CHRISTOPHER JANAWAY

Introduction

Arthur Schopenhauer lived from 1788 to 1860. His thought took
shape early in his life, in the decade from 1810 to 1820, yet until
the 1850s he was virtually unknown, and the period in which he be-
came a powerful influence began only in the second half of the nine-
teenth century. He admired Rossini and Bellini but inspired Wagner,
knew Goethe, and met Hegel, but was an influence after his death
on Thomas Mann, Nietzsche, and the young Wittgenstein. His vi-
sion of the world is in some respects more bleak and cynical than
we might expect for its period, more akin to that of existentialism
or even of Samuel Beckett. Schopenhauer’s world is neither rational
nor good, but rather is an absurd, polymorphous, hungry thing that
lacerates itself without end and suffers in each of its parts. None of us
is in control even of our own nature; instead, we are at the mercy of
the blind urge to exist and propagate that stupefies us into accepting
the illusion that to be a human individual is worthwhile. In truth
it would have been better had nothing existed. Although this phi-
losophy originated in a pre-Darwinian and pre-Freudian age, it has
a prescient cutting edge that can make the later time of evolution-
ary theory, psychoanalysis, and the ‘Great’ War seem the more truly
Schopenhauerian era. ‘By what mere blind propulsion did all these
thousands of human creatures keep on mechanically living?’ wrote
Edith Wharton in a war novel of 1923,* sounding, perhaps unknow-
ingly, a Schopenhauerian note.

Yet Adorno’s irresistible description of Schopenhauer as ‘peevish
ancestor of existential philosophy and malicious heir of the great
speculators’ has some justice to it. If Schopenhauer can appear an-
tiquated, it is at least in part because his philosophy aspires to give
a unitary metaphysics of the whole world, in something of the old
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spirit of Spinoza or Leibniz, albeit with reversed value polarity. In
his day and ours he has always had the air of an outsider among
philosophers, and it is safe to say that little twentieth-century phi-
losophy has arisen from close engagement with his work. It is hard
for analytical philosophy to claim him as a forerunner. One reason for
this, conventionally, is that he is too literary and rhetorical a writer,
too much prone to metaphorical effusion and dogmatism, too little
exercised by rigour and argument. In fact Schopenhauer argues con-
stantly, debates with all the major and some minor figures in philos-
ophy’s past, and is as committed as any thinker has been to the goal
of truth. A more profound reason for his appearing alien to analyti-
cal philosophers may lie in his assumption about the role and prime
subject matter of philosophy. Analytical philosophy has tended to
claim as its own those who give some priority to questions about
scientific enquiry and the philosophy of logic. If a thinker places art
and aesthetic experience at the pinnacle of human achievement, as-
signing them a higher cognitive value than the sciences, and has as
his driving pre-occupation the struggle for significance in a life riven
by suffering, he is less amenable to co-option. And the grand meta-
physical aspiration makes him an unsympathetic figure to the likes
of scientific naturalists and logical positivists.

The German philosophical tradition in which Hegel has a cen-
tral place is also unlikely to look favourably on Schopenhauer. This
is not just because of his contempt for the career academics, Hegel
and Fichte, whose tedious vocabulary and, as he thought, wrong-
headedness and intellectual dishonesty prevented him from serious
argumentative engagement with the idealist mainstream of his early
years. The rift is deeper than that: to anyone brought up in a more
or less Hegelian way, the brazenly ahistorical and apolitical cast
of Schopenhauer’s thought must also place him beyond the pale.
Schopenhauer’s deepest concerns are with what it is to be a human
individual anywhere at any time, how one relates to one’s body, what
suffering is, what happiness is and is not, whether one is free, how
life can become bearable, how to regard one’s own death, what in the
individual is unconscious and uncontrollable, and what it is for the
individual to make and experience art. History is quite literally an
irrelevance for him. This made him, as Nietzsche said, ‘un-German
to the point of genius’.3 And for the so-called continental philosophy
of the second half of the twentieth century Schopenhauer’s place at
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or beyond the margins of sight is probably over-determined by his
metaphysical conservatism and commitment to timeless truths, his
anti-Hegelianism, his neglect by formative figures such as Heidegger
or Levinas, and the apparent readiness of today’s readers to take at
face value (wrongly, I would argue)* the rude and dismissive remarks
made about him by the later Nietzsche.

Yet there are reasons to think that twentieth-century philosophy
has more in common with Schopenhauer than it realizes. As the
history of modern philosophy becomes more intensively and more
responsibly studied by philosophers, the fact that Schopenhauer —
widely read, scholarly, and fiercely argumentative — locates him-
self in continuity with Hume, claims to solve problems initiated
by Descartes, debates the relation of Kant to Berkeley, criticizes
the Leibnizian tradition, and appropriates some ideas from Spinoza
should alert us to the extent of the common inheritance we share
with him. He belongs in any narrative of how modern philosophy de-
veloped from the seventeenth to the twentieth century. One feature
uniting many kinds of recent philosophy is an increasing recogni-
tion that we are working within the legacy of Kant, and interest in
retrieving what happened in the intellectual world immediately af-
ter Kant is steadily growing. Schopenhauer is a comparatively early
and unique inhabitant of this post-Kantian landscape, relating to
his admired predecessor both as critic and as revisionary follower.
Then again, looking forward, if Schopenhauer was an influence on
Wittgenstein, Freud, and Nietzsche, he may have played a signif-
icant, if concealed, part in the development of twentieth-century
philosophy itself.

Sometimes Schopenhauer is treated piecemeal by contemporary
philosophy. In aesthetics we might recognize him as the prototypical
‘aesthetic attitude’ theorist (one who believes that aesthetic value
attaches to objects when we experience them in detachment from
desire and conceptualization) and as a proponent of one of the most
striking theories of musical expression. In ethics we find him claimed
as an early anti-Kantian virtue ethicist. In feminist studies he is the
arch-misogynist. In the philosophy of psychoanalysis he is an ad-
umbrator of the conception of the unconscious, in Nietzsche studies
the old enemy to be exorcised and castigated, and in studies of Kant’s
epistemology the sharp critic who takes Kant to task over his con-
ception of causality and much besides.
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All these angles reveal genuine facets of Schopenhauer, but in
summing up his own philosophy, as presented in his major work,
The World as Will and Representation, he himself attributes to it a
peculiar and extreme unity. It is, he says, the expression of a ‘single
thought’ and should be approached as such:

A single thought, however comprehensive, must preserve the most perfect
unity. If, all the same, it can be split up into parts for the purpose of being
communicated, then the connexion of these parts must ... be organic, i.e. of
such a kind that every part supports the whole just as much as it is supported
by the whole; a connexion in which no part is first and no part last, in which
the whole gains in clearness from every part, and even the smallest part
cannot be fully understood until the whole has first been understood. But a
book must have a first and a last line, and to this extent will always remain
very unlike an organism. ... Consequently, form and matter will here be in
contradiction. (Wr xii-xiii/H. 2, viii)

So the best advice to the reader is to read his book through twice
so that the beginning can be illuminated by the middle and the end.
This organic conception should warn us not to make too prema-
ture a judgement about the nature of Schopenhauer’s philosophy.
The would-be Kantian line presented in the first quarter of the book,
a transcendental idealist account of the world of objective experi-
ence, will gain its proper (and quite un-Kantian) significance only
when we have learned how limited this objective experience is for
Schopenhauer, how he hopes it may be supplemented by philosophi-
cal reflection and finally revoked in favour of certain superior modes
of consciousness.

But what is der einzige Gedanke, the single thought? Schopen-
hauer does not explicitly tell us. But unless literally the whole book
is needed for any expression of the thought, we should be able to
state it in abbreviated, provisional form. Rudolf Malter has proposed
that the thought is ‘the world is the self-knowledge of the will’,’
and Schopenhauer himself says in the Manuscript Remains that this
expression summarizes his whole philosophy.® The world is what is
represented in experience by the subject — it is the world as represen-
tation — but the subject itself is in and of the world it represents, and
the ‘inner essence’ of this subject is will. The self that knows is given
toitself in self-consciousness as identical with the self that wills, and
this allows the will, via its manifestation in a representing intellect,
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to become conscious of itself as will, and from there conscious of the
whole world of representation as will.” Such a summary is correct as
far as it goes, though its drawback for the purposes of exposition is
that before one has read Schopenhauer, it is fairly opaque. A further
problem is that, while the First Book of The World as Will and Repre-
sentation presents the world as representation and the Second Book
the world as will, there remain two substantial books concerning
aesthetics, ethics, and salvation, books which Schopenhauer labels
respectively the ‘Second Aspect’ of the world as representation and
the ‘Second Aspect’ of the world as will. If we are to take the talk of a
‘single thought’ seriously, we must be able to incorporate the Third
and Fourth Books in it — indeed, they should supply its culmination.

A more sophisticated answer is offered by John Atwell, who finds
for the single thought a formulation that does justice to more of
the components of Schopenhauer’s unfolding presentation and gives
the first-time reader a slightly better sense of what to expect. For
Atwell, the single thought of The World as Will and Representation
is as follows:

The double-sided world [i.e., the world as will and as representation] is the
striving of the will to become conscious of itself so that, recoiling in horror
at its inner, self-divisive nature, it may annul itself and thereby its self-
affirmation, and then reach salvation.®

This single, if complex, thought stands in need of much interrogation.
But its most important and most authentically Schopenhauerian fea-
ture is its idea that knowledge culminates in a kind of abnegation.
Cognitive self-realization leads to conative self-cancellation. Let us
approach this distinctive and difficult idea by rehearsing the stages
of Schopenhauer’s presentation more slowly.

First, then, the world as representation. This is the world as present
to ordinary perceptual experience, a world of individual material ob-
jects which can also be investigated scientifically. Schopenhauer fol-
lows Kant’s general line that in order to make a priori discoveries
about the nature of this world of objects, we must renounce the
attempt to know what they are in themselves. Objects are represen-
tations for the subject. We can have knowledge of empirical objects
and we can know the a priori forms — space, time, and causality —
contributed by the subject to the experiencing of objects. The intel-
lect or understanding of the subject shapes experience to the extent
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that there can be no objects without a subject whose representations
they are. In addition to this representation of individual objects, or
intuitive (anschaulich) representation, there is a more indirect and
derivative kind of representation which distinguishes human minds
from others, and that is the concept. Schopenhauer calls concepts
‘representations of representations’. They are what enable human be-
ings to reason and to have language, but it is part of Schopenhauer’s
aim to show that these capacities are by no means the most basic
features of the human mind.

The demotion of concepts and conceptual thinking from pride of
place in the description of humanity is a theme running through
the whole of Schopenhauer’s philosophy. He takes the capacity for
reasoning to be instrumental, concerned with working out means
to ends that are antecedently desired rather then being provided by
reason itself. He argues that rationality confers on us no higher moral
status than that of other sentient beings, that conceptual thought
never makes anyone morally better, and that the concept is likewise
‘unfruitful in art’; it is only from an immediate vision of the universal
in the particular object of perception that genuine art can spring.
Some philosophy too, according to Schopenhauer (and he has his
immediate contemporaries in mind), is worthless because it wanders
around in mere concepts — ‘the absolute’ and such like — without ever
being grounded in firsthand experience of the world.?

The world as representation is an orderly world because the sub-
ject of experience must always connect any representation with other
representations, according to a fixed set of principles. This idea pro-
vided the topic of Schopenhauer’s first work, his doctoral thesis en-
titled On the Fourfold Root of the Principle of Sufficient Reason
(1813). The principle of sufficient reason, a mainstay of the Leib-
nizian philosophy on which the academic tradition of the German
Enlightenment had been founded, says, in its simplest form, that
nothing is without a reason or ground (Grund) for its being rather
than not being. The young Schopenhauer observed quite rightly that
there were different species of ‘grounding’ which were not always
properly distinguished by the tradition. For example, a cause is the
ground of its effect, but this is distinct from the way in which a con-
clusion has its ground in a premise or a geometrical truth has its
ground in the nature of space. He claims that there are four basic
modes in which the principle can be interpreted (the fourth is the
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grounding of an action in its motive, which is, however, a variant
of the grounding of an effect in its cause). When he published The
World as Will and Representation in 1818,"° Schopenhauer stated
that The Fourfold Root was an essential prelude to it. Nor did he
change his mind on that score: in 1847, following publication of the
revised and greatly extended edition of The World as Will and Repre-
sentation three years earlier, he undertook a considerable re-write of
The Fourfold Root. This shows that he had not left it behind as a juve-
nile work, but saw it as integral to his mature philosophy — though it
may be said that he lost much of the lightness and incisiveness of the
1813 version in making his revisions. Since he refers to the principle
of sufficient reason frequently in The World as Will and Representa-
tion without repeating the detailed exposition of The Fourfold Root,
it is sensible to study the latter as if it were a component of the larger
work, where it belongs naturally with the First Book on the world as
representation.

The Second Book announces that the world is will. This is not
supposed to be a negation of the claim that the world is representa-
tion, but rather a presentation of another aspect of the same world.
Schopenhauer is not satisfied with comprehending the orderly man-
ner in which the world of objects of experience must present itself
to the experiencing subject. He asks what the essence of this world
is: or, as he puts it in Kantian vocabulary, what the world is in itself.
His answer, patently, is that the world in itself is will. But it is not
immediately obvious what this means or even what kind of claim
Schopenhauer intends to make when he says it. Will is a general
principle of striving or being directed towards ends, but it does not
presuppose the rationality associated traditionally with the human
(and the divine) will. For Schopenhauer, creatures do not will some-
thing because they believe it to be good; rather, something is called
good because it is something that some creature wills. Willing is thus
more basic than rationality. Nor is will necessarily accompanied by
consciousness or even by a mind. Everything in the world — humans,
animals, plants, water, and stones — manifests will in Schopenhauer’s
new sense: no individual thing remains perpetually in a state of self-
sufficiency, but everything is always — as it were — trying to be some-
where and in some state. Perhaps we should regard talk of ‘willing’,
‘wanting’, or ‘trying’ as ineliminable metaphors in this global picture.
Schopenhauer says that ‘everything presses and pushes towards
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existence, if possible towards organic existence, i.e. life, and then
to the highest possible degree thereof’ (W2 350/H. 3, 399). His fun-
damental belief is that we can make sense of our own existence
and behaviour by understanding our own inner essence as will, and
that there is an imperative to understand or ‘decipher’ the world in
the same way. This reveals an underlying assumption that my inner
essence must be the same as that of the world at large, a thought
he sometimes expresses as the identity of the microcosm and the
macrocosm (see Wr 162/H. 2, 193).

This goal of incorporating the self in the world — not only making
it something bodily, but finding for it an essence shared by every part
of the world — cuts across the Kantian programme that was initiated
with the account of the world as representation. It does so because
of the role of the subject in the latter account. In the account of the
world of representation there is, necessarily, a subject that represents
objects. But this subject is ‘an eye that cannot see itself’. It never
occurs as its own object, and so it cannot be located anywhere in
space, time, and the causal order. It is (though Schopenhauer does not
use this term) the transcendental self — the self required purely as an
a priori condition of the possibility of experience. The pivotal section
in the whole of The World as Will and Representation is §18, where
Schopenhauer confronts this transcendental self, the pure subject
of cognition, with the fact that each individual human subject is
rooted in material reality via intimate knowledge of his or her body
in action. I know myself immediately as embodied will, and were I
not to do so, I would remain a detached and ghostly pure subject that
comprehended the inner significance of nothing at all in the world
of its experience.

From this notion of the will as the individual’s inner essence cog-
nized in bodily action, Schopenhauer travels a great distance, stretch-
ing the concept of will as he goes. The whole body is will in that it
manifests the means of securing ends for the organism. The body,
and each part and function within it, is an expression of the ‘will
to life’, Wille zum Leben. Often this term is translated as ‘will to
live’ (or ‘will-to-live’, as E. F. J. Payne has it). But that translation is
misleading (a) because it implicitly excludes the drive to reproduce
life, and hence towards sexual behaviour, to which Schopenhauer
gives great prominence and (b) because it lets in the wrong assump-
tion that Schopenhauer is talking about a conscious desire to live,
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whereas Wille zum Leben primarily operates to originate and shape
the organism prior to any question of its having desires. (Sometimes
contributors to this volume use ‘will to life/, even to the extent of
altering the wording when quoting from Payne’s translation.)

