, partly consciously, partly, it may be, un-
consciously, to this doctrine; and so Christianity is composed of
two very heterogeneous elements. Of these I should like to call the

*“Small and great mysteries” [the former celebrated by the Athenians in
March, the latter in October. Tr.].
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purely ethical element preferably, indeed exclusively, the Christian,
and to distinguish it from the Jewish dogmatism with which it is
found. If, as has often been feared, and especially at the present
time, that excellent and salutary religion should completely decline,
then 1 would look for the reason for this simply in the fact that it
does not consist of one simple element, but of two originally hetero-
geneous elements, brought into combination only by means of world
events. In such a case, dissolution would necessarily resuit through
the break-up of these elements, which arises from their different re-
lationship and reaction to the advanced spirit of the times. Yet after
this dissolution, the purely ethical part would still be bound always
to remain intact, because it is indestructible. However imperfect
our knowledge of Hindu literature still is, as we now find it most
variously and powerfully expressed in the ethics of the Hindus, in
the Vedas, Puranas, poetical works, myths, legends of their saints,
in aphorisms, maxims, and rules of conduct,® we see that it or-
dains love of one’s neighbour with complete denial of all self-love;
love in general, not limited to the human race, but embracing all
that lives; chantableness even to the giving away of one’s hard-won
daily earnings; boundless patience towards all offenders; retum of
all evil, however bad it may be, with goodness and love; voluntary
and cheerful endurance of every imsult and ignominy; abstinence
from atl animal food; perfect chastity and renunciation of all sensual
pleasure for him who aspires to real holiness; the throwing away
of all property; the forsaking of every dwelling-place and of all
kinsfolk; deep unbroken solitude spent in silent contemplation with
veluntary penance and terrible slow self-torture for the complete
mortification of the will, ultimately going as far as voluntary death
by starvation, or facing crocodiles, or jumping over the consecrated
precipice in the Himalaya, or being buried alive, or flinging oneself
under the wheels of the huge car that drives round with the images
of the gods amid the singing, shouting, and dancing of bayaderes.
These precepts, whose origin reaches back more than four thousand
years, are still lived up to by individuals even to the utmost ex-

% See, for example, Qupnek’har, studio Anquetil du Perron, Vol. II. Nos.
138, 144, 145, 146, Mythologie des Indous, by Madame de Polier, Vol. 1I,
chaps. 13, 14, 15, 16, 17; Asiatisches Magazin, by XKlaproth, in the first
volume; Ueber die Fo-Religion, also Bhaguar-Geeta oder Gespriche zwischen
Kreeshna und Arjoon; in the second volume, ‘Moha-Mudgava, then Insritutes
of Hindu Law, or the Ordinances of Manu, from the Sanskrit by Sir William
Jones (German by Hiitiner, 1797); especially the sixth and twelfth chapters.
Finally, many passages in the Asiatic Researches. (In the last forty years
Indian literature has grown so much in Europe, that if I now wished to
complete this note to the first edition, it would fill several pages.)
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treme,* degenerate as that race is in many respects. That which
has remained in practice for so long in a nation embracing so many
millions, while it imposes the heaviest sacrifices, cannot be an arbi-
trarily invented freak, but must have its foundation in the very na-
ture of mankind. But besides this, we cannot sufficiently wonder at
the harmony we find, when we read the life of a Christian penitent
or saint and that of an Indian. In spite of such fundamentally dif-
ferent dogmas, customs, and circumstances, the endeavour and the
inner life of both are absolutely the same; and it is also the same
with the precepts for both. For example, Tauler speaks of the com-
plete poverty which one should seek, and which consists in giving
away and divesting oneself entirely of everything from which one
might draw some comfort or worldly pleasure, clearly because all
this always affords new nourishment to the will, whose complete
mortification is intended. As the Indian counterpart of this, we see
in the precepts of Fo that the Sannyasi, who is supposed to be with-
out dwelling and entirely without property, is finally enjoined not to
lie down too often under the same tree, lest he acquire a preference
or inclination for it. The Christian mystics and the teachers of the
Vedanta philosophy agree also in regarding all outward works and
religious practices as superfluous for the man who has attained per-
fection. So much agreement, in spite of such different ages and races,
is a practical proof that here is expressed not an eccentricity and
craziness of the mind, as optimistic shallowness and dulness like to
assert, but an essential side of human nature which appears rarely
only because of its superior quality.

I have now mentioned the sources from which we can obtain a
direct knowledge, drawn from life, of the phenomena in which the
dental of the will-to-live exhibits itself. To a certain extent, this is
the most impertant point of our whole discussion; yet [ have ex-
plained it only quite generally, for it is better to refer to those who
speak from direct experience, than to increase the size of this book
unnecessarily by repeating more feebly what they say.

I wish to add only a little more to the general description of their
state. We saw above that the wicked man, by the vehemence of his
willing, suffers constant, consuming, inner torment, and finally that,
when all the objects of willing are exhausted, he quenches the fiery
thirst of his wilfulness by the sight of others” pain. On the other
hand, the man in whom the denial of the will-to-live has dawned,
however poor, cheerless, and full of privation his state may be when

% At the procession of Jagganath in June 1840, eleven Hindus threw
themselves under the car, and were instantly killed. {Letter from an East
Indian landowner in The Times of 30 December, 1840.)
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looked at from outside, is full of inner cheerfulness and true
heavenly peace. It is not the restless and turbulent pressure of life,
the jubilant delight that has keen suffering as its preceding or suc-
ceeding condition, such as constitute the conduct of the man attached
to life, but it is an unshakable peace, a deep caim and inward
serenity, a state that we cannot behold without the greatest longing,
when it is brought before our eyes or imagination, since we at once
recognize it as that which alome is right, infinitely outweighing every-
thing else, at which our better spirit cries to us the great sapere
aude.®® We then feel that every fulfilment of our wishes won from
the world is only like the aims that keep the beggar alive today so
that he may starve again tomorrow. Resignation, on the other hand,
is like the inherited estate; it frees its owner from all care and anxiety
for ever.

It will be remembered from the third book that aesthetic pleasure
in the beautiful consists, to a large extent, in the fact that, when
we enter the state of pure contemplation, we are raised for the mo-
ment above all willing, above all desires and cares; we are, 50 (0
speak, rid of ourselves. We are no longer the individuat that knows
in the interest of its constant willing, the correlative of the particular
thing to which objects become motives, but the eternal subject of
knowing purified of the will, the correlative of the Idea. And we
know that these moments, when, delivered from the fierce pressure of
the will, we emerge, as it were, from the heavy atmosphere of the
earth, are the most blissful that we experience. From this we can
infer how blessed must be the life of a man whose will is silenced
not for a few moments, as in the enjoyment of the beautiful, but
for ever, indeed completely extinguished, except for the last glim-
mering spark that maintains the body and is extinguished with it.
Such a man who, after many bitter struggles with his own nature,
has at last completely conquered, is then left only as pure knowing
being, as the undimmed mirror of the world. Nothing can distress
or alarm him any more; nothing can any longer move him; for he
has cut all the thousand threads of willing which hold us bound to
the world, and which as craving, fear, envy, and anger drag us here
and there in constant pain. He now looks back calmly and with a
smile on the phantasmagoria of this world which was once able to
move and agonize even his mind, but now stands before him as
indifferently as chess-men at the end of a game, or as fancy dress
cast off in the morning, the form and fipure of which taunted and
disquieted us on the camival night. Life and its forms merely float

% “Bring yourself to be reasonable!” [Tr.]
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before him as a fleeting phenomenon, as a light moming dream to
one half-awake, through which reality already shines, and which
can no longer deceive; and, like this morning dream, they too finally
vanish without any violent transition. From these considerations we
can learn to understand what Madame Guyon means when, towards
the end of her Autobiography, she often expresses herself thus:
“Everything is indifferent to me; I cannot will anything more; often [
do not know whether 1 exist or not.” In order to express how,
after the dying-away of the will, the death of the body (which is
indeed only the phenomencn of the will, and thus with the abolition
of the will loses all meaning) can no longer have anything bitter,
but is very welcome, I may be permitted to record here that holy
penitent’s own words, although they are not very elegantly tumed:
“Midi de la gloire; jour ot il n'y a plus de nuit; vie qui ne craint
plus la mort, dans la mort méme: parceque la mort a vaincu la
mort, et que celui qui a souffert la premiére mort, ne goiitera plus
Ia seconde mort,” (Vie de Madame de Guion [Cologne, 1720], Vol.
II, p. 13.)%

However, we must not imagine that, after the denial of the will-
to-live has once appeared through knowledge that has become a
quieter of the will, such denial no longer wavers or falters, and
that we can rest on it as on an inherited property. On the contrary,
it must always be achieved afresh by constant struggle. For as the
body is the will itseif only in the form of objectivity, or as phe-
nomenon in the world as representation, that whole will-to-live exists
potentially so long as the body lives, and is always striving to reach
actuality and to burn afresh with all its intensity. We therefore find
in the lives of saintly persons that peace and bliss we have described,
only as the blossom resulting from the constant overcoming of the
will; and we see the constant struggle with thie will-to-live as the soil
from which it shoots up; for on earth no one can have lasting peace.
We therefore see the histories of the inner life of saints full of
spiritual conflicts, temptations, and desertion from grace, in other
words, from that kind of knowledge which, by rendering alt motives
ineffectual, as a universal quieter silences all willing, gives the
deepest peace, and opens the gate to freedom. Therefore we see also
those who have once attained to denial of the will, strive with all
their might to keep to this path by self-imposed renunciations of
every kind, by a penitent and hard way of life, and by looking for

*“The noonday of glory; & day no longer followed by night; a life that
po Jonger fears death, even in death itself, because death has overcome death,
and because whoever has suffered the first death will no longer feel the second.”

[Tr.]
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what is disagreeable to them; all this in order to suppress the will
that is constantly springing up afresh. Finally, therefore, because
they already know the value of salvation, their anxious care for the
retention of the hard-won blessing, their scruples of conscience in
the case of every innocent enjoyment or with every little excitement
of their vanity; this is also the last thing to die, the most indestructi-
ble, the most active, and the most foolish of all man’s inclinations.
By the expression asceticism, which I have already used so often, I
understand in the narrower sense this deliberate breaking of the will
by refusing the agreeable and looking for the disagreeable, the
voluntarily chosen way of life of penance and self-chastisement, for
the constant mortification of the will.

Now, if we see this practised by persons who have already at-
tained to denial of the will, in order that they may keep to it, then
suffering in general, as it is inflicted by fate, is also a second way
(3edrepog whoig) * of attaining to that denial. Indeed, we may assume
that most men can reach it only in this way, and that it is the
suffering personally felt, not the suffering merely known, which most
frequently produces complete resignation, often only at the approach
of death. For only in the case of a few is mere knowledge sufficient
to bring about the denial of the will, the knowledge namely that sees
through the principium individuationis, first producing perfect good-
ness of disposition and universal love of mankind, and finally en-
abling them to recognize as their own all the sufferings of the world.
Even in the case of the individual who approaches this point, the
tolerable condition of his own person, the flaitery of the moment,
the allurement of hope, and the satisfaction of the will offering itself
again and again, i.e., the satisfaction of desire, are almost invariably
a constant obstacle to the denial of the will, and 2 constant tempta-
tion to a renewed affirmation of it. For this reason, all those allure-
ments have in this respect been personified as the devil. Therefore
in most cases the will must be broken by the greatest personal suffer-
ing before its self-denial appears. We then see the man suddenly
retire into himself, after he is brought to the verge of despair through
all the stages of increasing affliction with the most violent resistance.
We see him know himself and the world, change his whole nature,
rise above himself and above all suffering, as if purified and sanctified
by it, in inviolable peace, bliss, and sublimity, willingly renounce

* On Jelrepos whois cf, Stobaeus, Florilegium, Vol. 11, p. 374, [Footnotes
indicated by an asterisk represemt additions made by Schopenhauer in his
interleaved copy of the third edition of 1859. He died in 1860, and so there are
very few of these. Tr.]
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everything he formerly desired with the greatest vehemence, and
gladly welcome death. It is the gleam of silver that suddenly appears
from the purifying flame of suffering, the gleam of the denial of the
will-to-live, of salvation. Occasionally we see even those who were
very wicked purified to this degree by the deepest grief and sorrow;
they have become different, and are completely converted. Therefore,
their previous misdeeds no longer trouble their consciences, yet they
gladly pay for such misdeeds with death, and willingly see the end
of the phenomenon of that will that is now foreign to and abhorred
by them. The great Goethe has given us a distinct and visible de-
scription of this denial of the will, brought about by great misfortune
and by the despair of all deliverance, in his immortal masterpiece
Faust, in the story of the sufferings of Gretchen. I know of no other
description in poetry. It is a perfect specimen of the second path,
which leads to the denial of the will not, like the first, through the
mere knowledge of the suffering of a whole world which one ac-
quires voluntarily, but through the excessive pain felt in one’s own
person. It is true that very many tragedies bring their violently will-
ing heroes ultimately to this point of complete resignation, and then
the will-to-live and its phenomenon usually end at the same time.
But no description known to me brings to us the essential point of
that conversion so distinctly and so free from everything extraneous
as the one mentioned in Faust.

In real life we see those unfortunate persons who have to drink
to the dregs the greatest measure of suffering, face a shameful,
violent, and often painful death on the scaffold with complete mental
vigour, after they are deprived of all hope; and very often we see
them converted in this way. We should not, of course, assume that
there is so great a difference between their character and that of
most men as their fate seems to suggest; we have to ascribe the
Iatter for the most part to circumstances; yet they are guilty and,
to a considerable degree, bad. But we see many of them converted
in the way mentioned, after the appearance of complete hopeless-
ness. They now show actual goodness and purity of disposition, true
abhorrence of committing any deed in the least degree wicked or
uncharitable. They forgive their enemies, even those throngh whom
they innocently suffered; and not merely in words and from a kind
of hypocritical fear of the judges of the nether world, but in reality
and with inward earnestness, and with no wish for revenge. Indeed,
their suffering and dying in the end become agreeable to them, for
the denial of the will-to-live has made its appearance. They often
decline the deliverance offered them, and die willingly, peacefully,
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and blissfuily. The last secret of life has revealed itself to them in
the excess of pain, the secret, mamely, that evil and wickedness,
suffering and hatred, the tormented and the tormentor, different as
they may appear to knowledge that follows the principle of suffi-
cient reason, are in themselves one, phenomenon of the one will-to-
live that objectifies its conflict with itself by means of the principium
individuationis. They have learned to know both sides in full meas-
ure, the wickedness and the evil; and since they ultimately see the
identity of the two, they reject them both at the same time; they
deny the will-te-live. As we have said, it is a matter of complete
indifference by what myths and dogmas they account to thein faculty
of reasen for this intuitive and immediate knowledge, and for their
conversion.

Matthias Claudius was undoubtedly a witness to a change of mind
of this sort, when he wrote the remarkable essay which appears in
the Wandsbecker Bote (Pt. I, p. 115) under the title Bekehrungs-
geschichte des . . . (“History of the Conversion of . . .”) which
has the following ending: “Man’s way of thinking can pass over from
a point of the periphery to the opposite point, and back again to the
previous point, if circumstances trace out for him the curved path
to it. And these changes are not really anything great and interest-
ing in man. But that remarkable, catholic, transcendental change,
where the whole circle is irreparably torn up and all the laws of
psychology become vain and empty, where the coat of skins is taken
off, or at any rate turned inside out, and man’s eyes are opened,
is such that everyone who is conscious to some extent of the breath
in his nostrils, forsakes father and mother, if he can hear and ex-
perience something certain about it.”

The approach of death and hopelessness, however, are not abso-
lutely necessary for such a purification through suffering. Even with-
out them, the knowledge of the contradiction of the will-to-live with
itself can, through great misfortune and suffering, violently force it-
self on us, and the vanity of all endeavour can be perceived. Hence
men who have led a very adventurous life under the pressure of
passions, men such as kings, heroes, or adventurers, have often been
seen suddenly to change, resort to resignation and penance, and
become hermits and monks. To this class belong all genuine accounts
of conversion, for instance that of Raymond Lull, who had long
wooed a bezutiful woman, was at last admitted to her chamber, and
was looking forward to the fulfilment of all his desires, when, open-
ing her dress, she showed him her bosom terribly eaten away with
cancer. From that moment, as if he had looked into hell, he was
converted; leaving the court of the King of Majorca, he went into
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the wilderness to do penance.®” This story of conversion is very
similar to that of the Abbé de Rancé which 1 have briefly related
in chapter 48 of volume two. If we consider how, in both cases, the
transition from the pleasure to the horror of life was the occasion,
this gives us an explanation of the remarkable fact that it is the
French nation, the most cheerful, merry, gay, sensual, and frivolous
in Europe, in which by far the strictest of all monastic orders,
namely the Trappist, arose, was re-gstablished by Rancé after its
decline, and maintains itself even to the present day in all its purity
and fearful strictness, in spite of revolutions, changes in the Church,
and the encroachments of infidelity.

However, a knowledge of the above-mentioned kind of the na-
ture of this existence may depart again simultancously with its
occasion, and the will-to-live, and with it the previous character,
may reappear. Thus we see that the passionate Benvenuto Cellini was
converted in such a way, once in prisen and again during a serious
illness, but relapsed into his old state after the suffering had disap-
peared. In general, the denial of the will by no means results from
suffering with the necessity of eflect from cause; on the contrary, the
will remains free. For here is just the one and only point where its
freedom enters directly into the phenomenon; hence the astonish-
ment so strongly expressed by Asmus about the “transcendental
change.” For every case of suffering, a will can be conceived which
surpasses it in intensity, and is unconquered by it. Therefore, Plato
speaks in the Phaedo [116 E] of persons who, up to the moment of
their execution, feast, carouse, drink, indulge in sexual pleasures,
affirming life right up to the death. Shakespeare in Cardinal Beaufort®®
presents to us the fearful end of a wicked muffian who dies full of
despair, since no suffering or-death can break his will that is vche-
ment to the extreme point of wickedness.

The more intense the will, the more glaring the phenomenon of
its conflict, and hence the greater the suffering. A world that was
the phenomenon of an incomparably more intense will-to-live than
the present one is, would exhibit so much the greater suffering; thus
it would be a hell.

Since all suffering is a mortification and a call to resignation, it
has potentially a sanctifying force. By this is explained the fact that
great misfortune and deep sorrow in themselves inspire one with a
certain awe. But the sufferer becomes wholly an object of reverence
to us only when, surveying the course of his life as a chain of sor-
rows, or mourning a great and incurable pain, he does not really

“ Brucker, Hist. Philos.,, Tom. IV, pars I, p. 10,
® Henry VI, Part 1, Act 3, Scene 3,
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lock at the concatenation of circumstances which plunged just his
life into mourning; he does not stop at that particular great misfor-
tune that befell him. For up till then, his knowledge still follows the
principle of sufficient reason, and clings to the particular phenome-
non; he still continues to will life, only not on the conditions that
have happened to him. He is really worthy of reverence only when
his glance has been raised from the particular to the universal, and
when he regards his own suffering merely as an example of the
whole and for him; for in an ethical respect he becomes inspired with
genius, one case holds good for a thousand, so that the whole of life,
conceived as essential suffering, then brings him to resignation.
For this reason it is worthy of reverence when in Goethe’s Torquato
Tasso the princess speaks of how her own life and that of her rela-
tions have always been sad and cheerless, and here her regard is
wholly towards the universal.

We always picture a very noble character to ourselves as having
a certain trace of silent sadness that is anything but constant peevish-
ness over daily annoyances (that would be an ignoble trait, and
might lead us to fear a bad disposition). It is a consciousness that
has resulted from knowledge of the vanity of all possessions and
of the suffering of all life, not merely of one’s own. Such knowledge,
however, may first of all be awakened by suffering personally ex-
perienced, especially by a single great suffering, just as a single wish
incapabie of fulfilment brought Petrarch to that resigned sadmess
concerning the whole of life which appeals to us so pathetically in
his works; for the Daphne he pursued had to vanish from his hands,
in order to leave behind for him the immortal laurel instead of
herself. If the will is to a certain extent broken by such a great and
irrevocable denial of fate, then practically nothing more is desired,
and the character shows itself as mild, sad, noble, and resigned.
Finally, when grief no longer has any definite object, but is extended
over the whole of life, it is then to a certain extent a self-commaunion,
a withdrawal, a gradual disappearance of the will, the visibility of
which, namely the body, is imperceptibly but inwardly undermined
by it, so that the person feels a certain loosening of his bonds, a
mild foretaste of the death that proclaims itself to be the dissolution
of the body and of the will at the same time. A secret joy therefore
accompanies this grief, and I believe it is this that the most melan-
choly of all nations has called *“‘the joy of grief.” Here, however, lies
the danger of sentimentality, both in life itself and in its description
in poetry; namely when a person is always mourning and wailing
without standing up courageously and rising to resignation. In this
way heaven and earth are both lost, and only a watery sentimentality
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1s retained. Only when suffering assumes the form of pure knowledge,
and then this knowledge, as a quieter of the will, produces true
resignation, is it the path to salvation, and thus worthy of reverence.
But in this respect, we feel on seeing any very unfortunate person a
certain esteem akin to that which virtue and nobility of character
force from us; at the same time, our own fortunate condition seems
like a reproach. We cannot help but regard every suffering, both
those felt by ourselves and those felt by others, as at least a possible
advance towards virtue and holiness, and pleasures and worldly satis-
factions, on the other hand, as a departure therefrom. This goes so
far that every man who undergoes great bodily or mental suffering,
indeed everyone who performs a physical labour demanding the
greatest exertion in the sweat of his brow and with evident ex-
hanstion, yet does all this with patience and without grumbling, ap-
pears, when we consider him with close attention, somewhat like a
sick man who applies a painful cure. Willingly, and even with satis-
faction, he endures the pain caused by the cure, since he knows that
the more he suoffers, the more is the substance of the disease de-
stroyed; and thus the present pain is the measure of his cure.

It follows from all that has been said, that the denial of the will-
to-live, which is the same as what is called complete resignation or
holiness, always proceeds from that quieter of the will; and this is
the knowledge of its inner conflict and its essential vanity, expressing
themselves in the suffering of all that lives. The difference, that we
have described as two paths, is whether that knowledge is called
forth by suffering which is merely and simply known and freely
appropriated by our seeing through the principium individuationis, or
by suffering immediately felt by ourselves. True salvation, deliver-
ance from life and suffering, cannot even be imagined without com-
plete denial of the will. Till then, everyone is mothing but this will
itself, whose phenomenon is an evanescent existence, an always vain
and constantly frustrated striving, and the world full of suffering as
we have described it. AH belong to this irrevocably and in like
manner. For we found previously that life is always certain to the
will-to-live, and its sole actual form is the present from which they
never escape, since birth and death rule in the phenomencon. The
Indian myth expresses this by saying that “‘they are born again.”
The preat ethical difference of characters means that the bad man
is infinitely remote from attaining that knowledge, whose result is
the denial of the will, and is therefore in truth actually abandoned
to all the miseries which appear in life as possible. For even the
present fortunate state of his person is only a phenomenon brought
about by the principium individuationis, and the illusion of Maya,
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the happy dream of a beggar. The sufferings that in the veherence
and passion of his pressing will he inflicts on others are the measure
of the sufferings, the experience of which in his own person cannot
break his will and lead to final denial. On the other hand, all true
and pure affection, and even all free justice, result from seeing
through the principium individuationis; when this penetration occurs
in all its force, it produces perfect sanctification and salvation, the
phenomencen of which are the state of resignation previously de-
scribed, the unshakable peace accompanying this, and the highest joy
and delight in death.®

§ 69.

Suicide, the arbitrary doing away with the indi-
vidual phenomenon, differs most widely from the denial of the will-
to-live, which is the only act of its freedom to appear in the
phenomenon, and hence, as Asmus calls it, the transcendental
change. The denial of the will has now been adequately discussed
within the limits of our method of consideration. Far from being
denial of the will, suicide is a phenomenon of the will's strong
affirmation. For denial has its essential nature in the fact that the
pleasures of life, not its sorrows, are shunned. The suicide wills life,
and is dissatisfied merely with the conditions on which it has come
to him. Therefore he gives up by no means the will-to-live, but
merely life, since he destroys the individual phenomenon. He wills
life, wills the unchecked existence and affirmation of the body; but
the combination of circumstances does not allow of these, and the
result for him is great suffering. The will-to-live finds itself so ham-
pered in this particular phenomenon, that it cannot develop and
display its efforts. Tt therefore decides in accordance with its own
inner nature, which lies outside the forms of the principle of suffi-
cient reason, and to which every individual phenomenon is therefore
indifferent, in that it remains itself untouched by all arising and
passing away, and is the inner core of the life of all things. For that
same firm, inner assurance, which enables all of us to live without
the constant dread of death, the assurance that the will can never

* Cf. chap. 48 of volume 2.
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lack its phenomenon, supports the deed even in the case of suicide.
Thus the will-to-live appears just as much in this suicide (Shiva)
as in the ease and comfort of self-preservation (Vishnu), and the
sensual pleasure of procreation (Brahma)}. This is the inner mean-
ing of the unity of the Trimurti which every human being entirely
is, although in time it raises now ong, now another of its three heads.
As the individual thing is related to the Idea, so is suicide to the
denial of the will. The suicide denies merely the individual, not the
species. We have already found that, since life is always certain to
the will-to-live, and suffering is essential to life, suicide, or the
arbitrary destruction of an individual phenomenon, 3 a quite futile
and foolish act, for the thing-in-itself remains unaffected by it, just
as the rainbow remains unmoved, however rapidly the drops may
change which sustain it for the moment. But in addition to this, it
is also the masterpiece of Maya as the most blatant expression of
the contradiction of the will-to-live with itself. Just as we have recog-
nized this contradiction in the lowest phenomena of the will in the
constant struggle of all the manifestations of natural forces and of
all organic individuals for matter, time, and space, and as we saw
that conflict stand cut more and more with terrible distinctness on
the ascending grades of the will’s objectification; so at last at the
highest stage, the Idea of man, it reaches that degree where not
only the individuals exhibiting the same Idea exterminate one an-
other, but even the one individual declares war on itself. The ve-
hemence with which it wills life and revolts against what hinders it,
namely suffering, brings it to the point of destroying itself, so that
the individual will by an act of will eliminates the body that is
merely the will's own becoming visible, rather than that suffering
should break the will. Just because the suicide cannot cease willing,
he ceases to live; and the will affirms itself here even through the
cessation of its own phenomenon, because it can no longer affirm
itself otherwise. But as it was just the suffering it thus shunned
which, as mortification of the will, could have led it 1o the denial
of itself and to salvation, so in this respect the suicide is like a sick
man who, after the beginning of a painful operation that could com-
pletely cure him, will not allow it to be completed, but prefers to
retain his illness. Suffering approaches and, as such, offers the possi-
bility of a denial of the will; but he rejects it by destroying the will's
phenomenon, the body, so that the will may remain unbroken. This
is the reason why almost all ethical systems, philosophical as well
as religious, condemn suicide, though they themselves cannot state
anvthing but strange and sophistical arguments for so doing. But if
ever 4 man was kept from suicide by purely moral incentive, the
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innermost meaning of this self-conquest (whatever the concepts in
which his faculty of reason may have clothed it) was as follows: “I
do not want to avoid suffering, because it can help to put an end
to the will-to-live, whose phenomenon is so full of misery, by so
strengthening the knowledge of the real nature of the world now
already dawning on me, that such knowledge may become the final
quieter of the will, and release me for ever.”

It is well known that, from time to time, cases repeatedly occur
where suicide extends to the children; the father kills the children
of whom he is very fond, and then himself. If we bear in mind that
conscience, religion, and all traditional ideas teach him to recognize
murder as the gravest crime, but vet in the hour of his own death
he commits this, and indeed without his having any possible ego-
istical motive for it, then the deed can be explained only in the
following way. The will of the individual again recognizes itself im-
mediately in the children, although it is involved in the delusion of
regarding the phenomenon as the being-in-itself. At the same time,
he is deeply moved by the knowledge of the misery of all life; he
imagines that with the phenomenon he abolishes the inner nature
itself, and therefore wants to deliver from existence and its misery
both himself and his children in whom he directly sees himself living
again. It would be an error wholly analogous to this to suppose that
one can reach the same end as is attained by voluntary chastity by
frustrating the aims of nature in fecundation, or even by men, in
consideration of the inevitable suffering of life, countenancing the
death of the new-born child, instead of rather doing everything to
ensure life to every being that is pressing into it. For if the will-to-
live exists, it cannot, as that which alone is metaphystcal or the thing-
in-itself, be broken by any force, but that force can destroy only
its phenomenon in such a place and at such a time. The will itself
cannot be abolished by anything except knowledge., Therefore the
only path to salvation is that the will should appear freely and with-
out hindrance, in order that it can recognize or know its own inner
nature in this phenomenon. Only in consequence of this knowledge
can the will abolish itself, and thus end the suffering that is imnsepara-
ble from its phenomenon. This, however, is not possible through
physical force, such as the destruction of the seed or germ, the killing
of the new-born child, or suvicide. Nature leads the will to the light,
just because only in the light can it find its salvation. Therefore
the purposes of nature are to be promoted in every way, as soon as
the will-to-live, that is her inner being, has determined itself.

There appears to be a special kind of suicide, quite different from
the ordinary, which has perhaps not yet been adequately verified.
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This is voluntarily chosen death by starvation at the highest degree
of asceticism. Its manifestation, however, has always been accom-
panied, and thus rendered vague and obscure, by much religious
fanaticism and even superstition. Yet it seems that the complete
denial of the will can rcach that degreec where even the necessary
will to maintain the vegetative life of the body, by the assimilation of
nourishment, ceases to exist. This kind of suicide is so far from being
the result of the will-to-live, that such a completely resigned ascctic
ceases to live merely because he has completely ceascd to will. No
other death than that by starvation is herc conceivable {(unless it
resulted from a special superstition), since the intention t¢ cut short
the agony would actually be a degree of affirmation of the will. The
dogmas that satisfy the faculty of reason of such a penitent delude
him with the idea that a being of a higher nature has ordered for
him the fasting to which his inner tendency urges him. Old instances
of this can be found in the Breslauer Sammlung von Natur- und
Medicin-Geschichten, September 1719, p. 363 seq.; in Bayle’s Nou-
velles de la république des lettres, February 1685, p. 189 seq.; in
Zimmermann, Ueber die Einsamkeit, Vol. 1, p. 182; in the Histoire
de U'Académie des Sciences of 1764, an account by Houttuyn; the
same account is repeated in the Sammlung fiir praktische Aerzte,
Vol I, p. 69. Later reports are to be found in Hufeland’s Journal
fiir prakiische Heilkunde, Vol. X, p. 181, and Vol. XLVIII, p. 95;
also in Nasse’s Zeitschrift fiir psychische Aerzte, 1819, Part III,
p. 460; in the Edinburgh Medical and Surgical fournal, 1809, Vol
V, p. 319, In the year 1833, all the papers reported that the English
historian, Dr. Lingard, had died of voluntary starvation at Dover
in January, according to later accounts it was not Lingard himself
but a kinsman of his who died. But in these accounts the individu-
als are for the most part described as mad, and it is no longer
possible to ascertain how far this may have been the case. But I
will here give a more recent account of this kind, if only to ensure
the preservation of one of the rare instances of the striking and
extraordinary pheromenon of human nature just mentionmed, which,
at any rate, apparently belongs to where I should like to assign it,
and could hardly be explained in any other way. This recent account
is to be found in the Niirnberger Korrespondent of 29 July 1813,
in the following words:

“It is reported from Bern that in a dense forest near Thurnen
a small hut was discovered in which was lying the decomposed
corpse of a man wha had been dead for about a month. His clothes
gave little information about his social position. Two very fine shirts
lay beside him. The most important thing was a Bible, interleaved
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with blank pages, which had been partly written on by the deceased.
In it he announced the day of his departure from home (but it did
not mention where his home was). He then said that he was driven
into the wilderness by the spirt of God to pray and fast. On his
journey to that spot, he had already fasted for seven days, and had
then eaten again. After settling down here, he began to fast again,
and indeed fasted for as many days. Every day was now indicated
by a stroke, of which there were five, after which the pilgrimt had
presumably died. There was also found a letter to a clergyman about
a sermon that the deceased had heard him preach; but the address
was missing.” Between this voluntary death springing from the ex-
treme of asceticism and that resulting from despair there may be
many different intermediate stages and combinations, which are in-
deed hard to explain; but human nature has depths, obscurities, and
intricacies, whose elucidation and unfolding are of the very greatest
difficulty.

§ 70.

W might perhaps regard the whole of our dis-
cussion (now concluded) of what I call the denial of the will as
inconsistent with the previous explanation of necessity, that apper-
tains just as much to motivation as to every other form of the
principle of sufficient reason. As a result of that necessity, motives,
like all causes, are only occasional causes on which the character
unfolds its nature, and reveals it with the necessity of a natural law.
For this reason we positively denied freedom as lLiberum arbitrium
indifferentiae. Yet far from suppressing this here, 1 call it to mind.
In truth, real freedom, in other words, independence of the principle
of sufficient reason, belongs to the will as thing-in-itself, not to its
phenemenon, whose essential form is everywhere this principle of
sufficient reason, the ¢lement of necessity. But the only case where
that freedom can become immediately visible in the phenomenon
is the one where it makes an end of what appears, and because the
mere phenomenon, in so far as it is a link in the chain of causes,
namely the living body, still continues to exist in time that contains
only phenomena, the will, manifesting itself through this phenome-
nen, is then in contradiction with it, since it denies what the phe-
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nomenon expresses. In such a case the genitals, for example, as the
visibility of the sexual impulse, are there and in health; but yet in
the innermost consciousness no sexual satisfaction is desired. The
whole bedy is the visible expression of the will-to-live, yet the mo-
tives corresponding to this will no longer act; indeed the dissolution
of the body, the end of the individual, and thus the greatest sup-
pression of the natural will, is welcome and desired. Now the contra-
diction between our assertions, on the one hand, of the necessity
of the will's determinations through motives according to the char-
acter, and our assertions, on the other, of the possibilty of the whole
suppression of the will, whereby motives become powerless, is only
the repetition in the reflection of philosophy of this real contradic-
tion that arises from the direct encroachment of the freedom of the
will-in-itself, knowing no necessity, on the necessity of its phenome-
non. But the key to the reconciliation of these contradictions lies in
the fact that the state in which the character is withdrawn from the
power of motives does not proceed directly from the will, but from
a changed form of knowledge. Thus, so long as the knowledge is
only that which is involved in the principium individuationis, and
which positively follows the principle of sufficent reason, the power
of the motives is irresistible. But when the principium individua-
tionis is seen through, when the Ideas, and indeed the inner nature
of the thing-in-itself, are immediately recognized as the same will
in all, and the result of this knowledge is a universal quieter of
willing, then the individual motives become ineffective, because the
kind of knowledge that corresponds to them is obscured and pushed
into the background by knowledge of quite a different kind. There-
fore the character can never partially change, but must, with the
consistency of a law of nature, realize in the particular individual
the will whose phenomenon it is in general and as a whole. But this
whole, the character itself, can be entirely eliminated by the above-
mentioned change of knowledge. It is this elimination or suppression
at which Asmus marvels, as said above, and which he describes as
the “catholic, transcendental change.” It is also that which in the
Christian Church is very appropriately called new birth or regenera-
tion, and the knowledge from which it springs, the effect of divine
grace. Therefore, it is not a question of a change, but of an entire
suppression of the character; and so it bappens that, however differ-
ent the characters that arrived at that suppression were before it,
they nevertheless show after it a great similarity in their mode of
conduct, although each speaks very differently according to his con-
cepts and dogmas.

Therefore, in this sense, the old philosophical argument about the
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freedom of the will, constantly contested and constantly maintained,
is not without ground, and the Church dogma of the effect of grace
and the new birth is also not without meaning and significance. But
now we unexpectedly see both coincide into one, and can under-
stand in what sense the admirable Malebranche could say: “La
liberté est un mystére”;"® and he was right. For just what the
Christian mystics call the effect of grace and the new birth, is for
us the only direct expression of the freedom of the will, It appears
only when the will, after arriving at the knowledge of its own inner
naturg, obtains from this a guieter, and is thus removed from the
effect of motives which lies in the province of a different kind of
knowledge, whose objects are only phenomena. The possibility of
the freedom that thus manifests itself is man’s greatest prerogative,
which is for ever wanting in the animal, because the condition for
it is the deliberation of the faculty of reason, enabling him to survey
the whele of life independently of the impression of the present mo-
ment. The animal is without any possibility of freedom, as indeed
it is without the possibility of a real, and hence deliberate, elective
decision after a previous complete conflict of motives, which for
this purpose would have to be abstract representations. Therefore
the hungry wolf buries its teeth in the flesh of the deer with the
same necessity with which the stone falls to the ground, without the
possibility of the knowledge that it is the mauled as well as the
mauler. Necessity is the kingdom of nature; freedom is the kingdom
of grace.

Now since, as we have seen, that self-suppression of the will comes
from knowledge, but all knowledge and insight as such are inde-
pendent of free choice, that denial of willing, that entrance into
freedom, is not to be forcibly arrived at by intention or design, but
comes from the innermost relation of knowing and willing in man;
hence it comes suddenly, as if flying in from without. Therefore, the
Church calls it the effect of grace; but just as she still represents it
as depending on the acceptance of grace, so too the effect of the
quieter is ultimately an act of the freedom of the will. In consequence
of such an effect of grace, man’s whole inner nature is fundamentally
changed and reversed, so that he no longer wills anything of all that
he previously willed so intensely; thus a new man, so to speak,
actually takes the place of the old. For this reason, the Church calls
this consequence of the effect of grace new birth or regeneration.
For what she calls the narural man, to whom she denies all capacity

" “Freedom is a mystery.” [Tr.]
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for good, is that very will-to-live that must be denied if salvation is
to be attained from an existence like ours. Behind our existence lies
something else that becomes accessible to us only by our shaking
off the world,

Considering not the individuals according to the principle of suffi-
cient reason, but the Idea of man in its unity, the Christian teaching
symbolizes nature, the affirmation of the will-to-live, in Adam. His
sin bequeathed to us, in other words, our unity with him in the
Idea, which manifests itself in time through the bond of generation,
causes us all to partake of suffering and eternal death. On the other
hand, the Christian teaching symbolizes grace, the denial of the will,
salvation, in the God become man. As he is free from all sinfulness,
in other words, from ail willing of life, he cannot, like vs, have re-
sulted from the most decided affirmation of the will; nor can he,
like us, have a body that is through and through only concrete will,
phenomenon of the will, but, born of a pure virgin, he has only a
phantom body. This last is what was tanght by the Docetae, certain
Fathers of the Church, who in this respect are very comsistent. It
was taught especially by Apelles, against whom and his followers
Tertullian revolted. But even Augustine comments on the passage,
Rom. vili, 3, “God sending his Son in the likeness of sinful flesh,”
and says: “Non enim caro peccati erat, quae non de carnali delecta-
tione nata erat’ sed lamen inerat ei similitudo carnis peccati, quia
mortalis caro erat” (Liber 83 Quaestionum, qu. 66)."1 He also
teaches in his work entitled Opus Imperfectum, i, 47, that original
sin is sin and punishment at the same time. It is already to be
found in new-born children, but shows itself only when they grow
up. Nevertheless the origin of this sin is to be inferred from the will
of the sinner. This sinner was Adam, but we all existed in him;
Adam became miserable, and in him we have all become miserable.
The doctrine of original sin (affirmation of the will) and of salva-
tion (dental of the will) is really the great truth which constitutes
the kernel of Christianity, while the rest is in the main only cloth-
ing and covering, or something accessory. Accordingly, we should
interpret Jesus Christ always in the universal, as the symbol or
personification of the denial of the will-to-live, but not in the indi-
vidual, whether according to his mythical history in the Gospels, or
according to the probably true history lying at the root thereof. For
neither the one nor the other will easily satisfy us entirely. It is
merely the vehicle of that first interpretation for the people, who

™ “For it was not a sinful flesh, as it was not born of carnal desire; but
yet the form of sinful flesh was in it, because it was 2 mortal flesh.” [Tr.]
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always demand something founded on fact. That Christianity has
recently forgotten its true sigmificance, and has degenerated into
shallow optimism, does not concern us here.