Schopenhauer finally suggests that the whole world in itself is
will. There are serious questions concerning the status of this the-
ory. If the thing in itself is supposed to be unknowable, how can
Schopenhauer claim to know what it is? If ‘will’ need not connote
rationality, consciousness, or even mentality, what does it connote?
What does it mean to say that every object is the phenomenal mani-
festation (or ‘objectification’) of will? However, the chief importance
of the theory of will as essence is its impact upon the human self-
image. We have to regard ourselves as driven by something at our core
which presses us to prolong our lives and to have sexual intercourse,
and to pursue myriad goals that arise from our nature as living crea-
tures, often for purposes that are hidden from our conscious view.
The individual’s idealization of a singular object of sexual desire, for
instance, masks the fact that he or she is being ‘used’ by the will
to life in order to perpetuate itself. And in general, the individual’s
willed actions are not free. His or her willing is fixed not only by
the general human character, will to life, but also by an individual
unchangeable character which Schopenhauer calls the individual’s
essence or individual will.

Schopenhauer’s pessimism is closely linked with his account of
the will. There is no absolute good because good exists only rela-
tive to some particular strand of willing manifest somewhere in the
world of phenomena. Willing can never cease in the universe and can
never be satiated. It has no ultimate point or purpose. And it opens
each individual to suffering which is not redeemed by any positive
benefit. Schopenhauer appears to believe that the sheer existence of
suffering shows everything to be invalid: because of it ‘we have not
to be pleased but rather sorry about the existence of the world’ (W2
576/H. 3, 661). By the end of the Second Book, following the initial
clue that we cannot be merely the transcendental self which repre-
sents objects, and that our essence is will, we have descended into a
disturbing picture of a world that is will, manifesting itself in mil-
lions of individuals, and through them inflicting on itself pointless
and unredeemed suffering, a ‘world of constantly needy creatures
who continue for a time merely by devouring one another, pass their
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existence in anxiety and want, and often endure terrible afflictions,
until they fall at last into the arms of death’ (W2 349/H. 3, 398). The
notions of a benevolent creator and a world of perfection so prevalent
in the Judaeo-Christian tradition and in philosophical rationalism
would never have occurred, claims Schopenhauer, to anyone who
had looked at the evidence.

The tide turns with the Third Book of The World as Will and
Representation, where Schopenhauer presents a theory of art and
aesthetic experience that gives them an almost unparalleled posi-
tive value. In aesthetic experience, willing temporarily ceases and
the subject is blissfully free from striving and the suffering asso-
ciated with it. If ordinary existence is restless torment, aesthetic
experience is repose and release. But in addition to this palliative
dimension, it has high value as a species of cognition. Throwing off
the a priori subjective forms of experience the intellect uses when it
is an ‘instrument’ of the will and abandoning the principle of suffi-
cient reason, the subject of aesthetic experience can perceive more
objectively ‘what really is’ — a series of Ideas (Ideen) or Forms that
constitute a timeless aspect of reality. The producer of genuine art
is a genius, whose defining characteristic is the propensity to let the
intellect work at perceiving objects independently of the underlying
will. This vision of a timeless objectivity achieved in art by leav-
ing behind ordinary consciousness was one of the earliest parts of
Schopenhauer’s philosophy to develop, as his early Manuscript Re-
mains testify. Having begun philosophy by reading Plato as well as
Kant, he conceived the notion of a ‘higher consciousness’™* that ele-
vated the subject above the mundane, ephemeral, and painful reality
presented in ordinary empirical consciousness. He retained ever af-
ter the thought that the subject in intense aesthetic contemplation
loses its sense of bodily individuation and attains the status of a ‘pure
subject of knowing’, while its object is transformed from the spatio-
temporally individuated empirical thing into an Idea or, as he often
says, a ‘(Platonic) Idea’. Art gains its unusually high value as tempo-
rary escape into timeless purity, away from an ordinary existence to
which Schopenhauer has assigned an exceptional lack of worth.

Schopenhauer’s final Fourth Book contains some of his most mov-
ing and profound writing. It concerns ethics, in both a broad and a nar-
row sense. The latter comprises issues such as right and wrong, moral
motivation, egoism and justice, the virtues and moral judgement,
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the former issues such as the significance of human sexuality, our
attitudes towards death, the philosophy of religion, the meaning (if
any) of life, and the possibility of what Schopenhauer calls ‘salva-
tion’ from it. Although The World as Will and Representation deals
to some extent with ethics in the narrower sense, Schopenhauer’s
best treatment of these issues occurs in two self-contained essays,
On the Basis of Morality and On the Freedom of the Will, which
he published together in 1841 under the title The Two Fundamental
Problems of Ethics. The former essay contrasts Schopenhauer’s ac-
count of ethics with Kant’s, of which he is mercilessly critical. Kant’s
ethics is founded upon the notion of an autonomous rational agent
and an absolute imperative — issued by whom, asks Schopenhauer,
unless by a presupposed absolute being? Schopenhauer opposes to
this an ethics founded upon the incentive of compassion, a basic fea-
ture of human beings which gives rise to acts of justice and philan-
thropy (or love of humankind, Menschenliebe). His moral psychology
of the virtues claims to be an empirical theory that accounts for the
virtues and vices which motivate human action in practice. In On
the Freedom of the Will he argues that the individual’s actions are
determined by a combination of his or her unalterable character and
the motives, contingently occurring mental states, that cause his or
her actions. It is a strong defence of determinism — yet Schopenhauer
is aware that the argument will not disperse the sense we have of be-
ing responsible for our deeds. He proposes to solve this problem by
invoking the idea of our intelligible character, the will which is our
kernel, our essence.

The broader ethical concerns of life and death show Schopenhauer
at his most challenging. Life is dominated by the fact that it ends in
death, yet this is strangely at odds, he comments, with the way peo-
ple normally live - as if they will never die. But what value does life
really have for the living anyway? Schopenhauer deepens his pes-
simistic vision, arguing that the only real hope for a human being
is to reach the insight that existing as an individual is worthless.
Although in his metaphysics Schopenhauer is an uncompromising
atheist, he finds in three of the major world religions — Christianity,
Hinduism, and Buddhism - the correct degree of disdain for ordinary
human existence. The ascetic practices associated with these reli-
gions point in the right direction: towards a denial of one’s will, a
stilling of desires and needs which can be a step towards complete
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self-renunciation, a cessation of willing which Schopenhauer con-
ceives to resemble a prolongation of the blissful will-lessness of aes-
thetic experience. Salvation ultimately consists in the will within
oneself turning and denying itself. One can then abandon one’s alle-
giance to the desires one has as an individual and attain a viewpoint
on the world which does not fundamentally differentiate oneself as
subject from the whole.

Hinduism played an important role in shaping these culminating
thoughts. Schopenhauer’s favourite book was said to be a translation
of the Upanishads which he acquired as a young man while writing
The World as Will and Representation. He was one of the first West-
ern thinkers to make extensive efforts to align his thought with that
of India, and we should not underestimate this distinctive influence
upon him. He repeatedly ranks Hinduism with Plato and Kant, say-
ing of his philosophy that it could not have occurred until all three
shone their rays into one mind*? and saying of the prospective reader
of his main work that ‘if . .. [he] has also already received and assim-
ilated the divine inspiration of ancient Indian wisdom, then he is
best of all prepared to hear what I have to say to him’ (W1 xv/H. 2,
xii). Later on he became a serious and engaged student of Buddhism,
finding a deep affinity with some of its central doctrines, which in-
fluenced at least the presentation of his broader ethical insights, if
not also some of the content.

Now let us return to the ‘single thought’ and Atwell’s formulation
of it: “The double-sided world is the striving of the will to become
conscious of itself so that, recoiling in horror at its inner, self-divisive
nature, it may annul itself and thereby its self-affirmation, and then
reach salvation.” If the will is to become self-conscious, it must first
objectify itself as a being that has consciousness at all. It does this
in the human being, whose body, with its advanced nervous sys-
tem capable of consciousness, exists as an instrument of the will
to life. But in some individuals, cognition of the world reaches a
point where its subject can see through the veil of empirical objects
in space and time, and realize that the subject itself has its nature
in common with the whole world, that all the objective individu-
als that compete against one another belong equally to the whole.
This essentially mystical vision that sees beyond individuality is
what ‘quiets’ the will, or annuls its expression within the individual
who has the mystical vision. Thus far Atwell’s formulation makes
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considerable sense. Possibly more contentious is his implication that
for Schopenhauer the world is working towards a single purpose
that consists in such self-annulment. Schopenhauer does say that
‘nothing else can be stated as the aim of our existence except the
knowledge that it would be better for us not to exist’ (W2 6o05/H.
3, 695), but does the world as a whole strive in order to reach its
own non-existence? It seems rather that there is no determinate con-
tent to will as such, and that the question of what is willed can be
asked only in respect of its particular phenomenal manifestations.
As Schopenhauer says, ‘absence of all aim, of all limits, belongs to
the essential nature of the will in itself, which is an endless striv-
ing’ (Wr 164/H. 2, 195). Also, the will as such could not literally
annul itself since it is indestructible (see W2 486/H. 3, 556). It seems
that ultimate reality endlessly strives simply to be, to which end
it must appear in individual empirical manifestations of itself, and
that when it reaches its highest manifestation in an individual who
is self-conscious and can reflect on his or her own nature as a mani-
festation of will, it can cancel itself out in that particular individual.

Although Schopenhauer’s relationship to Kant is clearly of the
first importance, it should be apparent even from the quick summary
given here how un-Kantian a philosopher he is. He uses Kant’s vo-
cabulary pervasively, but the shape and motivation of his philosophy
are very different. The influences of Plato and Hinduism should im-
mediately alert us to this fact. Schopenhauer sets out from the start
to show that the existence of every human individual is worthless,
and that it must be set aside in favour of the higher consciousness
of timeless entities not subordinate to the forms of space, time, and
causality. He also sets out to demote rationality from its centrality in
the description of humanity, to show that the concept is unfruitful
in ethics, to argue that the will of the individual cannot be free, and
to decry the use of the idea of God in legitimating morality.

In aesthetics, where commentators customarily find continuity
between Schopenhauer’s ‘pure will-less subject’ and Kant’s notion
of ‘disinterestedness’, the motivations of the two theories are also
quite different. Schopenhauer’s vision of art pits it against the re-
mainder of life in a way that would be alien to Kant, and his idea
that art is cognitively superior to (or more objective than) both em-
pirical perception and the sciences is something Kant could never
support. Even the ‘will-lessness’ of aesthetic experience is arguably
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at odds with what Kant’s theory of aesthetic judgement requires.
Kant is concerned with a pleasure whose basis is not in one’s desire
for the existence of the object one contemplates, but he does not
posit a higher state of consciousness cleansed of all desire and con-
ceptualization. It is Schopenhauer rather than Kant who pre-figures
the ‘aesthetic attitude’.”3

Finally, there is room for debate about the relationship between
Schopenhauer’s conception of transcendental idealism and Kant’s.
Schopenhauer begins his presentation with a theory of knowledge
which appears to owe a great deal to Kant, but he finishes The World
as Will and Representation with a substantial Appendix entitled
‘Critique of the Kantian Philosophy’. This should prepare us for both
continuity and opposition. But it is not clear how much continuity
there really is if one looks at the basic motivations of Schopenhauer’s
theoretical philosophy. Schopenhauer not only contradicts Kant’s
own views in interpreting Kant'’s idealism as akin to Berkeley’s, but
also seems never to accept the implication that transcendental ide-
alism must systematically reject the question of ontology. In finding
Kant’s philosophy incomplete for not giving an account of what the
self ‘really is’ or what the objects of experience ‘really are’, and in
saying that the world as representation amounts to an insubstantial
dream, Schopenhauer arguably reveals a fundamental commitment
to metaphysical realism that is alien to the transcendental project.

After writing The World as Will and Representation, Schopenhauer
never renounced the philosophy that it contained. His subsequent
writings are predominantly explorations of new areas of application
for his thought and elaborations of it in the light of copious readings
in philosophy, science, literature, and comparative religion. In 1836
he published On the Will in Nature, which took stock of a large body
of scientific writings, arguing that they confirmed his central claims
concerning the will. Around 1840, as we have mentioned, he wrote
his two essays on ethical subjects, entering them in competitions
set by the Norwegian and Danish Scientific Societies, respectively.
Having amassed a wealth of further observations and having arrived
at some adjustments to his theory, Schopenhauer then undertook
a major revision of The World as Will and Representation, which
was published in 1844. He wrote a long second volume consisting
of essays paralleling, book by book, the presentation of the original
work. Some of these essays are scholarly ruminations that add little
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to the force of the original work. But in some cases, Schopenhauer
achieves his most powerful writing, augmenting the energy of his
youthful style with a gravity few philosophical writers can match.
One might mention here especially the passages on the relation of
the will to the intellect (chapter 19), the metaphysics of sexual love
(chapter 44), and the ‘vanity and suffering of life’ (chapter 45).

With the added essays, the original World as Will and Representa-
tion now became Volume 1 of a two-volume set. But Schopenhauer
did not leave it untouched. The text of Volume 1 that we commonly
read, whether in German or in translation, incorporates many
changes made in 1844, including interpolations of literary and philo-
sophical parallels to his ideas and bitter diatribes against Fichte and
Hegel, whose success, though now well in the past, he still could not
stomach. The ‘Critique of the Kantian Philosophy’ was heavily al-
tered, principally to accommodate Schopenhauer’s recent discovery
of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason in its first edition of 1781, which
we nowadays call the A edition and are used to reading alongside
the 1787 B version. Schopenhauer also revised The Fourfold Root in
1847.In 1851 alarge new work appeared in two volumes, entitled Par-
erga and Paralipomena. It ranges widely over Schopenhauer’s many
intellectual interests, containing popular essays, re-presentations of
his central philosophical views, and reflections on the history of phi-
losophy. Parerga also contains a piece for which Schopenhauer is no-
torious, his essay ‘On Women’ (P2 ch. 27), a nasty, gratuitous piece
of misogyny, whose only conceivable merit is that it is written with
his characteristic vigour. His generalized view of women appears to
be drawn solely from jaundiced personal experience and has, I be-
lieve, no very interesting connection with his philosophy. (There is
little evidence of Schopenhauer’s having been a nice person to know,
but anyone who has any doubts should perhaps read this essay.) The
publication of these ‘works on the side and left-overs’ (as we might
translate Parerga and Paralipomena) first made their author well
known to a wider audience. By the end of his life Schopenhauer re-
ceived visits and correspondence from many who had read his work,
he began to be studied in the universities, and in the last decade of
his life there were new editions of On the Will in Nature, The Two
Fundamental Problems of Ethics, and a third edition of The World
as Will and Representation, incorporating more changes into the
text.
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Schopenhauer’s philosophical thought is both idiosyncratic and
very tightly organized around his central conceptions of will, rep-
resentation, subject, object, intellect, individuation, and the prin-
ciple of sufficient reason. Hence it can be difficult to consider his
views in one philosophical area without re-stating much of what
he thinks overall, and the reader of the present volume should be
prepared for some overlap between its different essays. Two of the
essays range across all four books of The World as Will and Repre-
sentation, Giinter Zoller’s piece looking at the self, and in particular
the relation of will and intellect, and David Hamlyn’s at the differ-
ent conceptions of knowledge Schopenhauer appears to presuppose
at different stages of his argument.

The essay by F. C. White concentrates on the important doctrines
of The Fourfold Root, looking at both the first and second editions of
that work. On the Basis of the Morality forms the chief material for
David Cartwright’s essay on Schopenhauer’s ethics, though he also
discusses a number of other works. On the Freedom of the Will is
summarized in the first of two pieces by Christopher Janaway, which
concerns Schopenhauer’s conception of the will in human action
and in nature as a whole, drawing chiefly on the Second Book of
The World as Will and Representation. The Third Book’s aesthetic
theory and philosophy of art and genius are discussed fully in the
essay by Cheryl Foster and play a part also in Martha C. Nussbaum’s
essay, which explores Schopenhauer’s influence on Nietzsche with
particular reference to the theme of tragedy.

Two other contributions are specifically concerned with aspects
of Schopenhauer’s influence on later thinkers. Sebastian Gardner
examines Schopenhauer as a precursor of the Freudian theory of
the unconscious against the background of the history of philos-
ophy since Kant. Hans-Johann Glock makes an assessment of the
different spheres — such as logic, metaphysics, ethics, and the phi-
losophy of action — in which an influence on Wittgenstein has been
claimed for Schopenhauer. As regards influences on Schopenhauer,
Paul Guyer looks at his relationship to Kant’s epistemology, empha-
sizing both his differences from Kant and his criticisms of his prede-
cessor. Schopenhauer’s criticism of Kant’s ethics is examined in the
piece by Cartwright mentioned earlier. Moira Nicholls contributes
an account of Schopenhauer’s knowledge of Indian thought, and of
the role that Hinduism and Buddhism played in the development of
his metaphysics, especially his conception of the thing in itself.
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The culminating Fourth Book of The World as Will and Rep-
resentation, though reflected in a number of the other pieces, is
given most attention by Dale Jacquette in his piece on the central
Schopenhauerian theme of death and our attitudes to it, and by
Christopher Janaway in his essay on Schopenhauer’s pessimism,
which also contains some material on religion and Schopenhauer’s
influence on Nietzsche.
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1  Schopenhauer on the Self’

I THE SELF AS WILL AND INTELLECT

In the German language, as in English, the pronoun or pronominal
adjective selbst, or ‘self,” lends emphasis to something or someone
previously named. In its nominalized form, das Selbst, or ‘the self,’
the pronoun serves chiefly to identify a human being or person. A
specifically philosophical usage of the nominalized form came into
currency in England, chiefly through the work of John Locke, in the
late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries, from where it seems
to have made its way into German philosophical terminology a few
decades later. A main function of the philosophical term has been
to identify the core or essence of a human being, as opposed to what
might be accidental or contingent about him or her. In particular,
the self has been identified with a human being’s soul or mind as
opposed to his or her body. In a secondary usage, the term has been
employed to distinguish between constituent parts or aspects of one
and the same being, in particular to articulate the special status of
someone’s or one’s own ‘better self.’

In German philosophy the term and concept of the self plays a
systematically foundational role in the works of Kant and several
of his idealist successors. In Kantian and post-Kantian thinking, the
self is no longer a being alongside other beings but rather is that due
to which all beings and the world that encompasses them first come
into view.?

The development of the term and concept of the self in Schopen-
hauer occurs against the background of the general discourse on the
self in modern philosophy and the particular significance accorded
to the self in the recent German tradition. Schopenhauer continues

18
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the usage of the term ‘self’ to designate the core or essence of the
human being; he employs the term to distinguish between different,
and differently valued, levels of human existence; and he partakes in
the post-Kantian elevation of the self to the rank of the nonworldly
necessary correlate of the world.

Yet, while Schopenhauer takes over the key functions of the term
‘self’ from the philosophical tradition, he has a radically different
understanding of what is the core of the human being designated
by the word self, of what constitutes the form of human existence
referred to as the better self, and of what it means for the self to
underlie the world and everything in it. The basic disagreement be-
tween Schopenhauer and the philosophical tradition on the self con-
cerns the standard identification of the self, as the core of the human
being, with the intellect (understanding, reason) or the faculty of
cognition. On Schopenhauer’s account, the intellect is neither the
sole nor necessarily the main factor of the self. In addition to the
rational side or aspect of the self, Schopenhauer countenances an al-
together different essential feature of the self, which he designates
as will.

Unlike earlier accounts of the self, which subordinate the human
will to reason by construing the will as applied or practical reason,
Schopenhauer insists on the will’s original independence from reason
and understanding. The will in the human self is seen as arational,
‘blind’ striving. Moreover, the will for Schopenhauer not only sup-
plements the intellect in the constitution of the human self. The
will underlies that self, including its intellectual side, as the source
of the self’s very being. Finally, in stressing the centrality of the will
in the self, Schopenhauer radically revises the status of the human
body by rethinking the traditional mind-body relation as a will-body
identity.

Yet, rather than simply replacing the earlier primacy and mono-
poly of the intellect with that of the will, Schopenhauer provides
a subtle and detailed account of the complex relations between the
intellectual and volitional sides or aspects of the human self. More-
over, Schopenhauer stresses the dynamic interaction between intel-
lect and will in the self. He distinguishes two alternative but com-
plementary conceptions of selfhood: one in which the will forms the
core of the human being and one in which the human being achieves
selfhood through the cultivation of the intellect.

Cambridge Companions Online © Cambridge University Press, 2006



20 GUNTER ZOLLER

The two contrasting conceptions of selfhood in Schopenhauer are
linked through the notion of the self’s possible or ideal develop-
ment from a will-centered to an intellect-centered self. According to
Schopenhauer, the agency behind the development of the self away
from the will is none other than the will itself. The self-realization
of the will may take the form of the will’s radical self-negation. The
psycho-machia of the self in Schopenhauer is rendered more dramatic
yet through the role that the self plays in relation to the world. More
specifically, the cosmo-machia involving self and world turns on the
twofold role of the self as intelligence and as will. As intelligence, the
self is the ineliminable and indispensable formal condition of objects
of all kinds. As will, the self is the most articulate manifestation of
the blindly striving drive that underlies all reality.

Thus the account of the self is not a clearly demarcated, special-
ized topic in Schopenhauer’s overall philosophy but, in essence, is co-
extensive with his portrayal of ‘the world as will and representation’.
Accordingly, an account of Schopenhauer on the self best orients
itself after the overall organization of The World as Will and Rep-
resentation (1818; second edition 1844; third edition 1859) — more
specifically that of the first, one-volume edition and of the corre-
sponding first volume of the subsequent two-volume editions — by
moving from the role of the intellect in the epistemology of Book
One, through the function of the self in the manifestations of the
will in the philosophy of nature of Book Two, to the role of the
pure intellect in the contemplation of the Ideas in the aesthetics of
Book Three and the self-recognition and self-denial of the will in the
ethics of Book Four. This order of presentation also captures the de-
velopmental nature of Schopenhauer’s thinking, which he himself
portrays as the successive unfolding of a ‘single thought’ (der eine
Gedanke), which, however, can only be stated through the system
in its entirety.3

The selective reading of the main work will be preceded by a dis-
cussion of pertinent aspects of Schopenhauer’s relation to Kant and a
more detailed consideration of the systematic basis of The World as
Will and Representation in general and its theory of the self in partic-
ular in Schopenhauer’s doctoral dissertation On the Fourfold Root
of the Principle of Sufficient Reason (1813; second edition 1847).
Further writings of Schopenhauer that supplement the account of
selfhood in the main work and the dissertation include On the Will
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in Nature (1836; second edition 1854) and the Prize Essay on the
Freedom of the Will (1841; second edition 1860).4

I FROM KANT TO SCHOPENHAUER

The starting point for the post-Kantian discussion in general and
post-Kantian theories of the self in particular is Kant’s ‘critical
distinction’s between things as they appear (appearances [Erschei-
nungen]) and things as they are in themselves (things in themselves
[Dinge an sich, also Sachen an sich]). On Kant’s view, the basic for-
mal features of experience and of its objects, such as space, time, and
causality, do not pertain to the things themselves but only to our
human ways of cognitively encountering things. On Kant’s view, it
is exactly the restriction of all humanly possible cognition of ob-
jects to appearances that guarantees the latter’s reference to actual
or possible empirical objects.® Kant’s doctrinal term for the inappli-
cability of the human cognitive forms to the things in themselves
is ‘transcendental idealism’; his term for the correlated doctrine of
the applicability, indeed the necessary application, of the cognitive
forms to appearances is ‘empirical realism’. For Kant transcendental
idealism ensures empirical realism, while any doctrine ignoring the
distinction between the things in themselves and the appearances
(‘transcendental realism’) results in skepticism about the knowabil-
ity of objects (‘empirical idealism’).”

Kant’s doctrinal dualism poses some difficulties when it comes to
determining the status of the self. The role of the self as the bearer
and contributor of the a priori forms of cognition seems to elude the
distinction between the self as empirically known appearance and
the self as unknowable thing in itself. In addition to the empirical
self, whose study Kant assigns to empirical psychology and anthro-
pology, and the non-empirical self traditionally entertained by the
metaphysical study of the soul (rational psychology), there is a third
self, or third sense of self, that is neither empirical nor metaphysical
but transcendental or ‘pertaining to the conditions of the possibility
of experience.’®

Schopenhauer takes over the Kantian distinction between things
in themselves and appearances with two modifications, one of them
more a matter of emphasis, the other one quite substantial. More
consistently and explicitly than Kant,® Schopenhauer argues that the
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appearances are nothing but ‘representations’ (Vorstellungen) in the
human mind with no independent extramental existence. In a radi-
cal departure from Kant’s agnosticism regarding the things in them-
selves, he identifies the latter with the will as revealed to the human
mind in conative and affective self-experience and subsequently rec-
ognized as the essence of all reality, human as well as non-human.

Such purported intimate knowledge of the ultimate reality be-
hind or beneath the appearances seems to transgress the critical in-
terdiction against seeking knowledge of the unknowable things in
themselves and therefore to constitute a relapse into pre-Kantian
dogmatism or transcendental realism, thus turning Schopenhauer’s
work into a puzzling conjunction of transcendental philosophy and
transcendent metaphysics of the will.*® But what might appear as the
uncritical reestablishment of a previously destroyed metaphysics is
actually yet another step in the direction taken by Kant himself — that
of limiting all our knowledge in general and philosophical knowledge
in particular to the realm of experience and the sum total of the lat-
ter’s pure forms or conditions. With his restriction of reason to the
faculty of cognition (theoretical reason) and his vehement rejection of
arational metaphysics of morals and its associated practico-dogmatic
postulates of an immortal soul and a personal God,™* Schopenhauer
is even less of a metaphysician than Kant himself, who had sought to
compensate for the metaphysical poverty of pure theoretical (‘specu-
lative’) reason with the otherworldly riches of pure practical (‘moral’)
reason.

Accordingly, Schopenhauer’s immanent metaphysics of the will
should be seen as part and parcel of his transcendental philosophy
rather than as a heterogeneous and oversized appendix.’ Schopen-
hauer expands the scope of the transcendental project by including
non-theoretical, conative self-consciousness and its affects and emo-
tions in the evidential basis for the reflection on experience in general
that is philosophy.'3 The subjectivism and idealism that inform the
view of the world of cognition as one of representation (‘world as rep-
resentation’) are matched by the view of the world of feeling as one
of will (‘world as will’). Both cases involve the world as experienced.
Schopenhauer’s work is as much about the self that experiences the
world in either of those two forms as it is about the world or worlds
so experienced.

Schopenhauer’s radical reworking of crucial Kantian positions is
also evident in his reconceptualization of the two key ingredients of
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the self, viz., the intellect and the will.™ The will in Schopenhauer
is radically dissociated from reason and a power sui generis, thus
marking Schopenhauer’s radical departure from the Kantian concep-
tion of will as practical reason.’ In his account of the faculty of
cognition, Schopenhauer emphasizes the difference between under-
standing (Verstand) and reason (Vernunft), which he explains as the
difference between the capacity for preconceptual, intuitive knowl-
edge and the capacity to form and employ concepts based on the prior
intuitive grasp of things.'® Unlike Kant, who had severed the tie be-
tween intuition and intellection by declaring all humanly possible
intuition to be sensible, Schopenhauer argues that our intuition of
objects (including the intuition of ourselves taken as object) is in-
formed not only by the forms of intuition (space and time) but also
by the prereflective employment of the category of causality, which
conditions a priori the mind’s spontaneous transition from sensi-
ble affection to the positing of a corresponding affecting object in
space. 7 Schopenhauer holds that the causally informed intuition of
spatial objects pertains in principle to all animal life. Only the for-
mation and use of concepts in rational knowledge, and its associated
capabilities of deliberative thought, language, and science, set hu-
man mentation apart from the mental life of our prerational fellow
creatures.'®

In addition to the intellect, Schopenhauer countenances the will
as the second of the two key ingredients in the constitution of the
human self. “Will’ is here used as a covering term for the entire af-
fective and volitional side of the self, effectively grouping together
what Kant had distinguished as the faculty of desire and the feeling of
pleasure and displeasure.™ Schopenhauer provides a negative charac-
terization of the acts of the will by stressing the non-representational
nature of all such ‘feelings’.>® Unlike the intellect, which generates
images and thoughts of things (representations), the will is not about
anything else and outside of itself but is the domain of our affective
self-experience — something that is felt or lived rather than being by
nature something representing or something represented.

III THE SUBJECT OF COGNITION AND THE
SUBJECT OF WILLING

As the two structuring forms underlying the self’s cognitive and
conative life, the intellect and the will in Schopenhauer have the

Cambridge Companions Online © Cambridge University Press, 2006



24 GUNTER ZOLLER

status of the ‘subject of cognition’ (Subjekt des Erkennens) and the
‘subject of willing’ (Subjekt des Wollens), respectively.?! Every cog-
nition is had by the intellect qua subject, and every conation is had
by the will qua subject. Moreover, neither the subject of cognition
nor the subject of willing is given as such.?>*> The subject of cognition
is the knower in everything known and is never itself known, except
in the attenuated sense that the states of the subject of cognition may
be known through reflection. Analogously, the subject of willing is
that which feels in all feeling (wills in all willing) but is never itself
felt, except in the attenuated sense that the states of the subject of
willing may be felt internally. The cognitive and conative subject
functions of the self have the status of non-empirical conditions of
all experience, inner as well as outer, cognitive as well as affective.

In addressing the unity of the self amidst its composition out
of two radically different constituent subjects, Schopenhauer main-
tains that the subject of willing functions as the internal, ‘immediate’
object of the subject of cognition.?? In the original, internal, subjec-
tive subject—object relation there are united a subject of cognition,
which is itself empty and without any object to be known, and a
subject of willing, which is itself blind and without any awareness
of itself. Only the conjunction of the will’s content and the intellect’s
vision permits the proper functioning of each of the two constituent
parts of the self. Citing a fable by the eighteenth-century Swiss writer
J. E. Gellert, Schopenhauer likens the compensatory co-operation be-
tween will and intellect to the strong, blind one carrying the lame,
seeing one on his shoulders.?4

The particulars of the subject-object relation between intellect
and will in the self belong to the wider context of Schopenhauer’s ac-
count of the overall structure of consciousness and its objects under
the ‘principle of sufficient reason’ (Satz vom zureichenden Grund).>s
In its four manifestations as the principle of becoming, of being, of
knowing, and of acting, this supreme transcendental principle gov-
erns the relations of ground and consequent (of ratio and rationa-
tum) between objects of all kinds (physical, mathematical, logical,
and psychological objects), always in correlation to the subject of
cognition in one of its capacities as understanding, pure intuition,
reason, and inner sense or empirical self-consciousness, respectively.
Accordingly, the principle specifies the real, mathematical, logical,
or psychological connections among objects as so many instances

Cambridge Companions Online © Cambridge University Press, 2006



Schopenhauer on the Self 25

of the principle’s general point that nothing is without a reason or
ground.

The principle of sufficient reason, which governs the relations
among objects, is borne and applied by the subject, more specifically
the subject of cognition. Accordingly, the subject itself, from which
issues this basic law, does not stand under the principle in question.
For Schopenhauer the relation between the subject and any and all of
the objects which are subject to the principle is not a relationship of
one-sided dependence but a correlation in which none of the mem-
bers can be what it is without the other ones. This also holds for the
special case of the self’s internal subject-object relation between the
subject of cognition and the subject of willing.>®

In the case of the principle of sufficient reason of acting, also
called the ‘law of motivation,’ the subject—object correlation obtains
between the subject of cognition under the form of empirical self-
consciousness or inner sense, on the one hand, and the will or faculty
of volition in its manifestations as particular acts of willing, on the
other hand. According to Schopenhauer, the cause of an act of will-
ing is in each case a cognition which necessarily moves the will to
the respective act of willing — hence the very term ‘motive’ (Motiv).
The causal connection between a given cognition that functions as
motive and the resultant act of volition is experienced internally,
through empirical self-consciousness or inner sense.

In locating the intellect—will relation of the self in the context of
Schopenhauer’s theory of motivational causation, it is imperative to
realize that the relation of ground and consequent holds only among
the different kinds of objects correlated to the subject of cognition in
any one of its capacities (as understanding, pure intuition, reason, and
inner sense) — and not between the relata of the basic subject-object
correlation itself, which underlies all objects and their sufficiently
grounded relations among each other. Specifically, the intellect qua
subject of cognition does not ground the will qua subject of willing.
Rather, the two subjects are the inseparable poles of an original com-
plex unity on the basis of which all intellection and volition comes to
pass. In motivation the relation of grounding obtains between some
cognition and the particular act of the will which that cognition mo-
tivates. Hence it is not the will as such but the particular act of will-
ing that is grounded or psychologically caused. The will itself, as well
as the intellect, are not subject to the principle of sufficient reason.
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For Schopenhauer the non-causal structural correlativity that
holds between the subject of cognition and the subject of willing
ultimately amounts to their identity.?” This claim can be taken to
convey the thought that in the original subject-object relation be-
tween the subject of cognition and the subject of willing, the knower
(subject of cognition) and the known (subject of willing) are one and
the same being. It is not some being other than the one exercising
the function of the subject of cognition that is being known as the
subject of willing but that very same being, only in a different though
correlated function.?® Hence the ultimate identity of the subject of
cognition and the subject of willing in the basic subject-object rela-
tion is constitutive of the very unity of the self, which is not the unity
of a whole encompassing constituent parts but a unity established
by the identical bearer of mutually supplementary basic functions.