It is further an original and evangelical doctrine of Christianity,
which Augustine, with the consent of the heads of the Church, de-
fended against the platitudes of the Pelagians; and to purify this
of errors and re-establish it was the principal aim of Luther’s efforts,
as is expressly declared in his book De Servo Arbitrio; namely the
doctrine that the will is not free, but is originally subject to a pro-
pensity for evil. Therefore the works of the will are always sinful
and imperfect, and can never satisfy justice; finally, these works can
never save us, but faith alone can do this. Yet this faith itself does
not originate from resolution and free will, but through the effect of
grace without our participation, like something coming to us from
outside. Not only the dogmas previously mentioned, but also this
last genuinely evangelical dogma is among those that an ignorant
and dull opinion at the present day rejects as absurd or conceals,
since, in spite of Augustine and Luther, this opinion adheres to the
Pelagian plain common sense, which is just what present-day ration-
alism is. It treats as antiquated precisely those profound dogmas
that are peculiar and essential to Christianity in the narrowest sense.
On the other hand, it clings to, and regards as the principal thing,
only the dogma originating in and retained from fudaism, and con-
nected with Christianity only in a historical way.’* We, however,

"How much this is the case i5 seen from the fact that all the contra-
dictions and inconceivable mysteries contained in the Christian dogmatics
and consistently systematized by Augustine, which have led precisely to the
opposite Pelagian insipidity, vanish, as soon as we abstract from the funda-
mental Jewish dogma, and recognize that man is not the work of another,
but of his own will. Then all is at once clear and correct; then there is
no need of a freedom in the operari, for it lies in the esse; and here also
lies the sin as original sin. The effect of grace, however, is our own. With
the present-day rationalistic view, on the other hand, many doctrines of the
Augustinian dogmatics, established in the New Testament, appear absolutely
untenable and even revolting, for example predestination. Accordingly, what
is really Christian is then rejected, and a return is made to crude Judaism.
But the miscalculation or primary defect of Christian dogmatics lies where
it is mever sought, namely in what is withdrawn from all investigation as
seftled and certain. Take this away, and the whole of dogmatics is rational,
for that dogma ruins theology, as it does all the other sciences. Thus, if we
study the Augustinian theology in the books De Civitate Dei {especially in
the fourteenth book), we experience something analogous to the case when we
try to make a body stand, whose centre of gravity falls outside it; however
we may turn and place it, it always topples over again. So also here, in spite
of al] {he efforts and sophisms of Augustine, the guiit of the world and its
misery always fall back on God, who made everything and everything that is
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recognize in the above-mentioned doctrine the truth that is in com-
plete agreement with our own investigations. Thus we see that genu-
ine virtue and saintliness of disposition have their first origin not in
deliberate free choice (works), but in knowledge (faith), precisely
as we developed it also from our principal idea. If it were works,
springing from motives and deliberate intention, that led to the bliss-
ful state, then, however we may turn it, virtue would always be
only a prudent, methodical, far-seeing egoism. But the faith to which
the Christian Church promises salvation is this: that as through
the fall of the first man we all partake of sin, and are subject to
death and perdition, we are also all saved through grace and by the
divine mediator taking upon himself our awful guilt, and this indeed
entirely without any merit of our own (of the person). For what can
result from the intentional (motive-determined) action of the per-
son, namely works, can never justify us, by its very nature, just
because it is infentional action brought about by matives, and hence
opus operatum. Thus in this faith it is implied first of all that our
state is originally and essentially an incurable one, and that we need
deliverance from it; then that we ourselves belong essentially to evil,
and are so firmly bound to it that our works according to law and
precept, iLe., according to motives, can never satisfy justice or save
us, but salvation is to be gained only through faith, in other words,
through a changed way of knowledge. This faith can come only
through grace, and hence as from without. This means that salva-
tion is something quite foreign to our person, and points to a denial
and surrender of this very person being necessary for salvation.
Works, the observance of the law as such, can never justify, because
they are always an action from motives. Luther requires (in his
book De Libertate Christiana) that, after faith has made its appear-
ance, good works shall result from it entirely of themselves, as

in everything, and who also knew how things would turn out. I have already
shown in my essay On the Freedom of the Will (chap. 4, pp. 66-68 of the
first edition) that Augustine himself was aware of the difficulty, and wuas
puzzled by it. In the same way, the contradiction between the goodness of
God and the misery of the world, as also that between the freedom of the
will and the foreknowledge of God, is the inexhaustible theme of a controversy,
lasting nearly a hundred vears, between the Cartesians, Malebranche, Leibniz,
Bayle, Clarke, Arnauld, and many others. The only dogma fixed for the
disputants is the existence of God together with his attributes, and they all
incessantly turn in a circle, since they try to bring these things into harmony,
in other words, to solve an arithmetical sum which never comes right, but the
remainder of which appears now in one place, now in another, after it has
been concealed elsewhere. But it does not ‘occur to anyone that the source of
the dilemmma is to be looked for in the fundamental assumption, although it
palpably obtrudes itself. Bayle alone shows that he notices this.
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its symptoms, its fruits; certainly not as something which in itseif
pretends to merit, justification, or reward, but occurs quite arbitrarily
and gratuitously. We also represented, as resulting from an ever
clearer discernment of the principium individuationis, first of all
merely free justice, then affection extending to the complete surrender
of egoism, and finally resignation or denial of the will.

Here 1 have introduced these dogmas of Christian theology, in
themselves foreign to philosophy, merely in order to show that the
ethics which results from the whole of our discussion, and is in
complete agreement and connexion with all its parts, although pos-
sibly new and unprecedented according to the expression, is by no
means so0 in essence. On the contrary, this system of ethics fully
agrees with the Christian dogmas proper, and, according to its es-
sentials, was contained and present even in these very dogemas. It is
also just as much in agreement with the doctrines and ethical pre-
cepts of the sacred books of India, which again are presented in
quite different forms. At the same time, the calling to mind of the
dogmas of the Christian Church served to explain and elucidate the
apparent contradiction between the necessity of all the manifesta-
tions of the character with the presentation of motives (kingdom
of nature) on the one hand, and the freedom of the will-in-itself to
deny itself and to abolish the character, on the other, together with
all the necessity of the motives which is based on this character
(kingdom of grace).

§71.

In now bringing to a conclusion the main points
of ethics, and with these the whole development of that one idea
the imparting of which was my object, I do not wish by any means
to conceal an objection concerning this last part of the discussion.
On the contrary, 1 want to show that this objection lies in the na-
ture of the case, and that it is quite impossible to remedy it. This
objection is that, after our observations have finally brought us to
the point where we have before our eyes in perfect saintliness the
denial and surrender of all willing, and thus a deliverance from a
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world whose whole existence presented itself to us as suffering, this
now appears to Us as a transition into empty nothingness.

On this I must first of all observe that the concept of nothing is
essentially relative, and always refers to a definite something that it
negates. This quality has been attributed (especially by Kant) merely
to the nikil privativum indicated by — in contrast to +. This nega-
tive sign {—) from the opposite point of view might become +, and,
in opposition to this nihil privativum, the nihil negativum has been
set up, which would in every respect be nothing. For this purpose,
the logical contradiction that does away with itself has been used
as an example. But considered more closely, an absclute nothing, a
really proper nihil negativum, is not even conceivable, but every-
thing of this kind, considered from a higher standpoint or subsumed
under a wider concept, is always only a nihil privativum. Every
nothing is thought of as such only in relation to something else; it
presupposes this relation, and thus that other thing also. Even a
logical contradiction is only a relative nothing; it is no thought of
our faculty of reason; yet it is not on that account an absolute noth-
ing. For it is a word-combination; it is an example of the unthink-
able which is necessarily required in logic to demonstrate the laws
of thought, Therefore, if for this purpose we look for such an ex-
ample, we shall stick to the nonsense as the positive we are just
looking for, and skip the sense as the negative. Thus every nikil
negativym or absolute nothing, if subordinated to a higher concept,
will appear as a mere nihil privativum or relative nothing, which
can always change signs with what it negates, sc that that would
then be thought of as negation, but it itself as affirmation. This also
agrees with the result of the difficult dizlectical investigation on the
conception of nething which is given by Plato in the Sophist [258
D] (pp. 277-287, Bip.): Tov 160 £xépou gbotv aneletbavreg alady s,
Rl RATAMEMEPU ZTIEREVTY Emi WOVTR T& VT Tpbg EAANAZ, 70 wés T3
€v éwdatou piptov adtfic avmimibépevoy, dTohuioamev eindlv, g adew
woith dotw Evoag <5 pv 8v. (Cum enim ostenderemus, ALTERIUS
ipsius naturam esse, perque ommnia entia divisam atque dispersam
INVICEM, tunc partem ejus oppositam ei, quod cujusque ens est,
esse ipsum reverg NON ENS asseruimus.)™

What is universally assumed as positive, what we call being, the
negation of which is expressed by the concept nothing in its most

POt is the nature of being different, of which we have demonstrated that
it exists and is dispersed piecemeal over all being in mutual relationship, and
since we opposed to being every single particle of this nature, we have
ventured to assert that precisely this is in truth non-being.” [Tr1.]
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gencral significance, is exactly the world as representation, which 1
have shown to be the objectivity, the mirror, of the will. We our-
selves are also this will and this world, and to it belongs the repre-
sentation in general as one aspect of it. The form of this representa-
tion is space and time; and so, for this point of view, everything
that exists must be in some place and at some time. Then the con-
cept, the material of philosophy, and finally the word, the sign of
the concept, also belong to the representation. Denial, abolition,
turning of the will are also abolition and disappearance of the world,
of its mirror. If we no lenger perceive the will in this micror, we
ask in vain in what direction it has turned, and then, because it no
longer has any where and any when, we complain that it is lost in
noethingness.

If a contrary point of vicw were possible for us, it would cause
the signs tc be changed, and would show what exists for us as noth-
ing, and this nothing as that which exists. But so long as we ourselves
are the will-to-live, this last, namely the nothing as that which
exists, can be known and expressed by us only negatively, since the
old saying of Empedocles, that like can be known only by like, de-
prives us here of all knowledge, just as, conversely, on it ultimately
rests the possibility of all our actual knowledge, in other words, the
world as representation, or the objectivity of the will; for the world
is the self-knowledge of the will,

1f, however, it should be absolutely insisted on that somehow a
positive knowledge is to be acquired of what philosophy can express
only negatively as denial of the will, nothing would be left but to
refer to that state which is experienced by all who have attained to
complete denial of the will, and which is denoted by the names
ecstasy, rapture, illumination, union with God, and so on. But such
a4 state cannot really be called knowledge, since it no longer hus the
form of subject and object; moreover, it is accessible only to one’s
own experience that cannot be further communicated.

We, however, who consistently occupy the standpoint of philoso-
phy, must be satisfied here with negative knowledge, content to
have reached the final landmark of the positive. If, therefore, we
have recognized the inner nature of the world as will, and have seen
it all its phenomena only the objectivity of the will; and if we have
followed these from the unconscious impulse of obscure natural
forces up to the most conscious action of man, we shall by no means
evade the consequence that, with the free denial, the surrender, of
the will, all those phenomena also are now abolished. That constant
pressure and effort, without aim and without rest, at all grades of
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objectivity in which and through which the world exists; the multi-
farious forms succeeding one another in pradation; the whole phe-
nomenon of the will; finally, the universal forms of this phenomenon,
time and space, and also the last fundamental form of these, subject
and object; all these are abolished with the will. No will: no repre-
sentation, no world.

Before us there is certainly left only nothing; but that which
struggles against this flowing away into nothing, namely our nature,
is indeed just the will-to-live which we ourselves are, just as it is our
world. That we abhor nothingness so much is simply another way
of saying that we will life so much, and that we are nothing but
this will and know nothing but it alone. But we now turn our glance
from our own needy and perplexed nature to those who have over-
come the world, in whom the will, having reached complete self-
knowledge, has found itself again in everything, and then freely
denied itself, and who then merely wait to see the last trace of the
will vanish with the body that is animated by that trace. Then, in-
stead of the restless pressure and effort; instead of the constant
transition from desire to apprehension and from joy to sorrow;
instead of the never-satisfied and never-dying hope that constitutes
the life-dream of the man who wills, we see that peace that is higher
than all reason, that ocean-like calmness of the spirit, that deep
tranquillity, that unshakable confidence and serenity, whose mere
reflection in the countenance, as depicted by Raphael and Correggio,
is a complete and certain gospel. Only knowledge remains; the will
has vanished. We then look with deep and painful yeaming at that
state, beside which the miserable and desperate nature of our own
appears in the clearest light by the contrast. Yet this consideration
is the only one that can permanently console us, when, on the one
hand, we have recognized incurable suffering and endless misery as
essential to the phenomenon of the will, to the world, and on the
other see the world melt away with the abolished will, and retain
before us only empty nothingness. In this way, therefore, by con-
templating the life and conduct of saints, to meet with whom is of
course rarely granted to us in our own experience, but who are
brought to our notice by their recorded history, and, vouched for
with the stamp of truth by art, we have to banish the dark impres-
sion of that nothingness, which as the final poal hovers behind all
virtue and holiness, and which we fear as children fear darkness.
We must not even evade it, as the Indians do, by myths and mean-
ingless words, such as reabsorption in Brehman, or the Nirvana of
the Buddhists. On the contrary, we freely acknowledge that what
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remains after the complete abolition of the will is, for all who are
still full of the will, assuredly nothing. But also conversely, to those
in whom the will has turned and denied itself, this very real world
of ours with all its suns and galaxies, is-——nothing.*

* This is also the Prajna-Paramita of the Buddhists, the “beyond all

knowledge,” in other words, the point where subject and object no lonmger
exist. See I. J. Schmidt, Ueber das Mahajana und Pradschna-Paramiia.
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APPENDIX

CRITICISM OF THE KANTIAN PHILOSOPHY

C'est le privilége du vrai génie, et surtout du génie qui ouvre une
carriére, de faire impunément de grandes fautes,

Voltaire {Siécle de Louis XIV, ch. 32]

[“It is the privilege of true genius, and especially of the genius
who opens up a new path, to make great mistakes with impu-
nity.” Tr.]

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



1
It is much easier to point out the faults and errors
in the work of a great mind than to give a clear and complete ex-
position of its value. For the faults are something particular and
finite, which can therefore be taken in fully at a glance. On the
other hand, the very stamp that genius impresses on its works is
that their excellence is unfathomable and inexhaustible, and there-
fore they do not become obsolete, but are the instructors of many
succeeding centuries. The perfected masterpiece of a truly great mind
will always have a profound and vigorous effect on the whole human
race, so much so that it is impossible to calculate to what distant
centuries and countries its enlightening influence may reach. This is
always the case, since, however accomplished and rich the age might
be in which the masterpiece itself arose, genius always rises like a
palm-tree above the soil in which it is rooted.

A far-reaching, deep, and widespread effect of this kind cannot,
however, take place suddenly, on account of the great difference
between the genius and ordinary mankind. The knowledge this one
man in a lifetime drew directly from life and the world, won, and
presented to others as acquired and finished, cannot at once become
the property of mankind, since men have not so much strength to
receive as the genius has to give. But even after a successful struggle
with unworthy opponents, who contest the life of what is immortal
at its very birth, and would like to nip in the bud the salvation of
mankind (like the serpent in Hercules’ cradle), that knowledge must
first wander through the circuitous paths of irnumerable false inter-
pretations and distorted applications; it must overcome the attempts
to unite it with old errors, and thus live in conflict, until a new and
unprejudiced generation grows up to meet it. Even in youth this
peneration gradually receives some of the conmtents of that source
from a thousand different channels, assimilates it by degrees, and

* Translator's Note: In this criticism of Kant's philosophy, Schopenhauer
frequently uses the words Vernunft and Grund. Vernunft means “reason” in
the sense of the mental faculty, possessed by man alone, of forming concepts
from individually perceived things, and thus of erecting the vast and intricate
structure of language and logic. Grund means “reason” in the sense of a
ground of explanation, as in the expressions "the principle of sufficient
reason,” “the reason for this.” In the translation the German word is inserted
in brackets where it is thought that the correct meaning of the word “reason”
may not be obvious,

[415]
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thus shares in the benefit that was to flow from that great mind to
mankind, So slow is the advance in the education of the human race,
that feeble, and at the same time refractory, pupil of genius. Thus
the whole strength and importance of Kant's teaching will be-
come evident only in the course of time, when the spirit of the
age, itself gradually reformed and altered in the most important and
essential respect by the influence of that teaching, furnishes living
evidence of the power of that giant mind. However, 1 will certainly
not take upon myself the thankless role of Calchas and Cassandra by
presumptuously anticipating the spirit of the age. Only I may be
allowed, in agreement with what has been said, to regard Kant’s
works as still very new, whereas many at the present day lock upon
them as already antiquated. Indeed, they have discarded them as
settled and done with, or, as they put it, have left them behind.
Others, emboldened by this, ignore them altogether, and with brazen
effrontery continue to philosophize about Ged and the soul on the
assumptions of the old realistic dogmatism and its scholastic philoso-
phy. This is as if we wished to introduce into modern chemistry the
theories of the alchemists. Kant’s works, however, do not need my
feeble eulogy, but will themselves externally extol their master, and
will always live on earth, though perhaps not in the letter, yet in
the spirit.

But, of course, if we look back at the first result of his doctrines,
and the efforts and events in the sphere of philosophy during the
period that has since elapsed, we see the corroboration of a very
depressing saying of Goethe: “Just as the water displaced by a ship
immediately flows in again behind it, so, when eminent minds have
pushed error on one side and made room for themselves, it naturally
closes in behind them again very rapidly.” (Poetry and Truth, Pt. 3,
[Book 15], p. 521.) This period, however, has been only an episode
that is to be reckoned as part of the above-mentioned fate of all
new and great knowledge, an episode now unmistakably near its end,
since the bubble so steadily blown out is at last bursting. People
generally are beginning to be conscious that real and serious philoso-
phy still stands where Kant left it. In any case, I cannot see that
anything hags been done in philosophy between him and me; [
therefore take my departure direct from hirn.

What I have in view in this Appendix to my work is really only
a vindication of the teaching I have set forth in 1t, in so far as in
many points it does not agree with the Kantian philosophy, but
actually contradicts it. Yet a discussion thereof is necessary, for evi-
dently my line of thought, different as its content is from the Kantian,
is completely under its influence, and necessarily presupposes and
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starts from it; and I confess that, next to the impression of the
world of perception, 1 owe what is best in my own development to
the impression made by Kant’s works, the sacred writings of the
Hindus, and Plato. But T can justify the disagreements with Kant
that are nevertheless to be found in my work, only by accusing him
of error in the same points, and exposing mistakes he made. In
this Appendix I must therefore deal with Kant in a thoroughly
polemical manner, and seriously and with every effort; for only thus
can the error that clings to Kant’s teaching be burnished away, and
the truth of that teaching shine all the more brightly, and endure
more positively. Therefore it must not be expected that my sincere
and deep reverence for Kant will also extend to his weaknesses and
mistakes, and hence that I should expose them only with the most
cautious indulgence, for thus my language would of necessity become
feeble and flat through circumlocutions. Towards a living person such
indulgence is needed, since human frailty cannot endure even the
most just refutation of an error, unless it is tempered by soothing
and flattery, and hardly even then; and a teacher of the ages and
benefactor of mankind deserves at least that his human frailty shall
also be treated with indulgence, so that he may not be caused any
pain. But the man who is dead has cast this weakness aside; his
merit stands firm; time will purify it more and more of all over-
estimation and detraction. His mistakes must be separated from it,
rendered harmless, and then given over to oblivion. Therefore in
the polemic 1 am about to institute against Kant, T have only his
mistakes and weaknesses in view. I face them with hostility, and
wage a relentless war of extermination upon them, always mindful
not to conceal them with indulgence, but rather to place them in
the brightest light, the more surely to reduce them to nought. For
the reasons above-mentioned, I am not aware here of either injustice
or ingratitude to Kant. But in order that, even in the eyes of others,
every appearance of malignancy may be removed, T will first of all
bring out clearly my deeply-felt veneration for and gratitude to
Kant by stating briefly what in my eyes appears to be his principal
merit. T will do this from so general a standpoint that it will not
be necessary for me to touch on those points in which T must later
contradict him.

* * *
Kant's greatest merit is the distinction of the phenomenon from

the thing-in-itself, based on the proof that between things and us
there always stands the intellect, and that on this account they can-
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not be known according to what they may be in themselves. He was
led on to this path by Locke (see Prolegomena to every Metaphysic,
§ 13, note 2). Locke had shown that the secondary qualities of
things, such as sound, odour, colour, hardness, softness, smoothness,
and the like, founded on the affections of the senses, do not belong
to the objective body, the thing-in-itself. To this, on the contrary,
he attributed only the primary qualities, i.e., those that presuppose
merely space and impenetrability, and so extension, shape, solidity,
number, mobitity. But this Lockean distinction, which was easy to
find, and keeps onmly to the surface of things, was, so to speak,
merely a youthful prelude to the Kantian. Thus, starting from an
incomparably higher standpoint, Kant explains ali that Locke had
admitted as qualitates primarige, that is, as qualities of the thing-in-
itself, as also belonging merely to its phenomenon in cur faculty of
perception or apprehension, and this just because the conditions of
this faculty, namely space, time, and causality, are known by us
a priori. Thus Locke had abstracted from the thing-in-itself the share
that the sense-organs have in its phenomenon; but Kant further ab-
stracted the share of the brain-functions (alithough not under this
name}. In this way the distinction between the phenomenon and
the thing-in-itself obtained an infinitely greater significance, and a
very much deeper meaning. For this purpose he had to take in hand
the great separation of cur a priori from our a posteriori knowledge,
which before him had never been made with proper precision and
completeness or with clear and conscious knowledge. Accordingly,
this then became the principal subject of his profound investigations.
We wish here to observe at once that Kant’s philosophy has a three-
fold relation to that of his predecessors; firstly, as we have seen, 2
relation to Locke’s philosophy, confirming and extending it; secondly,
a relation to Hume’s, correcting and employing it, a relation that
we find most distinctly expressed in the preface to the Prolegomena
(that finest and most comprehensible of all Kant’s principal works,
which is far too little read, for it immensely facilitates the study of
his philosephy}; thirdly, a decidedly polemical and destructive re-
lation to the philosophy of Leibniz and Wolff. We should know all
three doctrines before proceeding to the study of the Xantian phi-
losophy. Now if, in accordance with the above, the distinction of
the phenomenon from the thing-in-itseif, and hence the doctrine of
the complete diversity of the ideal from the real, is the fundamental
characteristic of the Kantian philosophy, then the assertion of the
absolute identity of these two, which appeared soon afterwards, af-
fords a melancholy proof of the saying of Goethe previously quoted.
This is all the more the case, inasmuch as that identity rested on
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nothing but the vapouring of intellectual intuition. Accordingly, it
was only a return to the crudeness of the common view, masked
under the imposing impression of an air of importance, under bom-
bast and nonsense. It became the worthy starting-point of the even
grosser nonsense of the ponderous and witless Hegel. Now as Kant’s
separation of the phenomenon from the thing-in-itself, arrived at in
the manner previously explained, far surpassed in the profundity and
thoughtfulness of its argument all that had ever existed, it was in-
finitely important in its results. For in it he propounded, quite
originally and in an entirely new way, the same truth, found from
a new aspect and on a new path, which Plato untiringly repeats,
and penerally expresses in his language as follows. This world that
appears to the senses has no true being, but only a ceaseless becom-
ing; it is, and it also is mot; and its comprehension is not so much
a knowledge as an illusion. This is what he expresses in a myth at
the beginning of the seventh book of the Republic, the most im-
portant passage in all his works, which has been mentioned already
in the third book of the present work. He says that men, firmly
chained in a dark cave, see neither the genuine original light nor
actual things, but only the inadequate light of the fire in the cave,
and the shadows of actual things passing by the fire behind their
backs. Yet they imagine that the shadows are the reality, and that
determining the succession of these shadows is true wisdom. The
same truth, though presented quite differently, is also a principal
teaching of the Vedas and Puranas, namely the doctrine of Maya,
by which is understood nothing but what Kant calls the phenomenon
as opposed to the thing-in-itself. For the work of Maya is stated to
be precisely this visible world in which we are, a magic effect called
into being, an unstable and inconstant illusion without substance,
comparable to the optical illusion and the dream, a veil enveloping
human consciousness, a something of which it is equaily false and
equally true to say that it is and that it is not. Now Kant not only
expressed the same doctrine in an entirely new and original way,
but made of it a proved and incontestable truth through the most
calm and dispassionate presentation. Plato and the Indians, on the
cther hand, had based their contentions merely on a universal per-
ceptien of the world; they produced them as the direct utterance of
their consciousness, and presented them mythically and poetically
rather than philosophically and distinctly. In this respect they are
related to Kant as are the Pythagoreans Hicetas, Philolaus, and
Aristarchus, who asserted the motion of the earth round the station-
ary sun, to Copernicus. Such clear knowledge and calm, deliberate
presentation of this dreamlike quality of the whole world is really
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the basis of the whole Kantian philosophy; it is its soul and its
greatest merit. He achieved it by taking to pieces the whole ma-
chinery of our cognitive faculty, by means of which the phantasma-
goria of the objective world is brought about, and presenting it piece-
meal with marvellous insight and ahility. All previous Western phi-
losophy, appearing unspeakably clumsy when compared with the
Kantian, had failed to recognize that truth, and had therefore in
reality always spoken as if in a dream. Kant first suddenly wakened
it from this dream; therefore the last sleepers (Mendelssohn) called
him the all-pulverizer. He showed that the laws which rule with
inviolable necessity in existence, ie., in experience generally, are
not to be applied to deduce and explain existence itself, that their
validity is therefore only relative, in other words, begins only after
existence, the world of experience generally, is already settled and
established; that in consequence these laws cannot be our guiding
line when we come to the explanation of the existence of the world
and of ourselves. All previous Western philosophers had imagined
that these laws, according to which all phenomena are connected to
one ancther, and all of which-—time and space as well as causality
and inference—] comprehend under the expression the principle of
sufficient reason, were absolute laws conditioned by nothing at all,
aeternae veritates; that the world itself existed only in consequence
of and in conformity with them; and that under their guidance the
whole riddle of the world must therefore be capable of solution. The
assumptions made for this purpose, which Kant criticizes under the
name of the Ideas of reason (Vernunft), really served only to raise
the mere phenomenon, the work of Maya, the shadow-world of
Piato, to the one highest reality, to put it in the place of the inner-
most and true essence of things, and thus to render the real knowl-
edge thereof impossible, in a word, to send the dreamers still more
soundly to sleep. Kant showed that those laws, and consequently the
world itself, are conditioned by the subject’s manner of knowing.
From this it followed that, however far one might investigate and
infer under the guidance of these laws, in the principal matter, ie.,
in knowledge of the inner nature of the world in itself and outside
the representation, no step forward was made, but one moved merely
like a squirrel in his wheel. We therefore compare all the dogmatists
to people who imagine that, if only they go straight forward long
enough, they will come to the end of the world; but Kant had then
circumnavigated the globe, and had shown that, because it is round,
we cannot get out of it by horizontal movement, but that by per-
pendicular movement it is perhaps not impossible to do so. It can
also be said that Kant’s teaching gives the insight that the beginning
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and end of the world are to be sought not without us, but rather
within,

Now all this rests on the fundamental distinction between dog-
matic and critical or transcendental philosophy. He who wishes to
be clear about this, and te realize it by means of an example, can
do so quite briefly if he reads, as a specimen of dogmatic philosophy,
an essay by Leibniz, entitled De Rerum Originatione Radicali, printed
for the first time in the edition of Leibniz's philosophical works by
Erdmann, vol. i, p. 147. Here the origin and excellent nature of the
world are demonstrated a priori so thoroughly in the realistic-dog-
matic manner with the aid of the ontological and cosmologicat
proofs, and on the ground of the veritates aeternage. It is admitted
once, by the way, that experience shows the very opposite of the
excellence of the world here demonstrated, whereupon experience is
then told that it does not understand anything about it, and ought to
hold its tongue when philosophy has spoken a priori. With Kant the
critical philosophy appeared as the opponent of this entire method.
It makes its problem just those veritates aeternae that serve as the
foundation of every such dogmatic structure, investigates their origin,
and then finds this to be in man’s head. Here they spring from the
forms properly belonging to it, which it carries in itself for the
purpose of perceiving and apprehendmg an objective world. Thus
here in the brain is the quarry furnishing the material for that proud,
dogmatic structure. Now because the critical philosophy, in ordec
to reach this result, had to go bevond the veritates aeternae, on
which all the previous dogmatism was based, so as to make these
truths themselves the subject of investigatiom, it became transcen-
dental philosophy. From this it follows also that the objective world
as we know it does not belong to the true being of things-in-them-
selves, but is its mere phenomenon, conditioned by those very forms
that lie a priori in the human intellect (i.e., the brain); hence the
world cannot contain anything but phenomena.

It is true that Kant did not arrive at the knowledge that the
phenomenon is the world as representation and that the thing-in-
itself is the will. He showed, however, that the phenomenal world is
conditioned just as much by the subject as by the object, and by
isolating the most universal forms of its phenomenon, i.e., of the
representation, he demonstrated that we know these forms and survey
them according to their whole constitutional nature not only by
starting from the object, but just as well by starting from the sub-
ject, since they are really the limit between object and subject and
are common to both. He concluded that, by pursuing this limit, we
do not penetrate into the inner nature of the object or the subject,
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and consequently that we never know the essential nature of the
world, namely the thing-in-itself.

He did not deduce the thing-in-itself in the right way, as I shali
soon show, but by means of an inconsistency; and he had to pay
the penalty for this in the frequent and irresistible attacks on this
principal part of his teaching. He did not recognize the thing-in-itself
directly in the will, but made a great and original step towards this
knowledge, since he demonstrated the undeniable moral significance
of human conduct to be quite different from, and not dependent on,
the laws of the phenomenon, to be not even capable of explanation
according to them, but to be something directly touching the thing-
in-itself. This is the second main point of view for assessing his
merit,

We can regard as the third point the complete overthrow of the
scholastic philosophy. By this term I propose to denote generally
the whole period beginning with Augustine, the Church Father, and
ending just before Kant. For the chief characteristic of scholasticism
is indeed that which is very correctly stated by Tennemann, namety
the guardianship of the prevailing national religion over philosophy,
for which there was in reality nothing left but to prove and embellish
the principal dogmas religion prescribed for it. The scholastics proper
down to Suarez confess this openly and without reserve; the suc-
ceeding philosophers do so more unconsciously, or at any rate not
avowedly. It is held that the scholastic philosophy extends only to
about a hundred years before Descartes, and that with him there
begins an entirely new epoch of free investigation, independent of
all positive theological doctrine. Such an investigation, however, can-
not in fact be attributed to Descartes and his successors,? but only

*Here Bruno and Spinoza are to be entirely excepted. Each stands by
himself and alone; and they do not belong either to their age or to their
part of the globe, which rewarded the one with death, and the ather with
persecution and ignominy. Their miserable existence and death in this
Western world are like that of a tropical plant in Europe. The banks of the
sacred Ganges were their true spiritval home; thers they would have led a
peaceful and honoured life among men of like mind., In the following
verses, with which Bruno opens his book Della Cause Principio ed Uno, for
which he was brought to the stake, he expresses clearly and beautifully how
lonely he felt in his day; and at the same time he reveals a presentiment of
his fate which cansed him to hesitate before stating his case, until that
tendency prevailed to communicate what is known to be true, a tendency that
is so strong in noble minds:

Ad partum properare tuum, mens aegra, gquid obsiat;
Seclo haec indigno sint tribuenda licet?

Umbrarum fluctu terras mergente, cacumen
Adrolle in clarum, noster Olympe, Javem.
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an appearance of it, and in any case only an attempt at it. Descartes
was an extremely great man, and, if we take into consideration the
age in which he lived, he achieved very much. But if we set this
consideration aside, and measure him according to the emancipation
of thought from all fetters and to the beginning of a new period of
impartial and original investigation with which he has been credited,
we are obliged to find that, with his scepticism still lacking in true
earnestness, and thus abating and passing away so quickly and so
completely, he has the appearance of wishing to discard all at once
all the fetters of the early implanted opinions belonging to his age
and nation; but he does this only apparently and for a moment, in
order at once to assume them again, and hold them all the more
firmly; and it is just the same with all his successors down to Kant.
Goethe’s verses are therefore very applicable to a free and independ-
ent thinker of this kind:

“Saving thy gracious presence, he to me

A long-legged grasshopper appears to be,
That springing flics, and flying springs,

And in the grass the same old ditty sings.” 3

Kant had reasons for looking as if se too had only this in view.
But the pretended leap that was allowed, because it was known that
it leads back to the grass, this time became a flight; and now those
who stand below are able only to follow him with their eyes, and
ne longer to catch him again,

Kant therefore ventured to demonstrate by his teaching the im-
possibility of our being able to prove all those dogmas that were
alleged to have been proved. Speculative theology and the rational
psychology connected with it received from him their death-blow.

[*Q my ailing mind, what prevents you from bringing forth;
Do you offer your work to this unworthy age?
Whenever shadows are horne over the lands,
Raise your summit, O my mount, high into the ether.” Tr.]

Whoever reads this principal work of his as well as the rest of his Italian
works, formerly so rare but now accessible to everyone through a German
edition, will find, as I did, that of all philosophers he alone somewhat ap-
proaches Plato as regards the strong blend of poetical force and tendency
together with the philosophical, and this he also shows in a particularly
dramatic way. Imagine the tender, spiritual, thoughtful being, as he appears
to us in this work of his, in the hands of coarse and enraged priests as his
judges and executioners, and thank Time that produced a brighter and
gentler age, so that posterity, whose curse was to fall on those fiendish fanatics,
is the present generation.
* Faust, Bayard Taylor’s translation. [Tr.]
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They have since vanished from German philosophy, and we must
not let ourselves be misled by the fact that the word is retained here
and there after the thing has been given up, or that some miserable
professor of philosophy has the fear of his master in view and leaves
truth to look after itself. Only he who has observed the pernicious
influence of those conceptions on natural science, as well as on
philosophy, in all the writers, even the best, of the seventeenth and
cighteenth centuries can estimate the magnitude of this merit of
Kant’s. The change of tone and of the metaphysical background
that has appeared in German works on natural science since Kant is
remarkable; before him things were the same as they still are in
England. This merit of Kant is connected with the fact that the
unreflecting pursuit of the laws of the phenomenon, the enhancement
of these to eternal truths, and the raising of the fleeting phenomenon
to the real inner being of the world, in short, realism, not disturbed
in its delusion by any reflection, had been wholly prevalent in all
preceding philosophy of ancient, medieval, and modern times. Berke-
ley, who like Malebranche before him had recognized its one-sided-
ness and indeed its falseness, was unable to overthrow it, since his
attack was confined to one point. It was therefore reserved for Kant
to help the fundamental idealistic view to obtain the ascendancy in
Europe, at any rate in philosophy, a view which prevails in the whole
of non-Mohammedan Asia, and is in essence even that of religion.
Thus before Kant we were in time; now time is in us, and so on.
Ethics was also treated by that realistic philosophy according to
the laws of the phenomenon, which it regarded as absolute and
holding good even of the thing-in-itself. Therefore ethics was based
now on a doctrine of perfect happiness, now on the will of the
Creator, and finally on the notion of perfection. In and by itself, such
a concept is entirely empty and void of content, for it denotes a
metre relation that acquires significance only from the things to which
it is applied. “To be perfect” means nothing more than “to corre-
spond to some concept presupposed and given,” a concept which
must therefore be first framed, and without which the perfection is
an unknown abstract quantity and consequently means nothing at all
when expressed alone. Now if we want to make the concept “man-
kind” into a tacit assumption, and accordingly to set it up as a moral
principle for aspiring to human perfection, then in this case we
merely say: “Men ought to be as they ought to be,” and we are just
as wise as we were before. In fact, “perfect” is very nearly a mere
synonym of “numerically complete,” since it signifies that, in a
given case or individual, all the predicates that lie in the concept
of its species appear in support of it, and hence are actually present.
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Therefore, the concept of “perfection,” if used absolutely and in
the abstract, is a word devoid of idea, and so also is all talk about
the “most perfect of all beings,” and the like. All this is a mere idle
display of words. Nevertheless, in the eighteenth century this con-
cept of perfection and imperfection had become current coin; in-
deed, it was the hinge on which almost all questions of morality and
even of theology turned. It was on everyone’s lips, so that ultimately
it became a real nuisance. We see even the best authors of the time,
Lessing for example, entangled most deplorably in perfections and
imperfections and wrestling with them. Here any thinking man was
bound to feel, vaguely at any rate, that this concept is without any
positive content, since, like an algebraical symbol, it indicates a mere
relation in abstracto. Kant, as we have already said, entirely sepa-
rated the undeniable, great ethical significance of actions from the
phenomenon and its laws, and showed that the former directly con-
cerned the thing-in-itself, the innermost nature of the world, whereas
the latter, i.e., time and space, and all that fills them and is arranged
in them according to the causal law, are to be regarded as an un-
stable and insubstantial dream.

The little T have satd, which by no means exhausts the subject,
may be sofficient evidence of my recognition of Kant’s great merits,
a recognition recorded here for my own satisfaction, and because
justice demanded that those merits should be recalled to the mind
of everyone who wishes to follow me in the unsparing exposure of
his mistakes, to which T now turn.

* * *

That Kant’s great achievements were bound to be accompanied
by great errors is easy to understand on merely historical grounds.
For although he effected the greatest revolution in philosophy, and
did away with scholasticism, which in the above-mentioned wider
sense had lasted for fourteen hundred years, in order really to begin
an entirely new third world-epoch in philosophy, the immediate re-
sult of his appearance was, however, in practice only negative, not
positive. For, since he did not set up a completely new system to
which his followers could have adhered only for a period, all ob-
served indeed that something very great had happened, but no one
rightly knew what. They certainly saw that all previous philosophy
had been a fruitless dreaming, from which the new age awakened;
but they did not know what they ought to adhere to now. A great
void, a great lack, had occurred; the universal attention even of the
general public was attracted. Induced by this, but not urged by inner
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inclination and feeling of power (which express themselves even
at the most unfavourable moment, as in the case of Spinoza), people
without any conspicuous talent made many different, feeble, absurd,
and sometimes insane attempts, to which the public, now interested,
gave its attention, and with great patience, such as is found only in
Germany, long lent its ear,

The same thing must once have happened in nature, when a great
revolution altered the whole surface of the earth, sea and land
changed places, and the sceme was levelled for a new creation, It
was then a long time before mature could produce a new series of
lasting forms, each in harmony with itself and with the rest. Strange
and monstrous organisms appeared which did not harmonize with
themselves or with one another, and could not last. But it is just the
remains of these, still in existence, which have brought down to us
the mermorial of that wavering and tentative procedure of nature
forming herself anew. Now since a crisis quite similar to this and
an age of monstrous abortions were produced by Kant, as we all
know, it may be concluded that his merit was not compiete, but was
burdened with great defects, and must have been negative and one-
sided. These defects we will now investigate.