Schopenhauer does not claim any further insight into the identity
underlying the self. He contents himself with declaring this identity
to be the ‘miracle “par excellence”’?® and to represent nothing less
than the ‘knot of the world,’3° suggesting that in it, self and world are
deeply intertwined and inseparable. The metaphor of the world knot
further indicates the wider significance that the miraculous identity
underlying the human self takes on in Schopenhauer’s transcenden-
tal theory of the world in its relation to the self.

IV THE IDENTITY OF BODY AND WILL

The wider cosmological perspective of Schopenhauer’s theory of the
self is further informed by a second identity claim involving intellect
and will, this one specifically directed at the twofold nature of the
self as intelligence and will. Schopenhauer maintains that in the case
of the human self, the double perspective on the world as will and
representation takes the form of a twofold experience of ourselves,
one as object given to the intellect operating under the principle of
sufficient reason, the other as will and its affective life, and hence
largely independent of the forms and functions of the intellect.3* The
self as object of our own and others’ cognitive relation to ourselves
is the ‘living body’ (Leib).

Schopenhauer holds that for each of us our own body is the intel-
lect’s ‘immediate object’.3> Any knowledge of other objects is me-
diated by our bodily self-experience and is a result of the (typically
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unconscious) inference from given bodily sensations to their causal
origin in some object or objects other than ourselves or our own body.
In Schopenhauer, one’s own body taken as object of one’s own cog-
nition thus occupies a peculiar position. It is the original object of
all our knowledge and is known in a most immediate manner, but
it is still an object and as such is subject to the formative rules of
the intellect. In principle, the knowledge that we each have of our
own body is not different from the knowledge that we have of other
bodies or the knowledge that others have of our own body.

Yet according to Schopenhauer, our own body is not only an ob-
ject of knowledge for our and others’ intellect but also something
that we each are, and that moreover belongs to the very core of our
existence. The account of our body’s relation to our intellect is to be
supplemented by the account of our body’s relation to our will and
the latter’s acts or volitions. We each relate to our own body not only
cognitively and intellectually but also practically and affectively. A
given movement of our body is not only an object of knowledge to
us (and others) but also an act of ours which we experience from
within as relating to our own act of volition. Schopenhauer rejects
a causal account of the relation between volitional act and bodily
act. Instead he considers the two acts to be the different sides of one
and the same underlying reality that precedes the overt distinction
between the mental and the physical.33

It should be stressed that, on Schopenhauer’s understanding, the
aspect duality of the self, as innerly felt will and outerly observed
body, is not the product of some artificial, specifically philosophi-
cal reflection but occurs naturally in each and every one of us. For
Schopenhauer the self is not just regarded or considered in alter-
native ways but shows itself, prereflectively, in this twofold man-
ner and with these two sides. The ‘lived’ character of the self’s two
aspects in Schopenhauer marks a crucial difference from the philo-
sophical reflection that goes into drawing the ‘critical distinction’
between things in themselves and appearances in Kant. While Kant’s
is a distinction between two ways of philosophically considering the
same things,34 Schopenhauer’s is a distinction between two ways of
experiencing oneself and, by extension, the world. In standard philo-
sophical terminology, Schopenhauer’s dual-aspect account of the self
is concerned with the relation between the mental and the physical,
and provides an identity theory for their relation: the body is the
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mind (will) experienced externally, and the mind (will) is the body
experienced internally.3s

V. THE PRIMACY OF THE WILL OVER
THE INTELLECT

Yet the philosopher’s distinction between things in themselves and
appearances is not altogether lost in Schopenhauer’s dual account
of the self as will and body or volition and action. For in addition
to the twofold experiential perspective on the self, there is the level
of philosophical reflection on this self-experience, which results in
the recognition that the two kinds of experience, while phenomeno-
logically distinct, are about one and the same human being. More
important, there is the further recognition on the part of the self
reflecting upon itself that the two sides or aspects of the self are
not of equal rank. The phenomenological dualism of the self as will
and body is supplemented by a monistic doctrine regarding the deep
structure of the self that underlies the latter’s overt division into will
and body.

According to Schopenhauer, the reality underlying the dual ap-
pearance of the self is not some indeterminate and indeterminable
generic stratum; it is none other than the root of one of the two phe-
nomenological constituents of the self, viz., the will. In a move that
follows the idealist privileging of the inner or mental over the outer
and physical, Schopenhauer traces the duality of will and body to its
origin in the will, thereby granting the will primacy over the body.
Ultimately, the self is will — will that manifests itself internally as
particular acts of will (Willensakt) and externally as particular bod-
ily acts (Aktion des Leibes). The duality of will and body in the self
forms part of a three-tiered structure of will, act of will, and bodily
action.

When Schopenhauer sums up the complex relation between our
will and our body by maintaining that the two are the same or
identical,3¢ this points further to the ‘ultimate identity’ of that which
appears (our acts of willing) and that as which it appears (our vol-
untary bodily acts), with the will as the self’s kernel out of which
everything else grows and develops. More specifically, Schopenhauer
maintains that what underlies our mental and physical existence is
the immutable nature of our individual will or our character, which
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informs all of our activity as the underlying force. Schopenhauer here
builds on Kant’s notion of the intelligible character of a human being
as the thing in itself underlying all the person’s deeds.3” For Schopen-
hauer the core of the self or its character constitutes our individual-
ity, as well as our personal identity over time. Moreover, he considers
an individual’s character to be established from the beginning (‘in-
nate’) and unchanging (‘constant’) and to be known by ourselves as
well as by others only over the course of time (‘empirical’).3®

The plural manifestations of the will’s unitary character are not
to be regarded as so many effects of an underlying unitary cause or
so many consequents of a given ground. The absolute, non-rep-
resentational nature of the will’s intelligible character eludes the
principle of sufficient reason and any of its ground-consequent re-
lations. Schopenhauer seeks to ban any notion of grounding from
the relation between the thing in itself (the will qua intelligible
character) and its temporal appearances (acts of will available to the
subject’s immediate experience) or its spatio-temporal appearances
(overt bodily acts). In his alternative conception of the relation be-
tween the will and its manifestations, the latter is the objectivity
(Objektitdt) in general or the specific objectification (Objektivation)
of the will.3? The appearances (acts of will, voluntary bodily motions)
are the thing in itself (will qua intelligible character) as objectified,
as rendered object for a subject through the a priori cognitive func-
tions of the intellect. Thus Schopenhauer affirms the constitutive
role of the intellect in the spatiotemporal realization of the will.
Even our own will is not known to us as it is ‘in itself’ but only as
it appears to us under the intuitional form of the multiple succes-
sive states that we undergo internally and observe in their outward
manifestations.4°

Yet while the necessary correlation between intellect and will in
inner as well as outer experience suggests a radical equiprimordiality
between the constitutive poles of the self, Schopenhauer also insists
on the primacy of the will over the intellect. The intellect is supposed
to be secondary or derivative, and derived from the will at that. The
details of the subordination of the intellect to the will are part of
Schopenhauer’s more comprehensive account of the subordination
of the world of the intellect (world as representation) to the meta-
physically conceived will. In that account the ultimate nature of the
human self as will serves Schopenhauer as the key to unlocking the
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secret nature of the world as a whole, viz., that — in addition to being
of the nature of representation — it is will through and through.4* The
world is here understood on the model of the human self: the role of
the intellect in the illumination of the human will is likened to the
role of intelligent and rational life forms in providing self-knowledge
to the otherwise blind cosmic will.#* As in the case of the human
self, the dual nature of the world-self in Schopenhauer goes together
with the primacy of the will over the intellect. The will can be said
to bring forth the intellect, initially to better guide the will’s blind
striving43 — but with the eventual result that the intellect breaks
loose from its origin in the will, first supplanting the tyranny of
the will with the free realm of disinterested cognition through artis-
tic production and enjoyment#4 and ultimately attempting the very
negation of the will — a self-negation in which the very distinction
between self and world collapses.4s

VI THE SELF IN THE WORLD

The internal, radically immediate perspective on the essence of the
self afforded by the latter’s self-experience as will serves a crucial
function that further extends the scope of selfhood in Schopenhauer.
In turning to the consideration of the external, physical world, as it
appears under the causal version of the principle of sufficient reason,
Schopenhauer notes the limits of an externalist understanding of the
causal relations among empirical objects, including the causal inter-
actions involving one’s own body. In particular, he stresses that the
externally observed lawful relations between causes and effects dis-
close nothing about the actual causal nexus involved. No matter how
accurate and predictive of the future course of events the knowledge
of external causal relations may be, such knowledge remains forever
at the surface of things and cannot explain how some cause brings
about an effect.4¢

There is only one case, according to Schopenhauer, in which we
have deeper insight into the causal connections involved. This is
the case of the causation involved in human volition. To be sure,
the causality of the will is not a matter of some willing causing
some acting. For in the self the willing does not cause the acting but
the two are identical, the acting being nothing but the will as viewed
externally, mediated through the operations of the understanding or
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intellect. The causality peculiar to the will concerns not the relation
between a given act of willing or volition and the respective acting
but the very coming about of the particular volition (along with its
bodily manifestation) in the first place. In the case of willing, the
causal relation obtains between some cognition functioning as mo-
tive or motivational cause and some act of willing together with the
corresponding bodily activity as its effect.

Considered from the outside, motivational causation between cog-
nition and willing qua acting is not different from a causal relation
that does not involve human volition. In each case, the merely exter-
nal lawful sequence of causing and effected events leaves the actual
generation of the effect entirely unexplained. But, as Schopenhauer
points out, one’s internal experience of volitional causation is en-
tirely different and outright revelatory about the dynamics of causa-
tion. In the process of willing we feel the cause qua motive solicit the
respective manifestation of our will. We experience internally and
immediately the interaction of motive and will: the will is all abil-
ity and potential waiting to be called forth and realized through the
approach of the motive. What remains a ‘secret’ or ‘mystery’4’ from
the external perspective — how the effect comes out of the cause —
is disclosed in the inner experience of the self’s willing: the causes
(motives) do not actually generate the effect but call it forth, bring it
out, produce it from the underlying will qua character. The motive
as cause merely provides the occasion for the specific manifestation
of the will.

In his philosophy of nature Schopenhauer generalizes the occa-
sionalist account of motivational causation by introducing the no-
tion of force as the generic term corresponding to the specific role
of the will qua character in the willing self. According to Schopen-
hauer, force is that in nature which manifests itself in predetermined
and lawfully governed ways when subject to the influence of corre-
sponding ‘occasional causes’.4® More specifically, Schopenhauer dis-
tinguishes three main kinds of forces and associated types of causes:
the physicochemical forces of inorganic nature that operate through
cause in the narrow sense; the forces of plant life that operate through
stimulus; and the forces of animal life, including human life, that
function through motivating cognition (motives).4°

But the self’s self-experience as willing provides not only the de-
cisive ‘clue’s® about the generic structure of causation involving
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occasioning causes and underlying forces. Schopenhauer goes on to
claim that the otherwise unknown forces in nature are essentially
akin to the human will as such, that is, the human will considered
in separation from the intellect which always accompanies the will
in the dual unity of the human self. The notion of will that is thereby
attributed to each and every force in nature is that of sheer drive or
striving, without any consciousness and a fortiori without the cog-
nition of some end to strive for.

The radical use of the inner experience of one’s own willing to
capture the inside or inner essence of the world outside the self may
seem to further extend the foundational role that the self plays in
the constitution of the world. Previously Schopenhauer had worked
out the function of the self qua subject of cognition as the necessary
condition for the consciousness of objects of all kinds. Now he might
be seen as supplementing or consolidating the centrality of the self
in epistemological matters with the self’s centrality in ontologicis.
But the apparent parallelism of cognitive and volitional idealism does
not quite hold. Rather than promoting the subject qua will to the sta-
tus of the world’s inner being or essence, Schopenhauer’s conception
of the ‘world as will’ in effect demotes the self from the epistemic
centrality occupied by the subject of cognition to the complete inte-
gration of the subject of willing into the dynamic totality of nature.
After all, the specific notion of the will supposedly shared by the
human will and the ‘will in nature’ is that of a force that is essen-
tially ‘blind’ or operating without consciousness either of itself or of
any other object. The cosmic expansion of the self’s will leads to the
conception of a will without self.

The integration of the self qua will into the world as will also af-
fects the self qua intellect. Schopenhauer shows in great detail how
the human intellect, which on his own previous view functioned as
the necessary correlate of the world as representation, is entirely part
of the world as will as one of the many and varied manifestations
of the will in nature. Adopting an explicitly evolutionary perspec-
tive, he places the emergence of intelligence in animals at the top
of a scale of increasingly complex organization of natural life. More
specifically, he notes the appearance of cognition as the medium of
causal efficacy in animals; animals are motivated, and their bodies
are moved accordingly, under the causal influence of perceiving rel-
evant objects in their environment.5*
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In human animals, cognition and its ensuing volition-cum-motion
are no longer limited to the perception of actually present objects but
can also operate through the mere conception of things, by means of
thought and its recording in speech and writing, and without those
objects being sensorily given. Still, the human perceptual and con-
ceptual abilities have an entirely natural origin and serve the biologi-
cal purpose of providing a highly complex organism with the detailed
grasp of the environment required for the maintenance of its life. Ac-
cordingly, the human cognitive abilities, including the exclusively
human ability of conceptual thought, are best suited to practical,
that is, biological tasks and ill-equipped for the merely theoretical
usage, including the philosophical one, to which those abilities have
eventually and occasionally been put in the history of the human
animal 5>

Schopenhauer’s naturalization of the human self, especially the
unprecedented frankness with which he discusses the sexual mani-
festations of the will,’3 have been compared to other major displace-
ments of the human being from the central position in the universe
that it was thought to occupy, such as its astronomical decentraliza-
tion through the work of Copernicus.’4 But within the overall ac-
count of the self in Schopenhauer, the integration of the human will
into the cosmic will and the subordination of the self to the world
as will is neither the starting point nor the end point of the inquiry.

Still, even limiting the scope of the naturalized self in Schopen-
hauer to that of a phase or moment in a more comprehensive account
leaves open the question of how the self qua intellect can be both
the a priori condition of the world and part of the world as one of its
evolutionary products. There seems to be a vicious circle here: the
world rests on the self qua intellect, and the intellect in turn rests
on the world. The circle seems especially problematic for the rela-
tion between the self’s intellect and the self’s own worldly part or
aspect, viz., the body: the intellect conditions the body and the body
conditions the intellect. Pointing out that the world is regarded dif-
ferently in each case — once as world of representation, once as world
of will — will not suffice. Either of those worlds is supposed to in-
volve the intellect, in one case as the world’s ultimate condition, in
the other case as one of its entities. It is not the duality of worlds
that creates the circle but the dual occurrence of the same intellect
in regard to both worlds.

Cambridge Companions Online © Cambridge University Press, 2006



34 GUNTER ZOLLER

The apparent circularity between self and world in Schopenhauer
has long been noted and has typically been attributed to Schopen-
hauer’s oscillating between a post-Kantian transcendental idealism
and a materialist realism.55 Yet the alleged materialism in Schopen-
hauer’s account of the world and the self as will does not hold up
to closer scrutiny. Schopenhauer clearly distances himself from a
materialist explanation of world and self and traces apparently in-
dependently existing physical objects to the will, which he consid-
ers ‘something spirit-like’ or ‘mind-like’ (ein Geistiges).5® There is a
close structural similarity between the cognitivist reduction of the
world as representation to the intellect and the conative reduction
of the world as will to some originally arational mind or spirit. In
both cases, what appears to exist on its own (world) is shown to exist
only in relation to something that is first and foremost given as or in
some subject (intellect and will, respectively). Moreover, both basic
forms of subjectivity and the corresponding worlds have a common
origin in the absolute reality of the will itself.

The apparent problem of the circle between the intellect condi-
tioning the world, including the body, and the world, including the
body, conditioning the intellect can be solved by recognizing that
the body and the intellect each are to be taken in two senses and can
therefore pertain differently to each of the two worlds: the body that
conditions the intellect pertains to the world as will, which as such
is not subject to representation and its forms, while the body that
is conditioned by the intellect belongs to the world as representa-
tion. Analogously, the intellect as manifestation of the will belongs
to a reality outside and independent of the order of representation,
while the intellect objectively considered, as brain, belongs to the
world as representation.5” To be sure, the identity of the self amidst
the twofold occurrence of its intellect as well as body remains unex-
plained in Schopenhauer. It is considered an inexplicable basic fact.