L

First of all, we will clearly present to ourselves and examine the
fundamental idea in which le the plan and purpose of the whole
Critique of Pure Reason. Kant took up the point of view of his
predecessors, the dogmatic philosophers, and accordingly started with
them from the foliowing assumptions. (1) Metaphysics is the sci-
ence of that which lies beyond the possibility of all experience. (2)
Such a thing can never be found according to fundamental principles
that are themselves first drawn from experience (Prolegomena, § 1);
but only what we know prior to, and hence independently of, experi-
ence can reach farther than possible experience. (3} In our reason
(Vernunf:), some fundamental principles of the kind are actually
to be found; they are comprehended under the name of knowledge
from pure reason. So far Kant agrees with his predecessors, but now
he parts company from them, They say: “These fundamental princi-
ples, or knowledge from pure reason, are expressions of the abso-
lute possibility of things, aeternae veritates, sources of ontology; they
stand above the world-order, just as with the ancients fate stood
above the gods.” Kant says that they are mere forms of our intellect,
laws, not of the existence of things, but of our representations of
them; therefore they are valid merely for our apprehension of things,
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and accordingly cannot extend beyond the possibility of experience,
which is what was aimed at according to the first assumption. For
it is precisely the a priori nature of these forms of knowledge, since
it can rest only on their subjective origin, that cuts us ofi for ever
from knowledge of the being-in-itsclf of things, and confines us to
a world of mere phenomena, so that we cannot know things as they
may be in themselves, even a posterfori, not to mention a priori.
Accordingly, metaphysics is impossible, and in its place we have
criticism of pure reason. In face of the old dogmatism, Kant is here
wholly triumphant; hence all dogmatic attempts that have since ap-
peared, have had to pursue courses quite different from the earlier
ones. I shall now go on to the justification of my attempt in accord-
ance with the expressed intention of the present criticism, Thus, with
a more careful ecxamination of the above argumentation, we shall
have to confess that its first fundamental assumption is a petitio prin-
cipii;* it lies in the proposition (clearly laid down especially in
Praolegomena, § 1): “The source of metaphysics cannot be empirical
at all; its fundamental principles and concepts can never be taken
from experience, either inner or outer.” Yet nothing at all is ad-
vanced to establish this cardinal assertion except the etymologicat
argument from the word metaphysics. In truth, however, the matter
stands thus: The world and our own existence present themselves
to us necessarily as a riddle. It is now assumed, without more ado,
that the solution of this riddle cannot result from a thorough under-
standing of the world itself, but must be looked for in something
quite different from the world (for this is the meaning of “beyond
the possibility of all experience”); and that everything of which we
can in any way have immediate knowledge (for this is the meaning
of possible experience, inner as well as outer) must be excluded from
that solution. On the contrary, this solution must be sought only in
what we can arrive at merely indirectly, namely by means of infer-
ences from universal principles a priori. After the principal source
of all knowledge had thus been excluded, and the direct path to
truth closed, it is not surprising that the dogmatic attempts failed,
and that Kant was able to demonstrate the necessity of this failure.
For it had been assumed beforehand that metaphysics and knowl-
edge a priori were identical; yet for this it would have been necessary
first to demonstrate that the material for solving the riddle of the
world cannot possibly be contained in the world itself, but is to be
sought only outside it, in something we can reach only under the
guidance of those forms of which we are a priori conscicus. But so

*“Bepging of the question.” [Tr.}
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long as this is not proved, we have no ground for shutting ourselves
off from the richest of all sources of knowledge, inner and outer ex-
perience, in the case of the most important and most difficult of all
problems, in order to operate with empty forms alone. Therefore,
I say that the solution to the riddle of the world must come from
an understanding of the world itself; and hence that the task of
metaphysics is not to pass over experience in which the world exists,
but to understand it thoroughly, since inner and outer experience are
certainly the principal source of all knowledge. I say, therefore, that
the solution to the riddle of the world is possible only through the
proper connexion of outer with inner experience, carried out at the
right point, and by the combination, thus eflected, of these two very
heterogeneous sources of knowledge. Yet this is so only within cer-
tain limits inseparable from our finite nature, consequently so that
we arrive at a correct understanding of the world itself without reach-
ing an explanation of its existence which 1s conclusive and does away
with all further problems. Consequently, est quadam prodire tenus®
and my path lies midway between the doctrine of omniscience of the
earlier dogmatism and the despair of the Kantian Critique. But the
important truths discovered by Kant, by which the previous meta-
physical systermns were overthrown, have fumished my system with
data and material. Compare what 1 have said about my method in
chapter 17 of volume two. So much for Kant’s fundamental idea;
we will now consider the argument and its detail.

* w ¥

Kant’s style bears throughout the stamp of a superior mind, a
genuine, strong individuality, and a quite extraordinary power of
thought. Tts characteristic guality can perhaps be appropriately de-
scribed as a brilliant dryness, on the strength of which he was able
to grasp concepts firmly and pick them out with great certainty, and
then toss them about with the pgreatest freedom, to the reader’s
astonishment. I find the same brilliant dryness again in the style of
Aristotle, though that is much simpler. Nevertheless, Kant’s exposi-
tion is often indistinct, indefinite, inadequate, and occasionally ob-
scure. This obscurity is certainly to be excused in part by the diffi-
culty of the subject and the depth of the ideas. Yet whoever is him-
self clear to the bottom, and knows quite distinctly what he thinks
and wants, will never write indistinetly, never set up wavering and
indefinite concepts, or pick up from foreign languages extremely diffi-

5%[t is right to go up to the boundary (if there is no path beyond)." [Tr1.]
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cult and complicated expressions to denote such concepts, in order
to continue using such expressions afterwards, as Kant took words
and formulas from earlier, even scholastic, philosophy. These he
combined with one another for his own purpose, as for example,
“transcendental synthetic unity of apperception,” and in general
“unity of synthesis,” which he always uses where “union” or “com-
bination” would be quite sufficient by itself. Moreover, such a man
will not always be explaining anew what has already been explained
once, as Kant does, for example, with the understanding, the cate-
gories, experience, and other main concepts. Generally, such a man
will not incessantly repeat himself, and yet, in every new presentation
of an idea that has already occurred a hundred times, leave it again
in precisely the same obscure passages. On the contrary, he will
express his meaning once distinctly, thoroughly, and exhaustively,
and leave it at that. Quo enim melius rem aliquam concipimus, eo
magis determinati sumus ad eam unico modo exprimendam)® says
Descartes in his fifth letter. But the greatest disadvantage of Kant’s
occasionally obscure exposition is that it acted as exemplar vitiis
imitabile," in fact it was misinterpreted as a pernicious authorization.
The public had been forced to see that what is obscure is not always
without meaning; what was senseless and without meaning at once
took refuge in obscure exposition and language. Fichte was the first
to grasp and make vigorous use of this privilege; Schelling at least
equalled him in this, and a host of hungry scribblers without intellect
or honesty soon surpassed them both. But the greatest effrontery in
serving up sheer nonsense, in scrabbling together senseless and mad-
dening webs of words, such as had previously been heard only in
madhouses, finally appeared in Hegel. It became the instrument of
the most ponderous and general mystification that has ever existed,
with a result that will seem incredible to posterity, and be a lasting
monument of German stupidity. Meanwhile, Jean Paul wrote in vain
his fine paragraph, “Higher appreciation of philosophical madness in
the professor’s chair, and of poetical madness in the theatre”
(Aesthetische Nachschule); for in vain had Goethe already said:

“They prate and teach, and no one interferes;
All from the fellowship of focls are shrinking.
Man usually believes, if only words he hears,
That also with them goes material for thinking.” 8

*“For the better we understand a thing, the more are we resolved to express
it in a unique way.” [Tr.]

T“An example inducing one to imitate its defects.” [Tr.]

® Faust, Bayard Taylor's translation. [Tr.]
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But let us return to Kant. We cannot help admitting that he
entirely lacks grand, classical simplicity, naiveté, ingénuité, candeur.
His philosophy has no analogy with Greek architecture which pre-
sents large, simple proportions, revealing themselves at once to the
glance; on the contrary, it reminds us very strongly of the Gothic
style of architecture. For an entirely individual characteristic of
Kant’s mind is a peculiar liking for symmetry that loves a variegated
multiplicity, in order to arrange this, and to repeat this arrange-
ment in subordinate forms, and so on indefinitely, precisely as in
Gothic churches. In fact, he sometimes carries this to the point of
trifling, and then, in deference to this tendency, goes so far as to do
open violence to truth, and treats it as nature was treated by old-
fashioned pardeners, whose works are symmetrical avenues, squares
and triangles, trees shaped like pyramids and spheres, and hedges in
regular and sinuous curves, I will illustrate this with facts,

After discussing space and time isolated from everything else,
and then disposing of the whole of this world of perception, filling
space and time, in which we live and are, with the meaningless words
“the empirical content of perception is given to us,” he immediately
arrives in one jump at the logical basis of his whole philosophy,
namely the table of judgements. From this table he deduces an exact
dozen of categories, symmetrically displayed under four titles. These
later become the fearful Procrustean bed on to which he violently
forces all things in the world and everything that occurs in man,
shrinking from no violence and disdaining no sophism in order
merely to be able to repeat everywhere the symmetry of that table,
The first thing that he symmetrically deduces from it is the pure
physiological table of universal principles of natural science, namely
the axioms of inmtuition, anticipations of perception, analogies of
experience, and postulates of empirical thought in general. Of these
fundamental principles the first two are simple; but each of the
last two symmetrically sends cut three shoots. The mere categories
were what he calls concepts, but these fundamental principles of
natural science are judgements. In consequence of his highest guiding
line to all wisdom, namely symmetry, the series is now to prove
itself fruitful in the inferences or syllogisms, and this indeed they do
again symmetrically and rhythmically. For as, by applying the cate-
gories to sensibility, experience together with its a priori principles
sprang up for the understanding, so by applying the syilogisms to
the catepories, a2 task performed by reason (Vernunft) according
to its alleged principle of looking for the uncenditioned, the Ideas
of reason arise. This takes place as follows: The three categories
of relation give to syllogisms the three only possible kinds of major
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premisses, and accordingly syllogisms also are divided into three
kinds, each of which is to be regarded as an egg from which the faculty
of reason hatches an ldea; from the categorical kind of syllogism,
the Idea of the soui; from the hypothetical, the Idea of the world;
and from the disjunctive, the Idea of God. In the middle one, namely
the Idea of the world, the symmetry of the table of categories is
once more repeated, since its four titles produce four theses, each
of which has its antithesis as a symmetrical pendant.

We express our admiration for the really extremely acute combina-
tion that produced this elegant structure, but later on we shall thor-
oughly examine its foundations and its parts. First, however, we must
make the following remarks.

* * *

It is astonishing how Kant, without further reflection, pursues his
way, following his symmetry, arranging everything according to it,
without ever considering by itself one of the subjects thus dealt with.
I will explain myself in more detail. After taking intuitive knowledge
into consideration merely in mathematics, he entirely neglects the
rest of knowledge of perception in which the world lies before us,
and sticks solely to abstract thinking. Such thinking, however, re-
ceives the whole of its meaning and value only from the world of
perception, which is infinitely more significant, more universal, and
more substantial than is the abstract part of our knowledge. In
fact, and this is a main point, he has nowhere clearly distinguished
knowledge of perception from abstract knowledge, and in this way,
as we shall see later, he becomes implicated in inextricable contra-
dictions with himself. After disposing of the whole world of the
senses with the meaningless “it is given,” he now, as we have said,
makes the logical table of judgements the foundation-stone of his
structure. But here again he does not reflect for a moment on what
really lies before him. These forms of judgements are indeed words
and word-combinations. Yet first of all it should have been asked
what these directly denote; it would be found that they are concepts.
Then the next question would be about the nature of concepts. From
the answer to it we should have seen what relation these have to the
representations of perception in which the world exists, for per-
ception and reflection would have been separated. It would then
have been necessary to examine not merely how pure and only formal
intuition a priori, but also how its content, namely empirical per-
ception, enters consciousness. But then it would have been seen
what share the understanding has in this, and so also in general
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what the understanding is, and, on the other hand, what reason
(Vernunft) really is, the critique of which was being written. It is
very remarkable that he does not once properly and adequately de-
fine the latter, but only occasionally, and as required by the context
in each case, gives incomplete and inaccurate explanations of it, in
entire contradiction to the rule of Descartes already quoted.® For
example, on p. 11 (V, 24) of the Critique of Pure Reason, it is the
faculty of the principles a priori; again on p. 299 (V, 356) he says
that reason is the faculty of the principles, and that it is opposed to
the understanding, which is the faculty of rules/ Now one would
think that there must be a vast difference between principles and
rules, for it entitles us to assume a particular faculty of knowledge
for each of them. But this great distinction is said to lie merely in
the fact that what is known a priori through pure intuition or per-
ception, or through the forms of the understanding, is a rule, and
only what results a priori from mere concepts is a principle. We
shall return later to this arbitrary and inadmissible distinction when
dealing with the Dialectic. On p. 330 (V, 386) reason is the
faculty of inference; mere judgmg (p. 69; V, 94) he often declares
to be the business of the understanding. Now by this he really says
that judging is the business of the understanding, so long as the
ground of the judgement is empirical, transcendental, or metalogical
(On the Principle of Sufficient Reason, §§ 31, 32, 33); but if it is
logical, and the syllogism consists in this, then a quite special, and
much more important, faculty of knowledge, namely of reason, is
here at work. Indeed, what is more, on p. 303 (V, 360) it is ex-
plained that the immediate inferences from a proposition are still a
matter of the understanding, and that only those where a mediating
concept is used weould be carried out by our faculty of reason. The
example quoted is that from the proposition “All men are mortal,”
the inference “Some mortals are men” is drawn by the mere under-
standing; on the other hand: “All scholars are mortal” is an infer-
ence demanding a quite different and far more important faculty,
that of reason. How was it possible for a great thinker to produce
anything like this? On p. 553 (V. 581} reason is all of a sudden
the constant condition of all arbitrary actions. On p. 614 (V, 642)

® Here it must be noted that T everywhere quote the Critigue of Pure Reason
according to the pagination of the first edition, for in the Rosenkranz edition
of the collected works this pagination is always given in addition. Moreover, I
add the pagination of the fifth edition, preceded by a V. All the other editions
from the second onwards are like the fifth, and so also is their pagination.

[Translator's addition: Professor F. Max Miiller’s English translation of the

Critigue of Pure Reason indicates in square brackets the original pagination of
the first German edition.]

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



The World As Will and Representation [433]

it comsists in our being able to give an account of our assertioms;
on pp. 643, 644 (V, 671, 672) it consists in the fact that it unites
the concepts of the understanding into Ideas, just as the understand-
ing unites the manifold of objects into concepts. On p. 646 (V, 674)
- it is nothing but the faculty of deriving the particular from the
general.

The understanding is also being constantly explained afresh. It is
explained in seven passages of the Critigue of Pure Reason: thus,
on p. 51 (V, 75) it is the faculty of producing representations them-
selves; on p. 69 (V, 94) it is the faculty of judging, i.e., of thinking,
i.e., of knowing through concepts; on p. 137 of the fifth edition,!? it is
the faculty of knowledge in general; on p. 132 (V, 171) it is the
faculty of rules, but on p. 158 (V, 197) he says that “It is not only
the faculty of rules, but the source of fundamental principles
(Grundsiitze} according to which everything is under rules”; and
yet previously it was opposed to reason, because reason alone was
the faculty of principles (Principien). On p. 160 (V, 199) the
understanding is the faculty of concepts; but on p. 302 (V, 359)
it is the faculty of the unity of phenomena by means of rules.

Against such really confused and groundless utterances on the
question (although they come from Kant) I shall have no need to
defend the explanations I have advanced of these two faculties of
knowledge, for such explamations are fixed, precise, definite, simple,
and always agree with the use of language in all nations and all
ages. 1 have quoted them merely as proofs of my reproach that
Kant pursues his symmetrical, logical system without reflecting suffi-
ciently on the subject with which he thus deals.

Now, as 1 have said above, if Kant had seriously investigated
to what extent two such different faculties of knowledge, one of
which is the distinctive characteristic of mankind, come to be known,
and what reason and understanding mean according to the use of
languape in all nations and by all philosophers, then he would never
have divided reason into theoretical and practical without any further
authority than the intellectus theoreticus and practicus of the scho-
lastics, who unse the terms in an entirely different sense, and he
would never have made practical reason the source of virtuous con-
doct. In the same way, Kant should really have investigated what
a concept is in general, before separating so carefully concepts of
the understanding (by which he understands partly his categories,
partly all common concepts) and concepts of reason (his so-called
Ideas), and making them both the material of his philosophy, which

*Para. 17, [Tr.]
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for the most part deals only with the validity, application, and origin
of all these concepts. But this very necessary investigation, unfor-
tunately, has also been omitted, and this has greatly contributed to
the terrible confusion of intuitive and abstract knowledge which I
shall shortly demonstrate, The same want of adequate reflection with
which he passed over such questions as: What is perception? What
is reflection? What is concept? What is reason? What is under-
standing? caused him also to pass over the following investigations
just as absolutely necessary, namely: What do I call the object
which I distinguish from the representation? What is existence? What
is object? What is subject? What are truth, illusion, error? But he
pursues, without reflecting or looking about him, his logical schema
and his symmetry. The table of judgements shall and must be the key
to all wisdom.

k¥ %

1 have mentioned it above as Kant’s principal merit that he
distinguished the phenomenon from the thing-in-itself, declared this
whole visible world to be phenomenon, and therefore denied to its
laws ail validity beyond the phenomenon. It is certainly remarkable
that he did not trace that merely relative existence of the phenome-
non from the simple, undeniable truth which lay so near to him,
namely “No object without a subject,” in order thus, at the very root,
to show that the object, because it always exists only in relation
to a subject, is dependent thereon, is conditioned thereby, and is
therefore mere phenomenon that does not exist in itself, does not exist
unconditionally. Berkeley, to whose merit Kant does not do justice,
had already made that important proposition the foundation-stone
of his philosophy, and had thus created an immortal reputation for
himself. Yet even he did not draw the proper conclusions from that
propesition, and so was in part misunderstood, and in part insuffi-
ciently attended to. In my first edition, I explained Kant’s avoidance
of this Berkeleian principle as resulting from a vistble fear of de-
cided idealism, whereas, on the other hand, I found this distinctly
expressed in many passages of the Critique of Pure Reason, and
accordingly accused Kant of contradicting himself. And this reproach
was well founded, in so far as the Critigue of Pure Reason was at
that time known to me only in its second edition, or in the five
subsequent editions printed from it. Now when later I read Kant's
principal work in the first edition, which had already become scarce,
I saw, to my great joy, all those contradictions disappear. I found
that, although Kant does not use the formula “No object without
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subject,” he nevertheless, with just as much emphasis as do Berkeley
and I, declares the external world lying before us in space and time
to be mere representation of the subject that knows it. Thus, for
example, he says there (p. 383) without reserve: “If I take away
the thinking subject, the whole material world must cease to exist,
as it is nothing but the phenomenon in the sensibility of our sub-
ject, and a species of its representations.” However, the whole pas-
sage from p. 348 to p. 392, in which Kant expounds his decided
idealism with great beauty and clarity, was suppressed by him in
the second edition. On the other hand, he introduced a number of
remarks that controverted it. In this way, the text of the Critique
of Pure Reason, as it was in circulation from the vear 1787 to 1838,
became disfigured and spoilt; it was a self-contradictory book, whose
sense therefore could not be thoroughly clear and comprehensible to
anyone. In a letter'* to Professor Rosenkranz, I discussed this in
detail, as well as my conjectures regarding the prounds and the
weaknesses that could have induced Kant to disfigure his immortal
work in such a way. The main passage of this letter was included
by Rosenkranz in his preface to the second volume of the edition
of Kant’s collected works edited by him, to which therefore T refer.
-In consequence of my representations, Professor Rosenkranz was
induced in 1838 to restore the Critique of Pure Reason to its original
form, for in the second volume, just mentioned, he had it printed
according to the first edition of 1781. In this way he rendered an
inestimable service to philosophy; indeed he has possibly rescued
from destruction the most important work of German literature;
and for this we must always be grateful to him. But let no one
imagine he knows the Critique of Pure Reason, and has a clear con-
ception of Kant's teaching, if he has read only the second or one
of the subsequent editions. This is absolutely impossible; for he has
read only a mutilated, spoilt, and, to a certain extent ungenuine text.
It is my duty to state this here emphatically, as a warning to every-
one.

However, the way in which Kant introduces the thing-in-itself
stands in undeniable contradiction to the fundamental, emphatic,
and idealistic view so clearly expressed in the first edition of the
Critigue of Pure Reason. Without doubt this is mainly why, in the
second edition, he suppressed the principal idealistic passage pre-
viously referred to, and declared himself directly opposed to Berke-
ley’s idealism. By doing this, however, he only introduced incon-
sistencies into his work, without being able to remedy its main de-

* Dated 24 Avgust 1837, [Tr.]
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fect. It is well known that this defect is the introduction of the
thing-in-itself in the way he chose, whose inadmissibility was demon-
strated in detail by G. E. Schulze in Aenesidernus, and which was
soon recognized as the untenable point of his system. The matter
can be made clear in a very few words. Kant bases the assumption
of the thing-in-itself, although concealed under many different turns
of expression, on a conclusion according to the law of causality,
namely that empirical perception, or more correctly sensation in our
organs of sense from which it proceeds, must have an ¢xternal cause.
Now, according to his own correct discovery, the law of causality
is known to us a priori, and consequently is a function of our
intellect, and so is of subjective origin. Moreover, sensation itself,
to which we here apply the law of causality, is undeniably subjective;
and finally, even space, in which, by means of this application, we
place the cause of the semsation as object, is a form of our intellect
given a priori, and is consequently subjective. Therefore the whole
of empirical perception remains throughout on a subjective founda-
tion, as a mere occurrence in us, and nothing entirely different from
and independent of it can be brought in as a thing-in-itself, or shown
to be a necessary assumption. Empirical perception actuwally is and
remains our mere representation; it is the world as representation.
We can arrive at its being-in-itself only on the entirely different path
1 have followed, by means of the addition of self-consciousness,
which proclaims the will as the in-itself of our own phenomenon.
But then the thing-in-itself becomes something toto genere different
from the representation and its elements, as I have explained.

The great defect of the Kantian system in this point, which, as [
have said, was soon demonstrated, is an illustration of the beautiful
Indian proverb: “No lotus without a stem.” Here the stem is the
faulty deduction of the thing-in-itself, though only the method of
deduction, not the recognition of a thing-in-itself belonging to the
given phenomenon. But in this last way Fichte misunderstood it, and
this was possible only because he was concerned not with truth, but
with making a sensation for the furtherance of his personal ends.
Accordingly, he was foolhardy and thoughtless enough altogether to
deny the thing-in-itself, and 1o set up a system in which not the
merely formal part of the representation, as with Kant, but also the
material, namely its whole content, was ostensibly deduced a priori
from the subject. He quite correctly reckoned here on the public’s
lack of judgement and stupidity, for they accepted wretched sophisms,
mere hocus-pocus, and senseless twaddle as proofs, so that he sue-
ceeded in turning the public’s attention from Kant to himself, and in
giving to German philosophy the direction in which it was after-

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



The World As Will and Representation [437]

wards carried farther by Schelling, finally reaching its goal in the
senseless sham wisdom of Hegel.

1 now return to Kant’s great mistake, already touched on above,
namely that he did not properly separate knowledge of perception
from abstract knowledge; from this there arose a terrible confusion
which we have now io consider more closely. If he had sharply
separated representations of perception from concepts thought merely
in abstracto, he would have kept these two apart, and would have
known with which of the two he had to deal in each case. Un-
fortunately this was not the case, although the reproach for this has
not yet become known, and is therefore perhaps unexpected. His
“object of experience,” of which he is constantly speaking, the proper
subject of the categories, is not the representation of perception, nor
is it the abstract concept; it is different from both, and yet is both
at the same time, and is an utter absurdity and impossibility. For,
incredible as it seems, he lacked the good semse or the good will
to come to an understanding with himself about this, and to explain
clearly to others whether his “object of experience, i.e., of the
knowledge brought about by the application of the categories,” is
the representation of perception in space and time (my first class of
representations), or merely the abstract concept. Strange as it is,
there is conmstantly running through his mind something between
the two, and so there comes about the unfortunate confusion that 1
must now bring to light. For this purpose I shall have to go over
the whole elementary theory in general.

» * *

The Transcendental Aesthetic is a work of such merit that
it alone would be sufficient to immortalize the name of Kant. Its
proofs have such a complete power of conviction that I number its
propositions among the incontestable truths. They are also un-
doubtedly among those that are richest in results, and are there-
fore to be regarded as that rarest thing in the world, a real and great
discovery in metaphysics. The fact, which he strictly demonstrates,
that we are a priori conscious of a part of our knowledge, admits
of no other explanation at all except that this constitutes the forms
of our intellect; indeed this is not so much an explanation as merely
the distinct expression of the fact itself. For a priori means nothing
but “not gained on the path of experience, and hence not come into
us from without.” Now that which is present in the intellect yet has
not come from without, is just that which originally belongs to the
intellect itself, namely its own nature. If that which is thus present
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in the intellect itself consists in the mode and manner in which all
its objects must present themselves to it, then this is equivalent to
saying that what is thus present is the intellect’s forms of knowing,
in other words, the mode and manner, settled once for all, in which
it fulfils this its function. Accordingly, “knowledge a priori” and
“the inteilect’s own forms” are fundamentally only two expressions
for the same thing, and so are, to 2 certain extent, synonyms.

Therefore, 1 knew of nothing to take away from the theories of
the Transcendental Aesthetic, but only of something to add to them.
Kant did not pursue his thought to the very end, especially in not
rejecting the whole of the Euclidean method of demonstration, even
after he had said on p. 87 {V, 120} that all geometrical knowledge
has direct evidence from perception. It 1s most remarkable that even
one of his opponents, in fact the cleverest of them, G. E. Schulze
{Kritik der theoretischen Philosophie, ii, 241), draws the conclusion
that an entirely different treatment of geometry from what is actually
in use would result from Kant’s teaching. He thus imagines that he
is bringing an apagogical argument against Kant, but as a matter of
fact, without knowing it, he is beginning a war against the Euclidean
method, I refer to § 15 in the first book of the present work,

After the detailed discussion of the universal forms of all per-
ception, given in the Transcendental Aesthetic, we necessarily expect
to receive some explanation of its content, of the way in which
empirical perception enters our consciousness, of how knowledge
of this whole world, for us so real and so important, originates in
us. But about this the whole of Kant's teaching really contains noth-
ing but the oft-repeated meaningless expression: “The empirical part
of perception is given from without.” Therefore, here also from the
pure forms of intuition, Kant arrives with one jump at thinking, at
the Transcendental Logic. At the very beginning of the Transcen-
dental Logic (Critique of Pure Reason, p. 50; V, 74), where Kant
cannot help touching on the material content of empirical perception,
he takes the first false step, he commits the wmgdwev deldeg. “Our
knowledge,” he says, “has two sources, receptivity of impressions and
spontaneity of concepts: the former is the capacity of receiving repre-
sentations; the latter is the capacity for knowing an object through
these representations, Through the first an object is given to us,
through the second it is thought.” This is false, for according to
this the impression, for which alone we have mere receptivity, which
therefore comes from without and alone is really “given,” would be
already a representation, in fact even an object. But it is nothing
more than a mere sensation in the sense-organ, and only by the
application of the understanding (i.e., of the law of causality), and
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of the forms of perception, of space and time, does our infellect
convert this mere sensation into a represemtation. This representation
now exists as object in space and time, and cannot be distinguished
from the latter (the object) except in so far as we ask about the
thing-in-itself; in other respects it is identical with the object. I have
discussed this point in detail in the essay On the Principle of Suffi-
cient Reason, § 21. But with this the business of the understanding
and of knowledge of perception is finished, and for this no concepts
and no thinking are needed in addition; therefore the animal also
has these representations. 1f concepts are added, if thinking is added,
to which spontaneity can certainly be attributed, then knowledge of
perception is entirely abandoned, and a completely different class of
representations, namely non-perceptible, abstract concepts, enters
consciousness. This is the activity of reason (Vernunft), which
nevertheless has the whole content of its thinking only from the
perception that precedes this thinking, and from the comparison of
this with other perceptions and concepts. But in this way Kant brings
thinking into perception, and lays the foundation for the terrible
confusion of intuitive and abstract knowledge which I am here en-
gaged in condemning. He allows perception, taken by itself, to be
without understanding, purely sensuous, and thus entirely passive,
and only through thinking (category of the understanding) does he
allow an object to be apprehended,; thus he brings thinking into per-
ception. But then again, the object of thinking is an individual, real
object; in this way, thinking loses its essential character of universal-
ity and abstraction, and, instead of universal concepts, receives as
its object individual things; thus he again brings perception into
thinking. From this springs the terrible confusion referred to, and
the consequences of this first false step extend over the whole of his
theory of knowledge. Through the whole of this, the utter confusion
of the representation of perception with the abstract representation
tends to a cross between the two, which he describes as the object
of knowledge through the understanding and its categories, and this
knowledge he calls experience. It is difficult to believe that, in the
case of this object of the understanding, Kant pictured to himself
something quite definite and really distinct. 1 shall now prove this
by the tremendous contradiction, running through the whole of the
Transcendental Logic, which is the real source of the obscurity that
envelops it.

Thus in the Critique of Pure Reason, pp. 67-69 (V, 92-94}; pp.
89, 90 (V, 122, 123); further, V, 135, 139, 153, he repeats and
insists that the understanding is no faculty of perception, that its
knowledge is not intuitive but discursive; that the understanding is
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the faculty of judging (p. 69: V, 94), and a judgement is indirect
knowledge, representation of a representation (p. 68: V, 93); that
the understanding is the faculty of thinking, and thinking is knowl-
edge through concepts (p. 69: V, 94}; that the categories of the
understanding are by no means the conditions under which objects
are given in perception (p. 89: V, 122), and perception in no way
requires the functions of thinking (p. 91: V, 123); that our under-
standing can only think, not perceive (V, pp. 135, 139). Further, in
the Prolegomena, § 20, he says that perception, intuition, perceptio
belongs merely to the senses; that judgement belongs only to the
understanding; and in § 22, that the business of the senses is to
perceive, that of the understanding to think, ie., to judge. Finally,
in the Critique of Practical Reason, fourth edition, p. 247 (Rosen-
kranz’s edition, p. 281) he says that the understanding is discursive,
its representations are thoughts, not perceptions. All this is in Kant's
own words,

From this it follows that this world of perception would exist for
us even if we had no understanding at all, that it comes into our
head in an entirely inexplicable way; this he frequently indicates by
his curious expression that perception is given, without ever ex-
plaining this indefinite and metaphorical expression any further.

Now all that has been quoted is contradicted most flagrantly by
all the rest of his doctrine of the understanding, of its categories, and
of the possibility of experience, as he explains this in the Transcen-
dental Logic. Thus in the Critique of Pure Reason, p. 79 (V, 105)
the understanding through its categories brings unity into the mani-
fold of perception, and the pure concepts of the understanding refer
a priori to objects of perception. On p. 94 (V, 126) he says that
“the categories are the condition of experience, whether of percep-
tion or of thinking that is met with in it.” In V, 127,12 the understand-
ing is the originator of experience. In V, 128,12 the categories de-
termine the perception of the objects. In V, p. 130,13 all that we repre-
sent to ourselves as combined in the object (which is of course
something perceptible and not an abstraction), has been combined
by an act of the understanding. In V, p, 135.2¢ the understanding is
explained anew as the faculty of combining @ priori, and bringing
the manifold of given representations under the unity of appercep-
tion. According to all ordinary use of language, however, appercep-
tion is not the thinking of a concept, but perceprion. In V, p. 136,14
we find even a supreme principle of the possibility of all perception

2 Para. 14. [Tr.]

* Para. 15, [Tr.]
* See penerally paras. 15-27. [Tr.]
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in relation to the understanding. In V, p. 143, it is given even as
a heading that all sensuous perception is conditioned by the cate-
gories. At the very same place, the logical function of the judgements
also brings the manifold of given perceptions under an apperception
in general, and the manifold of a given perception stands necessarily
under the categories, In V, p. 144, unity comes into perception
by means of the categories through the understanding. In V, p.
145, the thinking of the understanding is very strangely explained
by saying that the understanding synthetizes, combines, and arranges
the manifold of perception. In V, p. 161,18 experience is possible
only through the categories, and consists in the connexion of per-
ceptions (Wahrnehmungen) which, however, are just intuitions
(Anschauungen). In V, p. 159,25 the categories are a priori knowl-
edge of the objects of perception in general. Moreover, here and
in V, pp. 163 and 165,'5 one of Kant’s main doctrines is expressed,
namely that the understanding first of all makes nature possible,
since it prescribes for her laws @ priori, and nature accommodates
herself to the comstitution of the understanding, and so on. Now
nature is certainly perceptible and not an abstraction; accordingly,
the understanding would have to be a faculty of perception. In V,
p. 16815 it is said that the concepts of the understanding are the
principles of the possibility of experience, and this is the determining
of phenomena in space and time generally, phenomena which, how-
ever, certainly exist in perception. Fiually, pp. 189-211 (V, 232.
265) there is the long proof {whose incorrectness is shown in detail
in my essay On the Principle of Sufficient Reason, § 23), that the
objective succession and also the coexistence of the objects of ex-
perience are not sensuously apprehended, but are brought into nature
only through the understanding, and that nature herself first becomes
possible in this way. But it is certain that nature, the sequence of
events, and the coexistence of states, is something purely perceptible,
and not something merely thought in the abstract.

I invite everyone who shares my respect for Kant to reconcile
these contradictions, and to show that, in his doctrine of the object
of experience and of the way in which this object is determined by
the activity of the understanding and its twelve functions, Kant con-
ceived something quite distinct and definite. I am convinced that
the contradiction 1T have pointed out, which extends through the
whole Transcendental Logic, is the real reason for the great ob-
scurity of its language. In fact, Kant was vaguely aware of the con-
tradiction, inwardly struggled with it, but yet would not or could

* See generally paras. 15-27. [Tr.]
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not bring it to clear consciousness. He therefore wrapped it in mys-
tery for himself and for others, and avoided it by all kinds of subter-
fuges. Possibly from this it can also be inferred why he made from
the faculty of knowledge so strange and complicated a machine,
with so many wheels, such as the twelve categories, the transcen-
dental synthesis of imagination, of the inner sense, of the tran-
scendental unity of apperception, also the schematism of the pure
concepts of the understanding, and so on. And notwithstanding this
great apparatus, not even an attempt is made to explain the percep-
tion of the external world, which is after all the main thing in our
knowledpe, but this pressing claim is very miserably rejected always
by the same meaningless metaphorical expression: “Empirical per-
ception is given to us.” On p. 145'¢ of the fifth edition, we learn
further that perception is given through the object; consequently, the
object must be something different from perception.

Now if we endeavour to examine Kant's innermost meaning,
which he himself does not distinctly express, we find that actually
such an object different from perception, which, however, is by no
means a cohcept, is for him the proper object for the understanding;
indeed that it really must be by the strange assumption of such an
object, incapable of representation, that perception first becomes ex-
perience. I believe that an old, deep-rooted prejudice in Kant, dead
to all investipation, is the ultimate reason for the assumption of such
an absolute object that is an object in itself, i.e., one without a sub-
ject. It is certainly not the perceived object, but through the concept
it is added to perception by thought as something corresponding to
perception; and now perception is experience, and has value and
truth that it consequently receives only through the relation to a
concept (in diametrical opposition to our exposition, according to
which the concept obtains value and truth only from perception).
Tt is then the proper function of the categories to add by thought
on to perception this object that is not capable of direct representa-
tion. “The object is given only through perception, and it is after-
wards thought in accordance with the category” (Critique of Pure
Reason, first edition, p. 399). This becomes particularly clear from
a passage, p. 1257 of the fifth edition: “It is now asked whether
concepts a priori do not also come first as conditions under which
alone something is, although not perceived, yet conceived as object
in general,” a question he answers in the affirmative. Here the source
of the error and the confusion that surrounds it are clearly seen.
For the object as such exists always only for and in perception;

* Para, 22. [Tr.]
Y Para. 14. [Tr.)
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now perception may be brought about through the senses, or, in the
absence of the object, through the power of imagination. What is
thought, on the other hand, is always a universal, non-perceptible
concept, which can at all events be the concept of an object in gen-
eral. Only indirectly, however, by means of concepts, is thinking
related to objects, and these objects themselves always are and re-
main perceptible. For our thinking does not help to impart reality
to perceptions; this they have in so far as they are capable of it
(empirical reality) through themselves; but our thinking does serve
to comprehend and embrace the common element and the results
of perceptions, in order to be able to preserve them and manipulate
them more easily. Kant, however, ascribes the objects themselves
to thinking, in order thus to make experience and the cbjective
world dependent on the understanding, yet without letting the under-
standing be a faculty of perception. In this connexion, he certainly
distinguishes perceiving from thinking, but he makes particular
things the object sometimes of perception and sometimes of think-
ing. But actually they are only the object of perception; our em-
pirical perception is at once objective, just because it comes from
the causal nexus. Things, and not representations different from
them, are directly its object. Individual things as such are perceived
in the understanding and through the senses; the one-sided impres-
sion on these is at once completed by the power of the imagination.
On the other hand, as soon as we pass over to thinking, we leave
individual things, and have to do with universal concepts without
perceptibility, although afterwards we apply the results of our think-
ing to individual things. If we stick to this, the inadmissibility is
apparent of the assumption that the perception of things obtains
reality and becomes experience only through the thought of these
very things applying the twelve categories. On the contrary, in per-
ception itself empirical reality, and consequently experience, is al-
ready given; but perception can also come azbout only by the
application of knowledge of the causal nexus, the sole function of
the understanding, to the sensation of the senses. Accordingly, per-
ception is really intellectual, and this is just what Kant denies.
Besides the passage quoted, Kant’s assumption here criticized is
alse found expressed with admirable clearness in the Critique of
Judgement, § 36, at the very beginning; likewise in the Metaphysical
Rudiments of Natural Science, in the note to the first explanation
of “Phenomenology.” But with a naivety which Kant ventured on
least of all in connexion with this doubtful point, it is found most
distinctly laid down in the book of a Kantian, namely, Kiesewetter’s
Grundriss einer allgemeinen Logik, third edition, Part 1, p. 434 of
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the explanation, and Part II, §§ 52 and 53 of the explanation; like-
wise in Tieftrunk’s Denklehre in rein Deutschem Gewande (1823),
There it is clearly seen how the disciples of every thinker, who do
not think for themselves, become the magnifying mirror of his mis-
takes. Having once decided on his doctrine of the categories, Kant
always trod warily when expounding it; the disciples, on the con-
trary, are quite bold, and thus expose its falseness.

In accordance with what has been said, the object of the cate-
gories with Kant is not exactly the thing-in-itself, but yet is very
closely akin to it. It is the object-in-itself, an object requiring no
subject, an individual thing, and yet not in time and space, because
not perceptible; it is object of thinking, and yet not abstract concept.
Accordingly, Kant makes a triple distinction: (1) the representation;
(2) the object of the representation; (3) the thing-in-itself. The
first is the concern of sensibility, which for him includes, simul-
taneously with sensation, also the pure forms of perception, namely
space and time. The second is the concern of the understanding,
that adds it in thought through its twelve categories. The third lies
beyond all possibility of knowledge. (As proof of this, see pp. 108
and 109 of the first edition of the Critique of Pure Reason.) The
distinction between the representation and the object of the repre-
sentation is, however, unfounded. Berkeley had already demonstrated
this, and it follows from the whole of my discussion in the first book,
especially from Chapter I of the supplements; in fact it follows from
Kant's own wholly idealistic point of view in the first edition. But
if we did not wish to reckon the object of the representation as
belonging to the representation, and to identify it therewith, we
should have to attribute it to the thing-in-itself; in the end this de-
pends on the sense we attach to the word object. However, this
much is certain, that, when we reflect clearly, nothing can be found
except representation and thing-in-itself. The unwarranted iatroduc-
tion of that hybrid, the object of the representation, is the source
of Kant’s errors. Yet, when this is removed, the doctrine of the
categories as concepts a priori also falls to the ground; for they con-
tribute nothing to perception, and are not supposed to hold good of
the thing-in-itself, but by means of them we conceive only those
“objects of the representations,” and thus convert representation
into experience. For every empirical perception is already experience;
but every perception that starts from sensation is empirical. By
means of its sole function (namely a priori knowledge of the law
of causality), the understanding refers this sensation to its cause.
In this way the cause presents itself in space and time (forms of
pure intuition or perception) as object of experience, material ob-
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ject, enduring in space through all time, but yet as such always re-
maining representation, just like space and time themselves. If we
wish to geo beyond this representation, we arrive at the question as
to the thing-in-itself, the answer to which is the theme of my whole
work, as of all metaphysics in general. Kant’s error, here discussed,
is connected with the mistake of his which we previously condemned,
namely that he gives no theory of the origin of empirical percep-
tion, but, without more ado, treats it as given, identifying it with
the mere sensation to which he adds only the forms of intuition or
perception, namely space and time, comprehending both under the
name of sensibility. But still there does not arise any objective rep-
resentation from these materials. On the contrary, this positively de-
mands a relation of the sensation to its cause, and hence the
application of the law of causality, and thus understanding. For
without this, the sensation still remains always subjective, and does
not put an object mto space, even when space is given with it. But
according to Kant, the understanding could not be applied to per-
ception; it was supposed merely to rhink, in order to remain within
the Transcendental Logic. With this again is connected another of
Kant's mistakes, namely that he left it to me to furnish the only
valid preof of the rightly recognized a priori nature of the law of
causality, in other words, the proof from the possibility of objective,
empirical perception itself. Instead of this, he gives an obviously
false proof, as I have shown in my essay On the Principle of Suffi-
cient Reason, § 23. From the above, it is clear that Kant’s “object
of the representation” (2) is made up of what he has stolen partly
from the representation (1) and partly from the thing-in-itself (3).
If experience actually came about only by our understanding apply-
ing twelve different functions, in order to think through just as many
concepts a priori the objects that were previously merely perceived,
then every real thing as such would have to have a number of de-
terminations, which, being given a priori, just like space and time,
could not possibly be thought away, but would belong quite essen-
tially to the existence of the thing, and vet could not be deduced
from the properties of space and time. But only a single determina-
tion of this kind is to be found, that of causality. On this rests
materiality, for the essence of matter consists in action, and it is
through and through causality. (See Vol. 2, chap. 4.) But it is
materiality alone that distinguishes the real thing from the picture
of the imagination, that picture then being only representation. For
matter, as permanent, gives the thing permanence through all time
according to its matter, while the forms change in conformity with
causality, Everything else in the thing is either determinations of
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space or of time, or its empirical properties, all of which relate to
its activity, and are thus fuller determinations of causality, Causality,
however, already enters as a condition into empirical perception,
and this is accordingly a concern of the understanding, which makes
perception possible, but, apart from the law of causality, contributes
nothing to experience and its possibility. What fills the old ontologies,
apart from what is stated here, is nothing more than relations of
things to one another, or to our reflection, and is a scrambled-up
hotch-potch.

The style and language of the doctrine of the categories afford an
indication of its groundlessness. What a difference in this respect
between the Transcendental Aesthetic and the Transcendental Ana-
Iytic! In the former, what clearness, definiteness, certainty, firm con-
viction, openly expressed and infallibly communicated! All is full
of light, no dark lurking-places are left; Kant knows what he wants,
and knows he is right. In the latter, on the other hand, all is obscure,
confused, indefinite, wavering, uncertain; the language is cautious
and uneasy, full of excuses and appeals to what is coming, or even
to what is withheld. The entire second and third sections of the
Deduction of the Pure Concepts of the Understanding are com-
pletely changed in the second edition, because they did not satisfy
Kant himself, and have become quite different from those in the
first edition, although no clearer, We actually see Kant in conflict
with the truth, in order to carry out the hypothesis that he has once
settled. In the Transcendental Aesthetic, all his propositions are
actually demonstrated and proved from undeniable facts of con-
sciousness; in the Transcendental Analytic, on the other hand, when
we consider it closely, we find mere assertions that so it is and so
it must be. Therefore here, as everywhere, the style bears the stamp
of the thinking from which it has arisen, for style is the physiognomy
of the mind, Mereover it is to be noted that, whenever Kant wishes
to give an example for the purpose of fuller discussion, he almost
always takes for this purpose the category of causality, and then
what is said turns out to be correct; precisely because the law of
causality is the real, but also the only, form of the understanding,
and the remaining eleven categeries are merely blind windows. The
deduction of the categories is simpler and plainer in the first edition
than in the second. He endeavours to explain how, according to
the perception given by sensibility, the understanding brings about
experience by means of thinking the categories. In this connexion,
the expressions recognition, reproduction, association, apprehen-
sion, transcendental unity of apperception, are repeated ad nauseam,
and yet no clarity is reached. It is very remarkable, however, that
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in this explanation he does not once touch on what must occur to
everyone first of all, the relation of the sensation to its external
cause. If he did not wish to admit this relation, he should have
expressly denied it, but he does not do even this. He therefore fur-
tively manoeuvres round it, and all the Kantians have stealthily
evaded it in precisely the same way. The secret motive for this is
that he reserves the causal nexus under the name “ground of the
phenomenon” for his false deduction of the thing-in-itself, and then
that, through the relation to the cause, perception would become
intellectual, a thing which he dare not admit. Moreover, he seems
to have been afraid that, if the causal nexus were atlowed to hold
good between sensation and object, the latter would at once become
the thing-in-itself, and would introduce Locke’s empiricism. But the
difficulty is removed by reflection constantly reminding us that the
law of causality is of subjective origin, just as is the sensation itself;
moreover our own body, in so far as it appears in space, already
belongs to representations. But Kant was prevented from admitting
this by his fear of Berkeleian idealism.

“The combination of the manifold of perception” is repeatedly
stated to be the essential operation of the understanding by means
of its twelve categories. Yet this is never properly explained, nor
is it shown what this manifold of perception is before the combina-
tion by the understanding. Now time and space, the latter in all its
three dimensions, are confinug, ie., all their parts are originaily not
separated but combined. But they are the universal forms of our per-
ception; hence everything that exhibits itself (is given) in them also
appears originally as comtinuum, in other words, its parts already
appear as combined, and require no additional combination of the
manifold. Tf, however, we wish to interpret that combination of the
manifold of perception by saying that I refer the different sense-
impressions of an object only to this one, thus, for example, when
perceiving a bell, T recognize that what affects my eye as yellow,
my hands as smooth and hard, my ear as emitting sounds, is yet
only one and the same body, then this is rather a consequence of
the knowledge a priori of the causal nexus {of this actual and sole
function of the understanding). By virtue of this knowledge, all those
different impressions on my different organs of sense nevertheless
lead me only to a common cause of them, namely the constitution of
the body that stands before me, so that my understanding, in spite
of the variety and plurality of the effects, still apprehends the unity
of the cause as a single object exhibiting itself in just this way in
perception. In the fine recapitulation of his teaching which Kant
gives in the Critique of Pure Reason, pp. 719-726 (V, 747-754),
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he explains the categories, possibly more clearly than anywhere
else, as “the mere rule of the synthesis of what perception or obser-
vation may give a posteriori.” It seems that something is present in
his mind to the effect that in the comstruction of the triangle the
angles furnish the rule for the composition of the lines; at any rate,
by this picture we can best explain to ourselves what he says about
the function of the categories. The preface to the Metaphysical Rudi-
ments of Natural Science contains a long note, also furnishing an
explanation of the categories, and stating that they “differ in no re-
spect from the formal acts of the understanding in judging,” except
that in the Iatter, subject and predicate can at all events change
places. Then in the same passage the judgement in general is de-
fined as “an act through which the given representations first be-
come knowledge of an object.” According to this, as the animals do
not judge, they too must necessarily have no knowledge whatever
of objects. Generally, according to Kant, there are only concepts
of cbjects, no perceptions. On the other hand, I say that objects
exist primarily only for perception, and that concepts are always
abstractions from this perception. Therefore abstract thinking must
be conducted exacily according to the world present in perception,
for only the relation to this world gives content to the concepts, and
we cannot assume for the concepts any other a priori determined
form than the faculty for reflection in general. The essential nature
of this faculty is the formation of concepts, i.e., of abstract non-
perceptible representations, and this constitutes the sole function of
our faculty of reason, as I have shown in the first book. Accordingly,
I demand that we throw away eleven of the categories, and retain
only that of causality, but that we see that its activity is indeed the
condition of empirical perception, this being therefore not merely
sensuous but intellectual, and that the object thus perceived, the ob-
ject of experience, is one with the representation from which only
the thing-in-itself can still be distinguished.

After repeated study of the Critique of Pure Reason at different
periods of my life, a conviction has forced itself on me with regard
to the origin of the Transcendental Logic, and I mention it here
as being very useful for its understanding. The sole discovery, based
on objective apprehension and the highest human thought, is the
apergu that time and space are known by us @ priori. Gratified by
this lucky find, Kant wanted to pursue this vein still farther, and his
love for architectonic symmetry gave him the clue. Just as he had
found a pure intuition or perception a priori attributed as a condi-
tion to empirical perception, so he imagined that certain pure con-
cepts, as presupposition in our faculty of knowledge, would also lie

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



The World As Will and Representation [449]

at the root of the empirically acquired concepts. He imagined that
empirical, actual thinking would be possible first of all through a
pure thinking @ priori, which would have no objects at all in itself,
but would have to take them from perception. Thus he thought that,
just as the Transcendental Aesthetic establishes an @ priori basis for
mathematics, so must there also be such a basis for logic, and so
the former then received a symmetrical pendant in a Transcendental
Logic. From now on, Kant was no longer unprejudiced; he was no
longer in a condition of pure investigation and observation of what
15 present in consciousness, but was guided by an assumption and
pursued a purpose, that of finding what he presupposed, in order
to add to the Transcendental Aesthetic, so fortunately discovered,
a Transcendental Logic analogous to it, and thus symmetrically
corresponding to it, as a second storey. For this he hit upon the
table of judgements, from which he formed as well as he could the
table of categories, as the doctrine of twelve pure concepts a priori
which were to be the condition of our thinking those very things
whose perception is conditioned g priori by the two forms of sensi-
bility. Thus a pure understanding corresponded symmetrically to a
pure sensibility. After this, there occurred to him yet another con-
sideration that offered him a means of increasing the plausibility of
the thing, by assuming the schematism of the pure concepts of the
understanding. But precisely in this way is his method of procedure,
to him unconscious, most clearly betrayed. Thus, since he aimed at
finding for every empirical function of the faculty of knowledge an
analogous a priori function, he remarked that, between our empirical
perceiving and our empirical thinking, carried out in abstract non-
perceptible concepts, a connexion very frequently, though not al-
ways, takes place, since every now and then we attempt to go back
from abstract thinking to perceiving. We attempt this, however,
merely in order really to convince ourselves that our abstract think-
ing has not strayed far from the safe ground of perception, and has
possibly become somewhat high-flown or even a mere idle display
of words, much in the same way as, when walking in the dark, we
stretch out our hand every now and then to the wall that guides us.
We then go back to perception only tentatively and for the moment,
by calling up in imagination a perception corresponding to the con-
cept that occupies us at the moment, a perception which yet can
never be quite adequate to the concept, but is a mere representative
of it for the time being. I have already undertaken the necessary
discussion of this in my essay On the Principle of Sufficient Reason,
§ 28, Kant calls a fleeting phantasm of this kind a schema in con-
trast to the perfected picture of the imagination. He says that it is,
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so to speak, a monogram of the imagination, and asserts that, just
as such a schema stands midway between our abstract thinking of
empirically acquired concepts and our clear perception occurring
through the senses, so also do there exist ¢ priori similar schemata
of the pure concepts of the understanding between the faculty of
perception a priori of pure sensibility and the faculty of thinking
a priori of the pure understanding (hence the categories). He de-
scribes these schemata one by one as monograms of the pure
imagination a priori, and assigns each of them to the category
corresponding to it, in the strange “Chapter on the Schematism of
the Pure Concepts of the Understanding,” which is well known for
its great gbscurity, since no one has ever been able to make anything
out of it. But its obscurity is cleared up if we consider it from the
point of view here given; but here more than anywhere else do
the intentional nature of Kant’s method of procedure and the re-
solve, arnived at beforehand, to find what would correspond to the
analogy, and what might assist the architectonic symmetry, clearly
come to light. In fact, this is the case to such a degree that the thing
borders on the comical. For, by assuming schemata of the pure
(void of content) concepts a priori of the understanding (categories)
analogous to the empirical schemata (or representatives of our actual
concepts through the imagination), he overlooks the fact that the
purpose of such schemata is here entirely wanting. For the purpose
of the schemata in the case of empirical (actual) thinking is related
solely to the material content of such concepts. For, since these con-
cepts are drawn from empirical perception, we assist ourselves and
sce where we are, in the case of abstract thinking, by casting now
and then a flecting, retrospective glance at perception from which
the concepts are taken, in order to assure ourselves that our thinking
still has real content. This, however, necessarily presupposes that
the concepts which cccupy us have sprung from perception; and
it is a mere glance back at their material content, in fact a mere
remedy for our weakness. But with concepts a priori, which still
have no content at all, obviously this is of necessity omitted; for
these have not sprung from perception, but come to it from within,
in order first to receive a content from it. Therefore they have as
yet nothing on which they could look back. I discuss this peint at
length, because it is precisely this that throws light on the mysterious
method of the Kantian philosophizing. This accordingly censists in
the fact that, after the happy discovery of the two forms of intuition
or perception a priori, Kant attempts, under the guidance of analogy,
to demonstrate for every determination of our empirical knowledge
an analogue a priori, and this finally extends in the schemata even
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to a merely psychological fact. Here the apparent depth of thought
and the difficulty of the discussion merely serve to conceal from the
reader the fact that its content remains an entirely undemonstrable
and merely arbitrary assumption. But whoever finally penetrates the
meaning of such an exposition is easily induced to regard this la-
boriously acquired comprehension as a conviction of the truth of
the matter. On the other hand, if Kant had here maintained an un-
prejudiced and purely observant attitude, as with the discovery of
the intuitions or perceptions a priori, he could not but have found
that what is added to the pure intuition or perception of space and
time, when an empirical perception comes from it, is the sensation
on the one hand, and knowledge of causality on the other. This
converts the mere sensation into objective empirical perception; yet
it is not on this account borrowed and learnt from sensation, but
exists @ priori, and is just the form and function of the pure under-
standing. It is also, however, its sole form and function, yet one so
rich in results that all our empirical knowledge rests on it. If, as
has often been said, the refutation of an error is complete only by
our demonstrating psychologically the way in which it originated,
then I believe I have achieved this in what I have said above with
regard to Kant’s doctrine of the categories and of their schemata.

* * *

After Kant had introduced such great mistakes into the first simple
ountlines of a theory of the representation-faculty, he took into his
head a variety of very complicated assumptions. In connexion with
these, we have first of all the synthetic unity of apperception, a very
strange thing very strangely described. ““The I think must be able
to accompany all my representations.” Must be able: this is a
problematical-apodictic enunciation, or, in plain English, a proposi-
tion taking away with one hand what it gives with the other. And
what is the meaning of this proposition balanced on a point? That
all representing is thinking? Not so: that indeed would be terrible,
for then there would be nothing but abstract concepts, or at any
rate a pure percepticn free from reflection and from will, like that
of the beautiful, the deepest comprehension of the true essence of
things, in other words, of their Platonic Ideas. Then again, the ani-
mals would be bound either to think, or not even to have representa-
tions. Or is the proposition supposed to mean: No object without
subject? This would be very badly expressed by it, and would come
too late. If we summarize Kant’s utterances, we shall find that what
he understands by the synthetic unity of apperception is, so to
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speak, the extensionless centre of the sphere of all our representa-
tions, whose radii converge on it. It is what I call the subject of
knowing, the correlative of all representations, and is at the same
time what I have described and discussed at length in chapter 22
of the second volume as the focus on which the rays of the brain’s
activity converge. To that chapter I therefore refer, so as not to re-
peat myself.

* * %

That T reject the whele dectrine of the categories, and number it
among the groundless assumptions with which Kant burdened the
thecry of knmowledge, follows from the criticism of it given above.
In the same way it follows from the demonstration of the contra-
dictions in the Transcendental Logic which had their ground in the
confusion of knowledge from perception with abstract knowledge;
further, from the demonstration of the want of a distinct and definite
conception of the nature of the understanding and of the faculty
of reason. Instead of this we found in Kant’s works only incoherent,
inconsistent, inadequate, and incorrect expressions about those two
faculties of the mind. Finally, it results from the explanations that
1 myself have given in the first book and its supplements, and in
even greater detail in the essay On the Principle of Sufficient Reason,
§§ 21, 26, and 34, about the same faculties of the mind. These ex-
planations are very definite and distinct, and clearly result from a
consideration of the nature of our knowledge; moreover, they fully
agree with the conceptions of those two faculties of knowledge that
appear in the language and writings of all ages and all nations, but
were not brought to distinct expression. Their defence against the
very different Kantian description has for the most part been already
given with the exposure of the errors of that deseription. Now, as
the table of judgements, which Kant makes the basis of his theory
of thinking and indeed of his whole philosophy, is yet correct in
itself and as a whole, it is still incumbent on me to demonstrate how
these universal forms of all judgements arise in our faculty of knowl-
edge, and to make them agree with my description of it. In this dis-
cussion I shall always associate with the concepts understanding
and reason (Vernunft) the sense given to them in my explanation,
with which therefore T assume the reader to be familiar,

An essential difference between Kant’s method and that which
I follow is to be found in the fact that he starts from indirect, re-
flected knowledge, whereas I start from direct and intuitive knowl-
edge. He is comparable to a person who measures the height of a
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tower from its shadow; but I am iike one who applies the measuring-
rod directly to the tower itself. Philosophy, therefore, is for him a
science of concepts, but for me a science in concepts, drawn from
knowledge of perception, the only source of all evidence, and set
down and fixed in universal concepts. He skips over this whole
world of perception which surrounds us, and which is se multifarious
and rich in significance, and he sticks to the forms of abstract think-
ing. Although he never states the fact, this procedure is founded
on the assumption that reflection is the ectype of all perception, and
that everything essential to perception must therefore be expressed
in reflection, and indeed in very contracted, and therefore easily
comprehensible, forms and outlines. Accordingly, what is essential
and conformable to law in abstract knowledge would place in our
hands all the threads that set in motion before our eyes the many-
coloured puppet-show of the world of perception. If only Kant had
expressed this highest principle of his method plainly, and had then
followed it consistenily, he would at least have been obliged clearly
to separate the intuitive from the abstract, and we would not
have had to contend with inextricable contradictions and confusions.
But from the way in which he has solved his problem we see that
that fundamental principle of his method was only very indistinctly
present in his mind, and thus we still have to guess at it, even after
a thorough study of his philosophy.

Now as regards the method stated and the fundamental maxim
itself, there is much to be said for it, and it is a brilliant idea. The
real nature of all science consists indeed in our comprehending the
endless manifold of the phenomena of perception under compara-
tively few abstract concepts, and arranging out of these a system
from which we have all those phenomena wholly in the power of
our knowledge, can explain the past and determine the future. The
sciences, however, divide among themselves the extensive sphere of
phenomena according to the special and manifold classes of these
latter. It was a bold and happy idea to isolate what is absolutely
essential to the concepts as such and apart from their content, in
order to see from the forms of all thinking, found in this way, what
is also essential to all intuitive knowledge, and consequently to the
world as phenomenon in general. Now since this would be found
a priori on account of the necessity of those forms of thought, it
would be of subjective origin, and would lead exactly to the ends
Kant had in view. Then before going farther, what the relation of
reflection to knowledge of perception is should have been investi-
gated (and this naturally presupposes the clear separation of the
two, which Kant neglected); in what way reflection really repro-
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duces and represents knowledge of perception. It should have been
investipated whether such reflection remains quite pure, or is changed
and partially disguised by assimilation into its own (reflection’s)
forms, whether the form of abstract reflective knowledge becomes
more definite through the form of knowledge of perception, or
through the nature or quality that unalterably belongs to itself, ie.,
to reflective knowledge. In this way, even what is very heterogeneous
in intuitive knowledge can no longer be distinguished, the moment
it has entered reflective knowledge; and conversely, many distine-
tions observed by us in the reflective method of knowledge have
also sprung from this knowledge itself, and in no way indicate cor-
responding differences in intuitive knowledge. As a result of this
investigation, however, it would have been seen that knowledge of
perception, on being taken up into reflection, undergoes nearly as
much change as food does when assimilated into the animal corgan-
ism, whose forms and combinations are determined by itself, so that
from their composition the nature and quality of the food can no
longer be recognized at all. Or (for this is saying a little too much)
at any rate, it would have appeared that reflection is in no way
related to knowledge of perception as a reflection in water is to the
objects reflected, and hardly even as the shadow of these objects is
to the objects themselves. Such a shadow reproduces only a few
external outlines, but it also unites the most manifold into the same
form, and presents the most varied through the same outline. Thus,
starting from it, we could not possibly construct the shapes or forms
of things with completeness and certainty.

The whole of reflective knowledge, or reason (Vernunft), has
only one main form, and that is the abstract concept. It is peculiar
to our faculty of reason itself, and has no direct necessary connexion
with the world of perception. This world of perception, therefore,
exists for the animals entirely without reflective knowledge, and
even if it were to be a totally different world, that form of reflection
would nevertheless suit it just as well. But the combination of con-
cepts for judging has certain definite and regular forms which, found
by induction, constitute the table of judgements. For the most part,
these forms can be derived from the nature of reflective knowledge
itself, and hence directly from the faculty of reason, especially in
so far as they spring from the four laws of thought (which I call
metalogical truths) and from the dictum de omni et nullo.'® Others
of these forms, however, have their ground in the nature of knowl-
edge of perception, and hence in the understanding; yet they do not

* “Whatever is affirmed (denied) of an entire class or kind may be afflrmed
{denied) of any part.” [Tr.]
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by any means point to an equal number of special forms of the
understanding, but can be deduced wholly and entirely from the sole
function that the understanding has, namely direct knowledge of
cause and effect. Finally, still others of these forms have sprung
from the concurrence and combination of the reflective and intuitive
methods of knowledge, or really from the taking up of the latter
into the former. I shall now go through the moments of the judge-
ment individually, and demonstrate the origin of each from the
sources mentioned. From this it follows automatically that a deduc-
tion of categories from them falls to the ground, and that the assump-
tion thereof is just as groundless as its exposition has been found
to be confused and selfconflicting.

(1) The so-called quantiry of judgements springs from the essential
nature of concepts as such. It therefore has its ground solely in our
faculty of reason, and has absolutely no direct connexion with the
understanding and with knowledge of perception. As explained in
the first book, it is in fact essential to concepts as such that they
have a range, a sphere, and that the wider and less definite concept
includes the narrower and more definite. The latter can therefore
be separated out, and this can be done in two ways; either we express
the narrower concept merely as an indefinite part of the wider con-
cept in general, or we define it and completely separate it by means
of the addition of a special name. The judgement that is the carry-
ing out of this operation is called in the first case a particular, in
the second case a universal judgement. For example, one and the
same part of the sphere of the concept “tree” can be isolated through
a particular and through a universal judgement, thus: “Some trees
bear gall-nuts,” or “All oaks bear gall-nuts.” We see that the differ-
ence of the two operations is very slight, in fact that its possibility
depends on the richness of the language. Nevertheless, Kant has de-
clared that this difference reveals two fundamentally different actions,
functions, categories of the pure understanding that just through
these determines experience a priori.

Finally, we can also use a concept in order to arrive by its means
at a definite, particular representation of perception, from which,
and at the same time from many others, this concept itself is drawn
off; this is done through the singular judgement. Such a judgement
indicates only the boundary between abstract knowledge and knowl-
edge of perception, and passes directly over to the latter: “This tree
here bears gall-nuts.” Kant has made a special category of this also.

After all that has been said, there is no need here of further
polemic.

(2) In the same way, the guality of judgements lies entirely within
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the province of our faculty of reason, and is not an adumbration of
any law of the understanding that makes perception possible; in other
words, it does not point or refer theretc. The nature of abstract con-
cepts, which is just the inner nature of our faculty of reason itself
objectively comprehended, entails the possibility of uniting and sep-
arating their spheres, as already explained in the first book, and on
this possibility, as their presupposition, rest the universal laws of
thought, the laws of identity and of contradiction. Since they spring
purely from our faculty of reason, and cannot be further explained,
I have attributed to them metalogical truth. They determine that
what is united must remain united, and what is separated must remain
separated, and hence that what is settled and established cannot at
the same time be again eliminated. Thus they presuppose the possi-
bility of the combination and separation of spheres, in other words,
judgement. But according to the form, this lies simply and solely in
our faculty of reason, and this form has not, likc the content of the
judgements, been taken over from the perceptible knowledge of the
understanding, and therefore no correlative or analogue of it is there
to be looked for. After perception has arisen through the under-
standing and for the understanding, it exists complete, subject to
no doubt or errer; accordingly it knows neither affirmation nor de-
nial. For it expresses itself, and has not, like the abstract knowledge
of our faculty of reason, its value and content in the mere relation
to something outside it, according to the principle of the pround
of knowing. It is therefore nothing but reality; all negation is foreign
to its nature; that can be added in thought only through reflection,
but on this very account it always remains in the province of ab-
stract thinking,

To the affirmative and negative Kant adds the infinite judgements,
making use of a fad of the old scholastics, a cunningly contrived
stop-gap not even requiring an explanation, a blind window, like
many others employed by him for the sake of his architectonic sym-
metry.

{3) Under the very wide concept of relation Kant has brought
three entirely different properties of judgements, which we must
therefore examine individually in order to recognize their origin.

(a) The hypothetical judgernent in general is the abstract expres-
sion of that most universal form of all our knowledge, the principle
of sufficient reason. In my essay on this principle, I showed in 1813
that it has four entirely different meanings, and that in each of these
it eriginates primarily from a different faculty of knowledge, just as
it also concerns a different class of representations. From this it is
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sufficiently clear that the origin of the hypothetical judgement in
general, of this universal form of thought, cannot be, as Kant would
have it, merely the understanding and its category of causality; but
that the law of causality, the only form of knowledge of the pure
understanding according to my description, is only one of the forms
of the principle of sufficient rcason embracing all pure or a priori
knowledge, This principle, on the other hand, has in each of its
meanings this hypothetical form of judgement as its expression. Here
we se¢ quite clearly how kinds of knowledge quite different in their
origin and significance nevertheless appear, when thought by our
faculty of reason in abstracto, in one and the same form of combina-
tion of concepts and judgements. In this form they can no longer
be distinguished at all, but in order to distinguish them we must go
back to knowledge of perception, leaving abstract knowledge alto-
gether. Therefore the path followed by Kant for finding the elements
and also the inner mechanism of intuitive knowledge from the stand-
point of abstract knowledge was quite the wrong one, Moreover, the
whole of my introductory essay On the Principle of Sufficient Reason
is to be regarded to a certain extent merely as a thorough discussion
of the significance of the hypothetical form of judgement; T shall
therefore not dwell on it any more here.

{b) The form of the categorical judgement is nothing but the
form of the judgement in general, in the strictest scnse. For, strictly
speaking, judging simply means thinking the combination, or the
irreconcilability, of the spheres of concepts. Therefore, the hypo-
thetical and disjunctive combinations are not really special forms of
the judgement, for they are applied only to judgements already ¢com-
pleted, in which the combination of the concepts remains unchanged,
namely the categorical. But they again connect thes¢ judpements,
since the hypothetical form expresses their dependence on one an-
other, and the disjunctive their incompatibility. But mere concepts
have only one kind of relation to one another, namely those relations
expressed in the categorical judgement. The fuller determination, or
the subspecies of this relation, are the intersection and the complete
separateness of the concept-spheres, and thus affirmation and nega-
tion. Out of these Kant has made special categories under quite a
different title, that of gquality. Intersection and separateness again
have subspecies, according as the spheres lie within one another
completely or only partially, a determination constituting the quan-
tity of the judgements. Qut of these Kant has again made a quite
special title of categories. Thus he separated what is quite closely
related and even identical, narely the easily surveyed modifications
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of the only possible relations of mere concepts to one another; on
the other hand, he united under this title of relation that which is
very different.

Categorical judgements have as their metalogical principle the
laws of thought of identity and contradiction. But the ground of the
connexion of concept-spheres giving fruth to the judgement, that is
nothing but this connexion, can be of a very varied nature, and, as
a result of this, the truth of the judpement is either logical, or em-
pirical, or transcendental, or metalogical. This has already been dis-
cussed in the introductory essay, §§ 30-33, and need not here be
repeated. But it follows from this how very different the immediate
kinds of knowledge can be, all of which exhibit themselves in the
abstract through the combination of the spheres of two concepts as
subject and predicate, and that we cannot by any means set up a
single function of the understanding as corresponding to and pro-
ducing it. For example, the judgements: “Water boils”; “The sine
measures the angle”; “The will decides™; “Employment distracts”;
“Distinction is difficult,” express through the same logical form the
most varied kinds of relations. From this we obtain once more the
sanction, however wrong the beginning, to place ourselves at the
standpoint of abstract knowledge, in order to analyse direct, intuitive
knowledge. For the rest, the categorical judgement springs from a
knowledge of the understanding proper, in my sense, only where a
causality is expressed through it; but this is the case also with all
judgements expressing a physical quality. For if I say: “This body
is heavy, hard, fluid, green, sour, alkaline, organic,” and so on, this
always expresses its action or effect, and thus a knowledge that is
possible only through the pure understanding. Now after this knowl-
edge, like much that is quite different from it (e.g., the subordination
of highly abstract concepts), has been expressed in the abstract
through subject and predicate, these mere relations of concepts have
been transferred back to knowledge of perception, and it has been
supposed that the subject and predicate of the judgement must have
a special correlative of their own in perception, namely substance
and accident. But later on I shall clearly show that the concept
“substance” has no other true content than that of the concept “mat-
ter.” Accidents, however, are quite synonymous with kinds of effects,
so that the supposed knowledge of substance and accident is still
always that of the pure understanding of cause and effect, But how
the representation of matter really arises is discussed partly in our
first boek, § 4, and stil more clearly in the essay On the Principle
of Sufficient Reason at the end of § 21. To some extent we shall

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



The World As Will and Representation 1459]

see it still more closely when we investigate the principle that sub-
stance is permanent.

(c) The disjunctive judgements spring from the law of thought
of the excluded middle, which is a metalogical truth; they are there-
fore entirely the property of pure reason, and do not have their
origin in the understanding. The deduction of the category of com-
munity or reciprocal effect from them, however, is a really glaring
example of the acts of violence on truth which Kant ventures to
commit, merely in order to satisfy his love for architectonic sym-
metry. The inadmissibility of that deduction has already often been
rightly censured, and has been demonstrated on various grounds,
especially by G. E. Schulze in his Kritik der theoretischen Philoso-
phie and by Berg in his Epikritik der Philosophie. What actual anal-
ogy is there in fact between the problematical determination of a
concept by predicates that exclude one another, and the idea of
reciprocal effect? The two indeed are quite opposed, for in the dis-
junctive judgement the actual statement of one of the two terms of
division is necessarily at the same time an elimination of the other.
On the other hand, if we imagine two things in the relation of re-
ciprocal effect, the statement of the one is necessarily the statement
of the other also, and vice versa. Therefore the actual logical ana-
logue of reciprocal effect is unquestionably the circrlus vitiosus, for
in it, just as ostensibly in the case of reciprocal effect, what is es-
tablished is also the ground, and conversely. And just as logic re-
jects the circulus vitiosus, so also is the concept of reciprocal effect
to be banished from metaphysics, For I now intend quite seriously
to prove that there is no reciprocal effect at all in the proper sense,
and that this concept, so extremely popular precisely on account of
the indefiniteness of the idea, appears on closer consideration to be
empty, false, and invalid. First of all, let us recall what causality in
general is, and, to assist in this, let us look up my discussion about
it in the introductory essay, § 20, also in my essay On the Freedom
of the Will, chap. 3, pp. 27 seq. (2nd ed., pp. 26 seq.), and finally
in the fourth chapter of the second volume of the present work.
Causality is the law according to which the states or conditions of
matter that appear determine their positions in time. With causality
it is a question merely of states or conditions, in fact, really only
of changes, and not of matter as such or of persistence without
change. Matter as such is not under the law of causality, for it
neither comes into being nor passes away; thus the whole thing, as
we commonly say, dees not come under this law, but only the states
or conditions of matter. Further, the law of causality has nothing to
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do with permanence, for where nothing changes there is no producing
of effects and no causality, but a continuing state of rest. If such a
state or condition is changed, then the newly arisen state is again
gither permanent, or it is not, and it at once produces a third con-
dition or state. The necessity with which this happens is just the
law of causality, which is a form of the principle of sufficient reason,
and thus cannot be further explained, since the principle of sufficient
reason is the very principle of all explanation and all necessity. From
this it is clear that the existence of cause and effect is closely con-
nected with, and necessarily related to, the sequence of time. Only
in so far as state A precedes state B in time, but their snccession is
necessary and not an accidental one, in other words, is no mere
sequence but a consequence-—only to this extent is state A the cause
and state B the effect. But the concept of reciprocal effect contains
this, that each is cause and each is effect of the other; but this is
equivalent to saying that each of the two is the earlier and the later
at the same time, which is absurd. For that both states are simul-
taneous, and indeed necessarily simultaneous, cannot be accepted,
since, as they necessarily belong together and are simultaneous, they
constitute only one state. The enduring presence of all its determina-
tions is certainly required for the persistence of this state, but then
there is no longer any question of change and causality, but of dura-
tion and rest. Nothing is said except that, if one determination of
the whole state is changed, the resultant new state cannot continue,
but becomes the cause of the change of all the other determinations
of the first state also, whereby a new, third state appears. All this
happens merely in accordance with the simple law of causality, and
does not establish a new law, that of reciprocal effect.

1 also positively assert that the concept of reciprocal effect can-
not be illustrated by a single example. All that we should like to
pass off as such is either a state of rest, to which the concept of
causality, having significance only in regard to changes, finds no
application whatever; or it is an alternating succession of states of
the same name that condition one another, for the explanation of
which simple causality is quite sufficient. An example of the first
class is afforded by a pair of scales brought to rest by equal weights.
There is no effect at all here, for there is no change; it is a state of
rest; gravity acts, uniformly distributed, as it does in every body sup-
ported at its centre of gravity, but it cannot manifest its force through
any effect. That the taking away of one weight produces a second
state that at once becomes the cause of a third, namely the sinking
of the other scale, happens according to the simple law of cause
and effect. It requires no special category of the understanding, not
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even a special name. An example of the other class is the continuous
burning of a fire. The combination of oxygen with the combustible
body is the cause of the heat, and the heat again is the cause of the
renewed occurrence of that chemical combination. But this is nothing
but a chain of causes and effects, the alternate links of which, how-
ever, bear the same name. The burning A produces free heat B;
this produces a new burning C (i.e., a new effect having the same
name as the cause A, but not individually the same with it); this
produces a new heat D (which is not really identical with the effect
B, but is the same only according to the concept, in other words, it
has the same name as B), and so on indefinitely. A good example
of what in ordinary life is called reciprocal effect is afforded by a
theory of deserts given by Humboldt (Aasichten der Natur, second
edition, vol. II, p. 79). In sandy deserts it does mot rain, but it
rains on the wooded mountains that border them. The cause is not
the attraction of the clouds by the mountains, but the column of
heated air, rising from the sandy plain, which prevents the particles
of vapour from disintegrating, and drives the clouds upwards. On
the mountain range the vertically rising current of air is weaker, the
clouds descend, and the rainfall ensues in the cooler air. Thus want
of rain and the absence of plants in the desert stand in the relation
of reciprocal effect, It does not rain, because the heated surface of
sand radiates more heat; the desert does mot become a steppe or
prairie, because it does not rain, But obviously we have again here,
as in the above example, only a succession of causes and effects of
the same names, and absolutely nothing essentially different from
simple causality. It is just the same with the swinging of a pendulum,
and even, in fact, with the self-maintenance of the organic body,
where every state likewise produces a new one. This state is of the
same kind as the one by which it was itself brought about, but indi-
vidually it is new. Only here the matter is more complicated, since
the chain no longer consists of links of two kinds, but of links of
many kinds, so that a link of the same name recurs only after several
others have intervened. However, we always see before us only an
application of the single and simple law of causality which affords
the rule of the sequence of states or conditions, but not something
that needs to be comprehended by a new and special function of the
nnderstanding.

Or will it be said as a proof of the concept of reciprocal effect
that action and reaction are equal to each other? But this is to be
found precisely in what I urge so strongly, and have discussed at
length, in the essay On the Principle of Sufficient Reason, namely
that the cause and the effect are not two bodies, but two successive
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states of bodies, Consequently, each of the two states also implicates
all the bodies concerned, and hence the effect, i.e,, the newly ap-
pearing state, e.g., in the case of impact, extends to both bodies in
the same proportion; therefore the impelled body undergoes just
as great a change as does the impelling body {each in proportion to
its mass and velocity). If we choose to call this reciprocal effect,
then absolutely every effect is a reciprocal effect, and no new con-
cept arises on this account, still less a new function of the under-
standing for it, but we have only a superfluous synonym for causality.
Kant, however, thoughtlessly expresses just this view in the Mera-
physical Rudiments of Natural Science, where the proof of the
fourth proposition of mechanics begins: “All external effect in the
world is reciprocal effect.” Then how are different functions to lie
a priori in the understanding for simple causality and for reciprocal
effect; in fact, how is the real succession of things to be possible and
knowable only by means of causality, and their coexistence only by
means of reciprocal effect? Accordingly, if all effect is reciprocal
effect, succession and simultaneity would be the same thing, and
consequently everything in the world would be simultaneous. If
there were true reciprocal effect, then the perpetuum mobile would
also be possible, and even a priori certain. On the other hand, the
a priori conviction that there is no true reciprocal effect and no
form of the understanding for such an effect, is the basis for assert-
ing that perpetual motion is impossible.

Aristotle also denies reciprocal effect in the strict sense, for he
remarks that two things can indeed be reciprocally causes of each
other, but only in so far as we understand this in a different sense
of each, for example, that one thing acts on the other as motive, but
the latter acts on the former as the cause of its movement. Thus we
find the same words in two passages: Physics, Bk. ii, ¢. 3, and
Metaphysics, Bk. v, c. 2. Eaozt 3 <tva xal dAhdhov altie ofov b
movély attioy tRe edeflag, =al aley ol =movéiv &L ob Tév aleby
tgbmoy, dAAG 15 piv g Téhog, b BE W dpyh wvioewg. (Sunl prae-
lerea quae sibi sunt mutuo causae, ut exercitium bonae habitudinis,
et haec exercitii: at non eodem modo, sed haec wt finis, illud w
principium motus.)'® Moreover, if he assumed a reciprocal effect
preper, he would introduce it here, for in both passages he is con-
cerned with enumerating all the possible kinds of causes. In the
Posterior Analytics, Bk. ii, ¢. 11, he speaks of a rotation of causes
and effects, but not of a reciprocal effect.

*“There are also things that are the cause of one another; thus, for exam-
ple, gymnastics is the cause of good health, and vice versa, yet not in the same
way, but the one as the end of the movement, the other as its beginning.™ [Tr.]
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(4) The categories of modality have the advantage over all the
others, since what is expressed through each of them actually corre-
sponds to the form of judgement from which it is derived. With
the other categories this is hardly ever the case, since they are usu-
ally deduced from the forms of judgement with the most arbitrary
viclence.

Therefore, that the concepts of the possible, of the actual, and of
the necessary give rise to the problematical, the assertory, and the
apodictic forms of judgement, is perfectly true; but that those con-
cepts are special, original cognitive forms of the understanding in-
capable of further derivation, is not true. On the contrary, they
spring from the single form of all knowledge, which is original and
therefore known to us a priori, namely the principle of sufficient
reason; and in fact knowledge of necessity springs directly from this.
On the other hand, only by applying reflection to this do the con-
cepts of contingency, possibility, impossibility, and actuality arise.
Therefore all these do not in any way originate from one faculty of
the mind, the understanding, but arise through the conflict of ab-
stract knowledge with intuitive, as will be seen in a moment.