VII THE SELF BY ITSELF

The dual membership of the intellect in the world as representation
(as physical object) and the world as will (as metaphysical force) is
rendered more complex yet by the role that the intellect plays in
the possible gradual emancipation of the self from the world, from
the will, and from itself. In addition to arguing for the dependence
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of the world as representation on the self qua intellect and the em-
beddedness of the self qua will in the world as will, Schopenhauer
seeks to demonstrate the potential for an altogether different form
of selfhood, one that would disengage the self qua intellect from the
subservience to the will, including the self’s own will. The portrayal
of the emancipation of the self from the primacy of the will does
not take back Schopenhauer’s own earlier account of the self but
enlarges the picture of the self to include forms of consciousness
and self-consciousness that have been neglected in the focus main-
tained so far on the cognition of nature and the nature of cognition.
Moreover, the extension of Schopenhauer’s thinking about the self
does not simply add further features to an already established body
of knowledge but significantly alters the overall assessment of the
self by providing a unifying perspective on the relation of intellect
and will in the self.

Schopenhauer distinguishes two basic ways in which the self can
undergo — and to some extent even actively bring about — a radical
alteration both in its internal composition and in its external rela-
tion to the world. The first kind of alteration concerns the role of the
self as intellect in the world as representation; the second kind in-
volves the relation of the self as will to the world as will. According
to Schopenhauer, the altered intellect comes into play in the self’s
aesthetic attitude to the world, while the altered will comes to the
fore in the ethical outlook of the self.

In addition to the intellect’s ordinary relation to individual ob-
jects, which are distinguished from each other and related to each
other according to the principle of sufficient reason, Schopenhauer
countenances an extraordinary relation or correlation between sub-
ject and object independent of the principle of sufficient reason.s®
The relation in question is extraordinary in that, with the falling
away of individuality and hence the lack of ground-consequent re-
lations between individual objects, both the subject and the object
become disengaged from the will-dominated interconnectedness of
the world. Schopenhauer likens the preindividual, isolated, ‘eternal’
object or objects to the ‘Forms’ (Ideen) in Plato. The Forms or Ideas
are the unchanging forces, laws, and structures that govern the myr-
iad individual manifestations of the will. Like the will itself (the
thing in itself), the Ideas are beyond the scope of the principle of suf-
ficient reason and hence outside of time, space, and causality. Yet
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unlike the will itself and as such, the Ideas are plural and possible
objects of cognition. The Ideas are the preindividual ‘immediate ob-
jectivity of the will,’s? to be distinguished from all other objects as
the will’s mediated and individualized objectivity.

In Schopenhauer, though, unlike in Plato, the Ideas are not in-
dependently existing beings. They emanate, in a manner reminis-
cent of the neo-Platonic adaptation of Plato, from the ultimate real-
ity. Moreover — and this makes them comparable to ‘ideas’ (with a
small ‘i’) or representations in the modern sense — they are possible or
actual objects of cognition for a human intellect. More precisely, the
necessary correlate of the pre- or praeter-individual objects (Ideas) is
an equally non-individual subject, the ‘pure subject of cognition’. On
Schopenhauer’s account, the required purity of the self qua intellect
is achieved and maintained by the subject of cognition temporar-
ily disengaging itself from the subject of willing and its outward
manifestation, the body. In the contemplation of Ideas, for Schopen-
hauer, the exclusive focus on those special objects eclipses anything
else: with respect to the world, it eclipses any other object; with
regard to the self, it eclipses the latter’s existence as individuated
will.

Schopenhauer locates the exclusive presence of Ideas to the in-
tellect and the associated out-of-world experience of the self in the
blissful states of ultimate concentration on one thing — and utter
forgetfulness about anything else — that mark the production and
reception of art.®® The focus here is not on the work of art as a ma-
terial object but on art as the vehicle of Ideas. In aesthetic activity,
be it of the contemplative or the productive sort, the self as sub-
ject of cognition loses track of everything else, the world as much
as its own other self, which is inwardly its own will and outwardly
its own body. Further, it could be said that the aesthetic self is lost
in the contemplation of the Ideas to the point of forgetting itself
entirely, of forgetting that it is a self and vanishing in the object
contemplated — like the legendary Chinese artist who completed his
painting by stepping into it and vanishing.

Schopenhauer acknowledges that any such aesthetic transport is
only temporary and in fact short-lived. Yet the experience, more pre-
cisely its very possibility, reveals the radical heterogeneity of intel-
lect and will in the self. The aesthetic dissociation of the intellect
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from the will, of the self from the world, and of the self from it-
self points to a conception of selfhood independent of the will. For
Schopenhauer a more complete and possibly lasting emancipation
from the will inside the self and outside of it is to be sought in the
ethical sphere. In the latter, the will is not just temporarily brack-
eted, disregarded, or ‘forgotten’ by the intellect, as it is in aestheticis,
but ‘negated’ (verneint). As the choice of a term from logic suggests,
the suspension of the will is a result of some cognition or intellectual
realization. In fact, Schopenhauer groups the negation of the will to-
gether with the latter’s affirmation as the two basic responses of the
will attaining self-knowledge.®"

In a colossal anthropo-cosmic analogy, Schopenhauer interprets
the evolutionary occurrence of consciousness in animals as a pro-
cess in which the will, that originally blind drive, gradually adds
awareness and cognition to its myriad other manifestations. The
process culminates in the advent of conceptual cognition and self-
consciousness in the human animal, specifically in the latter’s even-
tual or occasional realization that the world is in essence will.®> The
subject or bearer of the will’s self-knowledge as will is in each case a
human individual. But the very point of the individual self’s recog-
nition of the world as will and representation is the insight that any
individual, including oneself, is only a fleeting appearance of the
eternal will. Technically put, the individual self recognizes that in-
dividuation pertains only to the manifestations of the will and not
to the latter itself and as such.

One possible response to the ‘philosophical cognition of the
essence of the world’®3 is the self’s affirmation of the will: the hu-
man individual accepts, even embraces, the ultimate reality of the
will and rests assured in the realization ‘that he himself is that will
of which the whole world is the objectification or copy’.® But fur-
ther insight reached either through continued reflection or through
personal experience reveals to the self that the will is never satisfied,
remains forever striving, and is therefore essentially bound up with
the feeling of lack, that is, suffering.®s In particular, the self, recogniz-
ingits ultimate identity —as will - with everyone and everything else,
overcomes the egoistic fixation on its own individuality. The recog-
nition ‘that our true self exists not only in our own person ... but in
everything that lives’®® may lead first to the pursuit of justice and
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eventually to the altruistic ethics of Christian love (caritas, agape) or
pity (Mitleid),*” in which the suffering of others is regarded as one’s
own.

The possible end result of this process of the self’s recognition of
itself in all others is the negation of the will, initially of the self’s own
will and by extension of the will altogether, as evidenced in the reli-
gious practices of asceticism (Askese) and resignation (Entsagung).®
Schopenhauer argues for the — admittedly paradoxical, if not outright
contradictory — possibility that the will in one of its manifestations,
as cognition, turns against itself. In addition to providing the motives
that engage the will, cognition may, in rare cases, provide disincen-
tives of a radical sort, which do not merely steer the will of the self
away from this or that course of action but render it altogether un-
moved, immobile, or quiet. The philosophical cognition or personal
experience of the will’s and its world’s essential suffering can be such
a ‘quietive’ (Quietiv),®® through which the will indirectly suspends
itself.

At thelevel of the individual self, the ‘mortification of the will’7° is
said to result in a state of bliss in which ‘only cognition remains, the
will has disappeared.’””* But nothing further can be ascertained about
the consciousness and cognition had by the will-less self, which ‘no
longer has the form of subject and object.”7> Analogously, the reper-
cussions that the pacifying revolt of the intellect has on the will at
large remain hard to grasp. Schopenhauer maintains that the self-
negation upon self-recognition of the will includes the negation of
representation and its world as well: ‘no will: no representation, no
world’.73 That still leaves open the possibility of the will’s continued
existence outside and independent of its manifestation as world or
to us. But then again, such a will without world would also be a will
without self.

With its culmination in a worldless and selfless self and a will that
wills its own ending, Schopenhauer’s sustained reflection on the self
offers a dramatic counterpart to the ‘history of self-consciousness’
and the ‘phenomenology of mind’ developed by his immediate pre-
decessors, Fichte, Schelling, and Hegel. In a manner reminiscent of
the musical practice of parody, in which an earlier composition is fit-
ted with an entirely different text, often switching from the secular
to the religious or vice versa, Schopenhauer has taken the key ingre-
dients of the idealist accounts of self-realization through insight and
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action and fitted them with a reverse story line - of self-absorption,
even self-loss, of the horrors of self-recognition and of the bliss of
self-dissolution. But to a trained ear, it still sounds like German ide-
alism — turned world-weary and unselfish.
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2. Schopenhauer and
Knowledge

It is one of the paradoxes of Schopenhauer’s philosophy, but one
which is perhaps not sufficiently remarked on, that while the idea of
knowledge seems central to that philosophy and crucial at various
points for its interpretation, Schopenhauer himself says very little
about it. Yet his starting point in On the Fourfold Root of the Princi-
ple of Sufficient Reason is the idea of a knowing consciousness, and
the conclusion of his main work, The World as Will and Representa-
tion, brings in the conception of a form of salvation, a freedom from
the ravages of the will, which is mediated by knowledge. It is not that
Schopenhauer says nothing about knowledge. He claims, for exam-
ple, that perception provides the basic form of direct knowledge of ob-
jects, and as the philosophical system develops, other forms of direct
knowledge are introduced. By contrast, abstract knowledge, the only
real form of knowledge proper (Wissen, as opposed to Erkenntnis,
which is the general term for knowledge, including knowledge of
objects), requires, as Aristotle also demanded, seeing why whatever
is known is so, so that there is reference to a ground or reason for
the truth in question. The notion of a ground or reason has a crucial
role to play in Schopenhauer’s conception of things. Indeed, the Four-
fold Root is based on that idea, maintaining that all representations,
as objects for a knowing consciousness, must stand in a lawlike re-
lation which is determinable a priori, the only additional question
being what that relation is for different (indeed four and only four dif-
ferent) kinds of object. As far as representations are concerned (and
I shall leave that notion unexamined for the time being), knowledge
of such objects is thus conditional upon their standing in such a re-
lation. But that is not to say that knowledge of such objects entails
seeing what their ground is. The direct knowledge of representations

44
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as objects is certainly conditional upon those objects standing in law-
like relations, but it is not the same as abstract knowledge and does
not depend upon seeing what the lawlike relations are.

In effect, this distinction between direct and abstract knowledge is
the only contribution that Schopenhauer makes to the discussion of
the issue which has so dominated recent epistemological concerns —
the nature of knowledge. He is content in general to see knowledge
as involving simply a relationship between a so-called knowing con-
sciousness and an object, a relationship between subject and object,
without much concern for the question of exactly what that relation-
ship is. It may be that Schopenhauer is, in this respect, not out of line
with the other philosophers of his time, but given all the discussions
of the nature of knowledge that have taken place since that time,
the fact has to be noted. It has two consequences. First, Schopen-
hauer seems to assume that knowledge entails consciousness, so
that, whether or not he recognises the fact, the idea of any form of
unconscious knowledge seems thereby ruled out (though it has to be
admitted that the fact that something is a knowing consciousness
does not by itself entail that all of its forms of knowledge are con-
scious). Second, apart from the question of whether the knowledge
is direct or abstract, the only differences recognised between kinds
of knowledge arise from differences between the kinds of object of
knowledge involved.

There are, as I shall indicate in more detail later, four kinds of
object of knowledge. These are (1) ordinary representations (ordinary
deliverances of consciousness), (2) will, (3) Ideas (which have the na-
ture of Platonic Forms), and (4) whatever is the object of the knowl-
edge which can provide salvation from the will by seeing through
what Schopenhauer calls the principle of individuation to an accep-
tance of that will as the one underlying reality. Schopenhauer deals
with these four kinds of object in successive sections of The World as
Will and Representation. The form of knowledge adduced in the final
section, discussion of which stems from his account of ethics, is, as
we shall see, dubiously to be described as knowledge of an object,
although it does depend upon knowledge of an object — the underly-
ing will. On the other hand, the first two objects of knowledge, ordi-
nary representations and will (initially in the ordinary human sense),
have to be sharply distinguished by Schopenhauer if there is to be
any hope of showing that the will is the thing-in-itself and beyond
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representation. That is why it is important for him that knowledge
of perceptual representations is conditional, while knowledge of will
is unconditional.

However, given what I said earlier, the distinction between condi-
tional and unconditional knowledge of objects, which is, in the way
indicated, central to an adequate interpretation of Schopenhauer’s
philosophy, cannot be a distinction between forms of knowledge
with different natures; it is, rather, a distinction between the cir-
cumstances in which something can be an object of knowledge, and
that in turn depends solely on the kind of object involved. Some ob-
jects amount to objects of knowledge only when they are subject to
conditions, when, for example, as must be the case with representa-
tions, they occur in lawlike structures. Other objects can be objects
of knowledge without the satisfaction of such conditions, and in the
case of certain objects — for example, the will — this not only can be
so, it must be so, and it is this fact that makes the knowledge in ques-
tion unconditional. (In the following discussion, I shall continue to
speak of conditional and unconditional knowledge, but it must be
remembered that the sense in which knowledge can be one or the
other is a function of the objects involved, and not, as one might put
it, one which turns on features of knowledge as a state. I shall re-
turn a little later to the fact which in the context of Schopenhauer’s
philosophy explains, if not justifies, this.)

In the Fourfold Root (FR 41-2/H. 1, 27) Schopenhauer asserts that
‘to be object for the subject, and to be our representation ... are the
same thing’ and adds that ‘All our representations are objects of the
subject, and all objects of the subject are our representations.” But
as the system develops, this does not seem to be strictly true. There
seem to be objects of knowledge which are not representations. In-
deed, since all knowledge of representations is conditional in that
representations as objects of knowledge must stand to each other
in one of four different relations, it follows that any unconditional
knowledge must have as its object something other than representa-
tions. Indeed, that point has a cardinal importance for the argument
that identifies the will with the thing-in-itself, given that we have
unconditional knowledge of our intentional (and so willed) action.
It does not, of course, follow from this that there is not conditional
knowledge of other objects apart from representations. The claim in
the statement of the fourfold root that the only objects of knowledge
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are representations does, of course, rule out that possibility, but if,
as I have said, it does turn out as the system develops that there
are other objects of knowledge, it may be thought that there may be
other examples of conditional knowledge. If there are, they do not
figure in Schopenhauer’s philosophy.

On the other hand, what I have quoted Schopenhauer as saying
about representations turns out not to be strictly true either. The
term which is now conventionally, though perhaps misleadingly,
translated as ‘representation’ is Vorstellung. Schopenhauer inherited
the notion that the term expresses from Kant, and it was generally
accepted in German philosophy of the period, just as ideas and im-
pressions were the accepted building blocks of British Empiricism, in
accordance with the so-called way of ideas introduced by Descartes.
Vorstellungen are simply presentations to consciousness, and that is
why they constitute objects of direct knowledge. How could knowl-
edge of such things be other than direct? But when Schopenhauer
asserts in the Fourfold Root that all representations must stand in
lawlike relations and thus be subject to one or another version of
the principle of sufficient reason, he has in mind as representations
fairly straightforward objects of consciousness — perceptions, con-
cepts, mathematical entities, and our own actions. Yet when at the
end of the second book of his main work he introduces, more prob-
lematically, the Ideas, construed as Platonic Forms, and when in the
third book he brings these to bear on the nature of art, he is quite
clear, first that these too are representations, and second that they
are independent of the principle of sufficient reason. So we have here
a form of knowledge of objects which is both concerned with repre-
sentations and thus direct and, unlike the knowledge of perceptual
representations, unconditional in that the objects stand by them-
selves at least to the extent that they do not demand an application
of the principle of sufficient reason. This requires further comment,
and I shall return to the issue later.

A further consideration that must be remarked upon here is the
one that to some extent explains, if not justifies, the point, already
noted, that the conditionality of knowledge depends on that of its
objects. This is that there is an implicit idealism in the suggestion
(made clear in the statement of the fourfold root) that all objects of
the subject are representations. It is clear that Schopenhauer thought
that idealism was an obviously correct view and one that hardly
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needed argument. He asserts this at the beginning of the second
volume of his main work under the headings of ‘No object with-
out a subject’ and ‘No subject without an object’ (though the lat-
ter is less obviously relevant to idealism than the former). If the
commitment to idealism is not seen, it will be less obvious why
Schopenhauer thinks that knowledge of ordinary representations is
conditional. For if objects were other than representations, it would
not be clear why the fact, if it is one, that all objects must stand
in lawlike relations entails that knowledge of them is conditional.
For is not the claim about the necessary application of the princi-
ple of sufficient reason to representations a claim about objects and
not one about knowledge of them? But if there is no object without
a subject and if objects are necessarily presented to consciousness
as objects of direct knowledge, the status of objects cannot be inde-
pendent of the status of knowledge of them. In the heading to the
third book, Schopenhauer makes it clear that Ideas are representa-
tions, so that if they are independent of the principle of sufficient
reason, and if to that extent at least they stand by themselves, so to
speak, it is understandable that knowledge of them can be said to be
unconditional; for the objects of that knowledge are not subject to
conditions.

On the other hand, it is also clear that to say that knowledge of an
object is direct does not imply anything about the conditional or un-
conditional status of that knowledge. Direct knowledge of perceptual
representations, for example, is conditional, but direct knowledge of
the representations which constitute Ideas is unconditional. Never-
theless, and finally, if there is direct knowledge of anything which is
not a representation, nothing really follows, as I have already said,
from anything that Schopenhauer says about the unconditionality
of such knowledge, though it is clear that he does in fact think that
such knowledge must be unconditional. T have argued elsewhere”
that Schopenhauer’s argument for the identification of the thing-in-
itself with the will is weak to the extent that he shows only that the
unconditional nature of knowledge of will in action implies that our
consciousness of will in action cannot amount to consciousness of
a representation. It does not show what the status of the object is in
fact. Iwould now add as well that the fact that the direct knowledge
of will in action is not knowledge of a representation does not by
itself show that the knowledge is unconditional, only that it is not
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conditional in the way that knowledge of ordinary representations
is in their being subject to the principle of sufficient reason.

So far, I have been concerned with the distinctions between direct
and abstract knowledge and between conditional and unconditional
knowledge of objects. Schopenhauer also makes play with a distinc-
tion between immediate and non-immediate knowledge, a distinc-
tion which on the face of it has more to do with the character of the
knowledge itself than with that of the object. He relies upon the idea
that knowledge of willing is immediate to show that the will is un-
like ordinary representations in being unconditional. I shall discuss
that crucial move later in connection with the will as an object of
knowledge. At present it may be useful to note one or two points
about the relation between this distinction and those already dis-
cussed, although I shall leave until later a more adequate attempt to
make clear what immediacy involves.

Schopenhauer is clear that it does not follow from the fact that
knowledge of an object is direct that it is also immediate. Does it
follow from the fact that an object of knowledge is conditional, as
ordinary representations are, that the knowledge is not immediate?
Perhaps it does in that the object is not presented to the mind by it-
self but only in a nexus of relations. Moreover, Schopenhauer thinks
that it is the work of the understanding to make those relations clear.
As opposed to Kant, who saw the function of the understanding as
that of bringing intuitions under concepts in judgment, Schopen-
hauer sees all that as the work of reason. Indeed, he says in one place
(W1 38-9/H. 2, 46) that the one function of the understanding is to
provide immediate knowledge of the relation of cause and effect. To
speak of that knowledge as immediate is perhaps confusing in that it
suggests another candidate for immediate knowledge apart from the
knowledge of willing, which he elsewhere (W2 196/H. 3, 219) says
is the one case of immediate knowledge. But presumably knowl-
edge of the relation between cause and effect is not knowledge of an
object, as knowledge of representations and knowledge of the will
are, respectively. What sort of knowledge it is is not clear, but since
knowledge of the cause of something is knowledge of the reason why
that something occurs, it is tempting and perhaps right to view this
knowledge as a form of abstract knowledge. However that may be,
it seems clear that for Schopenhauer the fact that an object cannot
exist by itself, as is the case with ordinary representations, is enough
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to make knowledge of it non-immediate. (I leave out of account here
the problems which arise over sensations, which Schopenhauer dis-
tinguishes from perception, but which he sometimes characterizes
as representations, and equally sometimes speaks of as having an im-
mediate presence to the mind, as the representations of perception
do not. Schopenhauer is to be praised for recognizing a distinction
between sensation and perception, but he is less good than Thomas
Reid, whom he approved of in this connection, in working out the
consequences of it.)

AsTindicated earlier, there are in his system four kinds of objects
of direct knowledge. I shall discuss them in turn and consider how
they stand in relation to immediacy and unconditionality. Whether
the knowledge in question is different for each kind of object is a mat-
ter which I shall also consider in the course of things; but since the
knowledge is in each case direct, it appears that it always amounts
to a kind of intuition, a seeing of something as so. (Anschauung, the
word which is translated as intuition in Kant’s case, sometimes tends
to be translated as ‘perception’ in the case of Schopenhauer; this is
fair enough to the extent that it brings out what is involved in per-
ceptual representations, though it can introduce oddities in other
contexts. It remains true that where knowledge is direct in Schopen-
hauer’s philosophy, that knowledge does amount to a form of in-
tuition, whatever other differences obtain.) The four cases are as
follows:

(1) There are ordinary representations (representations which are
either perceptual or derived from those in some way), and it is of per-
ceptual representations which, given Schopenhauer’s idealism, the
world of appearance is made up. While knowledge of all such repre-
sentations is direct, it is also conditional in that its objects must, as
the Fourfold Root makes clear, stand in one or another lawlike con-
nection; those objects cannot stand by themselves. Hence, in having
a given representation, we have knowledge of it as such only if it
does stand in the requisite relation, and in the case of perceptual rep-
resentations in particular only if it stands in a relation of cause and
effect. Schopenhauer regards the understanding, as we have seen, as
that which takes one from effect to cause in this way; unlike what
was the case with Kant, for whom the job of the understanding is
to make judgment possible, Schopenhauer thinks of it merely as a
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means for taking one from one intuition to another, and it is less than
clear how this is supposed to work. Nevertheless, unless there are the
means and possibility of this happening, there could not be the form
of direct, but non-immediate, knowledge that perceptual intuition is
said to involve. So the knowledge in question is conditional, not in
the sense that there are conditions, such as things about the person
in question or in his brain, which have to be satisfied, but only in the
sense that the object of knowledge cannot stand by itself. This might
be thought a somewhat odd sense in which to speak of conditions of
knowledge, as I have remarked before, but it must be understood that
for Schopenhauer there are no objects without a subject, so that what
holds good for representations as objects equally affects that subject’s
knowledge of them. The effect of the idealism is to link the ontology
closely (too closely, one might think) to the epistemology. Never-
theless, Schopenhauer does not think, as we shall see he does think
with respect to the Ideas, that in having a perceptual representation,
for example, the subject is simply a knower or in any way identical
with the object. Our having perceptual representations is subject to
the causal processes which take place in the body and brain and to
the processes in the world (all, in turn, a matter of representation, of
course).

(2) There is the will, which manifests itself primarily in inten-
tional bodily action — what Schopenhauer calls its ‘objectification’ or
‘objectivity’. Because, as far as we human beings are concerned, exer-
cises of will are evident in this way only in bodily action,
there are problems, to which Schopenhauer is to a large extent sen-
sitive, about the form which consciousness of agency has. For bodily
movement, and thus bodily action, by the very fact that it involves
the body, brings in representations which are subject to the condi-
tions noted in the previous section. For this reason Schopenhauer
does say that an act of will ‘is only the nearest and clearest phe-
nomenon of the thing-in-itself’ (W2 197/H. 3, 221), the thing-in-itself
being identified in the course of his argument with the will. A fur-
ther and connected point is that intentional actions of this kind are
by reason of their bodily objectification subject to motives as condi-
tions, motives being, he says, causes seen from within, so that when
abodily movement is a case of action, what the agent sees as motives
others may see as causes. Despite this complication, the will itself
is not subject to conditions and is the only thing that is not. The
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question arises, however, how Schopenhauer knows this to be the
case. Given that our awareness of our agency is not like that of any-
thing else (it is not a matter of any kind of observation), and that it
is direct, though not as knowledge of representations is because it is
immediate, does it follow that the knowledge in question is uncondi-
tional? (Earlier I raised the question of whether it followed from the
fact that an object was conditional that knowledge of it was not im-
mediate. The question now is whether the entailment holds good in
the opposite direction — whether it follows from the fact that knowl-
edge of an object is immediate that that object is unconditional. For it
must be remembered that conditionality/unconditionality is a func-
tion of the object of knowledge, not of the state of knowledge.) What
we can infer from the considerations which Schopenhauer adduces
about knowledge of action or agency is that the knowledge is of a dif-
ferent kind from knowledge of representations in being immediate;
moreover, we cannot know of agency simply by way of representa-
tions, even if representations are involved in some way, through the
body, in what we are conscious of in action. It is not clear, however,
that it follows from that that knowledge of agency is unconditional,
only that it is not subject to the same conditions as knowledge of
ordinary representations.

It might be objected that in what I have said I have not treated the
idea of immediacy seriously enough. It is not simply that knowledge
of agency is not like other kinds of knowledge; it is different in being
immediate. Unfortunately, the notion of immediate knowledge, to
the extent that it goes beyond direct knowledge, is not clear, despite
the numerous occasions on which it has been invoked in philosophy.
Presumably, to say that knowledge is immediate is to say that it is
not mediated by anything. In Schopenhauer’s view, knowledge of a
perceptual representation, for example, has to bring in its connection
with other representations and is in that sense mediated by them.
Hence one can see why it might be thought that the conditionality
of such a representation might be taken to imply its non-immediacy,
as I said earlier. But if all T know is that a certain form of knowledge
is immediate, it is far from clear what, if anything, I can infer about
the character of its object, and that is a point which has often been
made about, for example, attempts to refute materialism by reference
to the direct and immediate access which we may be taken to have
to our own states of mind. Is our knowledge of agency mediated by
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anything? Not obviously, but it remains unclear what follows about
the ontological status of agency and the will.

For some part of Schopenhauer’s purposes, it is enough to have
shown that the will is not a matter of representation. The argu-
ment for the identification of the will with the thing-in-itself requires
rather more than that,> in particular the thesis that anything which
is not representation must be a thing-in-itself. But the importance
of his insights into agency and the will remains. On the other hand,
I emphasised in connection with representations that their ideality
explains, if it does not justify, the running together of their condition-
ality, as objects of knowledge, with the conditionality of knowledge
of them. None of that can, strictly speaking, apply to the will and
knowledge of it, especially when it is concluded that the will is the
thing-in-itself. For in that case the will falls outside the area to which
idealism applies (even if the existence of a thing-in-itself is a com-
ponent feature of an idealism which, like Kant’s, is transcendental).
It does look as if Schopenhauer believes that the peculiar directness
and immediacy of knowledge of the will in agency is enough to show
its unconditionality, but whether or not that holds good, it remains
true that that peculiar directness — its uniqueness, one might say —is
of fundamental importance for our assessment of the place of hu-
man beings in the world. For it is at least arguable that it applies to
nothing else.

But while this is enough for some part of Schopenhauer’s purposes,
it is by no means enough for all of them. While his belief in the place
of will in nature depends upon the key provided by our insight into
our own wills, it also requires the idea that what lies behind our rep-
resentations, the thing-in-itself, is to be identified with that will. The
same applies to all those other fundamental parts of Schopenhauer’s
philosophy, including the pessimism and the role of sympathy, which
turn on a belief in an underlying reality distinct from representations.
Hence, while the considerations about knowledge of the will are im-
portant in general, as well as important for Schopenhauer’s meta-
physical views, their validity is, perhaps unfortunately for Schopen-
hauer, more obvious in the former connection than in the latter.

(3) There are the Ideas, which have often been seen as one of
the more difficult elements in Schopenhauer’s philosophy. This is
not the place to attempt to provide a thorough exegesis of the no-
tion of Ideas.> Schopenhauer says that they constitute grades of the

Cambridge Companions Online © Cambridge University Press, 2006



54 DAVID HAMLYN

objectification of the will, but that scarcely helps us to understand
what they are. Suffice it to say here that they have the status of ideal
prototypes — something that is both token and type. (That does some-
thing to explain why Schopenhauer invokes the Platonic Ideas in this
connection since Platonic Ideas or Forms, in being both universals
and exemplars or ideals, if anything of that kind were possible, have
just that status.) For Schopenhauer such things are as much repre-
sentations as other objects of knowledge, apart from the will, but it
would be difficult to see how they could be subject to the same con-
ditions as perceptual representations, and it is clear that he does not
think that knowledge of them is conditional in that sense. On the
other hand, he does say (W2 364/H. 3, 416) that Ideas as apprehended
spring from knowledge of mere relations, and that this is the crucial
respect in which they differ from the will. This implies that their sta-
tusis in a sense secondary, as indeed is also implicit in the suggestion
that they are grades of the objectification of the will. Knowledge of
them must also be in some sense secondary or derivative, if only
in that we should have no knowledge of them if we did not have
knowledge of representations in perception. Whether it also implies
that our knowledge of Ideas depends on a kind of abstraction from
perceptual phenomena is another matter. There are suggestions that
he does not think this is the case, for example, the suggestion (at W1
175/H. 2, 207) that on the ‘impossible presupposition’ that were we
not individuals with bodies we should apprehend only Ideas and our
world would be a nunc stans, without events, change or plurality
(sic). But since this depends on an ‘impossible presupposition’, it is
not clear what has to be considered as possible. Nevertheless, it does
seem to be his view that, as things are, our knowledge of Ideas is
in one way or another dependent on knowledge of perceptual repre-
sentations, and this holds true in the case of art, the main source of
knowledge of Ideas on his view.

For Schopenhauer thinks that the main role of art is to provide
us with knowledge of Ideas, though some forms of art do this more
obviously than others do. Moreover, Schopenhauer thinks that in
artistic contemplation the absorption in question brings about the
result that we become pure subjects of knowledge, and that this of-
fers a respite, if only temporarily, from the will. At the same time,
since both the individual and the objects are in their underlying na-
ture will, the absorption in artistic contemplation constitutes the
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first of the two examples in Schopenhauer’s philosophy of the will
denying itself. These two examples, of which the second is the sup-
posedly permanent one (as contrasted with the more temporary one
achievable through art) which is said at the conclusion of the sys-
tem to provide a form of salvation as the result of asceticism, are the
two great paradoxes in Schopenhauer’s philosophy in which the will,
the underlying reality, somehow denies itself. For present purposes,
when considering knowledge of the Ideas in artistic contemplation,
the crucial question is what that knowledge consists of. It is pre-
sumably direct, and one might think that it must also be immedi-
ate, since the identity of knower and known which the absorption
entails would not be possible otherwise. Moreover, the objects in
question are not, in being known, necessarily such as to stand in the
sort of relations which the principle of sufficient reason demands.
An Idea stands, in this respect at least, by itself. That holds good
even if it is also the case that we should not have such knowledge
if we were not individuals with knowledge of perceptual objects. So
there is a sense in which the knowledge of the Ideas is a form of
unconditional knowledge. Indeed, in the sense in which knowledge
of perceptual representations is conditional, that is, that such repre-
sentations must stand in lawlike relations to other representations,
knowledge of the Ideas is certainly unconditional. The fact, if it is
one, that such knowledge is dependent on another form of knowl-
edge, that involved in perception, is irrelevant to that point.

The question remains what all this shows about the nature of the
knowledge involved in this context. I have suggested that it must be
direct, and one might think that it must also be immediate, but it is
scarcely immediate in the way that knowledge of willing is. More-
over, Schopenhauer has already said that knowledge of willing is the
only case of immediate knowledge. What therefore is one to make of
the idea that in contemplation of the Ideas the knower and the known
are identical? Does not that suggest, as I have already said, that the
knowledge in question must be direct and immediate? Knowledge
of willing in one’s own case is immediate in that there is no way in
which the knowledge could be mediated (and it is important that this
is restricted to knowledge in one’s own case, as knowledge of other
people’s willing is far from being immediate in this sense). Is there
any way in which knowledge of an Idea could be mediated? I think
that the answer to this question must be ‘Yes’, since if Ideas are grades
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of the objectivity of the will, the very notion of a grade surely implies
the possibility of inference from one grade to another. So knowledge
of an Idea is on that count not necessarily immediate. Once again,
here one is up against the consideration that when concerned with
the immediacy or conditionality of knowledge of X, Schopenhauer
has in mind the nature of X rather than the nature of the state of the
knower involved. Knowledge of an Idea can certainly be direct, and
indeed must be so when one is involved in contemplation of it; but
that is not to say that knowledge of it must be immediate in the way
that knowledge of one’s own willing must be. What then is implied
about knowledge of an Idea by the identity of knower and known
which is involved in the contemplation of it?