I maintain that to be necessary and to be consequent from a
given ground or reason are absolutely reciprocal concepts, and com-
pletely identical. We can never know or even think anything as
necessary, except in so far as we regard it as the comsequent from
a given ground or reason. The concept of necessity contains abso-
lutely nothing more than this dependence, this being established
through another thing, and this inevitably following from it. Thus
it arises and exists simply and solely by applying the principle of
sufficient reason. Therefore, according to the different forms of this
principle, there are a physically necessary (the effect from the
cause), a logically necessary (through the ground of knowing, in
analytical judgements, syllogisms, and so om), a mathematically
necessary (according to the ground of being in space and time),
and finally a practically necessary. With this last we wish to express
not some determination through a so-called categorical imperative,
but the necessarily appearing action with the given empirical charac-
ter according to the motives presented to it. But everything necessary
is so only relatively, namely on the presupposition of the ground or
reason from which it follows; therefore absolute necessity is a con-
tradiction. For the rest, Y refer to § 49 of the essay On the Principle
of Sufficient Reason.

The contradictory opposite, in other words, the denial of neces-
sity, is contingency. The content of this concept is therefore negative,
and so nothing more than absence of the connexion expressed by
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the principle of sufficient reason. Consequently even the contingent
is always only relative; thus 1t is contingent in relation to some-
thing that is not its ground or reason. Every object, of whatever
kind it be, ¢.g., every event in the actual world, is always at the
same time both necessary and contingent; necessary in reference to
the one thing that is its cause; contingent in reference to everything
eise. For its contact in time and space with everything else is a mere
coincidence without necessary connexion; hence also the words
chance, contingency, stumtwepa, contingens. Therefore an absolute
contingency is just as inconceivable as an absolute necessity, for
the former would be just an object that did not stand to any other
in the relation of consequent to ground. The inconceivability of such
a thing, however, is precisely the content of the principle of sufficient
reason negatively expressed. This principle, therefore, would first
have to be overthrown if we were to conceive an absolute con-
tingency. But then this itself also would have lost all meaning, for
the concept of the contingent has meaning only in reference to that
principle, and signifies that two objects do not stand to each other
in the relation of ground to consequent.

In nature, in so far as this is representation of perception, every-
thing that happens is necessary, for it proceeds from its cause. If,
however, we consider this individual thing in relation to everything
else that is not its cause, we recognize it as contingent, but this is
already an abstract reflection. Now if further, in the case of an
object of pature, we abstract entirely from its causal relation to
everything else, and hence from its necessity and contingency, then
the concept of the actual comprehends this kind of knowledge. In
the case of this concept we consider only the effect, without looking
about for the cause, in reference to which we should otherwise have
to call it recessary, and in reference to everything else contingent.
All this rests ultimately on the fact that the modality of the judge-
ment indicates not so much the objective quality of things as the
relation of our knowledge to that quality. But as in nature every-
thing preceeds from a cause, everything actual is also necessary;
yet only in so far as it is at this time, in this place; for only thus
far does determination through the law of causality extend. But if
we leave nature of perception, and pass over to abstract thinking,
we can in reflection represent to ourselves all the laws of nature,
known to us partly a priori, partly only a posteriori. This abstract
representation contains all that is in nature at gny time, in any place,
but with abstraction from every definite place and time; and in just
this way, through such reflection, we have entered the wide realm
of possibility. But what finds no place even here is the impossible.
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It is obvious that possibility and impossibility exist only for reflec-
tion, for the abstract knowledge of our faculty of reason, not for the
konowledge of perception, although it is the purc forms of such
knowledge which suggest to our reason determination of the possible
and the impossible. According as the laws of nature, from which we
start when thinking of the possible and the impossible, are known
a priori or a posteriori, is the possibility or impossibility metaphysical
or only physical.

From this exposition, which requires no proof because it rests
directly on knowledge of the principle of suflicient reason and on
the development of the concepts of the necessary, the actual, and
the possible, it is clear enough how entirely groundless is Kant's
assumption of threc special functions of the understanding for those
three concepts; here again we see that he did not let himself be
disturbed by any scruple in achieving his architectonic symmetry.

In addition to this, however, there is also the very great mistake,
namely his confusion with each other of the concepts of necessary
and contingent, of course after the example of previous philosophy.
This earlier philosophy misused abstraction in the following way.
It was obvious that that of which the ground is set, follows inevitably,
in other words, cannot fail to be, and so necessarily is. But men held
to this last determination alone, and said that that is necessary which
cannot be otherwise, or whose opposite is impossible. But they
disregarded the ground and the root of such necessity, overlooked
the rclativity of all necessity that results therefrom, and thus made
the utterly inconceivable fiction of an absolutely necessary, in other
words, of something whose existence would be as inevitable as the con-
sequent from the reason or ground, yet which would not be consequent
from a ground, and would thus depend on nothing. This addition
is just an absurd petitic principii, since it is contrary to the principle
of sufficient reason. Now starting from this fiction they declared, in
diametrical opposition to the truth, that everything established
through a ground or reason was contingent, since they looked at the
relative nature of its necessity, and compared this with the entirely
fictitious absolute necessity that is self-contradictory in its concept.®

® 8ee Christian Wolfl's Verniinftige Gedanken von Gott, Welt, und Seele,
§8 577-579. It is strange that he declares to be contingent only what is necessary
according to the principle of sufficient reason of becoming, i.e., what takes
place from causes. On the other hand, he recognizes as necessary what is
necessary according to the other forms of the principle of sufficient reason,
e.g., what follows from the essentia (definition), hence analytical judgements,
and further mathematical truths also. As the reason for this, he states that
only the law of causality gives infinite series, but the other kinds of prounds
give only finite series. This, however, is by no means the case with the forms
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Now Kant also retains this fundamentally perverse definition of the
contingent, and gives it as explanation: Critique of Pure Reason, V,
pp. 289-291; 243 (V, 301); 419, 458, 460 (V, 447, 486, 488).
Here indeed he falls into the most obvious contradiction with him-
self, since he says on p. 301: “Everything contingent has & cause,”
and adds: “That is contingent, of which the non-existence is possi-
ble.” But whatever has a cause cannot possibly not be; therefore it
is necessary. For the rest, the origin of the whole of this false ex-
planation of the necessary and the contingent is to be found in
Aristotle in De Generatione et Corruptione, Bk. ii, chaps. 9 and 11,
where the necessary is declared to be that of which the non-existence
is impossible; opposed to it is that of which the existence is im-
possible. And between these two lics that which can be and also not
be—hence that which arises and passes away, and this would then
be the contingent. According to what has been said above, it is
clear that this explanation, like so many of Aristotle’s, has resulted
from sticking to abstract concepts without going back te the con-
crete and perceptible, in which, however, lies the source of all ab-
stract concepts, and by which they must therefore always be con-
trolled. “Something of which the non-existence is impossible” can
certainly be thought in the abstract, but if we go with it to the
concrete, the real, the perceptible, we find nothing to illustrate the
thought, even only as something possible—as merely the aforesaid
consequent of a given ground, whose necessity, however, is relative
and conditioned.

1 take this opportunity to add a few more remarks on these con-
cepts of modality. As all necessity rests on the principle of sufficient
reason, and on this very account is relative, all apodictic udgements
are originally, and in their ultimate significance, hypothetical. They
become categorical only by the introduction of an assertery minor,
henee in the consequent of a syllogism. If this minor is still un-
dectded, and this indeciston is expressed, this gives the problematical
judgement.

What in general (as rule) is apodictic (a law of nature), is al-
ways in reference to a particular case only problematical, since first
the condition which puts the case under the rule must actually ap-
pear. Conversely, what in the particular as such is necessary (apo-
dictic) (every particular chanpe necessary through its cause), is
again in general, and expressed universally, only problematical, since

of the principle of sufficient reason in pure spacec and time, but holds good
only of the logical ground of knowledge. However, he regarded mathematical
necessity as such a logical ground. Compare the essay On the Principle of
Sufficient Reason, § 50,
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the cause that appears concerns only the particular case, and the
apodictic, always hypothetical, judgement invariably states only uni-
versal laws, not particular cases directly. All this has its ground in
the fact that the possible exists only in the province of reflection
and for our faculty of reason, the actual in the province of perception
and for our understanding, the necessary for both, In fact, the dis-
tinction between necessary, actual, and possible really exists only in
the abstract and according to the concept; in the real world all three
coincide in one. For all that happens, happens necessarily, because
it happens from causes, but these themselves in turn have causes,
so that the whole course of events in the world, great as well as
small, is a strict concatenation of what necessarily takes place. Ac-
cordingly, everything actual is at the same time something necessary,
and in reality there is no difference between actuality and necessity.
In just the same way there is no difference between actuality and
possibility, for what has not happened, in other words has not be-
come actua!, was also not possible, since the causes without which
it could never take place have themselves not happened, nor could
they happen, in the great concatenation of causes; thus it was an
impossibility. Accordingly, every event is either necessary or im-
possible. All this holds good merely of the empirically real world, in
other words, of the complex of individual things, and thus of the
wholly particular or individual as such, On the other hand, if by
means of our faculty of reason we consider things in general, com-
prehending them in the abstract, then necessity, actuality, and possi-
bility are again separated. We then know everything as generally
possible according to a priori laws belonging to our intellect, and
that which corresponds to the empirical laws of nature as possible
in this world, even if it has never become actual; thus we clearly
distinguish the possible from the actual. The actual is in itself
always also necessary, but it is understood as being such only by
the man who knows its cause; apart from this, it is and is called
contingent. This consideration also gives us the key to that contentio
mepi Buvatwy? between the Megaric Diodorus and Chrysippus the
Stoic, which Cicero mentions in his book De Fato. Diodorus says:
“Only what becomes actual has been possible, and all that is actunal
is also necessary.” On the other hand, Chrysippus says: “Much that
is possible never becomes actual, for only the necessary becomes
actual” We can explain this as follows: Actuality is the conclusion
of a syllogism for which possibility provides the premisses. Yet for
it not only the major, but also the minor is required; only the two

® “Contention over possibility.” [Tr.]
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give complete possibility. Thus the major gives a merely theoretical,
general possibility in abstracto; but this in itself still does not make
anything possible at all, in other words, capable of becoming actual.
For this the minor is still needed, which gives the possibility for the
particular case, since it brings the case under the rule. Precisely in
this way the case at once becomes actuality. For example:

Maj. All houses {consequently mine also) can be destroyed by
fire,

Min. My house is catching fire.

Concl. My house is being destroyed by fire.

For every general proposition, and hence every major, establishes
things with regard to actuality only under a presupposition, and
consequently hypothetically; for example, the ability to be destroyed
by fire has the catching fire as a presupposition. This presupposition
is brought out in the minor. The major always loads the gun, but
only when the minor applies the fuse does the shot, ie., the con-
clusion, follow. This holds good everywhere of the relation of possi-
bility to actuality, Now as the conclusion, which is the assertion of
actuality, follows necessarily, it is clear from this that everything
that is actual is also necessary; this can also be seen from the fact
that necessity means simply being consequent of a given ground
or reason. With the actual this ground is a cause: hence everything
actual is necessary. Accordingly, we see the concepts of the possible,
the actual, and the necessary coincide, and not merely the last pre-
suppose the first, but also vice versa. What keeps them apart is the
limitation of our intellect through the form of time; for time is the
mediator between possibility and actuality. The necessity of the
individual event can be seen perfectly from the knowledge of all its
causes, but the coincidence of all these different causes, independent
of one another, seems to us to be contingent; in fact their independ-
ence of one another is just the concept of contingency. However, as
each of them was the necessary consequence of its cause, and the
chain of causes is beginningless, it is clear that contingency is a
merely subjective phenomenon, arising out of the limitation of the
horizon of our understanding, and is just as subjective as is the
optical horizon in which the heavens touch the earth.

As necessity is identical with consequent from a given ground
or reason, it must aiso appear as a special necessity in the case of
each form of the principle of sufficient reason, and also have its op-
posite in the possibility and impossibility which always arise only
through the application of our reason’s ahstract reflection to the
object. Opposed to the above-mentioned four kinds of necessity are
the same number of kinds of impossibility, that is, physical, logical,
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mathematical, and practical. In addition it may be observed that, if
we keep entirely within the province of abstract concepts, possibility
always belongs to the more general concept, necessity to the more
limited. For example “An animal may be a bird, a fish, an amphibi-
ous creature, and so on.” “A nightingale must be a bird, a bird must
be an animal, an animal must be an organism, an organism must be
a body.” This is really because logical necessity, whose expression
is the syllogism, goes from the general to the particular, and never
vice versa. In nature of perception (the representations of the first
class), on the contrary, everything is really necessary through the
law of causality. Only added reflection can at the same time com-
prehend it as contingent, comparing it with that which is not its
cause, and also as simply and solely actual, by disregarding all
causal connexion. Only with this class of representations does the
concept of the actual really occur, as is also indicated by the deriva-
ticn of the word from the concept of causality. If we keep entirely
within the third class of representations, pure mathematical perception,
there is nothing but necessity. Possibility also arises here merely
through reference to the concepts of reflection; for example, “A
triangle may be right-angled, obtuse-angled, or equiangular, but it
must have three angles amounting to two right angles.” Thus here
we arrive at the possible only by passing from the perceptible to the
abstract.

After this discussion, which assumes a recollection of what was
said in the essay On the Principle of Sufficient Reason as well as
in the first book of the present work, it is hoped that there will be
no further doubt about the true and very heterogeneous origin of
those forms of judgements laid before us by the table, and likewise
no doubt about the inadmissibility and utter groundlessness of the
assumption of twelve special functions of the understanding for their
explanation. Many particular observations, easily made, also furnish
information on this latter point. Thus, for example, it requires great
love of symmetry and much confidence in a guiding line taken from
it, to assume that an affirmative, a categorical, and an assertory
judgement are three things so fundamentally different as to justify
the assumption of a quite special function of the understanding for
each of them.

Kant himself betrays an awareness of the untenability of his doc-
trine of categories by the fact that, in the third section of the Analy-
sis of Principles (phaenomena et noumena), in the second edition
he omitted several long passages from the first (namely pp. 241, 242,
244-246, 248-253) which showed too openly the weakness of that
doctrine, Thus, for example, he there (p. 241) says that he has not
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defined the individual categories, because he could not do so even
if he had wished, since they were incapable of any definition. He
had forgotten that on p. 82 of the same first edition he had said: “I
purposely dispense with the definition of the categories, although
I may be in possession of it.” This was therefore—vsit venia verbo®
wind. But he has allowed this last passage to stand; and so all those
passages afterwards prudently omitted betray the fact that nothing
distinct can be thought in connexion with the categories, and that
this whole doctrine stands on a weak foundation.

This table of categories is now supposed to be the guiding line
along which every metaphysical, and in fact every scientific, specu-
lation is to be conducted (Prolegomena, § 39). In fact, it is not only
the foundation of the whale Kantian philosophy, and the type ac-
cording to which its symmetry is carried through everywhere, as I
have already shown above, but it has also really become the
Procrustean bed on to which Kant forces every possible consideration
by means of a violence that I shall now consider somewhat more
clesely. But with such an opportunity, what were the imitatores,
servum pecus?® bound to do? We have seen. That violence is there-
fore committed in the following way. The meaning of the expressions
that denocte the titles, forms of judgements, and categories, is en-
tirely set aside and forgotten, and only the expressions themselves
retained. These have their origin partly in Aristotle’s Analytica
priora, 1, 23 (mept motbTaTog et mogbtnTog T@V 103 FuAhoveapel Spwv:
de qualitate et quantitate terminorum syllogismi),** but they are
arbitrarily chosen; for the extent of the concepts could certainly have
been expressed otherwise than by the word gquantity, although this
word is better suited to its object than are the remaining titles of
the categories. Even the word guality has obviously been chosen
merely from the habit of opposing quality to quantity; for the name
quality is indeed taken arbitrarily enough for affirmation and denial.
But in every inquiry conducted by Kant, every quantity in time and
space, and every possible quality of things, physical, moral, and so
on, is brought under those category-titles, although between these
things and those titles of the forms of judging and thinking there is
not the least thing in common, except the accidental and arbitrary
nemenclature. We must be mindful of the high esteem due to Kant
in other respects, in order not to express our indignation at this
procedure in harsh terms. The pure physiological table of peneral
principles of natural science at once furnishes us with the nearest

¥4I the term may be excused." [Tr.]
= Y“Imitators, slavish mob!™ [Tr.]
*“On the quality and quantity of the terms of the syllogism.” [Tr.]
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example. What in the world has the quantity of judgements to do
with the fact that every perception has an extensive magnitude?
What has the quality of judgements to do with the fact that every
sensation has a degree? On the contrary, the former rests on the
fact that space is the form of our external perception, and the latter
is nothing more than an empirical, and moreover quite subjective,
observation or perception drawn merely from the consideration of
the nature of our sense-organs. Further, in the table that lays the
foundation for rational psychology (Critique of Pure Reason, p. 344;
V, 402), the simple, uncompounded nature of the soul is cited under
quality; but this is precisely a quantitative property, and has no refer-
ence at all to affirmation or denial in the judgement. But quantity had
to be filled up by the unity of the soul, although that is already in-
cluded in its simple nature. Modality is then ludicrously forced in;
the soul thus stands in connexion with possible objects; but con-
nexion belongs to relation; relation, however, is already taken pos-
session of by substance. Then the four cosmological Ideas that are
the material of the antinomies are traced back to the titles of the
categories. We shall speak of these in greater detail later on, when
we examine these antinomies. Several examples, if possible even
more glaring, are furnished by the table of the categories of free-
dom in the Critique of Practical Reason; further by the Critique of
Judgement, first book, which goes through the judgement of taste
according to the four titles of the categories; finally by the Meta-
physical Rudiments of Natural Science which are cut out entirely in
accordance with the table of categories. Possibly the false, which is
mixed up here and there with what is true and excellent in this
important work, was mainly brought about precisely in this way. Let
us see, at the end of the first chapter, how the unity, plurality, and
totality of the directions of lines are supposed to correspond to the
categories, so named according to the quantity of the judgements.

* % W

The principle of the permanence of substance is derived from
the category of subsistence and inherence. We know this, however,
only from the form of categorical judgements, in other words, from
the connexion of two concepts as subject and predicate. Hence how
violently is that great metaphysical principle made dependent on
this simple, purely logical form! But this is done only pro forma and
for the sake of symmetry. The proof given here for this principle
entirely sets aside its alleged origin from the understanding and the
category, and is produced from the pure intuition or perception of
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time. But this proof also is quite incorrect. It is false to say that in
mere time there are simultaneity and duration; these representations
first result from the union of space with time, as I have already
shown in the essay On the Principle of Sufficient Reason, § 18, and
have discussed more fully in § 4 of the present work. I must assume
an acquaintance with these two discussions for an understanding of
what follows, It is false to say that time itself resnains in spite of
all change; on the conirary, it is precisely time itself that is fleeting;
a permanent time is a contradiction, Kant’s proof is untenablte, how-
ever much he has supported it with sophisms; in fact he falls here
into the most palpable contradiction. Thus, after falsely setting up
coexistence as a mode of time (p. 177; V, 219), he says {p. 183;
V, 226) quite correctly: “Coexistence s not a mode of time, for
in it absolutely no parts are simultaneous, but all are in succession.”
In truth, space is just as much implicated in coexistence as time is.
For if two things are simultaneous and yet not one, they are different
through space; if two states or conditions of one thing are simultane-
ous (e.g., the glow and the heat of iron), then they are two co-
existent effects of one thing; hence they presuppose matter, and
matter presupposes space. Strictly speaking, the simultaneous is a
negative determination, merely indicating that two things or states
are not different through time; thus their difference is to be sought
elsewhere. But our knowledge of the persistence of substance, ie.,
of matter, must of course rest on an insight ¢ priori, for it is beyond
all doubt, and cannot therefore be drawn from experience. I derive
it from the fact that the principle of all becoming and passing away,
namely the law of causality, of which we are conscious a priori,
essentially concerns only changes, i.e., successive states or conditions
of matter. It is therefore limited to the form, but leaves matter
unteuched, which thus exists in our conscionsness as the foundation
of all things. This foundation is not subject to any becoming or pass-
ing away; consequently, it has always been and always continues to
be. A deeper proof of the permanence of substance, drawn from
the analysis of our perceptible representation of the empirical world
in general, is found in our first book, § 4, where it was shown that
the essential nature of matter consists in the complete union of space
and time, a union that is possible only by means of the representa-
tion of causality, and consequently only for the understanding, that
is nothing but the subjective correlative of causality. Matter is there-
fore never known otherwise than as operative or causative, in other
words, as causality through and through. To be and to act are
with it identical, as is indeed indicated by the word actuality
(Wirklichkeit). Intimate union of space and time—causality, mat-
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ter, actuality—are therefore one, and the subjective correlative of
this one is the understanding. Matter must carry in itself the con-
flicting properties of the two factors from which it arises, and it is
the representation of causality which eliminates the contradictory
element in both, and renders their coexistence conceivable to the
understanding. Matter is through and for the understanding alone,
and the whole faculty of the understanding consists in the knowledge
of cause and effect. Thus for the understanding there is united in
matter the inconstant and unstable flux of time, appearing as change
of accidents, with the rigid immobility of space, exhibiting itself as
the permanence of substance. For if substance passed away just as
the accidents do, the phenomencn would be completely torn away
from space, and would belong enly to mere time; the werld of ex-
perience would be dissolved by the destruction of matter, by anni-
hilation. Therefore from the share that space has in matter, ie., in
all the phenomena of actuality—singe it is the opposite and the
reverse of time, and thus, in itself and apart from union with time,
knows absolutely no change——that principle of the permanence of
substance, which everyone¢ recognizes as a priori certain, had to
be deduced and explained; not, however, from mere time, to which
for this purpose Kant quite falsely attributed a permanence.

In the cssay On the Principle of Sufficiemt Reason, § 23, 1 have
demonstrated in detail the incorrectness of the proof (which now
follows) of the a priori nature and the necessity of the law of
causality from the mere chrenclogical sequence of events; 1 can
therefore only refer to it here.®® It is just the same with the proof
of reciprocal effect, the concept of which I had to demonstrate pre-
viously as invalid. What is necessary about modality has also been
said already, and the working out of its principles now follows.

I should have to refute a good many more particulars in the
further course of the Transcendental Analytic, if I were not afraid
of trying the patience of the reader; I therefore leave them to his
own reflection. But again and again in the Critique of Pure Reason
we come across that principal and fundamental error of Kunt’s which
I have previously censured in detail, namely the complete absence
of any distinction between abstract, discursive knowledge and in-
tuitive knowledge. 1t is this that spreads a permanent obscurity over
the whole of Kant's theory of the faculty of knowledge. It never lets
the reader know what is at any time really being talked about, so
that instead of understanding he is always merely guessing and con-

""Th;l-'cadcr may like to compare my refutation of the Kantian proof with
the carlier attacks on it by Feder, Ueber Zeit, Raum und Kousalitit, § 28; and
by G. E. Schulze, Kritik der theoretischen Philosophie, Vol, 1, pp. 422-442,
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jecturing, since he tries every time to understand what is said alter-
nately about thinking and about perceiving, and always remains in
suspense. In the chapter “On the Differentiation of all Objects into
Phenomena and Noumena,” that incredible want of reflection on
the real nature of the representation of perception and of the abstract
representation leads Kant, as 1 shall explain more fully in a moment,
to the monstrous assertion that without thought, and hence without
abstract concepts, there is absolutely no knowledge of an object, and
that, because perception is not thought, it is also not knowledge at
all, and in general is nothing but mere affection of sensibility, mere
sensation! Nay more, that perception without concept is absolutely
empty, but that concept without perception is still something (p.
253; V, 309). Now this is the very opposite of the truth, for con-
cepts obtain all meaning, all content, only from their reference to
representations of perception, from which they have been abstracted,
drawn off, in other words, formed by the dropping of everything
inessential. If, therefore, the foundation of perception is taken away
from them, they are empty and void. Perceptions, on the other hand,
have immediate and very great significance in themselves (in them,
in fact, is objectified the will, the thing-in-itself); they represent
themselves, express themselves, and have not merely borrowed con-
tent as concepts have. For the principle of sufficient reason rules over
them only as the law of causality, and as such determines only
their position in space and time. It does not, however, condition their
content and their significance, as is the case with concepts, where it
holds good of the ground or reason of knowing. For the rest, it
looks as if just here Kant really wants to set about distinguishing
the representation of perception from the abstract representation.
He reproaches Leibniz and Locke, the former with having made
everything into abstract representations, the latter with having made
everything into representations of perception. But yet no distinction
is reached, and although Locke and Leibniz actually did make these
mistakes, Kant himself is burdened with a third mistake that includes
both these, namely that of having mixed up the perceptible and the
abstract to such an extent that a monstrous hybrid of the two re-
sulted, an absurdity of which no clear mental picture is possible, and
which therefore inevitably merely confused and stupefied students,
and set them at variance.

Certainly in the chapter referred to “On the Differentiation of all
Objects into Phenomena and Noumena,” thought and perception are
separated more than anywhere else; but here the nature of this dis-
tinction is a fundamentally false one. Thus it is said on p. 253
(V, 309): “If ¥ take away all thought (through categories) from
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empirical knowledge, there is left absolutely no knowledge of an
object; for through mere perception nothing at all is thought, and
that this affection of sensibility is in me does not constitute any re-
lation at all of such a representation to any object.” To a certain
extent, this sentence contains all Kant's errors in a nutshell, since it
clearly brings out that he falsely conceived the relation between
sensation, perception, and thinking. Accordingly, he identifies per-
ception, the form of which is supposed to be space, and indeed
space in all three dimensions, with the mere subjective sensation
in the organs of sense, but he admits knowledge of an object only
through thinking, which is different from perceiving. On the other
hand, I say that objects are first of all objects of perception, not of
thinking, and that all knowledge of objects is originally and in itself
perception. Perception, however, is by no means mere sensation, but
with it the understanding already proves itself active. Thought, that
is added only in the case of man, not in that of the animals, is mere
abstraction from perception, does not furnish fundarnentally new
knowledge, does not establish objects that did not exist previously.
It merely changes the form of the knowliedge already gained through
perception, makes it into an abstract knowledge in concepts, whereby
its perceptible nature is lost, but, on the other hand, its combination
becomes possible, and this immeasurably extends its applicability.
On the other hand, the material of our thinking is none other than
our perceptions themselves, and not something which perception does
not contain, and which would be added only through thought.
Therefore the material of everything that occurs in our thinking
must be capable of verification in our perception, as otherwise it
would be an empty thinking. Although this material is elaborated and
transformed by thought in many different ways, it must nevertheless
be capable of being restored from this; and it must be possible for
thought to be traced back to this material—just as a piece of gold
is ultimately reduced from all its solutions, oxides, sublimates, and
compounds, and is again presented reguline and undiminished. This
could not be, if thought itself had added something, indeed the main
thing, to the object.

The whole chapter on the amphiboly, which follows this, is merely
a criticism of the Leibnizian philosophy, and as such is on the whole
correct, although the whole form or arrangement is made merely for
the sake of architectonic symmetry which here also affords the
guiding line. Thus to bring out the analogy with the Aristotelian
Organon, a transcendental topic is set up. This consists in our hav-
ing to consider every concept from four points of view, in order to
make out to which faculty of knowledge it should be brought. But
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those four points of view are assumed quite arbitrarily, and ten
more could be added with just as much right; but their fourfold
number corresponds to the titles of the categories. Therefore the
chief doctrines of Leibniz are divided among them as best may be.
Through this criticism, what were merely Leibniz’s false abstractions
are also to a certain extent stamped as natural errors of the faculty
of reason. Instead of learning from his great philosophical contem-
poraries, Spinoza and Locke, Leibniz preferred to serve up his own
strange inventions. In the chapter on the amphiboly of reflection, it
is said finally that there can perhaps be a perception entirely different
from ours, to which however our categories can nevertheless be ap-
plicable. Therefore, the objects of that supposed perception would
be roumena, things that could be merely thought by us; but as the
perception that would give meaning to that thinking is lacking in us,
and is in fact wholly problematical, the object of that thinking would
also be merely a quite indefinite possibility. I have shown above
through quoted passages that Kant, in the greatest contradiction with
himself, sets up the categories, now as the condition of the repre-
sentation of perception, now as the function of merely abstract think-
ing. Here they now appear in the latter meaning, and it seems quite
as if he wants to ascribe to them merely a discursive thinking. But
if this is really his opinion, then necessarily at the beginning of the
Transcendental Logic, before specifying at such great length the
different functions of thought, he should have characterized thought
in general, and consequently distinguished it from perception. He
should have shown what knowledge is given by mere perception, and
what new knowledge is added in thought. He would then have known
what he was really talking about, or rather he would have spoken
quite differently, first about perceiving, and then about thinking.
Instead of this, he is now concerned with something between the
two, which is an impossibility. Then also there would not be that
great gap between the Transcendental Aesthetic and the Transcen-
dental Logic, where, after describing the mere form of perception,
he disposes of its content, all that is empirically apprehended, with
the phrase “it is given.” He does not ask how it comes about,
whether with or without understanding, but with a leap passes over
to abstract thinking, and not even to thinking in general, but at once
to certain forms of thought. He does not say a word about what
thinking is, what the concept is, what the relation of abstract and
discursive to concrete and intuitive is, what the difference between
the knowledge of man and that of the animal is, and what the
faculty of reason is.

But it was just this difference between abstract knowledge and
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knowledge of perception, entirely overlooked by Kant, which the
ancient philosophers denoted by gaivopdva and voodueva.?® Their con-
trast and incommensurabitity occupied those philosophers so much
in the philosophemes of the Eleatics, in Plato’s doctrine of the
Ideas, in the dialectic of the Megarics, and later the schelastics in the
dispute between nominalism and realism, whose seed, so late in
developing, was already contained in the opposite mental tendencies
of Plato and Aristotle. But Kant who, in an unwarrantable manner,
entirely neglected the thing for the expression of which those words
gavopéva and veolyeva had already been taken, now takes possession
of the words, as if they were still unclaimed, in order to denote by
them his things-in-themselves and his phenomena.

* * *

After having had to reject Kant’s doctrine of the categories, just
as he himself rejected that of Aristotle, I will indicate here by way
of suggestion a third method of reaching what is intended. Thus,
what both Kant and Aristotle looked for under the name of the
categories were the most universal concepts under which all things,
however different, must be subsumed, and through which, therefore,
everything cxisting would ultimately be thought. This is just why
Kant conceived them as the forms of all thinking.

Grammar is related to logic as are clothes to the body. Those
highest of all concepts, this ground-bass of our faculty of reason,
are the foundation of all more special thinking, and therefore with-
out the application of this, no thinking whatever can take place.
Should not such concepts, therefore, ultimately lie in those which,
just on account of their exceeding generality (transcendentality),
have their expression not in single words, but in whole classes of
words, since one of them is already thought along with every word,
whatever it may be, and accordingly their designation would have
to be looked for not in the lexicon, but in the grammar? Therefore,
ought they not ultimately to be those distinctions of concepts by
virtue of which the word that expresses them is either a substantive
or an adjecive, a verb or an adverb, a pronoun, a preposition, or
some other particle, in short the partes orationis (parts of speech)?
For unquestionably these denote the forms which all thinking as-
sumes in the first instance, and in which it immediately moves. Pre-
cisely on this account, they are the essential forms of speech, the

™ See Sextus Empiricus, Pyrrhoniee hypotyposes, Bk, i, ch. 13, »vooluera
¢awopévors drrerifiy “Avalayépas (intelligibilia apparentibus opposuit Anaxa-
goras). (*Anaxagoras opposed what is thought to what is perceived.”) [Tr.]
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fundamental constituent elements of every language, so that we
cannot imagine any language that would not consist at least of sub-
stantives, adjectives, and verbs. To these fundamental forms there
could then be subordinated those forms of thought which are ex-
pressed through their inflexions, through declension and conjugation;
and here in the main thing it is inessential whether we make use of
the article and the pronoun for denoting them. But we will examine
the matter somewhat more closely, and raise anew the question:
What are the forms of thinking?

(1) Thinking consists throughout of judging; judgements are the
threads of its whole texture, for without the use of a verb our think-
ing makes no progress, and whenever we use a verb, we judge.

{2) Every judgement consists in recognizing the relation between
a subject and a predicate, which are separated or united by it with
various restrictions. It unites them by the recognition of the actual
identity of the two, an identity that can occur only with convertible
concepts; then in the recognition that the one is always thought along
with the other, although not conversely—in the universal affirmative
proposition; up to the recognition that the one is sometimes thought
along with the other, in the particular affirmative proposition. Nega-
tive propositions take the reverse course. Accordingly, in every
judgement it must be possible to find subject, predicate, and copula,
the last affirmative or negative, although not every one of these is
denoted by a word of its own, though that is generally the case. One
word often denotes predicate and copula, as “Caius ages”; occasion-
ally one word denotes all three, as concurritur, ie., “The armies
come to close quarters.” From this it is clear that we have not to
Jook for the forms of thinking precisely and directly in words, or
even in the parts of speech; for the same judgement can be ex-
pressed in different languages, indeed by different words in the same
language, and even by different parts of speech. However, the
thought nevertheless remains the same, and consequently its form
also; for the thought could not be the same with a different form
of thought itself. But with the same idea and with the same form
of the idea the form of words can very well be different, for it is
merely the outward expression of the thought, and that, on the
other hand, is inseparable from its form. Therefore grammar ex-
plains only the clothing of the forms of thought; hence the parts of
specch can be derived from the original thought-forms themselves,
which are independent of all languages: their function is to express
these forms of thought with all their modifications. They are the
instrument, the clothing, of the forms of thought, which must be
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made to fit their structure accurately, so that that structure can be
recognized in it.

(3) These actual, unalterable, original forms of thinking are cer-
tainly those of Kant’s logical table of judgements; only that in this
table are to be found blind windows for the sake of symmetry and
of the table of categories, which must therefore be omitted; likewise
a false arrangement. Thus:

(a) Qualiry: affirmation or denial, i.e., combination or separation
of concepts: two forms. It belongs to the copula.

{(b) Quantity: the subject-concept is taken wholly or in part:
totality or plurality. To the former also belong individual subjects:
Socrates means “all Socrateses.” Hence only two forms. It belongs
to the subject,

{c) Modality: has actually three forms. It determines the quality
as necessary, actual, or contingent. Consequently, it also belongs to
the copula.

These three forms of thought spring from the laws of thought of
contradiction and of identity. But from the principle of sufficient
reason and from that of the excluded middle there arises

(d) Relation: This appears only when we decide about ready
and completed judgements, and can consist only in the fact that it
either states the dependence of one judgement on another (also in
the plurality of both), and hence combines them in the hypothetical
proposition; or else states that judgements exclude one another, and
hence separates them in the disjunctive proposition. It belongs to
the copula, that here separates or combines the completed judge-
ments.

The parts of speech and grammatical forms are modes of ex-
pression of the three constituent elements of the judgement, that is,
the subject, the predicate, and the copula, and also of their possible
relations, and thus of the thought-forms just enumerated, and of the
closer determinations and modifications thereof. Therefore substan-
tive, adjective, and verb are essential and fundamental constituents
of language in peneral; and so they are bound to be found in ail
languages. Yet a languape could be imagined in which adjective and
verb were always amalgamated, as they sometimes are in all lan-
guages. For the time being, it can be said that substantive, article,
and pronoun are intended to express the subject; adjective, adverb,
preposition, to express the predicate; the verb to express the copula.
But with the exception of esse (to be), the verb already contains the
predicate. Philosophical grarumar has to tell us about the precise
mechanism of the expression of the thought-forms, just as logic has
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to inform us about the operations with the thought-forms themselves.

Note—As a warning against a wrong path, and to illustrate the
above, I mention S. Stern’s Vorliufige Grundlage zur Sprachphiloso-
phie (1835) as being a wholly abortive attempt to construct the
categories out of the grammatical forms. He has entirely confused
thinking with perceiving, and therefore, instead of the categories of
thinking, he has claimed to deduce the supposed categories of per-
ceiving from the grammatical forms; consequently, he has put the
grammatical forms in direct relation to perception. He is involved
in the great error that language is directly related to perception,
instead of its being directly related merely to thought as such, and
hence to the abstract concepts, and primarily by means of these to
perception. But they have to perception a relation that brings about
an entire change of the form. What exists in perception, and hence
also the relations which spring from time and space, certainly be-
comes an object of thinking. Therefore there must also be forms of
language to express it, yet always only in the abstract, as concepts.
Concepts are always the first material of thought, and the forms of
logic are related only to these as such, never directly to perception.
Perception always determines only the material, never the formal,
truth of propositions, as the formal truth is determined according
to the logical rules alone,

L 4 L]

I return to the Kantian philosophy, and come to the Transcen-
dental Dialectic. Kant opens it with the explanation of reason (Ver-
nunft), which faculty is supposed to play the principal role in it;
for hitherto only sensibility and understanding were on the scene.
In discussing his different explanations of reason, I have already
spoken about the one given here, that “it is the faculty of principles.”
Here it is now taught that all a priori knowledge hitherto considered,
which makes pure mathematics and pure natural science possible,
gives us mere rules, but not principles, because it proceeds from
perceptions and forms of knowledge, not from mere concepts, which
are required if we are to speak of principles. Accordingly, such a
principle should be a knowledge from mere concepts and yet syn-
thetical. But this is absolutely impossible. From mere concepts noth-
ing but analvtical propositions can ever result. If concepts are to be
combined synthetically and vet a priori, this combination must nec-
essarily be brought about through a third thing, namely a pure in-
tuition or perception of the formal possibility of experience, just as
synthetic judgements a posteriori are brought about through empiri-

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



The World As Will and Representation [4811

cal perception; consequently, a symthetic proposition a priori can
never proceed from mere concepts. In general, however, we are
a priori conscious of nothing more than the principle of sufficient
reason in its different forms, and therefore no synthetic judgements
a priori are possible other than those resulting from that which gives
content to that principle.