What is involved in contemplation of an Idea is very similar to
what Aristotle seems to have had in mind in speaking of theoria (a
term which is usually translated as ‘contemplation’ or perhaps ‘philo-
sophical contemplation’). Aristotle sometimes represents this as the
intellectual or scientific ideal and as what divine thought consists in.
It is the actualization of a form of knowledge which is dispositional
(a hexis), as indeed knowledge might generally be supposed to be.
In interpreting Aristotle, it has always been difficult to make clear
what he had in mind. In what sense, for example, can it be said to
be an activity, and one that the gods might pass their time engaged
in? I have suggested elsewhere# that it ought to be construed as a
form of intellectual savouring. What Schopenhauer seems to have in
mind in speaking of knowledge of the Ideas is something like that.
Aristotle too would have maintained the identity of the knower and
the known in some sense of those words. The point is at least that
in the contemplation one is caught up, so to speak, in the object in
question, so that nothing else matters. It is in that sense that, accord-
ing to Schopenhauer, the will is stilled. One might say, however, that
that makes the contemplation more than mere knowledge, and that
it might be positively misleading to suggest that it is simply knowl-
edge that brings salvation, if only temporarily, on such occasions.
We shall find that such considerations become even more telling
when one comes to the more permanent form of salvation which
Schopenhauer adduces at the end of his philosophical inquiry. Nev-
ertheless, as far as knowledge itself is concerned, the conclusion to
be drawn from all this is that knowledge of an Idea, at least as mani-
fested in artistic contemplation, is no different from any other form
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of knowledge of something, including perceptual representations,
except that an Idea is not tied to the kinds of lawlike connection to
which perceptual representations are tied. Moreover, it might be ar-
gued that it is the necessity for that lawlike connection in the case of
perceptual representations that rules out the possibility of our being
caught up in them in the way in which one is said to be with the
Ideas. Even if the Ideas as grades of the objectivity of the will can be
related to each other, this does not prevent our being caught up in
them, considered individually.

There is a further question which may as well be addressed at this
stage. This is the question of how these forms of ‘knowledge of’ are re-
lated to ‘knowledge that’; it is a question which once again Schopen-
hauer does not address directly, and it is one the answer to which is
complicated by other things that he does say. The knowledge by ac-
quaintance which Russell and others have invoked has always been
supposed to be quite distinct from any form of knowledge that, but
in the ordinary sense of the words, knowledge of something does
not have that implication. To the extent that we have knowledge of
something, there may be various things that we know about it, and
it would be very strange to say that we had knowledge of something
if we knew nothing at all about it. That is not to say that we can
make explicit what we know in terms of some proposition to the ef-
fect that such and such is the case. What has sometimes been called
‘tacit knowledge’ is by no means unusual; in a multitude of cases it
is the normal rule. Nevertheless, knowledge of something does gen-
erally imply knowledge about it to the effect that such and such is
the case with regard to it. If that applies to Schopenhauer’s scheme of
things, then knowledge of a representation of whatever kind would
entail knowledge that something was the case with regard to it. In
the case of knowledge of willing, the situation might at first seem to
be different. Indeed, the knowledge involved in intention has some-
times been said to be nonpropositional.’ Nothing, however, prevents
the knowledge involved in willing or acting intentionally from hav-
ing propositional content, even if that content is different from what
it is when the knowledge in question is the knowledge of what one is
willing or doing. Knowing that one is doing is different from knowing
what one is doing, and elsewhere® I have made that distinction, one
which is cardinal in interpreting what Schopenhauer has to say about
the immediacy of knowledge of the will by contrast with knowledge
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of the motives for one’s action. But concerning knowledge of willing
simpliciter, it can still be construed as knowledge that one is willing,
and that knowledge has a propositional content, even if minimal.
The complication about this in Schopenhauer’s case, asThave men-
tioned, is that it is far from clear whether he could put things in
these terms. That is because knowledge that, as I have represented
it, is arguably concept dependent, and so has a propositional con-
tent through concepts being brought to bear upon the thing in ques-
tion. If that is the case, knowledge of an object — a representation in
Schopenhauer’s case, whether a perception or an Idea — and indeed
knowledge of willing itself is something that one could not have un-
less one were already equipped with concepts to some extent (some-
thing that has considerable implications for genetic epistemology,
the philosophical understanding of how the development of knowl-
edge in the individual is possible, though I shall not elaborate on
that here). But Schopenhauer thinks that concepts are the product of
reason, whereas much of the knowledge with which we have been
concerned, and certainly the knowledge involved in having percep-
tual representations, is a function of the understanding, which does
not presuppose reason. In holding this view about the relations be-
tween understanding and reason, Schopenhauer unfortunately de-
serted the insights which Kant had. For the latter, understanding
and judgment go together, whereas for Schopenhauer judgment is
a function of something separate, namely, reason. Whether or not
one wishes to express knowledge that in terms of judgment, there
is an obvious affinity between the two, and it is an affinity which
Schopenhauer cannot consistently acknowledge. However that may
be, it is something which we must acknowledge on his behalf.
There is one further point which deserves to be made in connection
with knowledge of the Ideas. I noted earlier that in Schopenhauer’s
view Ideas are representations, though not perceptual representa-
tions, whether or not knowledge of them is independent of knowl-
edge of perceptual representations. While a Vorstellung need not be
a representation in the literal sense, it is clear from Schopenhauer’s
treatment of the individual arts that he sees forms of art as somehow
representing Ideas even when they also represent concrete objects or
states of affairs. Indeed, he argues (W1 212/H. 2, 250-1), paradoxi-
cally it might at first seem, that the actual grade of the will’s ob-
jectivity that the Idea constitutes affects the nature of the aesthetic
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experience, so that where a low grade is involved ‘the enjoyment of
pure will-less knowing will predominate’, while in the case of Ideas
of a high grade, the aesthetic enjoyment ‘will consist rather in the
objective apprehension of these Ideas that are the most distinct rev-
elations of the will’. That may seem paradoxical because one might
have expected objects which are a reflection of a high-grade Idea to
be more likely to bring about a more detached state of knowing. On
reflection, however, it seems evident that a higher grade of Idea is
more likely to bring about an involvement in it, though it is less than
clear what moral this might have for one who wants to emphasise
the point, as Schopenhauer does, that aesthetic experience is a way of
escaping the demands of the will by the will denying itself. However
that may be, it is clear that in apprehending a perceptual representa-
tion in an aesthetic context one ei ipso apprehends a representation
of an Idea, whether or not that second apprehension brings about
the predominance of a state of pure will-less knowing. Hence the
relationship between knowledge of an Idea in an aesthetic context
and knowledge of some perceptual representation is even more direct
than I suggested earlier when considering how, if at all, knowledge of
Ideas in general is dependent on perceptual knowledge. But in that
case it must be the aesthetic attitude which somehow makes the
difference. Why it should do so I shall not discuss here; that would
involve a discussion of Schopenhauer’s aesthetics, which is not my
immediate concern. (It might be as well, however, to remark that
Schopenhauer’s belief that music is a copy of the will itself and not,
like the other arts, a copy of the Ideas does not affect the general
point that the apprehension of the will which is involved is depen-
dent on a form of perceptual apprehension, in this case hearing. But
how that is supposed to work has to be even more complicated than
what holds good for other forms of aesthetic apprehension.)

(4) Tmust turn, finally, to the knowledge which is involved when
Schopenhauer puts forward his account of salvation, the only way
in which freedom from the tyranny of the will can finally and per-
manently be attained. What Schopenhauer says about this follows
from the central point of his ethics, the suggestion that the key to
this is sympathy and that the metaphysical basis of this is that un-
derneath we are all one, since the underlying reality is the single
will. Schopenhauer describes this as involving a ‘seeing-through’ of
the principium individuationis (the principle of the individuation of
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things), and this is a form of knowledge. It is this same knowledge
which brings about the will’s denial of itself, though it is a knowl-
edge which is combined with asceticism (or perhaps, as a second
possibility, suffering itself). In the case of ordinary virtue the person
concerned sees others as himself, but by what Schopenhauer says is
analogous to an effect of grace, he may then go on to acquire a strong
aversion to his inner nature. Asceticism is thus, he says (W1 392/H.
2, 463), a ‘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’. Yet he says that the will cannot be abolished by anything
else except knowledge (W1 400/H. 2, 473). So asceticism by itself
cannot bring about the denial of the will. If one chooses to say that
knowledge can do this, it has to be recognised that this is no ordinary
knowledge; otherwise, the knowledge presupposed in virtue alone
would have the same effect. If the key to it all lies in seeing through
the principium individuationis, the knowledge involved has to have
the consequence that the person himself enters into the process of
asceticism as so described, and that does not appear to be a necessity.

Moreover, it does not appear that the knowledge in question can
be described as simply the knowledge that the underlying nature
of things is the single will. Nor has this knowledge anything to do
with representations except to the extent that it involves the insight
that reality is something beyond all representations. But insight it
nevertheless is, and an insight which has, in a sense, practical impli-
cations. So much also was true of the knowledge of what was said
to be the metaphysical basis for sympathy, except that a supposed
insight to the effect that there is no real difference between oneself
and others, combined with a simple account of human motivation,
leads more directly to sympathy as a practical consequence than does
the more general seeing through of the principium individuationis
to the denial of the will. In fact, Schopenhauer’s claim that the will
cannot be abolished by anything else except knowledge is of a piece
with the point that nothing that one can do via representations alone
can affect the thing-in-itself. For knowledge is a state of the subject,
and although in Schopenhauer’s view there can be no subject with-
out an object, the subject itself does not consist of anything at the
level of representations. Nevertheless, that alone does not justify the
claims for the practical consequences of the knowledge in question.
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For that reason, if for no other, the view that the will can deny itself
remains a paradox.

While the concept of knowledge which is presupposed in all this —
the concept of a form of insight - is in itself an intelligible one, it
is difficult to see how it fits in with what Schopenhauer says about
knowledge in general. It is not knowledge of an object, as the other
forms of knowledge which T have considered have been, though much
that he says seems to suggest that it is direct. But for this last point,
one might conceivably classify it as a form of abstract knowledge, in-
volving an insight into the reason why things are so, but it is in any
case rather more than that because of its practical consequences.
However that may be, Schopenhauer shows no sensitivity to the
question of how it fits in with such views as he has about the nature
of knowledge. Despite all this, he does emphasise very definitely
that it is knowledge which in the end provides the solution to the
problems entailed by our involvement in the kind of metaphysical
system which he describes. In particular, it is knowledge which in
the end provides a way out of suffering, though it is equally clear that
that way is not available to most people, to say the least. As I have
said, the concept of knowledge in question is not an unintelligible
one. People do sometimes have forms of insight which have practi-
cal consequences. Moreover, Schopenhauer emphasises the extent to
which his conception of things at this point is similar to certain reli-
gious conceptions, even if he thinks that they are inferior to what he
has in mind. The problem is simply that if one expects a philosopher
to be clear about his or her terms of reference, Schopenhauer falls
short when it comes to a consideration of the nature of knowledge.

It might well be argued that none of this matters. If he had wished
and had thought it necessary, Schopenhauer could simply have added
something to show how what he says about knowledge in relation
to salvation is to be understood. In that case there would simply be a
lacuna in Schopenhauer’s system, not an incoherence. It is not quite
as simple as that, however. Knowledge does play a very important
role in Schopenhauer’s thinking, and given the importance of that
role, one has the right to demand that he be clear about it. Unfortu-
nately, he is not. Moreover, at the start of his thinking, the only form
of knowledge contemplated, apart from abstract knowledge, is one
that requires a direct relation to an object. The knowledge which is
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supposed to make salvation possible does not really meet the spec-
ification of abstract knowledge in involving the apprehension of a
ground, and it is difficult to see it as involving a direct relation to an
object, even if it depends upon the direct and immediate knowledge
of an object, the will. While much that he has to say is unaffected
by such facts, and while he often uses the notion of knowledge in
a quite uncontroversial way, he does not offer an account of knowl-
edge into which it all fits. There are also problems, as I have tried to
indicate, about the details of the knowledge of the various kinds of
object the specification of which are essential to his philosophy. In
all this Schopenhauer undoubtedly falls short, but so do, T suspect,
most philosophers of his time, however that is to be explained. The
most important thing to recognise in this area for an understanding
of Schopenhauer’s philosophy, however, is how much depends on
the nature and status of the objects of knowledge, as he sees them,
rather than on the nature of knowledge itself.

NOTES

1 David Hamlyn, Schopenhauer (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul,
1980), 92—4.

2 As I have indicated (ibid.).

3 Though I have tried to provide that in Hamlyn (1980), ch. 6.

4 David Hamlyn, ‘Aristotle’s God’, in The Philosophical Assessment of
Theology: Essays in Honour of Frederick C. Copleston (Tunbridge Wells,
U.K.: Search Press ‘in association with’ Washington D.C.: Georgetown
University Press, 1987), 15-33 (see esp. 26-8).

5 For example, in S. N. Hampshire, Thought and Action (London: Chatto
and Windus, 1959), esp. 103ff.

6 Hamlyn (1980), 85.
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3  The Fourfold Root

On the Fourfold Root of the Principle of Sufficient Reason was writ-
ten as an academic dissertation in 1813 when Schopenhauer was
twenty-five. He presented it to the University of Jena, was awarded
the degree of doctor of philosophy on the strength of it, and in the
same year paid to have it published. Almost immediately afterwards
he set himself to writing what was to be his major work, The World
as Will and Representation, and this he completed in 1818. Many
years later, he substantially revised and added to the Fourfold Root,
publishing a second edition of it in 1847.1

In his preface to this second edition, Schopenhauer refers to the
Fourfold Root as ‘a treatise on elementary philosophy,” and within
limits that is precisely what it is. Consequently, it can profitably
be read, especially in its first edition, as a self-contained treatise on
the nature and structure of the world of common sense and science,
and on the principles of knowledge, explanation, and necessity gov-
erning that world. But Schopenhauer also says in his second-edition
preface that the Fourfold Root became the foundation of his ‘entire
system,” and almost from the start that is how he regarded it. In
the first edition of his World as Will and Representation he asserts
that without an acquaintance with the Fourfold Root ‘it is quite
impossible to understand the present work properly, and the sub-
ject matter of that essay is always presupposed here as if it were
included in the book’ (Wr xiv/H. 2, x). Again, the First Book of
The World as Will and Representation is subtitled The Represen-
tation Subject to the Principle of Sufficient Reason ..., and readers
soon discover the impossibility of understanding it without a grasp
of the principle of sufficient reason, as expounded in the Fourfold
Root; in any event, Schopenhauer repeatedly refers them back there.

63
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Given these facts, and given the widespread interest in Schopenhauer
as a philosopher articulating an ‘entire system,’ this chapter will
consider the Fourfold Root principally as a foundation to his sys-
tem.

The following are the doctrines of that system having imme-
diate bearing here. The everyday world of commonsense and sci-
entific inquiry does not exist independently, but only within the
consciousness of those experiencing it; that is, it exists merely as
a set of representations.> However, there is more to reality than
representations:3 there is also the thing in itself, which is Will. Rep-
resentations constitute the outer side of reality, the thing in itself
the inner, and there is no inferential path from one to the other.
Knowledge of the thing in itself is unique and direct.

Given this selective summary, it is possible to say at once
where the importance of the Fourfold Root lies with respect to
Schopenhauer’s system. It lies in its attempt to establish that the
everyday world is representational, to establish that the principles
of reasoning governing that world license no inference to a reality be-
yond it, and to refute the many claims of those who hold otherwise.

I THE FOURFOLD ROOT IN OUTLINE

The basic assertion of the Fourfold Root is that the everyday world
is made up of objects of four classes, all of which are representations.
The first class consists of ‘real objects,’4 such things as tables and
chairs; the second of concepts and such combinations of concepts as
true judgments; the third of time and space; the fourth of particular
human wills.

These objects are uniformly interconnected in a variety of ways,
so that questions specific to the several classes can be asked and
in principle always answered. To begin with, real objects are sub-
ject to change, and of any change the question ‘Why does it
occur?’ can be asked and in principle answered. There is always a
reason. Second, concepts combined in appropriate ways constitute
true judgments, and of any true judgment the question ‘Why is it
true?’ can be asked and in principle answered. Third, time and space
are made up of parts, and of any part the question ‘Why does it pos-
sess its characterising mathematical properties?’ can be asked and in
principle answered. Again, there is always a reason. Finally, human
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agents perform actions, and of any action the question ‘Why is it
performed?’ can be asked and in principle answered. Yet again, there
is a reason.

The reasons in question are sufficient reasons, and since they di-
vide into four kinds, providing specific answers to questions con-
cerning the four classes of objects, each class may be said to be ruled
by a special form of the principle of sufficient reason, the principle
asserting in its most general form that nothing is without a reason
or an explanation of why it is rather than not.5 The four forms of
the principle thus arising are these: every change in a real object
has a cause; the truth of every true judgment rests upon something
other than itself; all mathematical properties are grounded in other
mathematical properties; every action has a motive.