Nevertheless, Kant finally comes forward with a pretended princi-
ple of reason®” answering to his demand, but only with this one,
from which other conclusions and corollaries subsequently follow.
It is the principle set up and elucidated by Chr. Wolff in his Cos-
mologia, sect. 1, ¢. 2, § 93, and his Ontologia, § 178. Now just as
previously under the title of the amphiboly, mere Leibnizian phil-
osophemes were taken to be natural and necessary aberrations of
the faculty of reason, and were criticized as such, so precisely the
same thing is done here with the philosophemes of Wolff. Kant stiil
presents this principle of reason (Vernunft) in a faint light through
indistinctness, indefiniteness, and by cutting it up (p. 307; V, 364,
and 322; V, 379). Clearly expressed, however, it is as follows: “If
the conditioned is given, then the totality of its conditions must also
be given, and consequently also the unconditioned, by which alone
that totality becomes complete.” We become most vividly aware of
the apparent truth of this proposition if we picture to ourselves the
conditions and the conditioned as the links of a pendent chain, whose
upper end, however, is not visible; thus it might go on to infinity. As
the chain does not fall but hangs, there must be one link above,
which is the first, and is fixed in some way. Or more briefly,
our faculty of reason would like to have a point of contact for
the cansal chain that reaches back to infinity; this would be con-
venient for it. We wish, however, to examine the proposition not
figuratively, but in itself. Synthetic it certainly is, for analytically
nothing more follows from the concept of the conditioned than that
of the condition. However, it has not a priori truth, or even «
posteriori, but surreptitiously obtains its semblance of truth in a very
subtle way that I must now disclose. Immediately and a priori, we
have the different kinds of knowledge expressed by the principle
of sufficient reason in its four forms. From this immediate knowledge
all abstract expressions of the principle of sufficient reason are al-
ready derived, and are thus indirect; but their conclusions and
corollaries are even more so. I have discussed above how abstract
knowledge often unites many different kinds of intuitive knowledge
into one form or one concept, so that they are now no longer dis-

T Princip der Vernunft is the German term. [Tr.]
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tinguishable, Thus abstract knowledge is related to intuitive as the
shadow is to real objects, whose great variety and multiplicity it
reproduces through one outline comprehending them all. Now the
pretended principle of reason {Vernunft) makes use of this shadow.
In order from the principle of sufficient ground or reason (Grund)
to deduce the unconditioned that flatly contradicts this principle, it
cleverly and cunningly abandons the immediate, perceptible knowl-
edge of the content of the principle of sufficient reason in its par-
ticular forms, and makes use only of abstract concepts drawn from
it and having value and meaning only through i, in order to smuggle
its unconditioned in some way into the wide sphere of those con-
cepts. Its procedure becomes most distinet through dialectical ex-
pression; thus: “If the conditioned exists, its condition must also be
given, and that indeed entirely, hence completely, thus the totality
of its conditions; consequently, if they constitute a series, the whole
series, and so also its first beginning, thus the unconditioned.” Here
it is already false that the conditions to a conditioned as such can
constitute a series. On the contrary, the totality of the conditions
to every conditioned must be contained in its nearest reason or
ground from which it directly proceeds, and which only thus is a
sufficient reason or ground. Thus, for example, the different deter-
minations of the state or condition that is the cause, all of which
must have come together before the effect appears. But the series,
for example the chain of causes, arises merely from the fact that what
was just now the condition is again regarded by us as a conditioned;
but then the whole operation begins again from the beginning, and
the principle of sufficient reason appears anew with its demand. But
to a conditioned there can never be a real successive series of con-
ditions that would exist merely as such, and on account of what is
finally and ultimately conditioned. On the contrary, it is always an
alternating series of conditioneds and conditions; as each lnk is
laid aside, the chain is broken, and the demand of the principle of
sufficient reason is entirely removed. This demand arises anew by
the condition becoming the conditicned. Thus the principle of suffi-
cient ground or reason always demands only the completeness of
the nearest or next condition, never the completeness of a series.
But this very concept of the completeness of the condition leaves it
indefinite whether such a completeness is to be simultaneous or
successive; and since the latter is now chosen, there arises the de-
mand for a complete series of conditions following one another.
Merely through an arbitrary abstraction is a series of causes and
effects regarded as a series of nothing but causes that would exist
mefely on account of the last effect, and would therefore be de-
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manded as its sufficient reasen or ground. On the other hand, from
a closer and more intelligent consideration, and by descending from
the indefinite generality of abstraction to the particular, definite
reality, it is found that the demand for a sufficient reason or ground
extends merely to the completeness of the determinations of the
nearest cause, not to the completeness of a series. The demand of
the principle of sufficient reason is extinguished completely in each
given sufficient reason or ground. It at once arises anew, since this
reason or ground is again regarded as a comsequent; but it never
demands immediately a series of reasons or grounds. On the other
hand, if, instead of going to the thing itself, we keep within the ab-
stract concepts, those differences disappear. Then a chain of alter-
nating causes and effects, or of alternating logical reasons and
consequents, is given out as a chain of nothing but causes or reasons
of the last effect, and the completeness of the conditions through
which a reasen or ground first becomes sufficient, appears as a
completeness of that assumed series of nothing but grounds or rea-
sons, which exists only on account of the last consequent. There then
appears very boldly the abstract principle of reasnn (Vernunft)
with its demand for the unconditioned. But in order to recognize
the invalidity of this demand, there is no need of a critique of reason
by means of antinomies and their solution, but only of a critique
of reason understood in my sense. Such a critique would be an ex-
amination of the relation of abstract kmowledge to immediate in-
toitive knowledge by descending from the indefinite generality of
the former to the fixed definiteness of the latter, It follows from this
that the essential nature of reason (Vernunft) by no means consists
in the demand for an unconditioned; for, as soon as it proceeds
with full deliberation, it must itself find that an unconditioned is
really an absurdity. As a faculty of knowledge, our reason can al-
ways be concerned only with objects; but every object for the sub-
ject is necessarily and irrevocably subordinated and given over to the
principle of sufficient reason, a parte ante as well as a parte post.*®
The validity of the principle of sufficient reason is so much involved
in the form of consciousness that we simply cannot imagine anything
objectively of which no “why” could be further demanded; hence we
cannot imagine an absolute absolute like a blank wall in front of us.
That this or that person’s convenience bids him stop somewhere, and
arbitrarily assume such an absoclute, is of no avail against that in-
contestable certainty a priori, even if he assumes an air of importance
in doing so. In fact, the whole talk about the absolute, that almost

*®In other words, with the object is posited the principle of sufficient reason,
and vice versa. [Tr.]
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sole theme of the philosophies attempted since Kant's time, is noth-
ing but the cosmological proof incognito. In consequence of the case
brought against this proof by Xant, it is deprived of all rights and
is outlawed; it dare not any longer appear in its true form. It there-
fore appears in all kinds of disguises, now in distinguished form
under the cloak of intellectual intuition or of pure thinking, now
as a suspected vagabond, half begging, half demanding what it wants,
in the more unassumning philosophemes. If the gentlemen absolutely
want to have an absolute, I will place in their hands one that satis-
fies all the demands made on such a thing much better than their
misty and extravagant phantoms do; I mean matter. It is beginning-
less and imperishable, hence it is independent and quod per se¢ est
et per se concipityr.*® From its womb everything comes, and to it
everything returns, what more can we demand of an absolute? But
to those on whom no critique of reason has bhad any effect, we ought
rather to exclaim:

Are ye not like women who ever
Return merely to their first word,
Though one has talked reason for hours? 30

That the return to an unconditioned cause, to a first beginning, is
by no means established in the nature of our faculty of reasoen is,
moreover, proved in practice by the fact that the original religions
of our race, which even now have the greatest number of followers
on earth, I mean Brahmanism and Buddhism, neither know nor
admit such assumptions, but carry on to infinity the series of phe-
nomena that condition one another. On this point I refer to the note
given below with the criticism of the first antinomy, and we can also
look up Upham’s Doctrine of Buddhaism (p. 9), and generally every
genuine account of the religions of Asia. We should not identify
Judaism with reason (Vernunft).

Kant, who by no means wishes to maintain his pretended prin-
ciple of reason (Vernunft) as objectively valid, but only as sub-
jectively necessary, deduces it even as such only by a shallow
sophism, p. 307 (V, 364). He says that, because we try to subsume
every truth known to us under a more general truth, as long as this
method goes om, this should be nothing but the pursuit of the un-
conditioned that we already presuppose. In truth, however, by such
an attempt we do nothing more than apply and appropriately use
our faculty of reason for the simplification of our knowledge by a

* “That which exists in itself and is conceived through itself.” [Tr.]
® From Schiller’s Wallensteins Tod, 11, 3. [Tr]
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comprehensive survey. Our reason is that faculty of abstract uni-
versal knowledge which distinguishes the prudent, thoughtful human
being, endowed with speech, from the animal, the slave of the present
moment. For the use of the faculty of reason consists precisely in
cur knowing the particular through the universal, the case through
the rule, the rule through the more general rule, and thus in our
looking for the most universal points of view. Through such a sur-
vey our knowledge is so facilitated and perfected that from it arises
the great difference between animal and human life, and again be-
tween the life of the educated man and that of the uneducated. Now
the series of grounds of knowledge, existing only in the sphere of
the abstract, and thus of our faculty of reason, certainly always finds
an end in the indemonstrable, in other words, in a representation
that is not further conditioned according to this form of the principle
of sufficient reason, and thus in the a priori or & posteriori immedi-
ately perceptible ground of the highest proposition of the chain of
reasoning. I have already shown in the essay On rthe Principle of
Sufficient Reason, § 50, that here the series of the grounds of knowl-
edge really passes over into the series of the grounds of becoming or
of being. However, we can try to put forward this circumstance,
in order to demenstrate an unconditioned according to the law of
causality, even if it be merely as a demand, only when we have not
yet distinguished the forms of the principle of sufficient reason, but,
keeping to the abstract expression, have confused them all. Kant,
however, tries to establish this confusion even by a mere play on
the words Universalitas (universality) and Universitas (totality),
P 322 (V, 379). It is therefore fundamentally false to say that
our search for higher grounds of knowledge, for more general truths,
springs from the assumption of an object unconditioned as regards
its existence, or that it has anything whatever in common therewith.
Moreover, how could it be essential to our faculty of reason to pre-
suppose something that it must recoghize as an absurdity as soon
as it reflects? On the contrary, the origin of that concept of the un-
conditioned can never be demonstrated in anything but in the indo-
lence of the individual who by means of it wishes to get rid of all
questions, his own and those of others, although without any justi-
fication.

Now Kant himself denies objective validity to this pretended prin-
ciple of reason (Vernunjt), vet he gives it as a necessary subjective
assumption, and thus introduces into our knowledge an unsolvable
split that he soon renders more conspicuous. For this purpose, he
further unfolds that principle of reason (Vernunft), p. 322 (V, 379),
according to his favourite method of architectonic symmetry. From
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the three categories of relation spring three kinds of syllogism, each
of which gives the guiding line to the discovery of a special uncon-
ditioned, of which therefore there are again three, namely soul,
world (as object-in-itself and totality complete in itself), God. Now
we must at once observe here a great contradiction, of which, how-
ever, Kant takes mo notice, since it would be very dangerous to the
symmetry. Indeed, two of these unconditioneds are themselves in
turn conditicned by the third, namely soul and world by God, who
is their originating cause. Thus the two former by no means have
the predicate of unconditionedness in common with the latter, and
yet this is the point here, but only the predicate of being inferred
according to principles of experience beyond the sphere of the possi-
bility of experience.

Setting this aside, we find again in the three unconditioneds to
which, according to Kant, everyone’s faculty of reason, following
its essential laws, must come, the three main subjects round which
the whele of philosophy, under the influence of Christianity, from
the scholastics down to Christian Wolff, has tumed. Accessible and
familiar as those concepts have become through all those philoso-
phers, and now also through the philosophers of pure reason (Ver-
nunft), it is by no means certain from this that, even without
revelation, they were bound to result from the development of every-
one’s faculty of reason, as a creation peculiar to the nature of this
reason itself. To decide this, it would be necessary to make use of
historical research, and to find out whether the ancient and non-
European nations, especially those of Hindustan, and many of the
oldest Greek philosophers actually arrived at those concepts, or
whether only we, by translating the Brahma of the Hindus and the
Tien of the Chinese quite falsely as “God,” charitably ascribe such
concepts to them, just as the Greeks encountered their gods every-
where; whether it is not rather the case that theism proper is to be
found only in the Jewish religion, and the two religions that have
sprung from it. On this very account, the adherents of these religions
comprehend the followers of all other religions on earth under the
name of heathen. Incidentally, the word heathen is an extremely
silly and crude expression that should be banished, at any rate from
the writings of scholars, since it identifies and mixes up indiscrimi-
nately Brahmans, Buddhists, Egyptians, Greeks, Romans, Germans,
Gauls, Iroquois, Patagonians, Caribbeans, Tahitians, Australians,
and many others. Such an expression s suitable for parsons, but in
the learned world it must be shown the door at once; it can travel
to England, and take up its abode at Oxford. It is a thoroughly
gstablished fact that Buddhism in particular, the religion with the
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greatest number of representatives on earth, contains absolutely no
theism, indeed rejects it out of hand. As regards Plato, 1 am of
the opinion that he owes to the Jews the theism that periodically
comes over him. This is why Numenius (according to Clement of
Alexandria, Stromata, i, c. 22, Eusebius, Praeparatio evangelica, xiii,
12, and Suidas, under “Numenius™) called him the Moses graecizans:
Tt yap éott Il hdrwy, § Moeqs dtnnifwy:3 and he reproaches him
with having stolen (émostAnsag) his doctrines of God and the crea-
tion from the Mosaic writings. Clement often repeats that Plato
knew and made use of Moses, e.g., Stromara, i, 25; v, 14, § 90 etc.;
Paedagogus, ii, 10, and iii, 11; also in the Cohortatio ad gentes,
c. 6, where, after in the previous chapter monkishly scolding and
ridiculing all the Greek philosophers for not having been Jews, he
exclusively praises Plato ahd breaks out into pure exultation that, as
he (Plato) learned his geometry from the Egyptians, his astronomy
from the Babylonians, magic from the Thracians, and a great deal
from the Assyrians, so he learmed his theism from the Jews: Qi3
oou Tobg Bidaondioug ndv dmowpimrery 0k, . . . BoBav riv Tod Beod
map’ abtodv wgekvoat tév ‘[lpaiwv (fuos magistros novi, licet eos
celare velis, . . . illa de Deo sententia suppeditata tibi est ab He-
braeis.?® A touching scene of recognition. But in what follows I see
unusual confirmation of the matter. According to Plutarch (Marius),
and better according to Lactantius (i, 3, 19), Plato thanked mnature
for his having been born a human being and not an animal, a man
and not a woman, a Greek and not a barbarian. Now in Isaac
Euchel’'s Gebete der Juden, from the Hebrew second edition, 1799,
p. 7,%4 there is a morning prayer in which the Jews thank and
praise God that they have been born Jews and not heathens, free
men and not slaves, men and not women. Such a historical investi-
gation would have saved Kant from an unfortunate necessity in
which he is now involved, for he represents those three concepts as
springing necessarily from the nature of our faculty of reason, and
yet he shows that they are untenable and cannot be established by
this faculty, thus making our reason itself the sophist, for he says,
p- 339 (V, 397): “There are sophistications not of people, but of
pure reason itself, from which even the wisest man cannot free him-
self, and though possibly after much trouble he can avoid error, yet
he can never get rid of the illusion that incessantly mocks and tor-

= «For what is Plate but a Moses speaking Attic?” [Tr.]

2] know your masters, although you would like to conceal them; you are
directly indebted to the Hebrews for belief in God.” {Tr.]

®: Compare the Authorised Daily Prayer Book of the United Hebrew Con-
gregations of the British Empire, pp. 5-6. [Tx.]
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ments him.” Accordingly, these Kantian “Ideas of Reason” might
be compared to the focus in which the converging reflected rays
from a concave mirror mect several inches in front of its surface;
in consequence of which, through an inevitable process of the under-
standing, an object presents itself to us there which is a thing with-
out reality.

But the name Ideas is very unfortunately chosen for these three
ostensibly necessary productions of pure theoretical reason. Tt was
forcibly taken from Plato, who denoted by it the imperishable forms
that, multiplied by time and space, become imperfectly visible in
the innumerable, individual, fleeting things. In consequence of this,
Piato’s Ideas are in every way perceptible, as is so definitely indi-
cated through the word he chose, which could be adequately trans-
lated only through things perceptible or visible. Kant has appropriated
it to denote what lies so far from all possibility of perception that
even abstract thinking can enly half attain to it. The word “Idea,”
first introduced by Plato, has retained ever since, through twenty-
two centuries, the meaning in which he used it; for not only all the
philosophers of antiquity, but also all the scholastics, and even the
Church Fathers and the theologians of the Middle Apges, used it
only with that Platonic meaning, in the sense of the Latin word
exemplar, as Suarcz expressly mentions in his twenty-fifth Disputa-
tion, Sect. 1. That Englishmen and Frenchmen were later induced
through the poverty of their Janguages to misuse the word is bad
encugh, but not important. Kant’s misuse of the word fdea by the
substitution of a new significance, drawn in on the slender thread of
not-being-object-of-expericnce, a significance that it has in common
with Plato’s Ideas, but also with all possible chimeras, is therefore
altogether unjustifiable. Now, as the misuse of a few years is not
to be considered against the authority of many centuries, 1 have
used the word always in its old original, Platonic significance.

* ¥k

The refatation of rational psychology is very much more detailed
and thorough in the first edition of the Critigue of Pure Reason than
in the second and subsequent editions; here, thercfore, we must
certainly make usc of the first edition. On the whole, this refutation
has very great merit, and much that is true. But I am definitely of the
opinion that it is merely from Kant’s love of symmetry that he de-
rives as necessary the concept of the soul from that paralogism by
applying the demand for the unconditioned te the concept of sub-
stance, which is the first category of relation. Accordingly he main-
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tains that the concept of a soul arises in this way in every speculative
reason (Vernunft). If this concept actually had its origin in the
assumption of a final subject of all the predicates of a thing, then
one would have assumed a soul not only in man, but also just as
necessarily in every inanimate thing, for such a thing also requires
a final subject of all its predicates. In general, however, Kant makes
use of a wholly inadmissible expression when he speaks of some-
thing that can exist only as subject and not as predicate (e.g., Cri-
tique of Pure Reason, p. 323, V, 412; Prolegomena, §§ 4 and 47);
although a precedent for this is to be found in Aristotle’s Meta-
physics, iv, chap. 8. Nothing whatever exists as subject and predi-
cate, for these expressions belong exclusively to logic, and denote
the relation of abstract concepts to one another. In the world of
perception, their correlative or representative must be substance and
accident. But we need not look further for that which exists always
only as substance and never as accident, but we have it directly in
matter. 1t is the substance to all the properties of things that are its
accidents. If we wish to retain Kant’s expression just condemued,
matter is actually the final subject of all the predicates of every
empirically given thing, what is left after removing all its properties
of every kind. This holds good of man as well as of the animal,
plant, or stone, and it is so evident that, in order not to see it, there
is needed a determined will not to see. I shall soon show that it is
actually the prototype of the concept substance. Subject and predi-
cate, however, are related to substance and accident rather as the
principle of sufficient reason or ground in logic is to the law of
causality in nature, and the confusion or identification of the two
former is just as inadmissible as is that of the two latter. But in the
Prolegomena, § 46, Kant carries this confusion and identifjcation to
the fullest extent, in order to represent the concept of the soul as
arising from the concept of the final subject of all predicates, and
from the form of the categorical syllogism. To discover the sophistry
of this paragraph, we need only reflect that subject and predicate
are purely logical determinations that concern simply and solely ab-
stract concepts, and this indeed according to their relation in the
judgement. On the other hand, substance and accident belong to the
world of perception and to its apprehension in the understanding;
but they are found there only as identical with matter and form or
quality. A few more remarks on this in a moment.

The antithesis that has given rise to the assumption of two funda-
mentally different substances, body and soul, is in truth the anti-
thesis of the objective and subjective. If man apprehends himself
objectively in external perception, he finds a being spatially extended,
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and in general entirely corporeal. On the other hand, if he appre-
hends himself in mere self-consciousness, and thus purely subjec-
tively, he finds a merely willing and perceiving being, free from
all forms of perception, and thus without any of the properties be-
longing to bodies. He now forms the concept of the soul, like all the
transcendent concepts Kant calls Ideas, by applying the principle
of sufficient reason, the form of every object, to what is not object,
and here indeed to the subject of knowing and willing. Thus he
regards knowing, thinking, and willing as effects, of which he is
locking for the cause; he cannot assume the body to be this cause,
and therefore assumes one that is entirely different from the® body.
In this way, the first and the last dogmatists prove the existence of
the soul, Plato in the Phaedrus, and also Wolff, namely from think-
ing and willing as the effects leading to that cause. Only after the
concept of an immaterial, simple, indestructible being or essence
had arisen in this way by the hypostasizing of a cause corresponding
to the effect, did the school develop and demonstrate this from the
concept of substance. But the school had previously formed this
concept itself expressly for this purpose by the following noteworthy
dodge.

With the first class of representations, in other words, the real
world of perception, the representation of matter is also given, since
the law of causality, ruling in that class, determines the change of
conditions or states, and these states themselves presuppose some-
thing permanent of which they are the change. When discussing the
principle of the permanence of substance, I showed by reference
to previous passages that this representation of matter arises because
in the understanding, for which alone it exists, time and space are
intimately united by the law of causality (the understanding’s sole
form of knowledge), and the share of space in this product exhibits
itself as the permanence of matter, while the share of time shows
itself as the change of states of matter. Purely by itself, matter can
be thought only in the abstract, but cannot be perceived; for to
perception it always appears in form and quality. Now from this
concept of matter, substance is again an abstraction, consequently
a higher genus. It arose through the fact that of the concept of mat-
ter only the predicate of permanence was allowed to stand, while all
its other essential properties, such as extension, impenetrability,
divisibility, and so on, were thought away. Therefore, like every
higher genus, the concept substance contains less in itself than does
the concept matter, but it does not in return for this contain, as
the higher gemus usually does, more under itself, since it does not
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include several lower genera besides matter. On the contrary this
remains the only true subspecies of the concept of substance, the
only demonstrable thing by which its content is realized and obtains
a proof. Thus the purpose for which our reason (Vernunft) usually
produces a higher concept by abstraction, that is in order to think
simultaneously in this concept several subspecies that are different
through secondary determinations, has here no place at all. Conse-
quently, that abstraction is either quite purposelessly and uselessly
undertaken, or has a secret secondary purpose. This secret purpose
now comes to light, since under the concept substance a second
species is coordinated with matter its genuine subspecies, namely
the immaterial, simple, indestructible substance, soul. But the sur-
reptitious introduction of this concept occurred through following
an unauthorized and illogical method in the formation of the higher
concept substance. In its legitimate working, our reason ( Vernunft) al-
ways forms a higher generic concept by placing several specific concepts
side by side; and, comparing them, it proceeds discursively, and by
omitting their differences and retaining the qualities in which they
agree, obtains the generic concept that includes them ail, but con-
tains less. From this it follows that the specific concepts must always
precede the generic concept; but in the present case it is quite the
reverse. Only the concept matter existed before the generic concept
substance, which without occasion, and consequently without justi-
fication, was formed superfluously from the former concept by the
arbitrary omission of all its determinations except one. Only subse-
quently was the second ungenuine subspecies placed beside the con-
cept matter, and thus foisted in. But for the formation of this,
nothing mere was now required but an express denial of what had
already been tacitly omitted previously in the higher peneric con-
cept, namely extension, impenetrability, and divisibility. Thus the
concept substance was formed merely in order to be the vehicle for
surreptitionsly imtroducing the concept of the immaterial substance.
Consequently, it is very far from being able to pass for a category
or necessary function of the understanding; on the contrary, it is an
exceedingly superfluous concept, because its only true content al-
ready lies in the concept of matter, beside which it contains only
a great void. This void can be filled up by nothing except the sur-
reptitiously introduced secondary species immaterial substance; and
that concept was formed solely to take up this secondary species.
Strictly speaking, therefore, the concept of substance must be entirely
rejected, and that of matter be everywhere put in its place.

* * L]
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The categories were a Procrustean bed for every possible thing,
but the three kinds of syllogism are such only for the three so-called
Ideas. The Idea of the soul had been forced to find its origin in
the categorical form of the syllogism. It is now the turn of the dog-
matic representations concerning the universe, in so far as this is
thought of as an object-in-itself between two limits, that of the
smallest (atom) and that of the largest (limits of the universe
time and space). These must now proceed from the form of the
hypothetical syllogism, For this in itself no particular violence is
necessary. For the hypothetical judgement has its form from the
principle of sufficient reason; and from the senseless and unqualified
application of this principle, and from then arbitrarily laying it aside,
we do in fact get all those so-called Tdeas, and not the cosmological
alone. Thus, according to the principle of sufficient reason, only
the dependence of ome object on another is always sought, until
finally the ¢xhaustion of the imagination puts an end to the journey.
Here the fact is lost sight of that every object, indeed the whole
series of objects and the principle of sufficient reason itself, are in
a much closer and greater dependence, that is, in dependence on the
knowing subject, for whose objects, i.e., representations, that princi-
ple alone is valid, since their mere position in space and time is
determined by it. Therefore, as the form of knowledge from which
only the cosmological Ideas are here derived, namely the principle
of sufficient reason, is the origin of all hair-splitting hypostases, there
is in this case no need of any sophisms; but the need thercof is all
the greater in order to classify those Ideas according to the four
titles of the categories.

(1) The cosmological Ideas with regard to time and space, and
thus of the limits of the world in both, are boldly regarded as de-
termined through the category of quantiry, with which they obviously
have nothing in common except the accidental indication in logic
of the extent of the subject-concept in the judgement by the word
guantity, a figurative expression, instead of which another might just
as well have been chosen. However, this is enough for Kant's love
of symmetry, in order to make use of the fortunate accident of this
nomenclature, and to tie up with it the transcendent dogmas of the
world’s extension.

(2) Even more boldly does Kant tie up the transcendent Ideas
about matter with quality, in other words, the affirmation or nega-
tion in a judgement. For this there is no foundation even in an
accidental similarity of words; for it is precisely to the quantity and
not to the gquality of matter that its mechanical (not chemical)
divisibility is related. But, what is more, this whole Idea of divisi-
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bility by no means belongs to the inferences according to the prin-
ciple of sufficient reasen, from which, however, as from the content
of the hypothetical form, all the cosmological Tdeas should fiow.
For the assertion on which Kant here relies, namely that the rela-
tion of the parts to the whole is that of condition to conditioned,
and thus a relation according to the principle of sufficient reason, is
certainly a subtle yet groundless sophism. On the contrary, that
relation is based on the principle of contradiction; for the whole is
not through the parts, nor are the parts through the wholc, bat the
two are necessarily together because they are one, and their separa-
tion is only an arbitrary act. It rests on this, according to the prin-
ciple of contradiction, that if the parts are thought away, the whole
is thought away, and conversely. But it does not by any means rest
on the fact that the parts as ground condition the whole as conse-
quent, and that therefore, according to the principle of sufficient
reascn, we should necessarily be urged to look for the ultimate parts,
in order to understand the whole from them as its ground. Such
great difficultics arc overcome here by the love of symmetry.

(3) Now the Idea of the first cause of the world would guite
properly come under the title of relation. Kant, however, mast keep
this for the fourth title, that of modality, otherwise there would be
nothing left for that title. He then forces that Idea under it by saying
that the contingent or accidental {in other words, every consequent
from its ground, according to his explanation which is diametrically
opposed to the truth) becomes the necessary through the first cause,
Therefore, for the sake of symmetry, the concept of freedom herc
appears as a third Tdea. With this concept, however, as is distinctly
stated in the note to the thesis of the third antinomy, only the Idea
of the world-cause, which alone is suitable here, is really meant. The
third and fourth antinomics are therefore at hottom tautological.

About all this, however, ] find and maintain that the whole antin-
omy is a mere sham fight. Only the assertions of the antitheses actu-
ally rest on the forms of our faculty of knowledge, in other words,
if we express it objectively, on the necessary, a priori certain, most
universal laws of nature. Their proofs alone are therefore furnished
from cbjective grounds. On the other hand, the assertions and proofs
of the rheses have no ground other than a subiective one, and rely
simply and solely on the weakness of the subtly reasoning individual.
His imagination grows weary with an endless regression, and he
therefore puts an end to this by arbitrary assumptions which he
trics to gloss over as best he can; moreover in this case his power
of judgement is paralysed by carly and deeply imprinted prejudices.
Therefore the proof of the thesis in all four antinomies is everywhere
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only a sophism, whereas that of the antithesis is an inevitable in-
ference of our faculty of reason from the laws of the world as rep-
resentation, known to us e priori. Moreover, only with great pains
and skill has Kant been able to sustain the thesis, and to enable it
to make apparent attacks on the opponent, which is endowed with
original force and strength. Now his first and usual artifice here is
that he does not stress and bring out the nervus argumentationis,
as anyone does when he is conscious of the truth of his proposition,
and thus present it in as isclated, bare, and distinct a form as possi-
ble. On the contrary he introduces the same argument on both sides,
concealed under, and mixed up with, a whole host of superfiuous
and prolix sentences.

Now the theses and antitheses, which here appear in conflict, re-
mind one of the 3inaeg and &dixeg Aéyos®® which Socrates, in Aris-
tophanes’ Clouds, represents as contending. But this resemblance
extends only to the form, and not to the content, as those would
gladly assert who ascribe to these most speculative of all questions
of theoretical philosophy an influence on morality, and therefore
seriously regard the thesis as the iwaog (just), and the antithesis
as the &¥wog (unmjust) xoveg. However, I shaill not accommodate
myself and pay heed to such small, narrow, and perverse minds;
and paying homour not to them but to truth, I shall expose as
sophisms the proofs furnished by Kant for the individual theses,
whereas I shall show that the proofs of the antitheses are quite fair,
correct, and drawn from objective grounds. I assume that, in this
investigation, the reader always has before him the Kantian antin-
omy itself,

If the proof of the thesis in the first antinomy is to be admitted,
it proves too much, since it would be just as applicable to time itself
as to change in time, and wouid therefore prove that time itself must
have had a beginning, which is absurd. Besides, the sophism consists
in this, that, instead of the beginninglessness of the series of condi-
tions or states, which was primarily the question, the endlessness
(infinity) of the series is suddenly substituted. It is now proved,
what no one doubts, that completeness logically contradicts this end-
lessness, and yet every present is the end of a past. But the end of
a beginningless series can always be thought without detracting from
its beginninglessness, just as conversely the beginning of an endless
series can also be thought. But against the really correct argument
of the antithesis, namely that the changes of the world absolutely

¥ “The salient point of the argurment.” [Tr.]
™ “The just and the unjust cause.” [Aristophanes, Clouds, 889, 1104, Tr.]
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and necessarily presuppose an infinite series of chanpes retrogres-
sively, nothing at all is advanced. We can imagine the possibility of
the causal series one day ending in an absolute standstill, but we
cannet by any means imagine the possibility of an absolute begin-
ning.?

With repard to the spatial limits of the world, it is proved that,
if it is te be called a given whole, it must necessarily have limits.
The logical conclusion is correct, only it was just its first link which
was to be proved, and this is left unproved. Totality presupposes
limits, and limits presuppose totality; but here the two together are
arbitrarily presupposed. For this second point, however, the anti-
thesis affords no such satisfactory proof as for the first, because the
law of causality provides us with necessary determinations merely
in regard to time, not to space, and affords us a priori the certainty
that no occupied time could ever be bounded by a previous empty
time, and that no change could ever be the first, but not that an
occupied space can have no empty space beside it. To this extent,
no decision a priorf on the latter point would be possible; yet the
difficuity of imagining the world as limited in space is to be found
in the fact that space itself is necessarily infinite, and that therefore
a limited, finite world in space, however large it may be, becomes
an infinitely small magnitude. In this incongruity the imapination
finds an insuperable obstacle, since accordingly there is left two it
only the choice of thinking the world as either infinitely large
or infinitely small. The ancient philosophers already saw this:
Myrptduwpog, & xabrynmis 'Emwebpeu, ¢reiv dromey elvar &v pevydie

® That the assumption of a limit to the world in time is by no means a
necessary idea of cur faculty of reason can be demonstrated even historically,
since the Hindus do not teach any such thing even in the religion of the people,
not to mention in the Vedas. On the contrary, they try to express mythologi-
rally through a monstrous chronology the infinity of this world of appearance,
of this unstable and unsubstantial web of Mava, since at the same time they
bring out very ingeniously the relative nature of all periods of time in the
following myth {Polier, Mythalogie des Indous, Vol. II, p. 5853, The four ages,
in the last of which we live, together embrace 4,320,000 vears. Each day of the
creator Brahma has a thousand such periods of four ages, and his night again
has a thousand such periods. His year has 365 days and as many nights. He
lives a hundred of his years, always creating: and when he dies, a new Brahma
is at once born, and so on from eternity to eternity, The same relativity of
time is also expressed by the special myth that is quoted from the Puranas in
Polier’s work, Vol. TI, p. 594, In if a Raja, after a visit of a few moments to
¥Yishnu in his heaven, finds on his return to earth that several million years
have etapsed, and that a new age has appeared, since every day of Vishnu is
equal to a hundred recurrences of the four ages.
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wedie Eva ovdyuy vewwriivar, nai éva xéauov v 1§ aneipy (Metrodorus,
caput scholae Epicuri, absurdum ait, in magne campo spicam unam
produci, et unum in infinito mundum). Stobaeus, Ecl., I, c. 2334
Therefore many of them taught (as immediately follows), arsipoug
wbéouous Ev =G dmelpe (infinitos mundos in infinito) ®™ This is also
the sense of the Kantian argument for the antithesis, though he has
disfigured it by a scholastic and stilted mode of expression. The same
argument could also be used against setting limits to the world in
time, if we did not already have a much better one under the guid-
ance of causality. Further, with the assumption of a world limited
in space, there arises the unanswerable question what advantage the
filled part of space would have over the infinite space that remained
empty. In the fifth dialogue of his book Del Infinito, Universo e
Mondi, Giordano Bruno gives a detailed and very readable account
of the arguments for and against the finiteness of the world. For
the rest, Kant himself sericusly, and on objective grounds, asserts
the infinity of the world in space in his Natural History and Theory
of the Heavens, Part 11, chap. 7. Arstotle also acknowledges the
same thing in Physics, iii, chap. 4, This chapter, together with those
that follow, is well worth reading with regard to this antinomy.

In the second antinomy, the thesis at once commits a petitio
principii®® that is not in the least subtle, since it begins: “Every com-
pound substance consists of simple parts.” From the compoundness,
here arbitrarily assumed, it of course very easily demonstrates after-
wards the simple parts. But the proposition, “All matter is com-
pound,” which is just the point, remains unproved, because it is
just a groundless assumption. Thus the opposite of the simple is
not the compound, but the extended, that which has parts, the
divisible. But here it is really tacitly assumed that the parts existed
before the whole, and were gathered together, and that in this way
the whole came into existence; for this is what the word “compound”
means. Yet this can be asserted just as little as the opposite. Divisi-
bility implies merely the possibility of splitting the whole into parts;
it by no means implies that the whole was compounded out of
paits, and thus came into existence. Divisibility merely asserts the
parts a parte post; compoundness asserts them a parte ante. For
there is essentially no time-relation between the parts and the whole;
rather do they condition each other reciprocally, and to this extent

# “Metrodorus, the head of the Epicurean school, says it is absurd for there
to spring inte existence only one ear of corn in a large field, and only one
world in infinite space.” {Tr.}

¥ “That there exists in infinite space an infinite pumber of worlds."” [Tr.]

* “Begging of the question.” [Tr.]
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they are always simultaneous; for only in so far as both exist does
the spatially extended exist. Therefore what Kant says in the note to
the thesis: “Space should really not be called a compositum, but a
toturn,” and so on, holds good entirely of matter as well, since mat-
ter is simply space that has become perceptible. On the other hand,
the infinite divisibility of matter, asserted by the antithesis, follows
a priori and incontestably from that of space which it fills. This
proposition has nothing at all against it; therefore Kant also, p. 513
(V, 541), presents it as objective truth, when he is speaking seri-
ously and in his own person, and no longer as the mouthpiece of
the @3inog Aévog. Likewise in the Metaphysical Rudiments of Natural
Science (page 108, first edition), the proposition: “Matter is di-
visible to infinity” stands as an established and certain truth at the
head of the proof of the first proposition in mechanics, after it had
appeared and been demonstrated in dynamics as the fourth propo-
sition. Here, however, Kant spoils the proof of the antithesis by
the greatest confusion of style and a useless torrent of words, with
the cunning intention that the evidence of the antithesis shall not
put the sophisms of the thesis too much in the shade. Atoms are not
a necessary idea of our faculty of reason, but merely a hypothesis
for explaining the differences in the specific gravity of bodies. But
Kant himself has shown in the Dynamics of his Metaphysical Rudi-
ments of Natural Science that we can also explain this otherwise,
and even better and more simply, than by atomism; before him,
however, was Priestley, On Matter and Spirit, Sect. I. In fact, even
in Aristotle, Physics, iv, 9, the fundamental idea of this is to be
found.

The argument for the third thesis is a very subtle sophism, and is
really Kant's pretended principle of pure reason (Vernunfr) itself
entirely unadulterated and unchanged. It attempts to prove the finite-
ness of the series of causes by saying that, to be sufficient, a cause
must contain the complete sum of the conditions from which the
following state, the effect, results. For this completeness of the
determinations simudtaneously in the state or condition that is the
cause, the argument now substitutes the completeness of the series
of causes by which that state itself first arrived at actuality; and
because completeness presupposes a state of being closed in, and
this again presupposes finiteness, the argument infers from this a first
cause closing the series and therefore unconditioned. But the jug-
gling is obvious. In order to conceive state A as a sufficient cause
of state B, I assume that it contains the completeness of the deter-
minations necessary for this, from whose coexistence state B in-
evitably ensues. In this way my demand on it as a sufficient cause is
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entirely satisfied, and that demand has no direct connexion with the
question how state A itself arrived at actuality. On the contrary, this
belongs to an entirely different consideration in which I regard the
self-same state A no longer as cause, but as itself effect, in which
case another state must be related to it, just as it itself is related
to B, The presupposition of the finiteness of the series of causes and
effects, and accordingly of a first beginning, nowhere appears as
necessary in this, any more than the presence of the present mo-
ment has as assumption a beginninp of time itself; such assumption
is added only by the indolence of the speculating individual. That
this presupposition lies in the acceptance of a cause as sufficient
reason or ground, is therefore surreptitiously obtained, and is false,
as I have already shown in detail when considering the Kantian
principle of reason {Vernunft) which coincides with this thesis. To
illustrate the assertion of this false thesis, Kant has the effrontery, in
his note thereon, to give as an example of an unconditioned begin-
ning his rising from his chair, as though it were not just as impos-
sible for him to rise without motive as for the ball to roll without
cause. I certainly do not need to prove the groundiessness of his
appeal to the philosophers of antiquity, which he makes from a
feeling of weakness, from Ocellus Lucanus, the Eleatics, etc., not
to speak of the Hindus. As in the case of the previous ones, nothing
can be said against the argument of this antithesis,

The fourth antinomy is, as I have already remarked, really tauto-
logical with the third. The proof of the thesis is aiso essentially the
same as that of the preceding. His assertion that every conditioned
presupposes a complete series of conditions, and thus a series end-
ing with the unconditioned, is a petitio principii*®® that must be abso-
lutely denied. Every conditioned presupposes nothing but its con-
dition, the fact that this is again conditioned raises a new con-
sideration not directly contained in the first.

A certain plausibility is not to be denied to the antinomy; vet it
is remarkable that no part of the Kantian philosophy has met with
so little contradiction, indeed, has found so much acknowledgement
and approbation, as this exceedingly paradoxical doctrine. Almost
all philosophical proups and text-books have admitted and repeated
it, and even elaborated it, whereas almost all the other doctrines of
Kant have been disputed. In fact there has never been a lack of
warped minds which rejected even the Transcendental Aesthetic,
The unanimous assent which the antinomy, on the other hand, has
met with, may in the end spring from the fact that some people re-

¥ “Begping of the question.” [Tr.)
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gard with inward gratification the point where the understanding is
really supposed to be brought to a standstill, since it has hit upon
something that at the same time is and is not, and accordingly they
actually have here before them the sixth trick of Philadelphia in
Lichtenberg’s broadsheet.?®4

Now if we examine the real meaning of Kant's critical resolution
of the cosmological argument which follows, it is not what he gives it
out to be, namely the solution of the dispute by disclosing that both
sides, starting from false assumptions, are wrong in the first and
second antinomies, but right in the third and fourth. On the contrary,
it is in fact the confirmation of the antitheses by the explanation of
their assertion.

Kant first of all asserts in this solution, obviously wrongly, that
both sides started from the assumption, as the first principle, that
with the conditioned, the completed (hence closed) series of its
conditions is given. Merely the rthesis laid down this proposition,
namely Kant’s principle of pure reason (Vernunft), as the founda-
tion of its assertions; the antithesis, on the other hand, everywhere
expressly denied it, and maintained the contrary. Kant further
charges both sides with this assumption that the world exists in it-
self, in other words, independently of its being known and of the
forms of that knowledge. But once more this assumption is made
only by the thesis; it is so far from forming the basis of the asser-
tions of the antithesis as to be even quite inconsistent with them.
For that it is entirely given is absolutely contradictory to the con-
cept of an infinite series. It is therefore essential to it that it exists
always conly with reference to the process of going through it, but
not independently thereof. On the other hand, in the assumption of
definite limits lies also the assumption of a whole that exists ab-
solutely and independently of the process of measuring it. Hence
only the thesis makes the false assumption of a universe existing in
itself, in other words, of a universe given prior to all knowledge,
to which knowledge came as a mere addition. The antithesis at the
outset is absclutely at variance with this assumption; for the infinity
of the series, which it asserts merely on the guidance of the principle
of sufficient reason, can exist only in so far as the regressus is carried
out, not independently thereof. Just as the object in general pre-
supposes the subject, so does the object, determined as an endless
chain of conditions, also necessarily presuppose in the subject the
kind of knowledge corresponding thereto, namely the constant pur-
suit of the links, This, however, is just what Kant gives as the solu-

=4 Qee Lichtenberg, Vermischie Schriften, vol. iii, p. 187, Gottingen, 1844,
[Tr.]
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tion of the dispute, and so often repeats: “The infinite magnitude of
the world is only through the regressus, not before it.” This solution
that he gives to the antinomy is therefore really only the decision
in favour of the antithesis. That truth already lies in the assertion of
the antithesis, just as it is entirely inconsistent with the assertions of
the thesis. If the antithesis had asserted that the world consisted of
infinite series of grounds and consequents, and yet existed inde-
pendently of the representation and its regressive series, and thus
in itself, and therefore constituted a given whole, then it would have
contradicted not only the thesis, but itself also. For an infinite can
never be entirely given, nor can an endless series exist, except in
so far as it is endlessly run through; nor can a boundless constitute
a whole. Therefore that assumption, of which Kant asserted that it
had misled both sides, belongs only to the thesis.

It is a doctrine of Aristotle that an infinite can never be actu, in
other words, actual and given, but merely potentid. Qux Zozev évepreia
eivar 16 dmerpov . . . &AW d3lvatov T8 Evteheyelx ov dmewpov  (Infi-
nitum non potest esse actu: . . . sed impossible, actu esse infinitum) *°
Metaphysics, x.10. Further: wat’ tvépysiay pév yap olév danv dneepoy,
Suvdper Bt émt i Sreipesty (nihil enim actu infinitum est, sed potentia
tantum, nempe divisione ipsa) ' De Generatione et Corruptione, i, 3.
He deals with this at great length in the Physics, iii, 5 and 6, where
to a certain extent he gives the perfectly correct solution of all the
antinomic theses and antitheses. In his brief way, he describes the
antinomies, and then says: “A mediator (8:wattqrag) is required™;
according to which he gives the solution that the infinite, both of
the world in space and in time and in division, is never before the
regressus or progressus, but in it. This truth, therefore, lies in the
correctly apprehended concept of the infinite. We therefore misunder-
stand ourselves if we imagine we conceive the infinite, be it of what-
ever kind it may, as something objectively present and finished, and
independent of the regressus.

Indeed, if, reversing the procedure, we take as the starting-point
that which Kant gives as the solution of the antinomy, the assertion
of the antithesis already follows therefrom. Thus, if the world is not
an unconditioned whole, and does not exist in itself, but only in the
representation; and if its series of grounds and consequents do not
exist before the regressus of the representations of them, but only
through this regressus, then the world cannot contain definite and

“*Jt js not possible for the infinite to exist in actuality; . . . but infinity
existing in actuality is impossible.” [Tr.}

““For according to actuality there is no infinity (i.e., no infinitely small),
but potentially there is in regard to division.” [Tr.]
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finite series, since their determination and limitation would neces-
sarily be independent of the representation that then comes only as
an addition; on the contrary, all its series must be endless, in other
words, incapable of exhaustion by any representation.

On p. 506 (V, 534) Kant tries to prove from the falseness of
both sides the transcendental ideality of the phenomenon, and be-
ging: “H the world is a whole existing in itself, it is either finite or
infinite.” But this is false; a whole existing in itself cannot possibly
be infinite. On the contrary, that ideality could be inferred in the
following way from the infinity of the series in the world: If the
series of grounds and consequents in the world are absolutely with-
out end, then the world cannot be a given whole independent of the
representation, for such a thing always presupposes definite limits,
just as, on the contrary, infinite series presuppose infinite regressus.
Therefore, the presupposed infinity of the serfes must be determined
through the form of ground and consequent, and this in turn through
the form of knowledge of the subject. Hence the world, as it is
known, must exist only in the mental picture or representation of
the subject.

I am unable to decide whether Kant himself was or was not
aware that his critical decision of the argument was really a state-
ment i favour of the antithesis. For it depends on whether what
Schelling has somewhere very appropriately called Kant’s system of
accommeodation exiended so far, or whether Kant’s mind was here
involved in an unconscious accommodation to the influence of his
time and environment.

* * L]

The solution of the third antinomy, whose subject was the Idea
of freedom, merits special consideration, in so far as for us it is
very remarkable that Kant is obliged precisely here, in connexion
with the Idea of freedom, to speak in greater detail about the thing-
in-itself, hitherto seen only in the background. This is very easy for
us to understand after we have recognized the thing-in-itself as the
will. In general, this is the point where Kant’s philosophy leads to
mine, or mine springs from his as its parent stem. We shall be con-
vinced of this if we read with attention pp. 536 and 537 (V, 564
and 563) of the Critique of Pure Reason, and further compare with
this passage the introduction to the Critique of Judgement, pp. xviii
and xix of the third edition, or p. 13 of the Rosenkranz edition,
where it is even said: “The concept of freedom can in its object
(for this indeed is the will) present a thing-in-itself to our minds,
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but not in perception; the concept of nature, on the other hand, can
present its object to our minds in perception, but not as thing-in-
itself.”” But in particular, let us read § 53 of the Prolegomena con-
cerning the solution of the antinomies, and then honestly answer the
question whether all that is said does not sound like a riddle to
which my teaching is the solution. Kant did not arrive at a conclusion
to his thinking; I have merely carried his work into effect. Ac-
cordingly, what Kant says merely of the human phenomenon, I
have extended to every phenomenon in general which differs from
the human only in degree, namely that their essence-in-itself is
something absolutely free, in other words, a will. How fruitful this
insight is in connexion with Kant’s doctrine of the ideality of space,
time, and causality, follows from my work.

Kant has nowhere made the thing-in-itself the subject of a special
discussion or clear deduction, but whenever he makes use of it, he
at once brings it in through the conclusion that the phenomenon,
and hence the visible world, must have a ground or reasom, an
intelligible cause, which is not phenomenon, and which therefore
does not belong to any possible experience. This he does after
having incessantly urged that the catepories, and thus also the cate-
gory of causality, had a use in every way restricted only to possible
experience; that they were mere forms of the understanding serving
to spell out the phenomena of the world of sense, beyond which, on
the other hand, they had no significance at all, and so on. He there-
fore most strictly forbids their application to things beyond experi-
ence, and rightly explains, and at the same time overthrows, all
previous dogmatism as resulting from a violation of this law. The
incredible incensistency Kant here committed was soon noticed, and
used by his first opponents for attacks to which his philosophy could
not offer any resistance. For we certainly apply the law of causality,
wholly a priori and prior to all experience, to the changes felt in our
organs of sense. But on this very account this law is just as much
of subjective origin as these sensations themselves are; and therefore
it does not lead to the thing-in-itself. The truth is that on the path
of the representation we can never get beyond the representation; it
is a closed whole, and has in its own resources no thread leading
to the essence of the thing-in-itself, which is toto genere different
from it. If we were merely representing beings, the way to the thing-
in-itself would be entirely cut off from us. Only the other side of
our own inner nature can vouchsafe us information regarding the
other side of the being-in-itself of things. I have pursued this path,
However, Kant’s inference of the thing-in-itself, forbidden by him-
self, obtains some extenuation from the following. He does not, as
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truth demanded, lay down the object simply and positively as con-
ditioned by the subject, and vice versa, but only the manner of the
object’s appearance as conditioned by the subject’s forms of knowl-
edge, which therefore alse come a priori to consciousness. Now what,
in contrast to this, is known merely a posteriori, is for him already
immediate effect of the thing-in-itself, which becomes phenomenon
only in its passage through those forms that are given a priori. From
this peint of view, it is to some extent clear how he could fail to
notice that being-object in general belongs to the form of the
phenomenon, and is just as much conditioned by being-subject in
general as the object’s mede of appearing is conditioned by the
subject’s forms of knowledge; hence that, if a thing-in-itself is to
be assumed, it cannot be an object at all, which, however, he always
assumes it to be; but such a thing-in-itself would have to lie in a
sphere toto genere different from the representation (from knowing
and being known), and therefore could least of all be inferred ac-
cording to the laws of the connexion of objects among themselves.

Precisely the same thing happened to Kant with the demonstration
of the thing-in-itself as with the demonstration of the a prieri na-
ture of the law of causality; both doctrines are correct, but their
proof is false. They belong therefore to correct conclusions from
false premisses. I have retained both, yet I have established them in
an entirely different way and with certainty.

I have not introduced the thing-in-itself surreptitiously or inferred
it according to laws that exclude it, since they already belong to its
phenomencn; moreover, in general I have not arrived at it by round-
about ways. On the contrary, I have demonstrated it directly, where
it immediately lies, namely in the will that reveals itself to everyone
immediately as the in-itself of his own phenomenon.

It is also from this immediate knowledge of one’s own will that
in human consciousness the concept of freedom arises; for certainly
the will as world-creating, as thing-in-itself, is free from the princi-
ple of sufficient reason, and thus from all necessity, and hence is
completely independent, free, and indeed almighty. Yet actually this
holds geod only of the will in itself, not of its phenomena, not of
the individuals, who, just through the will itself, are unalterably
determined as its phenomena in time. But in the ordinary conscious-
ness not clarified by philosophy, the will is at once confused with
its phenomenon, and what belongs only to the will is attributed to
the phenomenon. In this way arises the delusion of the individual’s
unconditioned freedom. Precisely on this account, Spinoza rightly
says that even the projected stone would believe, if it had conscious-
ness, that it was flying of its own free will. For the in-itself even of
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the stone is certainly the one and only free will; but, as in all its
phenomena, so here also where it appears as stone, it is already
fully determined. Enough has already been said .about all this, how-
ever, in the matn part of this work.

By failing to recognize and overlooking this immediate origin of
the concept of freedom in every human consciousness, Kant now
(p. 533; V, 561) places the origin of that concept in a very subtle
speculation. Thus through this speculation, the unconditioned, to
which our reason (Vernunft) must always tend, leads to the hypos-
tasizing of the concept of freedom, and the practical concept of
freedom is supposed to be based first of all on this transcendent Idea
of freedom. In the Critigue of Practical Reason, § 6, and p. 185 of
the fourth (p. 235 of the Rosenkranz) edition, he again derives this
last concept differently, namely from the fact that the categorical im-
perative presupposes it. Accordingly, he says that the speculative
Idea is only the primary source of the concept of freedom for the
sake of this presupposition, but that here it really obtains significance
and application. Neither, however, is the case; for the delusion of
a perfect freedom of the individual in his particular actions is most
vivid in the conviction of the least cultured person who has mever
refiected. It is therefore not founded on any speculation, though it is
often assumed by speculation from without. On the other hand, only
philosophers, and indeed the profoundest of them, and also the most
thoughtful and enlightened authors of the Church, are free from the
delusion,

Therefore it follows from all that has been said that the real
erigin of the concept of freedom is in no way essentially an inference
either from the speculative Idea of an unconditioned cause, or from
the fact that the categorical imperative presupposes it, but springs
directly from consciousness. In consciousness everyone recognizes
himself at once as the will, in other words, as that which, as thing-
in-itself, has not the principle of sufficient reason for its form, and
itself depends on nothing, but rather everything else depends on it.
Not everyone, however, recognizes himself at once with the critical
and reflective insight of philosophy as a definite phenomenon of this
will which has already entered time, one might say as an act of will
distinguished from that will-to-live itself. Therefore, instead of
recognizing his whole existence as an act of his freedom, he looks
for freedom rather in his individual actions. On this point I refer
to my essay On the Freedom of the Will,

Now if Kant, as he here pretends, and also apparently did on
previous occasions, had merely inferred the thing-in-itself, and that
moreover with the great inconsistency of an inference absolutely for-
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bidden by himself, what a strange accident it would then be that
here, where for the first time he comes nearer to the thing-in-itself
and elucidates it, he should at once recognize in it the will, the free
will proclaiming itself in the world only through temiporal phe-
nomena! Therefore 1 actually assume, though it cannot be proved,
that whenever Kant spoke of the thing-in-itself, he always thought
indistinctly of the will in the obscure depths of his mind. Evidence
of this is given in the preface to the second edition of the Critique
of Pure Reason, pp. xxvii and xxviii in the Rosenkranz edition, p.
677 of the supplements.*

For the rest, it is just this intended solution of the sham third
antinomy that gives Kant the opportunity to express very beautifully
the profoundest ideas of his whole philosophy; thus in the whole of
the “Sixth Section of the Antinomy of Pure Reason”; but above all,
the discussion of the contrast between the empirical and intelligible
characters, pp. 534-550 (V, 562-578), which T number among the
most admirable things ever said by man. (We can regard as a
supplementary explanation of this passage a parallel passage in the
Critique of Practical Reason, pp. 169-179 of the fourth, or pp. 224-
231 of the Rosenkranz edition). But it is all the more regrettable
that this is not in its right place here, in so far as, on the one hand,
it is not found in the way stated by the exposition, and could thus be
deduced otherwise thar it is, and, on the other, in so far as it does
not fulfil the purpose for which it is there, namely the solution of
the pretended antinomy. From the phencmenon is inferred its intel-
ligible ground or reason, the thing-in-itself, by the inconsistent use,
already sufficiently condemned, of the category of causality beyond
all experience. For this case the will of man (to which Kant gives
the title of reason or Vernunft quite inadmissibly and by an un-
pardonable breach of all linguistic usage) is set up as this thing-in-
itself with an appeal to an unconditioned ought, to the categorical
imperative that is postulated without more ado.

Now instead of all this, the plain, open procedure would have
been to start directly from the will, to demonstrate this as the in-
itself of our own phenomenon, recognized without any mediation,
and then to give that description of the empirical and intelligible
characters, to explain how all actions, though necessitated by motives,
are nevertheless ascribed both by their author and by the independent
judge necessarily and positively to the former himself and alone, as
depending solely on him, to whom guilt and merit are therefore at-
tributed in respect of them. This alone was the straight path to the

“P. 688 seq. of Prof. Max Miiller’s English translation. [Tr.]
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knowledge of that which is not phenomenon, of that which in con-
sequence is not found in accordance with the laws of the phenome-
non, but which reveals itself through the phenomenon, becomes
knowable, objectifies itself, namely the will-to-live. Then this would
have had to be described, merely by analogy, as the in-itself of every
phenomencn. But then, of course, it could not have been said (p.
546; V, 574) that in the case of inanimate, and indeed animal,
nature no faculty can be thought except as sensuously conditioned.
In Kant’s language, this is really to say that the explanation accord-
ing to the law of causality also exhausts the innermost essence of
those phenomena, whereby in their case the thing-in-itself, very in-
consistently, is abelished. Through the wrong position and the round-
about deduction conforming with it which the thing-in-itself has
received in Kant’s work, the whole conception of it has been falsi-
fied. For the will or thing-in-itself, found by investigating an un-
conditioned cause, here appears related to the phenomenon as the
cause to the effect. This relation, however, occurs only within the
phenemenon, and therefore presupposes it. It cannot connect the
phenomenon itself with that which lies outside the phenomenon, and
is toto genere different from it.

Further, the purpose intended, namely the solution of the third
antinomy by the decision that both sides, each in a different sense,
are right, is not achieved at all. For neither the thesis nor the an-
tithesis speaks in any way of the thing-in-itself, but entirely of the
phenomenon, of the objective world, of the world as representation.
It is this, and absolutely nothing else, of which the thesis tries to
show, by means of the sophism we have exposed, that it contains
unconditioned causes; and it is also this of which the antithesis rightly
denies that it contains such causes. Therefore the whole exposition
of the transcendental freedom of the will, here given in justification
of the thesis, namely in so far as the will is thing-in-itself, is never-
theless really and truly a petdBesig eig &iho yéveg,*3 excellent as
it is in itself. For the transcendental freedom of the will which is
expounded is by no means the unconditioned causality of a cause,
which the thesis asserts, because a cause must be essentially phe-
nomenen, not something tote genere different lying beyond every
phenomenon,

If it is a question of cause and effect, then the relation of the
will to its phenomenon (or of the intelligible character to the empiri-
cal} must never be drawn in, as is done here, for it is entirely differ-

Y4 transition to another genus”; in other words, the logical mistake of
jumping into another dimension, e.g., from the line to the surfage, from the
surface to the solid. {Tr.]
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ent from the causal relation. However, here also, in this solution
of the antinomy, it is said with truth that man’s empirical character,
like that of every other cause in nature, is unalterably determined,
and hence that actions necessarily result from it in accordance with
external influences. Therefore in spite of all transcendental freedom
(i.e. independence of the will-in-itself of the laws of the connexion of
its phenomenon}, no person has the capacity of himself to begin »
series of actions, a thing which, on the contrary, was asserted by
the thesis. Therefore freedom also has no causality, for only the wiil
is free, and it lies outside nature or the phenomenon. The phenome-
non is only the objectification of the will, and does not stand to it
in a relation of causality. Such a relation is met with only within
the phenomenon, and thus presupposes this; it cannot include the
phencmenon itself, und connect it with what is cxpressly not phe-
nomencn. The world itself is to be explained only from the will
(for it is the will itself in so far as this will appears), and not through
causality. But in the world, causality is the sole principle of explana-
tion, and everything happens solely in accordance with laws of
nature. Therefore right is entirely on the side of the antithesis; for
this sticks to the point in question, and uses the principle of ex-
planation which is walid with regard thereto, hence it needs no
apology. The thesis, on the other hand, is supposed to be drawn
by an apology from the matter, that first passes over to something
quite different from the point in question, and then takes over a
principle of explanation which cannot be applied there.

The fourth antinomy, as I have said already, is according to its
innermost meaning tautological with the third. In the sclution to it,
Kant develops still more the untenability of the thesis. On the other
hand, he advances no grounds for its truth and its pretended com-
patibility with the antithesis, just as, conversely, he is unable to bring
any against the antithesis. He introduces the assumption of the thesis
only in the form of a request, and yet he himself calls it (p. 562;
V¥, 590) an arbitrary presupposition, whose object in itself might
well be impossible, and shows merely an utterly impotent attempt
to provide for it somewhere a snug little place, secure from the pre-
vailing might of the antithesis, simply in order not to disclose the
emptiness of the whole of his favourite pretence of the necessary
antinomy in man's faculty of reason.

r ¥* x

There now follows the chapter on the Transcendental Ideal, which
at once takes us back to the rigid scholasticism of the Middle Ages.
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We think we are listening to Anselm himself. The ens realissimum,
the comprehensive totality of all realities, the content of all affirma-
tive propositions, appears, and in fact claims to be a necessary idea
of our facuity of reason! I for my part must confess that to my
faculty of reason such an idea is impossible, and that from the words
which express it I am unable to think of anything definite.
Moreover, I do not doubt that Kant was compelled to write this
strange chapter, so unworthy of him, merely by his fondness for
architectonic symmetry. The three principal objects of scholastic
philesophy (which if understood in the wider sense, as we have said,
can be regarded as continuing down to Kant), namely the soul, the
world, and God, were supposed to be derived from the three possi-
ble major premisses of syllogisms, although it is obvious that they
have arisen and can arise simply and solely through the uncon-
ditioned application of the principle of sofficient reason. After the
soul had been forced into the categorical judgement, and the hypo-
thetical was used for the world, there was nothing left for the third
Idea but the disjunctive major premiss. Fortunately, there was to be
found in this sense a preparatory work, namely the ens realissimum
of the scholastics, together with the ontological proof of the existence
of God, put forward in a rudimentary fashion by Anselm, and then
perfected by Descartes. This was gladly made use of by Kant, for
he was also reminded somewhat of an earlier Latin work of his
youth. However, the sacrifice Kant made in this chapter to his love
for architectonic symmetry is exceedingly great. In defiance of all
truth, what must be regarded as the grotesque notion of a compre-
hensive totality of all possible realities is made into an idea that is
necessary and essential to reason (Vernunft). For deriving this, Kant
resorts to the false allegation that our knowledge of individual things
arises from a progressive limitation of universal concepts, and con-
sequently even of a most universal concept of all, which would con-
tain all reality in irself. Here he is just as much in contradiction
with his own teaching as he is with the truth; for the very reverse
is the case. Our knowledge, starting from the particular, is extended
to the general, and all general concepts result through abstraction
from real, individual things known through perception, and this can
be continued right up to the most universal of all concepts, which
then includes everything under it, but almost nothing in it. Thus
Kant has here turned the procedure of our faculty of knowledge
completely upside down. Therefore he might well be accused of
having given rise to a philosophical charlatanism that has become
famous in our day. Imstead of recognizing concepts as ideas ab-
stracted from things, this charlatanism, on the contrary, makes the
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concepts the first thing, and sees in things only concrete concepts,
thus coming forward with a world turned upside down as a philo-
sophical buffoonery naturally bound to meet with great acceptance.

Even if we assume that everyone’s faculty of reason must, or at
any rate can, attain to the concept of God, even without revelation,
this obviouslty happens only under the guidance of causality; this is
so evident that it requires no proof. Therefore, Chr. Wolff also says
(Cosmologia Generalis, praef., p. 1): Sane in theologia naturali
existentiam Numinis e principiis cosmologicis demonstramus. Contin-
gentia universi et ordinis naturae, una cum impossibilitate casus, sunt
scala, per quam a mundo hoc adspectabili ad Deum ascenditur*
And before him Leibniz had said with reference to the law of
causality: Sans ce grand principe nous ne pourrions jamais prouver
Pexistence de Diew*® (Théodicée, § 44). Likewise in his controversy
with Clarke, § 126: J'ose dire que sans ce grand principe on ne
saurait venir d la preuve de U'existence de Dieu*® On the other hand,
the idea worked out in this chapter is so far from being one necessary
and essential to the faculty of reason, that it is rather to be regarded
as a real specimen of the monstrous creations of an age that through
strange circumstances fell into the most singular aberrations and
absurdities. Such was the age of scholasticism, one which is without
parallel in the history of the world, and can never recur. When this
scholasticism had reached a state of perfection it certainly furnished
the principal proof of the existence of God from the concept of the
ens realissimum, and only in addition to this, as accessory, did it
use the other proofs. This, however, is a mere method of instruction,
and proves nothing about the origin of theology in the human mind.
Here Kant has taken the procedure of scholasticism for that of our
faculty of reason, and he has done this frequently. If it were true
that, according to the essential laws of our faculty of reason, the
Idea of God arose from the disjunctive syllogism under the form
of an Idea of the most real of all beings, then this Idea would also
have appeared in the philosophers of antiquity. But of the ens
realissimum there is nowhere a trace in any of the ancient philoso-
phers, although some of them certainly speak of a world-creator, yet
only as the giver of form to matter that exists without him, a

“ "We prove conclusively in natural theology the existence of the Supreme
Being from cosmological principles. The contingent aspect of the universe and
of the order of nature, simultaneously with the impossibility of a (pure) acci-
dent, are the steps on which we ascend from this visible world to Ged.” [Tr.]

“ “Withont this great principle we should never be able to prove the exist-
ence of God.” [Tr.]

“*I venture to say that, without this great principle, we could never obtain
proof of the existence of God." [Tr.]
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Sruioupyde, whom, however, they infer, simply and solely in accord-
ance with the law of causality. It is true that Sextus Empiricus (Ad-
versus Mathematicos, ix, 88) quotes an argument of Cleanthes which
some regard as the ontological proof. Hewever, it is not that, but a
mere inference from analogy, because expericnce teaches that on
earth onc being is always superior to another, and that man indeed,
as the most preeminent, closes the series, but still has many faults;
then there must be still more excellent beings, and finally the most
excellent of all (xgariztav, daerov), and this would be God.

* » *

On the detailed refutation of speculative theology which now fol-
lows, I have only briefly to remark that it, as well as the whole criticism
of the three so-called Ideas of reason (Vernurft) in general, and
hence the whole Dialectic of pure reason, is to a certain extent the
aim and object of the whole work. But this polemical part has not
really, like the preceding doctrinal part, i.e., the Aesthetic and Ana-
Iytic, an entirely universal, permanent, and purely philosophical,
but rather a temporal and local interest, since it stands in special
reference to the main points of the philosophy that prevailed in
Europe up to Kant’s time. Yet the complete overthrow of that
philosophy through this polemic stands to Kant's immortal merit.
He has climinated theism from philosophy; for in philosophy, as a
science and not a doctrine of faith, only that can find a place which
either is empirically given or is established through tenable and
solid proofs. Naturally, there is here meant only real, seriously under-
stood philosophy, directed to truth and nothing else, and certainly
not the facetious philosophy of the universities, in which, now as
ever, speculative theology plays the principal patt, and where also,
now as ever, the soul appears without ceremony as a well-known
person. For that is the philosophy endowed with emoluments and
fees, and even with titles, honours, and awards, Proudly looking
down from its height, it remains for forty years entirely unawarc of
little men like me; it would be heartily glad to be rid of old Kant
and his Critiques, in order decply and cordially to drink Letbniz's
health. Further, it is to be remarked here that. as Kant was ad-
mittedly induced to bring forward his teaching of the a priori nature
of the concept of causality by Hume’s scepticism with regard to
that concept, perhaps in just the same way Kant’s criticism of ali
speculative theology has its origin in Hume’s criticism of all popular
theology., Hume had given this in his Natural History of Religion, a
book very well worth reading, and the Dialogues on Natural Re-

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



The World As Will and Representation [511]

ligion. It may be, in fact, that Kant wanted to a certain extent to
supplement this. For the first-named work of Hume is really a criti-
cism of popular theology, the pitiable state whereof it attempts to
show, while on the other hand it points to rational or speculative
theclogy as genuine and worthy of esteem. But Kant uncovers the
groundlessness of the latter; on the other hand, he leaves popular
theology untouched, and even sets it up in a more dignified form as
a faith founded on moral feeling. This was later distorted by the
philosophasters into apprehensions of reason (Vernunft), conscious-
ness of God, or imtellectual intvitions of the supersemsible, the
divine, and so on. On the other hand, when Kant demolished old
and revered errors, and knew the danger of the business, he had
only wanted to substitute here and there through moral theclogy a
few weak props, so that the ruin would not fall on top of him, and
he would have time to get away.

Now as regards the performance of the task, no Critique of Reason
was at all necessary to refute the ontological proof of the existence
of God, since, even without presupposing the Aesthetic and Analytic,
it is very easy to make clear that this ontological proof is nothing
but a cunning and subtle game with concepts, without any power
of conviction. In Aristotle’s Organon there is a chapter as completely
adequate for refuting the ontotheological proof as if it had been inten-
tionally written for the purpose; the seventh chapter of the second
book of the Posterior Analyiics. Among other things, it expressly
says there: <& 3& elvar oln oboiy oldevi, in other words, existentia
nunguam ad essentiam rei pertinet.V

The refutation of the cosmological proof is an application to a
piven case of the doctrine of the Critique expounded up to that
point, and there is nothing to be said against it. The phvsico-theologi-
cal proof is a mere amplification of the cosmological, which it pre-
supposes; and it finds its detailed refutation only in the Critique of
Judgement. In this connexion I refer the reader to the heading “Com-
parative Anatomy” in my work On the Will in Nature,

As T have said, in the criticism of these proofs Kant is concerned
only with speculative theology, and restricts himself to the School.
On the other hand, if he had had life and popular theology in view,
he would still have had to add to the three proofs a fourth, which
with the mass of the people is really the effective one, and in Kant’s
terminology could be most appropriately called the ceraunological.
This is the proof founded on man’s feeling of need, distress, im-
potence, and dependence i face of natural forces infinitely superior,

Y “Existence in the case of any thing never belongs to its essence.” [Tr.]
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unfathomable, and for the most part omincus and portentous. To
this is added man’s natural inclination to personify everything;
finally there is the hope of effecting something by entreaty and flat-
tery, and even by gifts. With every human undertaking there is
something that is not within our power, and does not come into our
calculations; the desire to gain this for ourselves is the origin of the
gods. Primus in orbe Deos fecit timor'® is an old and true saying
of Petronius. Hume criticizes mainly this proof; in every respect he
appears to be Kant’s forerunner in the works above-mentioned.
Those whom Kant has permanently embarrassed by his criticism of
speculative theology are the professors of philosophy. Drawing their
salaries from Christian governments, they dare not abandon the
chief article of faith.** Now how do these gentlemen help themselves?
They just assert that the existence of God is a matter of course.
Indeed! After the ancient world, at the expense of its conscience,
had performed miracles to prove it, and the modern world, at the
expense of its understanding, had placed in the field ontological,
cosmological, and physico-theological proofs—it is a matter of
course with these gentlemen. And from this self-evident God they
then explain the world; this is their philosophy.

Until the time of Kant, there was a real and well-established
dilemma between materialism and theism, in other words, between
the assumption that a blind chance, or an intelligence arranging
from without according to purposes and concepts, had brought about
the world, neque dabatur tertium.b® Therefore, atheism and material-
ism were the same thing; hence the doubt whether there could in
fact be an atheist, in other words, a person who really could attribute
to blind chance an arrangement of nature, especially of organic na-
ture, which is immense, inexhaustible, and appropriate. See, for ex-

““Fear was the first origin of the belief in Gods.” [Petronius, Fragm. 27
{Tr)]

* Kanf said: “It is very absurd to expect enlightenment from reason (Ver-
nunfty, and yet to prescribe to it beforehand on which side it must necessarily
turn out,” (Critique of Pure Reason, p. 747; ¥, 775). On the other hand, the
following naivety is the utterance of a professor of philosophy in our own
times: “If a philosophy denies the reatity of the fundamental ideas of Chris-
tianity, it is either false, or, even if frue, it is nevertheless useless . . " that
is to say, for professors of philosophy. It was the late Professor Bachmann
who in the Jena'sche Litteraturzeitung of July 1840, No. 126, so indiscreetly
blurted out the maxim of all his colieagues. Moreover, it is worth noting as a
characteristic of university philosophy how, if truth will nat accommodate and
adapt herself, she is shown the door without ceremony, with the remask: “Get
out! We cannot use you. Do we owe you anything? Do yvou pay us? Then get
out!”

MeAnd there was no third possibility,” [Tr.]
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ample, Bacon’s Essays (Sermones fideles), Essay 16, “On Atheism.”
In the opinion of the great mass of people and of Englishmen, who
in such things beleng entirely to the great mass (the mob), this is
still the case, even with their most famous men of learning. One has
only to look at R. Owen’s Ostéologie comparée of 1835, preface,
pp. 11, 12, where he always stands before the old dilemma between
Democritus and Epicurus on the one hand, and an intelligence on
the cther, in which la connaissance d'un étre tel que Phomme a existé
avant que 'homme fit son apparition.®® All suitability and appropri-
ateness must have started from an intelligence; he does not even
dream of doubting this. Yet in the reading of this now somewhat
modified preface given on 5 September 1853, in the Académie des
Sciences, he said with childish naivety: La téléologie, ou la théologie
scientifique (Comptes rendus, Sept. 1853),°% these are for him
directly one and the same thing! If something in nature is suitable
and appropriate, it is a work of intention, of deliberation, of intel-
ligence, Now, I ask, what is the Critique of Judgement, or even my
book Cn the Will in Nature, to such an Englishman and to the
Académie des Sciences? These gentlemen do not see so far beneath
them. These iflustres confréres®® indeed look down on metaphysics
and the philosophie allemande,5* they stick to frock-philosophy. But
the validity of that disjunctive major premiss, of that dilemma be-
tween materialism and theism, rests on the assumption that the
world that lies before us is the world of things-in-themselves, and
that, in consequence, there is no other order of things than the
empirical. But after the world and its order had become through
Kant the mere phenomenon, whose laws rest mainly on the forms
of our intellect, the existence and inner nature of things and of
the world no longer needed to be explained on the analogy of
changes perceived or effected by us in the world; nor can that which
we comprehend as means and end have arisen in consequence of
such knowledge. Therefore, by depriving theism of its foundation
through his important distinction between phenomenon and thing-
in-itself, Kant, on the other hand, opened the way to entirely differ-
ent and deeper explanations of existence.

In the chapter on the ultimate aims of the natural dialectic of
reason (Vernunfr), it is alleged that the three transcendent Ideas
are of value as repulative principles for the advancement of the

" *The cognition of a being such as man existed before man made his ap-
pearance.” [Tr.]

® “Telenlogy or scientific theology.” [Tr.]

“ “Tlustrious colleagues.™ [Tr.]

™ “German philosophy.” [Tr.]
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knowledge of nature. But Kant can hardly have been serious in
making this assertion. At any rate, its opposite, namely that those
assumptions are restrictive and fatal to all investigation of nature,
will be beyond doubt to every natural philosopher. To test this by
an cxample, let us consider whether the assumption of a soul as an
immaterial, simple, thinking substance would have been necessarily
useful, or in the highest degree a hindrance, to the truths so beauti-
fully expounded by Cabanis, or to the discoveries of Flourens, Mar-
shall Hall, and Ch. Bell. In fact, Kant himself says (Prolegomena,
§ 44), that “the Ideas of reason (Vernunfi) are opposed and an
impediment to the maxims of the rational knowledge of nature.”

It is certainly not one of the least merits of Frederick the Great
that under his government Kant was able to develop, and was al-
lowed to publish, the Critigue of Pure Reason. Under hardly any
other government would a salaried professor have dared to do such
a thing. To the successor of the great King Kant had to promise not
to write any morc.

I might consider that T could dispense here with the criticism of
the ethical part of the Kuantian philosophy, sceing that { fucnished,
twenty-two years later, a more detailed and thorough criticism than
the present one in Die Beiden Grundprobleme der Ethik, However,
what is retained here from the first cdition, and for the sake of com-
pleteness could not be omitted, may serve as a suitable introduction to
that later and much more thorough criticism, to which, in the main,
I therefore refer the reader.

In consequence of the love for architectonic symmetry, theoretical
reason (Vernunft) also had to have a pendant. The intellectus prac-
ticus of scholasticism, which again springs from the vedg mpartixis
of Aristotle (De Anima, iii, 10, and Politics, vii, c. 14; & yev ~éz
ROARTINGS STL AGysg, o 38 Bswprriwég),®® supgests the word to us.
Yet here something quite different is denoted by it, not the faculty
of reason that is directed to technical science as with Aristotle. Here
with Kant practical reason (Vernunft) appeuars as the source and
origin of the undeniable, cthical significance of humuan conduct, as
well as of all virtue, all noble-mindedness, and every attainable de-
gree of holiness. Accordingly, all this would come from mere reason
(Vernunft), and would require nothing but this. To behave ration-
ally and to act in a virtuous, noble, and holy manner would be one

" “Reason is practical on the one hand, thecretical on the other.” [Tr.]
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and the same thing; and to act selfishly, wickedly, and viciousky
would be merely to behave irrationally. However, all times and all
nations and languages have always clearly distinguished the two,
and regarded them as two entirely different things; and so also do all
those even at the present day who know nothing of the language of
the modern school, in other words, the whole world with the ex-
ception of a small handful of German savants., All except these un-
derstand by virtuous conduct and a rational course of life two
entirely different things. To say that the sublime founder of the
Christian religion, whose course of life is presented to us as the
pattern of all virtue, had been the most ratioral of all men, would
be called a very unworthy, and even blasphemous, way of speaking,
and almost as much so if it were said that his precepts contained
only the best advice for a completely rational life. Further, that the
person who, according to these precepts, instead of thinking first
of himself and of his own future needs, always relieves the present
greater want of others without further regard, in fact presents the
whole of his property to the poor, in order then, destitute of all
resources, to go and preach to others the virtue he himself has prac-
tised; this everyone rightly respects, but who ventures to extol it as
the height of reasonableness? And finally, who praises it as an ex-
tremely rational deed that Arnold von Winkelried with boundless
magnanimity grasped and held the hostile spears against his own
body, in order to obtain victory and deliverance for his countrymen?
On the other hand, we see a man intent from his youth upwards
with rare deliberation on how to procure for himseif the means to
a living free from care, for the support of wife and children, to a
good name among mankind, to outward honour and eminence. In
this he does not allow himself to be led astray, or induced ever to
lose sight of his goal, by the charm of present pleasures, or the
gratification of defying the arrogance of those in authority, or the
desire to avenge unmerited humiliation and insults he has suffered,
or the power of attraction of useless aesthetic or philosophical mental
occupation and travel to countries worth seeing; but with the great-
est consistency he works solely towards this goal. Who ventures fo
deny that such a Philistine is rational to quite a remarkable degree,
even if he may have allowed himself to employ some means that
are not praiseworthy, but yet are without danger? Let us consider
further. A villain helps himself to riches, honours, and even thrones
and crowns with deliberate cunning in accordance with a well-
thought-out plan. Then, with the most subtle craftiness, he ensnares
neighbouring countries, subdues them one by one, and becomes a
world-conqueror. In this he does not allow himself to be led astray
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by any regard for right or by humaneness, but with harsh consistency
crushes and pulverizes everything that opposes his plan; he plunges
millions withcut pity into every kind of misery, and condemns mil-
lions to bleed and die. Nevertheless, he royally rewards his adherents
and helpers, and always protects them, never forgetting anything,
and thus attains his end. Who does not see that such a person was
bound to go to work in a thoroughly rational way? Who does not
see that, just as a powerful understanding was required to draw up
the plans, so a perfect command of the faculty of reason, indeed of
really practical reason, was needed to carry them out? Or are the
precepts irrational which the clever and consistent, the deliberate
and far-seeing Machiavelli gives to the prince? %8

Just as wickedness is guite compatible with the faculty of reasom,
in fact is really terrible omly in this combination, so, conversely,
nobility of mind is sometimes found in combination with want of
reason. We can attribute to this the action of Coriolanus. After he
had applied all his strength for years in order to obtain revenge on
the Romans, he then, when the time ultimately came, let himself be
softened by the entreaties of the Senate and the tears of his mother
and wife. He gave up the revenge he had so long and laboriously
prepared for; and in fact, by thus incurring the righteous anger of
the Volscians, he died for those Romans whose ingratitude he knew
and wanted so strenuously to punish. Finally, for the sake of com-
pleteness, it may be mentioned that the faculty of reason can quite
well be united with want of understanding. This is the case when a
stupid maxim is chosen, but is consistently carried into effect. An
example of this kind was afforded by Princess Isabella, daughter of
Philip 1I, who vowed that, so long as Ostend had not been con-
quered, she would not put on a clean shift, and for three years kept
her word. Generally all vows are of this class, the origin whereof
is always a want of insight in accordance with the law of causality,
in other words, want of understanding. Nevertheless, it is rational
to fulfil them, if one is of so limited an understanding as to make
them.

* Incidentally, Machiavelli's problem was the solution to the question how
the prince could unconditionally keep himself on the throne, in spite of internal
and external enemies. Thus his problem was by no means the ethical one
whether a prince, as a man, should want to do so or not, but purely the
political problem how to carry it out, if he wants to. He gives the solution to
this, just as a person writes instructions for playing chess, in which it would
be foolish to regret the failure to answer the question whether it is morally
advisable to play chess at all. To repraach Machiavelli with the immorality of
his work is just as much out of place as it would be to reproach a fencing

master with not opening his instruction with a moral lecture against murder
and manslanghter.
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In keeping with what has been mentioned, we see the authors who
appeared just before Kant place conscience, as the seat of the moral
impulses, in opposition to reason (Vernunft). Thus Rousseau in the
fourth book of Emile: La raison nous trompe, mais la conscience ne
trompe famais; and a little farther on: [l est impossible d’expliquer
par les conséquences de notre nature le principe immédiat de la
conscience indépendant de la raison méme. Fusther: Mes sentimens
naturels parlaient pour Uintérét commun, ma raison rapportait tout
a moi. . .. On a beau vouloir établir la vertu par la raison seule,
quelle solide base peut-on lui donner? ® In the Réveries du prome-
neur, prom. 4&me, he says: Dans toutes les questions de morale diffi-
ciles je me suis toujours bien trouvé de les résoudre par le dictamen
de la conscience, plutét que par les lumiéres de la raison.®® In fact,
Aristotle already expressly says (Ethica Magna, i, 5), that the virtues
have their seat in the dhoye wople =g duyfc (in parte irrationali
animi) and not in the Aéyov £xovr: (in parte rationali). Accordingly,
Stobaeus says (Ecl. ii, c. 7) speaking of the Peripatetics: T4y 78wy
Gpethy GmohapPavous: mepl t0 dhoyov pépog yiyvesbar Thg  (uydc,
smedyy Bepd wpog Thv wapoloay Oewpiav bwébevio Ty duydv, 0 wev
Ayeeev Eyousay, 0 dhoyov. Kal mepl wév 10 Aomixdv thv wahonayadiay
yiyveshar, wai v gpbvnow, wai Ty dyyivoiay, et gogiav, wat
ebpabetay, nal pyipny, nal Tag opolovg mept St th GAoYOV, SEQPOStYYY,
wai Soaoglbvyy, wal dvlpeiay, xat Tdg dAlhag tdg WOwd§ xahoupdvag
wpezde. (Ethicam virtutem circa partem animge ratione carentem
versari putant, cum duplicem, ad hanc disquisitionem, animam ponant,
ratione praeditam, et ea carentem. In parte vero ratione praedita
collocant ingenuitatem, prudentiam, perspicacitatem, sapientiam,
docilitatern, memoriam, et religua; in parte vero ratione destituta
temperantiam, justitiam, fortitudinem, et reliquas virtutes, quas
ethicas vocant.)™® And Cicero (De Natura Deorum, iii, c¢. 26-31)

® “Reason deceives us, but never conscience;—It is impossible to explain
through the consequences of our nature the immediate principle of conscience
that is independent of reason itseli.—My natural feelings spoke in favour of
the common interest, but my reason referred everything to myself, . . . We
try in vain to base virtue on reason alone, but what solid foundation can we
give it? [Tr.]

“*“In al! the difficult questions of morality T have always found it better to
solve them through the dictates of conscience than by the light of reason.”
[Tr.]

=4 About ethical virtue, they think that it concerns the irrational part of the
soul, for as far as the present consideration is concerned, they assume that
the soul consists of two parts, a rational and an irrational; and to the rational
part belong magnanimity, prudence, sagacity, wisdom, docility, memory, and
the like; to the irrational part, on the contrary, belong temperance, justice,
fortitude, and the rest of the so-called ethical virtues.” [Tr.]
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explains at length that the faculty of reason is the necessary means
and the instrument for all crimes.

I have declared reason to be the faculty of concepts. It is this
quite special class of general, non-perceptible representations, sym-
bolized and fixed only by words, that distinguishes man from the
animal, and gives him the mastery of the earth, If the animal is the
slave of the present, knows no other motives than immediately sensu-
ous ones, and therefore, when these are presented to it, is necessarily
attracted or repelled by them as iron by the magnet, then, on the
other hand, deliberation and reflection have arisen in man through
the gift of reason (Vernunft). This enables him easily to survey his
life and the course of the worild in both directions as a whole; it
makes him independent of the present, enables him to go to work
deliberately, systematically, and with forethought, for evil as well
as for good. But what he does is done with complete self-conscious-
ness; he knows exactly how his will decides, what he chooses in
each case, and what other choice was possible according to the
case in point; and from this self~conscious willing he becomes ac-
quainted with himself, and mirrors himself in his actions. In all these
references to man’s conduct the faculty of reason can be called
practical; it is theoretical only in so far as the objects with which it
15 concerned have no reference to the conduct of the thinker, but
purely theoretical interest, of which very few people are capable.
What in this sense is called practical reason is very nearly what is
expressed by the Latin word prudentia; according to Cicero (De
Natura Deorum, 1i, 22}, this is a contraction of providentia. On
the other hand, rario, used of a mental facuity, signifies for the most
part theoretical reason proper, although the ancients do not observe
the distinction strictly. In nearly all men the faculty of reason has
an almost exclusively practical tendency. If this too is abandoned,
then thought loses control over action, wherefore it is then said:
Video meliora, proboque, deteriora sequor,% or “Le matin je fais des
projets, et le soir je fais des sottises.” ® Thus the man lets his con-
duct be guided not by his thinking, but by the impression of the
present moment, almost after the fashion of the animal; and so he
is called irrational (without in this way reproaching him with moral
depravity), although he does not really lack the faculty of reason,
but merely the ability to apply it to his own conduct; and to a cer-

® 4] see and appland what is better, but 1 follow what is worse” [Ovid,
M etamorphoses, vii, 20. Tr.]

% *In the morning 1 make plans, and in the evening I commit absurdities.”
[Tr.]
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tain extent it might be said that his faculty of reason is purely theo-
retical, and not practical. In this connexion, he may be really good,
like many a man who cannot see anyone in misfortune without
helping him, even at the cost of sacrifices, but who nevertheless leaves
his debts unpaid. Such an irrational character is quite incapable of
committing preat crimes, since the systematic planning, the dissimu-
lation and self-control, always necessary in this connexion are for
him impossible. Yet he will hardly reach a very high degree of
virtue, for, however much he may be inclined by nature to do good,
those individual vicious and wicked outbursts to which every person
is subject cannot fail to appear, and where the faculty of reason, not
showing itself practically, holds up to them.unalterable maxims and
fixed intentions, they are bound to become deeds.

Finally, the faculty of reason shows itself quite specially as prac-
tical in those really rational characters who on this account are in
ordinary life called practical philosophers. They are distinguished
by an unusual calmness in unpleasant as well as in pleasant circum-
stances, an equable disposition, and a fixed adherence to decisions
once made. In fact, it is the prevalence of the faculty of reason in
them, in other words, the abstract rather than intuitive knowledge,
and therefore the survey of life by means of concepts, in general,
as a whole and on a large scale, which has made them acquainted
once and for all with the deception of the momentary impression,
with the instability of all things, with the shortness of life, the empti-
ness of pleasures, the fickleness of fortune, and the great and little
tricks and whims of chance. Therefore nothing comes to them un-
expectedly, and what they know in the abstract does not surprise or
disconcert them when it confronts them in real life and in the par-
ticular case. This happens, however, to those characters who are
not so rational. On these the present, the perceptible, and the actual
exerts such force that the cold and colourless concepts withdraw
entirely into the background of consciousness, and such characters,
forgetting resolutions and maxims, are abandoned to emotions and
passions of every kind. I have already explained at the end of the
first book that, in my opinion, the ethics of Stoicism was originally
nothing but a guide to a really rational life in this sense. Such a life
is also repeatedly extolled by Horace in very many passages. Con-
nected with this are his nil admirari,®® and also the Delphic Mn3ey

= “Not to let oneself be disconcerted,” correctly explained by Schopenhauer,
only that the concept is even wider, and needs to be superior not only to desire
but also to fear. It is drapagia, “unshakable serenity or peace of mind,” re-
garded by Stoics, Epicureans, and Sceptics as the highest goal, which they all
in different ways attempted to reach. [1r.]

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



[520] The World As Will and Representation

avav.® To translate nil admirari as “to admire nothing” is quite
wrong. This saying of Horace does not concern the theoretical so
much as the practical, and really means: “Do not value any obiect
unconditionally; do not become infatuated with anything; do not
believe that the possession of anything can confer perfect happiness
on you. Every inexpressible longing for an object is only a taunting
chimera that one can just as well, and much more easily, get rid of
by knowledge made clear as by possession attained with effort.”
In this sense Cicero also uses admirari (De Divinatione, ii, 2},
What Horace means is therefore the 28aujix (fearlessness) and
drazaniriigc (want of admiration), also #favpasiae (imperturba-
bility}, which Democritus already prized as the highest good (see
Clement of Alexandria, Stromata, ii, 21, and cf. Strabe, i, 98 and
105). There is really no question of virtue and vice in such reason-
ableness of conduct, but this practical use of the faculty of reason
constitutes man’s real prerogative over the animal; and only in this
regard has it a meaning, and is it permissible, to speak of a dignity
of man,

In all the cases described, and in all conceivable cases, the dis-
tinction between rational and irrational conduct goes back to the
guestion whether the motives are abstract concepts or representa-
tions of perception. Therefore the explanation of reason (Vernunft)
that I have given agrees exactly with the usage of language at all
times and among all peoples, a circumstance that will not be regarded
as something just accidental or arbitrary, It will be seen that it has
arisen precisely from the distinction, of which every man is con-
scious, between the different mental faculties; he speaks in accord-
ance with such consciousness, but of course does not raise it to the
distinctness of abstract definition. Qur ancestors did not make words
without attaching a definite meaning to them, so that these would
lie ready for philosophers who might possibly come centuries later,
and determine what should be thought in connexion with them; but
they denoted by them quite definite concepts. The words, therefore,
are no longer unappropriated, and to read into them a meaning en-
tirely different from that which they have had hitherto is to misuse
them, to introduce a licence according to which anyone could use
any word in any sense he chose, in which way endless confusion
would inevitably result. Locke has already shown at length that most
disagreements in philosophy arise from a false use of werds. For
the sake of illustration, let us glance for a moment at the scandal-
ous misuse of the words substance, consciousness, truth, and so on,

® “Nothing to excess.” [Tr.]
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macde at the present day by philosophasters destitute of ideas. More-
over, the statements and explanations of all philesophers of all ages,
with the exception of the most modern, concerning reason {(Ver-
nunft), agree just as much with my explanation of it as do the con-
cepts prevailing among all nations of that prercgative of man. Let
us see what Plato, in the fourth book of the Republic [440 ¢], and
in innumerable scattered passages, calls the Aévixev or heyrasixdy
g uyne,® what Cicero says (De Natura Deorum, iii, 26-31),
what Leibniz and Locke say sbout this in the passages already
quoted in the first book. There would be no end to the quotations
here, if we wished to show how all philosophers before Kant gen-
erally spoke of reason (Vernunft) in my sense, although they did
not know how to explain its nature with complete definiteness and
distinctness by reducing it to a point. What was understood by
reason shortly beforc Kant appeared is shown on the whole by two
essays of Sulzer in the first volumc of his miscellaneous philosophi-
cal writings, one entitled Analysis of the Concept of Reason, and
the other On the Mutual Influence of Reason and Lunguage. On the
other hand, if we read how in the most recent times people speak
of reason (Vernunft), through the influence of the Kantian error
that afterwards increased like an avalanche, then we are cbliged to
assume that all the sages of antiquity, as well as the philosophers
before Kant, had absolutely no faculty of reason at all; for the im-
mediate perceptions, intuitions, apprehensions, and presentiments of
reason, now discovered, remained as foreign to them as the sixth
sense of bats is to us. Moreover, us regards mysell, T must confess
that, in my narrow-mindedness, T toc cannot grasp or imagine in
any other way than as the sixth sense of bats a faculty of reason
that directly perceives, or apprehends, or has an intellectual intui-
tion of, the supersensible, the Absolute, together with long narratives
accompanying it. We must, however, say this in favour of the in-
vention or discovery of such a faculty of reason that perceives at
once and directly anything we choose, that it is an incomparable
expédient for withdrawing ourselves and our favourite fixed ideas
from the affair in the easiest way in the world, in spite of all the
Kants and their Critiques of Reason. The invention and the recep-
tion it has met with do honour to the ape.

Therefore, although what is essential to reason (<5 Roywmey, «
gotvnats, ratio, raison, Vernunft) was, on the whole and in general,
rightly recognized by all the philosophers of all ages, though not
defined sharply enough or reduced to 4 point, vet, on the other hand,

**“The rational part of the soul.” [Tr.]
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it was not 50 clear to them what the unaerstanding (voig, Jidvoe,
intellectus, esprit, intellect, Verstand) is. Hence they often confuse
it with reason, and on this very account do not reach a thoroughly
complete, pure, and simple explanation of the nature of the faculty
of reason, With the Christian philosophers, the concept of reason
obtained an entirely extraneous, subsidiary meaning by contrast
with revelation. Starting from this, many then assert, quite rightly,
that knowledge of the obligation to virtue is possible even from mere
reason, in other words, even without revelation, This consideration
certainly had influence even on Kant’s exposition and use of waords.
But that contrast is really of positive, historical significance, and is
thus an element foreign to philosophy. From it philosophy must be
kept free.

We might have expected that, in his critiques of theoretical and
practical reason, Kant would have started with a description of the
nature of reason (Vernunft) in general, and, after thus defining the
genus, would have gone on to an explanation of the two species,
showing how one and the same faculty of reason manifests itself in
two such different ways, and vyet, by retaining the principal char-
acteristic, proves to be the same. But of all this we find nothing.
I have already shown how imadequate, wavering, and inconsistent
are the explanations given by him in the Critigue of Pure Reason,
here and there by the way, of the faculty he is criticizing. Practical
reason (Vernunft) is already found unannounced in the Crifigue of
Pure Reason, and subsequently stands in the Critique expressly de-
voted to it as a settled and established thing. This is left without
any further account of it, and without the linguistic usage of all
times and peoples, which is trampled under foot, or the concept-
definitions of the greatest of earlier philosophers daring to raise their
voices. On the whole, we can infer from particnlar passages that
Kant’s meaning is as follows: Knowledge of principles & priori is an
essential characteristic of the faculty of reason; now, as knowledge
of the ethical significance of conduct is not of empirical origin, it
too is a principium a priori, and accordingly springs from our reason
that is thus to this extent praciical. 1 have already said enough about
the incorrectness of that explanation of the faculty of reason. But
apart from this, how superficial and shallow it is to use here the
single quality of being independent of experience, in order to com-
bine the most heterogeneous things, while overlooking their funda-
mental, essential, and immeasurable difference in other respects! For
even assuming, though not admitting, that knowledge of the ethical
significance of conduct springs from an imperative that lies within
us, from an unconditioned ought, yet how fundamentally different
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would such an imperative be from those universal forms of knowl-
edge! In the Critique of Pure Reason Kant shows that we are con-
scious of these a priori, and that by virtue of such consciousness we
can express beforehand an unconditioned must, valid for all ex-
perience possible to us. But the difference between this must, this
necessary form of every object already determined in the subject,
and that ought of morality is so immense and obvious, that we can
make use of their agreement in the criterion of the non-empirical
form of knowledge as a witty comparison indeed, but not as a
philosophical justification for identifying the origin of the two,

Moreover, the birthplace of this child of practical reason, the
absolute ought or categorical imperative, is not in the Critique of
Practical Reason, but in the Critique of Pure Reason, p. 802 (V,
830). The birth is violent, and is achieved only by means of the
forceps of a therefore that stands up boldly and audaciously, we
might say shamelessly, between two propositions utterly foreign to
each other and having no connexion, in order to combine them as
ground and consequent. Thus Kant starts from the proposition that
we are determined not merely by perceptible, but also by abstract,
motives, and expresses it in the following manner: “Not merely what
excites, i.e., directly affects the senses, determines man’s free choice,
but we have a faculty for overcoming the impressions on our sensu-
ous appetitive faculty through representations of what is itself in a
more remote way useful or harmful. These deliberations about what
is worth desiring in regard to our whole condition, i.e., what is good
and useful, rest on reason.” (Perfectly right; would that he always
spoke so rationally about reason!) “Reason therefore (!) also gives
laws which are imperatives, ie., objective laws of freedom, and
which say what ought to happen, although possibly it never does
happen” ! Thus, without further credentials, the categorical impera-
tive leaps into the world, in order to command there with its uncon-
ditioned ought—a sceptre of wooden ircn. For in the concept ought
there exists absolutely and essentially consideration of threatened
punishment or promised reward as the necessary condition, and this
is not to be separated from it without abolishing the concept itself,
and depriving it of all meaning. Therefore, an unconditioned ought
is a contradictio in adjecto.®® This mistake had to be censured,
closely connected as it otherwise is with Kant's great service to
ethics, which consists in the fact that he freed ethics from all prin.
ciples of the world of experience, particularly from all direct or
indirect eudaemonism, and showed quite properly that the kingdom

* Contradiction of a subsidiary determination contrary {o the concept to
which it is united, as hot snow or cold fire. [Tr.]
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of virtue is not of this world. This service is all the greater since
all the ancient philosophers, with the single exception of Plato, thus
the Peripatetics, the Stoics, and the Epicureans, tried by very differ-
ent devices either to make virtue and happiness dependent on each
other according to the principle of sufficient reason, or to identify
them according to the principle of contradiction, This reproach is
just as much levelled at the philoscphers of modern times down to
Kant. His merit in this respect, therefore, is very great; yet justice
requires that we also remember here, firstly that his exposition and
argument are often not in keeping with the tendency and spirit of
his ethics, as we shall see in a moment, and secondly that, even so,
he is not the first to have purged virtue of all principles of happiness.
For Plato, especially in the Republic, of which the main tendency
is precisely this, expressly teaches that virtue is to be chosen for its
own sake alone, even if unhappiness and ignominy should be in-
evitably assoclated with it. But still more does Christianity preach a
wholly unselfish virtue, that is also practised not for the sake of the
reward in a life after death, but quite gratuitously out of love for
God, inasmuch as works do not justify, but only faith which virtue
accompanies, as its mere symptom so to speak, and which therefore
appears quite gratuitously and of its own accord. See Luther’s De
Libertate Christiana. 1 will not take at all inte account the Indians,
in whose sacred books the hope of a reward for our works is
everywhere described as the path of darkness which can never lead
to the blissful state. However, we do not find Kant's docirine of
virtue so pure; or rather the presentation falls far short of the spirit,
and has in fact lapsed into inconsistency. In his highest good, which
he subsequently discussed, we find virtue wedded to happiness. Yet
the ought, originally so unconditioned, does postulate afterwards a
condition for itself, really in order to be rid of the inner contradic-
tion, burdened with which it cannot live, Now supreme happiness
in the highest goed should not really be the motive for virtue; yet
it is there like a secret article, the presence of which makes all the
rest a mere sham contract. It is not really the reward of virtue,
but yet is a veluntary gift for which virtue, after work has been
done, steglthily holds its hand open. We can convince ourselves of
this from the Critique of Practical Reason {pp. 223-266 of the
fourth, or pp. 264-295 of the Rosenkranz edition). The whole of
Kant's moral theology also has the same tendency, and on this very
account morality really destroys itself through moral theology. For
1 repeat that all virtue in any way practised for the sake of a re-
ward is based on a prudent, methodical, far-seeing egoism.

Now the purport of the absclute ought, the fundamental law of
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practical reason, is the famous: “So act that the maxim of your will
might always be valid at the same time as the principle of a uni-
versal legislation.” This principle gives to the person who demands
a regulation for his own will, the task of seeking a regulation for
the will of all. The question then arises how such a regulation is to
be found. Obviously, to discover the mule of my conduct, I ought
not to have regard to myself alone, but to the sum-total of all indi-
viduals. Then instead of my own well-being, the well-being of all
without distinction becomes my object and aim. This aim, however,
stil! always remains well-being. I then find that all can be egually
well off only if each makes the egoism of others the limit of his own.
It nmaturally follows from this that I ought not to injure anyone, so
that, since this principle is assumed to be universal, I also may not
be injured. This, however, is the only ground on account of which
I, not yet possessing a moral principle but only looking for one,
can desire this to be a universal law. But obviously in this way the
desire for well-being, in other words egoism, remains the source of
this ethical principle. As the basis of political science it would be
excellent; as the basis of ethics it is worthless. For the man who at-
terpts to establish a regulation for the will of all, which is proposed
in that moral principle, is himself in turn necessarily in need of a
regulation, otherwise everything would be a matter of indifference
to him. This regulation, however, can only be his own egoism, as
the conduct of others influences this alone. Therefore only by means
of this, and with respect to it, can that man have a will concerning
the conduct of others, and is such conduct not a matter of indiffer-
ence to him. Kant himself very naively intimates this (p. 123 of the
Critique of Practical Reason; Rosenkranz edition, p. 192), where
he thus carries out the search for the maxim for the will: “If every-
one regarded the need of others with complete indifference, and you
also belonged to such an order of things, would you consent
thereto?” Quam temere in nosmet legem sancimus iniguam! % would
be the regulation of the consent sought. Likewise in the Foundation
to the Metaphysics of Morals, p. 56 of the third, p. 50 of the
Rosenkranz edition: “A will that resolved to render no assistance
to anyone in distress would contradict itself, since cases might
occur where it would need the love and sympathy of others,” and
so on. Closely examined, therefore, this principle of ethics, which
is nothing but an indirect and disguised expression of the old simple
principle, Quod tibi fieri non vis, alteri ne feceris,*" is related pri-

*“How thoughtlessly we establish an unjust law which argues against our-

selves!” [Horace, Satires, 1, 3, 67. Tr.}
* "o not to another what you do not wish should be done to you™ [Tr.]
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marily and directly to what is passive, to suffering, and only by
means of this to action. Therefore, as we have said, it would be
quite useful as a guide to the foundation of the State, which is di-
rected towards preventing the suffering of wrong, and desires to pro-
cure for each and all the preatest sum of well-being. In ethics, how-
ever, where the object of investigation is action as action and in its
immediate significance for the doer of the action--but not its con-
sequence, namely suffering, or its reference to others—that consider-
ation is altogether inadmissible, since at bottom it amounts to a
principle of happiness, and hence to egoism.

Therefore we cannot share Kant’s satisfaction that his principle
of ethics is not material, in other words, a principle that sets up
an object as motive, but merely formal, whereby it corresponds
symmetrically to the formal laws with which the Critigue of Pure
Reason has made us acquainted. Of course, instead of a law, it is only
the formula for discovering such a law. In the first place, however,
we already had this formula more briefly and clearly in the Quod
tibi fieri non vis, alteri ne feceris; in the secand place, analysis of
this formula shows that it is simply and solely regard for our own
happiness which gives it content. Therefore it can serve only ra-
tional egoism, to which also every legal constitution owes its origin.

Another mistake which, because it offends the feelings of everyone,
is often censured, and is satirized in an epigram by Schiller, is the
pedantic tule that, to be really good and meritorious, a deed must
be performed simply and solely out of regard for the known law
and for the concept of duty, and according to a maxim known to
reason {Vernunft) in the abstract. It must not be performed from
any inclination, any benevolence felt towards others, any tender-
hearted sympathy, compassion, or emotion of the heart. According
to the Critigue of Practical Reason, p. 213 (Rosenkranz edition, p.
257), these are even very irksome to right-thinking people, as they
confuse their deliberate maxims. On the contrary, the deed must be
performed unwillingly and with self-compulsion. Remember that hope
of reward is nevertheless not to have any influence, and consider the
great absurdity of the demand. But, what is more important, this is
directly opposed to the genuine spirit of virtue; not the deed, but
the willingness to do it, the love from which it results, and without
which it is a dead work, this constitutes its meritorious element.
Christianity, therefore, rightly teaches that all outward works are
worthless if they do not proceed from that genuine disposition which
consists in true readiness and pure affection. It also teaches that
what makes blessed and redeems is not works done (opera operata),
but faith, the genuine disposition, that is granted by the Holy Ghost
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alone, not produced by the free and deliberate will that has in view
only the law. This demand by Kant that every virtuous action shall
be done from pure, deliberate regard for and according to the ab-
stract maxims of the law, coldly and without inclination, in fact
contrary to all inclination, is precisely the same thing as if he were
to assert that every genuine work of art must result from a well-
thought-out application of aesthetic rules. The one is just as absurd
as the other. The guestion, dealt with by Plato and Seneca, whether
virtue can be taught, is to be answered in the negative. Finally, we
shall have to decide to see what gave rise to the Christian doctrine
of election by grace, namely that, as regards the main thing and its
essence, virtue, like genius, is to a certain extent innate, and that
just as all the professors of aesthetics with their combined efforts
are unable to impart to anyone the capacity to produce works of
genius, ie., genuine works of art, so are all the professors of ethics
and preachers of virtue just as little able to transform an ignoble
character into one that is virtuous and noble. The impossibility of
this is very much more obvious than is that of converting lead into
gold. The search for an ethical system and a first principle thereof,
which would have practical influence and would actoally transform
and improve the human race, is just like the search for the philoso-
phers’ stone. But I have spoken at length at the end of our fourth
book on the possibility of an entire change of mind or conversion of
man (regeneration, new birth), not by means of abstract (ethics),
but of intuitive knowledge (effect of grace). The contents of that
beok relieve me in general of the necessity for dwelling on this point
any longer.

Kant by no means penetrated into the real significance of the
¢thical content of actions, and this is shown finally by his doctrine
of the highest good as the necessary combination of virtue and hap-
piness, a combination indeed where virtue would merit happiness.
Here the logical reproach is aiready levelled at him, that the con-
cept of merit or desert, which is here the measure or standard, al-
ready presupposes an ethical system as its measure, and therefore
could not be traced from it. The conclusion of our fourth book was
that, after all genuine virtue has attained to its highest degree, it
ultimately leads to a complete renanciation in which all willing comes
to an end. Happiness, on the other hand, is a satisfied willing, and
so the two are fundamentally irreconcilable. He who has been
enlightened by my discussion needs no further explanation of the
complete absurdity of this Kantian view regarding the highest good;
and, independently of my positive exposition, I have no further
negative exposition to give here.
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Kant’s love of architectonic symmetry is .also met with in the
Critique of Practical Reason, since he has given this the complete
cut and shape of the Critigue of Pure Reason. He has again intro-
duced the same titles and forms in an obviously arbitrary manner,
and this becomes particularly evident in the table of the categories
of freedom,

* *

‘The Jurisprudence is one of Kant’s latest works, and is so feeble
that, although I reject it entirely, I consider that a polemic against it
is superfluous, for, just as if it were not the work of this great man,
but the production of an ordinary mortal, it is bound to die a natural
death through its own weakness. Therefore, as regards the Juris-
prudence, 1 renounce the negative method of procedure, and refer
to the positive, and hence to the brief outline of it laid down in our
fourth book. A few general remarks on Kant's Jurisprudence only
may be made here. The mistakes that 1 have censured when con-
sidering the Critique of Pure Reason as everywhere adhering to Kant
are found to such an excess in the Jurisprudence that we often think
that we are reading a satirical parody of the Kantian style, or at
any rate are listening to a Kantian. The two principal errors, how-
ever, are the following. He tries (and many have tried since) to
separate jurisprudence sharply from ethics, yet not to make the
former dependent on positive legislation, i.e., on arbitrary obligation,
but to allow the concept of right to exist by itself pure and a priori.
But this is not possible, since conduct, apart from its ethical signifi-
cance, and from the physical relation to others and thus to external
obligation, does not admit of a third view, even as a mere possi-
bility. Consequently when he says: “Legal obligation is that which
can be enforced,” this can is either to be understood physically, and
then all law and justice are positive and arbitrary, and again all
arbitrariness that can be enforced is also law; or this can is to be
understood ethically, and we are again in the province of ethics.
With Kant, therefore, the concept of law or right hovers between
heaven and earth, and has no ground on which it can set foot;
with me it belongs to ethics. In the second place, his definition of
the concept of law or right is wholly negative, and thus inadequate;®®
“Right is that which is consistent with the coexistence and com-
patibility of the freedoms of individuals in juxtaposition to one an-

# Although the concept of law or right is really negative in contrast to that
of wrong, which is the positive starting-point, the explanation of these concepts
cannot be completely and entirely negative.
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other, in accordance with a universal law.” Freedom (here the em-
pirical, i.e., physical, not the moral freedom of the will) means not
being hindered or obstructed, and is therefore a mere negation;
again, compatibility or coexistence has exactly the same meaning.
Thus we are left with mere negations, and do not obtain any posi-
tive concept; in fact, we do not get to know at all what is really
being talked about, unless we already know it in a different way.
In the subsequent discussion the most absurd views are developed,
such as that in the natural condition, in other words, outside the
State, there is absolutely no right to property, This really means that
all right or law is positive, and thus natural law is based on positive
law, instead of which the reverse should be the case. Further, there
are the establishment of legal acquisition through seizure and occu-
pation; the ethical obligation to set up a civil constitution; the
grounds for the right to punish, and so on, all of which, as [ have
said, I do not regard as at all worth a special refutation. However,
these Kantian errors have exercised a very injurious influence; they
have confused and obscured truths long since known and expressed,
and given rise to strange theories and to much writing and contro-
versy. This of course cannot last, and already we see how truth and
sound reason (Vernunft) are again making headway. As evidence of
the latter, there is in particular J. C. F. Meister’s Naturrecht, in
contrast to so many gueer and crazy theories, although I do not on
this account regard the book as a pattern of attained perfection.

* ¥ ¥

After what has been said so far, I can also be very brief con-
cerning the Critique of Judgement. We are bound to wonder how
Kant, to whom certainly art remained very forcign, and who in all
probability had little susceptibility to the beautiful, in fact probably
never had the opportunity to see an important work of art, and who
seems finally to have had no knowledge even of Goethe, the only
man of his century and country fit to be placed by his side as his
giant brother—it is, I say, wonderful how, in spite of all this, Kant
was able to render a great and permanent service to the philosophical
consideration of art and the beautiful. His merit lies in the fact that,
much as men had reflected on the beauntiful and on art, they had
really always considered the matter from the empirical point of
view alone; and, supported by facts, they investigated what quality
distinguished the object of any kind called beautiful from other ob-
jects of the same kind. On this path they first arrived at quite special
principles, and then at more general ones. They attempted to sepa-
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rate genuine artistic beauty from the spurious, and to discover char-
acteristics of this genuineness which could then serve again as rules.
What pleases us as beautiful, what does not, hence what is to be
imitated, to be aimed at, what to be avoided, what rules, at any
rate negative rules, are to be fixed, in short, what are the means for
exciting aesthetic pleasure, in other words, what are for this the
conditions residing in the objecr—this was almost exclusively the
theme of all considerations on art. This path had been taken by
Aristotle, and on the same path we find, even in the most recent
times, Home, Burke, Winckelmann, Lessing, Herder, and many
others, It is true that the universality of the aesthetic principles dis-
covered ultimately led back to the subject, and it was observed that,
if the effect were properly known in the subject, the cause of its
residing in the object could also be determined a priori, and in this
way alone could this method of consideration attain to the certainty
of a science. Occasionally, this pave rise to psychological dis-
cussions; but in particular, Alexander Baumgarten produced with
this intention a general aesthetic of all that is beautiful, in which he
started from the concept of the perfection of knowledge of the
senses, and hence of knowledge of perception. But in his case also,
the subjective part is at once done with as soon as this concept is
established, and he proceeds to the objective part, and to that which
is practical and is related thereto. But even here, the merit was re-
served for Kant of investigating seriously and profoundly the stimu-
lation itself, in consequence of which we call the object giving rise
to it beautiful, in order, if possible, to discover its constituent ele-
ments and conditions in our nature. His investigation, therefore, took
the entirely subjective direction. This path was obviously the right
one, since, in order to explain a phenomenon given in its effects, we
must first know accurately this effect itself, so as thoroughly to
determine the nature of the cause. In this respect, however, Kant's
merit does not really extend much farther than his having shown
the right path, and having given, by a provisional attempt, an
example of how, roughly, we must follow it. For what he gave can-
not be considered as objective truth and a real gain. He suggested
the method for this investigation, paved the way, but otherwise
missed the mark.

With the Critique of Aesthetic Judgement there is first of all
forced on us the observation that Kant retained the method which
is peculiar to his whole philosophy, and which I have previously con-
sidered in detail. I refer to the method of starting from abstract
knowledge, in order to investigate knowledge of perception, so that
the former serves him, so to speak, as a camera obscura in which to
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gather and survey the latter. Just as in the Critique of Pure Reason
the forms of judgements were supposed to give him information
about the knowledge of our whole world of perception, so in this
Critique of Aestheiic Judgement he does not start from the beautiful
itself, from the direct, beautiful object of perception, but from the
judgernent concerning the beautiful, the so-called, and very badly
so-called, judgement of taste. This is the problem for him. His at-
tention is specially aroused by the circumstance that such a judge-
ment is obviously the expression of something occurring in the sub-
ject, but is nevertheless as universally valid as if it concerned a
quality of the object. It is this that struck him, not the beautiful
itself. He always starts only from the statements of others, from the
judgement concerning the beautiful, not from the beautiful itself.
Therefore it is as if he knew it entirely from hearsay alone, and not
immediately. A very intelligent blind person could almost in the
same way combine a theory of colours from accurate statements
that he heard about them. And actually we can regard Kant’s phi-
losophemes on the beautiful as being in much the same position.
We shall then find that his theory is very ingenious, in fact here
and there pertinent, and true general remarks are made. His real
solution to the problem, however, is so very inadequate, and remains
so far beneath the dignity of the subject, that it can never occur
to us to regard it as objective truth. I therefore consider myself
exempt from a refutation of it, and here too I refer to the positive
part of my work.

With regard to the form of his whole book, it is to be noted that
it originated from the idea of finding in the concept of suitableness or
expediency the key to the problem of the beautiful. This idea or
notion is deduced, and this is nowhere difficult, as we have learnt
from Kant's successors. Thus we now have the queer combination of
the knowledge of the beautiful with that of the suitableness of natu-
ral bodies into one faculty of knowledge called power of judgement,
and the treatment of the two heterogeneous subjects in one book.
With these three powers of knowledge, namely faculty of reason,
judgement, and understanding, many different symmetrical-archi-
tectonic diversions and amusements are subsequently undertaken, the
liking for which in general shows itself in this book in many ways;
for example, in the pattern of the Critiqgue of Pure Reason being
forcibly adapted to the whole, but especially in the antinomy of
aesthetic judgement being dragged in by the hair. One might almost
frame a charge of great inconsistency from the fact that, after it
has been incessantly repeated in the Critigue of Pure Reason that
the understanding is the ability to judge, and after the forms of its
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judgements are made the foundation-stone of all philosophy, a quite
peculiar power of judgement now appears which is entirely different
from that ability. However, what I call power of judgement, namely
the capacity to translate knowledge of perception into abstract knowl-
edge, and in turn to apply the latter correctly to the former, is
discussed in the positive part of my work.

By far the most excellent thing in the Critique of Aesthetic Judge-
ment is the theory of the sublime. It is incomparably more success-
ful than that of the beautiful, and gives not only, as that does, the
general method of investigation, but also a part of the right way to
it, so much so that, although it does not provide the real solution to
the problem, it nevertheless touches on it very closely.

In the Critique of the Teleological Judgement we can, on account
of the stmplicity of the subject-matter, recognize perhaps more than
anywhere else Kant's peculiar talent for turning an idea about and
about, and expressing it in many different ways, until a book has
come out of it. The whole book tries to say only this: that although
organized bodies necessarily seem to us as though they were con-
structed according to a conception of purpose which preceded them,
this still does not justify us in assuming it to be objectively the case.
For our intellect, to which things are given from without and in-
directly, which therefore never knows their inner nature whereby they
arise and exist, but merely their exterior, cannot comprehend a cer-
tain quality peculiar to the organized productions of nature otherwise
than by analogy, since it compares this quality with the works in-
tenticnally made by man, whose quality is determined by a purpose
and by the conception thereof. This analogy is sufficient to enable us
to comprehend the agreement of all their parts with the whole, and
thus to serve even as a guide to their investigation. But it cannot by
any means be made on this account the actual ground for explaining
the origin and existence of such bodies. For the necessity of so
conceiving them is of subjective origin. I should summarize in some
such way as this Kant’s teaching on this point. In the main, he had
already expounded it in the Critique of Pure Reason, pp. 692-702
(V, 720-730). However, even in the knowledge of this truth, we find
David Hume as Kant’s meritorious forerunner: he had also keenly
disputed that assumption in the second section of his Dialogues
concerning Natural Religion, The difference between Hume's criti-
cism of that assumption and Kant’s is mainly that Hume criticizes it
as an assumption based on experience, Kant, on the other hand, as
an a priori assumption. Both are right, and their accounts supple-
ment each other. In fact, we find what is essential to the Kantian
teaching on this point already expressed in the commentary of
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Simplicius to the Physics of Aristotle: # & mhavn yéyovey adziig dnb
w05 Teaehar, wovez T8 Evenx 100 vivbpevx wavd mpoaizeov vevérlat wo
hoyiaadv, 12 38 ghger pw oltwe Sedv ywopeva. (Error lis ortus est ex
eo, quad credebant, omnia, gquae propter finem aliquem fierent, ex
proposito et ratiocinio fieri, dum videbant, naturae opera non ita
fieri.} Schol. in Arist. Phys., Berlin edition, p. 354.% Kant is per-
fectly right in the matter; it was also necessary that, after it was
demonstrated how the concept of cause and effect was inapplicable
to the whole of nature in general according to its existence, it was
also shown how, according to its state or gquality, nature could not
be thought of as effect of a cause guided by motives (concepts of
purpose). When we consider the great plausibility of the physico-
theological proof which even Voltaire regarded as irrefutable, it was
of the greatest importance to show that what is subjective in our
comprehension, for which Kant claimed space, time, and causality,
extends also to our judgement of natural bodies. Accordingly, the
urge we feel to conceive them as having arisen through premedita-
tion according to concepts of purpose, and hence on a path where
the representation of them would have preceded their existence, 18
just as much of subjective origin as is the perception of space that
manifests itself so objectively; consequently, it cannot be accepted as
objective truth. Apart from jts wecarisome prolixity and repetition,
Kant’s explanation of the matter is admirable. FHe rightly asserts
that we shall never reach an explanation of the constitution of
organic bodies from merely mechanical causes, by which he under-
stands the unconscious, unpremeditated, regular effect of all the
universal forces of nature. However, 1 find yet another defect here,
Thus he denies the possibility of sach an explanation merely in re-
gard to the appropriateness and apparent deliberateness or premedi-
tation of organic bodies. But we find that, even where this does not
occur, the grounds of explanation cannot be transferred from one
province of nature to another, but forsake us as soon as we enter
a new province; and instead of them new fundamental laws appear,
whose explanation cannot at all be expected from those of the
former province. Thus in the province of the really mechanical, the
laws of gravity, cohesion, rigidity, fluidity, and elasticity prevail. In
themselves {apart from my explanation of all natural forces as lower
grades of the will's objectification), they exist as manifestations of
forces incapable of further explanation; but they themselves constitute

® “[Democritus and Epicurus] fell into the error of imagining that everything
that happens for the sake of an end or purpose can rest only on design and
deliberation; and yet they observed that the productions of nature do not origi-
nate in this way.” [Tr.]
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the principle of all further explanation, which consists merely in a
reduction to them. If we leave this province, and come to the phe-
nomena of chemistry, electricity, magnetism, crystallization, those
principles can no longer be used at all; in fact, those previous laws
are no longer valid. These forces are overcome by others, and the
phenomena take place in direct contradiction to them, according to
new fundamental laws, which, just like those other laws, are original
and imexplicable, in other words, cannot be reduced to more uni-
versal laws. Thus, for instance, we shall never succeed in explaining
even the solution of a salt in water according to the laws of me-
chanics proper, not to mention the more complicated phenomena of
chemistry., All this has already been discussed at greater length in
the second book of the present work. A discussion of this kind, it
seems to me, would have been of great use in the Critiqgue of the
Teleological Judgement, and would have thrown much light on what
is said there. Such a discussion would have been particularly favour-
able to Kant's excellent suggestion that a deeper knowledge of the
inper being-in-itself, the phenomenon of which are the things in
nature, would find both in the mechanical (according to law) and in
the apparently intentional working of nature one and the same ulti-
mate principle that could serve as the common ground of explanation
of them both. T hope I have given such a principle by establishing
the will as the real thing-in-itself. Generally in accordance with this,
the insight into the inner being of the apparent appropriateness,
harmony, and agreement of the whole of nature has perhaps become
clearer and deeper in our second book and its supplements, but par-
ticularly in my work On the Will in Nature. Therefore I have nothing
more to say about it here.

The reader interested in this criticism of the Kantian philosophy
should not fail to read the supplement to it given in the second essay
of the first volume of my Parerga and Paralipomena under the title
“A Few more Elucidations of the Kantian Philosophy.” For it must
be borne in mind that my writings, few as they are, have not been
composed all at the same time, but successively in the course of a
long life, and at wide intervals. Accordingly, it cannot be expected
that all T have said on a subject will appear all together in one place.
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