The scheme of things then comes to this. The everyday world com-
prises objects of four classes, those in the first class being subject to
change, those in the second bearing truth, those in the third possess-
ing mathematical properties, and those in the fourth giving rise to
actions under the influence of motives. But these objects and their
properties do not coexist in bare juxtaposition; rather, they are inter-
connected by bonds of a double necessity in the following systematic
ways. Necessarily all changes, all instances of truth, all mathemat-
ical properties, all actions, have reasons, and these reasons are suf-
ficient for their consequents — that is, they necessitate them.® For
example: necessarily, if a change E occurs, there is a reason for E,
namely, a cause C. Pari passu, C is sufficient for E; that is, C ne-
cessitates E.7 It follows that in the everyday world there are twin
necessary connections of four kinds — between changes and causes,
between truth and grounds, between mathematical properties and
other mathematical properties, between actions and motives — and
each kind supports a specific form of the principle of sufficient rea-
son. At the same time, each constitutes a root of that principle in its
general form. More briefly, there are four kinds of necessary connect-
edness in the everyday world, each constituting a root of the general
principle of sufficient reason. Because of this, that general principle
is said to possess a fourfold root.®

Side by side with its fundamental assertion that the everyday
world consists of representations, the Fourfold Root contains a ma-
terialist theory of mind, asserting that the mind is identical with the
brain. As will be seen, this combination of doctrines gives rise to
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problems within the foundations of Schopenhauer’s system that are
perhaps insoluble.

I THE FIRST CLASS OF OBJECTS AND THE
FORM OF THE PRINCIPLE OF SUFFICIENT
REASON GOVERNING IT

Schopenhauer begins by describing objects of the first class as intu-
itive, complete, empirical representations, and while they are more
simply referred to as real objects, their lengthier and Kantian descrip-
tion is a concise statement of what Schopenhauer holds concerning
them. As was said earlier, in calling them representations he means
that, unlike the thing in itself, they do not exist independently. In
calling them intuitive he means that, by contrast with concepts, they
are particular.® To illustrate his meaning, Bucephalus is an intuitive
representation; the concept of horse applied to him is not. In calling
them complete he means that they have both formal and material
properties, and the distinction referred to in these terms is impor-
tant in pointing to an underlying reason for Schopenhauer’s following
Kant in believing real objects to be representations. The formal prop-
erties of real objects are those that are necessary to their being real
objects as such; that is, necessary to their being real objects rather
than to their belonging, say, to this or that specific kind of real object.
All other properties are material. To illustrate the distinction, exist-
ing in time and existing in space are formal properties of real objects;
being red, round, and shiny are material. Schopenhauer follows Kant
in explaining the necessity of the formal properties of real objects by
considering them to be imposed by the intellect upon sensory data:
its faculty of inner sensibility imposes the form of time, its faculty
of outer sensibility imposes the form of space, and its faculty of un-
derstanding imposes the form or category of causality. The result is
real objects, which, in being dependent upon the intellect for their
formal properties, are representations.™

Schopenhauer argues in some detail that time, space, and causality
are conjointly necessary for the existence of real objects. Real objects,
he points out, are things that perdure, and perdurance demands both
time and space. This is because for objects to perdure is for them to
retain identity coexistently with change around them. But the idea
of a thing’s thus retaining identity is not intelligible in terms of time
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alone, since in time as such there is no coexistence, only succession.
Consequently, an added dimension is needed, and this is provided by
space: given time and space together, a thing can retain its identity
through change. For analogous reasons, the idea of a thing’s retaining
identity coexistently with change is not intelligible in terms of space
alone, since in space as such there is no succession and therefore
neither change nor perdurance.

While for these reasons time and space are necessary for the exis-
tence of real objects, they are not sufficient. They need to be joined
by a third component, and it is the faculty of understanding that pro-
vides this component by imposing its unique category upon what is
given to it.™* This category, says Schopenhauer, is causality or mat-
ter, and what he has in mind is this. Time and space are not sufficient
to account for real objects, since plainly there would be no real ob-
jects if there were but empty time and space. The two, then, need to
be ‘filled,” and it is matter that fills them. It is able to do this, thinks
Schopenhauer, because matter is identical with causality, and by this
in turn he means that something is material, by contrast with be-
ing an empty region of time and space, if and only if it has causal
powers. In short, for a thing to be a real object is, on the one hand,
for it to be located in time and space, and, on the other hand, for
it to affect and be affected by other objects. Its specific properties,
such as being red, round, or long-lasting, are specific instantiations
of its causal powers or specific realisations of its location in time and
space."

In addition to describing real objects as intuitive and complete,
Schopenhauer describes them as empirical, and by this he means two
things: first, that awareness of real objects is sensuous awareness —
that is, real objects are apprehended through the senses; second, that
they belong to a ‘totality of experience,” an interconnected whole in
which all objects are temporally, spatially, and causally interrelated.
This whole he calls empirical reality.

The causal interconnectedness of real objects brought about by the
imposition of the category of causality gives rise to a specific form
of the principle of sufficient reason named the principle of sufficient
reason of becoming. This principle, identical with the law of causal-
ity, asserts two things. One, if a change occurs in a real object, it is
necessarily preceded by another change, the first being the sufficient
reason or cause, the second the effect. Two, causes similar in kind
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are followed by effects similar in kind, and effects similar in kind are
preceded by causes similar in kind.

Schopenhauer repeatedly claims that causes and effects are
changes in real objects, and a simplified model will serve to illus-
trate his thought here. Let us suppose that I swing a hammer and
hit a nail, driving it into a piece of wood. The hammer’s movement,
a relational change of state in the hammer, is the cause, and the
nail’s movement, a relational change of state in the nail, is the ef-
fect. In this simplified model, then, cause and effect are changes in
real objects, and Schopenhauer holds this to be true of all causes and
effects: all and only changes are causes and effects, and consequently
real objects themselves are neither. His reasoning here is that real
objects are substances — that is, they are constituted by matter —
and, since matter is eternal and unalterable, he believes, substances
have no beginning and no end. It follows that they are not changes,
and therefore neither causes nor effects. There is nonetheless a temp-
tation to think that real objects are causes: there is a temptation to
think, say, that the hammer is the cause of the nail’'s movement
through the wood. But a moment’s reflection shows this to be false.
If the hammer qua object were the cause of the nail’s movement,
there would be no explanation of the movement’s occurring now
rather than five minutes ago, the hammer having been as much an
object then as it is now. It is obvious, therefore, that it is changes
in the hammer that constitute the cause of the nail’s movement —
the hammer’s swinging through the air, its transference of kinetic
energy, and so on.

There is a corresponding temptation to think that real objects are
effects — that hammers are the effects of smiths, and so on — but
plainly they are not, since substances, being eternal and unalterable,
are not produced by anyone or by anything.

It is precisely because Schopenhauer believes changes and only
changes to be causes and effects that he refers to the law of causality
as the principle of sufficient reason of becoming. According to this
principle, every change of state E in a real object is an effect, follow-
ing upon the occurrence of a preceding change which is a sufficient
reason for E and constitutes its cause. This cause is a complex state,
comprising events severally necessary and jointly sufficient for E,
and, being itself a change, it too has a cause, and this cause has a
cause, and so on ad infinitum.
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Schopenhauer’s assertion, on the one hand, that the law of causal-
ity concerns only changes of state in real objects and, on the other
hand, that every change has a cause, is of fundamental importance
to his system. For, if true, it refutes all traditional arguments for the
existence of God as a first cause uncaused. God cannot be a cause,
since God is not a change, and only changes can be causes; nor can
changes in God be causes, since there are no changes in God. Apart
from that, the world of real objects cannot be an effect of God as
its cause, since real objects are substances and therefore, unlike ef-
fects, have no beginning. In any event, the very notion of a cause
uncaused is incoherent, since every cause is a change, and therefore
itself requires a cause. Incoherent too is the notion of God as self-
causing or causa sui;*3 such a notion is contradictory and indeed,
thinks Schopenhauer, laughable.

These points about arguments attempting to reach God as a first
cause apply equally to arguments attempting to reach Absolutes,
Egos, or Kantian noumena. They also apply to arguments attempt-
ing to reach objects from subjects or subjects from objects, since the
principle of sufficient reason of becoming concerns only changes in
objects and so cannot be applied to a relationship between objects
and subjects. All arguments of these kinds, then, are worthless. In-
ferences based upon the principle of sufficient reason of becoming
cannot lead beyond empirical reality: they can do no more than lead
from one empirical change to another.

This last point in more general form applies to all classes of rep-
resentations. ‘“The principle of sufficient reason explains connexions
and combinations of phenomena, not the phenomena themselves’
(Wr 82/H. 2, 98).

IIT PERCEPTION OF THE OUTER WORLD

So far, Schopenhauer has proposed an analysis of causality and has
argued that the principle of sufficient reason governing real objects
cannot take us beyond them; he has also proposed an analysis of
real objects themselves, according to which their essential proper-
ties are temporality, spatiality, and causal power. But these analyses
and arguments, even if persuasive, do nothing to show that real ob-
jects are representations. What is needed is a proof that their es-
sential properties, and ideally their non-essential properties too, are
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dependent for their existence upon the minds of those who perceive
them.

It is true that, in speaking of time, space, and causality as forms
of the faculties of sensibility and understanding, Schopenhauer has
assumed that the essential properties of real objects are contributed
by the mind and are consequently dependent upon it, and he may
even fairly be thought to have referred his readers implicitly and in
general terms to arguments from Kant’s Aesthetic and Analytic.
It is true, too, that he has assumed real objects to be things that
are dependent in virtue of the fact that, precisely qua objects, they
depend upon a subject.’> But assumptions and references are not
proof, and it is proof that is now needed if Schopenhauer is to con-
vince his readers that real objects — such plain things as tables and
chairs — have an ontological status as dependent as that of illusions
and dreams.

Proof is in fact attempted in great detail, but almost by accident.
What happens is that, having completed his analysis of real objects in
terms of time, space, and causality, and of causality itself in terms of
necessary and sufficient conditions, Schopenhauer presents an argu-
ment to show that the principle of causality is known to us a priori,*®
and it is the core of this argument that constitutes his ‘proof’ of the
representational nature of real objects. It is a proof that the world
of perceptible objects as such is a creation in toto of the minds of
its perceivers, a creation that is impossible without the principle of
causality.

To use Schopenhauer’s own phrase, the aim of this proof is to show
that ‘perception is intellectual,’ that is, to show that the world of real,
perceptible objects is created by the intellect. But it is important to
note that the word intellect in this context has a restricted range of
application. Elsewhere it is synonymous with mind and so covers all
mental faculties: inner sensibility, outer sensibility, understanding,
and reason. Here, however, it excludes the faculty of reason, which
to us might seem to constitute the very essence of the intellect, and
Schopenhauer’s proof therefore is that the world of real, perceptible
objects is the creation of the faculties of sensibility and understand-
ing alone. The importance of this will soon become clear.

The proof itself may now be summarised as follows. Everything
that goes to make up perception is subjective; consequently, when
we perceive we do not apprehend objects existing independently of
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us. On the contrary, what we apprehend are constructions of our
own intellects. Our intellects are presented with sets of sensations
or sensory data,’” and by imposing the forms of time, space, and
causality upon these, they create real objects. The data of perception,
then, are subjective, the forms imposed upon them are subjective,
and consequently the objects fashioned out of both are subjective
too. The data are subjective because they are nothing but sensations
occurring within particular bodies, and the forms are subjective be-
cause they are nothing but structures of particular intellects. Given
this, perception is intellectual in the sense that it is a creation of
objects by the intellect; it is not a matter of having bare sensations.
As Schopenhauer forcefully remarks, there is no possibility of the
world’s finding its way into our heads through bare sensations; these
are too meager in content for that.

Sensibility plays an important part in the creation of real objects
by imposing time and space upon the data given to the intellect, but
it is the faculty of understanding that plays the leading role, both
‘summoning space’ to its aid and imposing its own form of causal-
ity upon the data. What happens is that sensory data are presented
to the intellect and ‘conceived of’ by the understanding as effects;
or, to put the point another way, the understanding infers that ob-
jects cause the data. Since inner sensibility imposes its form of time
upon the data, and since outer sensibility at the bidding of the un-
derstanding imposes its form of space, the outcome is an inferred,
spatiotemporal, and causally active object.’® To illustrate the pro-
cess, what happens when we perceive a red billiard ball is this. We
receive a set of sensory data, ‘red,” ‘shiny,” ‘smooth,” and so on. But
these data are sensations inside us, whereas the red billiard ball is
perceived as outside us, in public time and space. The explanation is
that the faculties of inner and outer sensibility add time and space
to the sensory data, as a result of which these present themselves
as existing ‘out there’ in public time and space. But this is still not
enough, since in perceiving the red billiard ball we do not appre-
hend ‘red,’ ‘smooth,” and ‘shiny’ as purely temporal and spatial. We
apprehend them as jointly belonging to an object, and to an object
that we apprehend as existing independently of our perception and
as causing our states of consciousness. The explanation this time is
that the faculty of understanding infers that the temporal and spa-
tial data present to our consciousness are the complex effect of an
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object existing independently of them, an object perduring in time
and located in space.

The faculty of understanding does not employ concepts in carrying
out this creative work, concepts being the exclusive domain of the
faculty of reason. In other words, the understanding does not concep-
tually, reflectively, discursively, or linguistically apprehend sensory
data as effects. It apprehends them intuitively. A fortiori, it does not
go through a process of learning in order to apprehend sensory data as
effects; in apprehending them, it subsumes them immediately under
the law of causality known to it a priori.

This completes the outline of Schopenhauer’s proof that percep-
tion is intellectual. Its importance needs no emphasising, since, if
successful, it shows that even the most obtrusive objects of com-
mon sense are representational, and Schopenhauer himself empha-
sises the proof’s importance by devoting more than a fifth of the
second edition of the Fourfold Root to it. The proof is also important
because, at any rate within Schopenhauer’s own scheme of things,
the existence of the other classes of objects is contingent upon that
of real objects, so that, if successful, the proof shows all four to be
representational.™ For these reasons the proof merits more attention
than other topics in this essay.

By contrast with its importance, the cogency of the proof is not
easy to assess, largely because it becomes entangled, as will be seen,
in a thicket of irrelevant examples. The best way to make a start in
assessing it, then, is to focus on the central point that it needs to
establish if it is to be successful, namely, that the intellect creates
real objects out of sensory data that are formless — that is, data that
are neither temporal, spatial, nor causally active. This is the principal
point that needs to be established because the whole purpose of the
proof is to show that time, space, and causality are not present from
the start but only ‘subsequently’ imposed upon data lacking them.

In the course of deploying his proof, Schopenhauer cites many ex-
amples of data worked on by the understanding, and some of these
are exactly what he requires — formless visual data, such as colour,
light, and shade, and formless tactile data, such as feelings of resis-
tance and pressure. Contrary to what is sometimes asserted, there
is nothing incoherent in considering data of these kinds to be form-
less, and Kant himself in the Critique of Pure Reason suggests a
way in which they can intelligibly be distinguished from the forms
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accompanying them. If we think of a body, Kant argues, and then one
by one remove those of its properties that are given to us in experi-
ence — properties such as colour, hardness or softness, weight, and
impenetrability — we find that, although the body ceases to exist, the
space it occupies remains; more important, it cannot be removed. It
follows that occupancy of space is a necessary property of bodies and
that the concept of space is a priori (B 4-6). If we reverse Kant’s pro-
cedure, if we think of a body and then one by one remove those of its
properties that are necessary to it as such, namely, time, space, and
causality, we arrive at those that are material or formless, namely,
colour, light, shade, hardness, softness, and so on.

So Schopenhauer could have articulated his proof coherently, ar-
guing that the intellect is presented with formless data to which it
subsequently gives form. But almost at the outset he loses sight of
what he is after, turning to examples of the intellect’s activity upon
data that are not formless at all. He speaks, for example, of the un-
derstanding as judging two coins to be one, as judging the moon to be
of a certain relative size, as judging distances by noticing visual and
optic angles, as setting retinal images the right way up, as interpret-
ing what is seen on the vertical plane in one way and what is seen
on the horizontal plane in another, and so on. But clearly the data
here are temporal, spatial, and causal: coins and the moon are real
objects, while visual angles and retinal images presuppose them.

What makes Schopenhauer’s proof even more difficult to assess is
that in the course of it he advances a materialist theory of mind and
perception that patently undermines any claim that the intellect is
presented with formless sensory data.?® It soon becomes clear that
even the most basic data are material; even sensations of light, dark,
and resistance are material, being bodily and located in the retinae,
in the hands, just beneath the skin, and so on (FR 77/H. 1, 52). At
the same time, the intellect itself is bodily, identical with the brain
(FR 77/H. 1, 53), and the world of real objects is a ‘cerebral phe-
nomenon’ (FR 103/H. 1, 71). More specifically, the faculty of under-
standing is the brain (FR 121/H. 1, 84), and the three forms of time,
space, and causality are located there (FR 77, 118/H. 1, 53, 82).

Two prima facie disastrous consequences follow from this mate-
rialist account of the intellect and perception. One, already made
plain, is that when Schopenhauer asserts all elements of perception
to be subjective, he must now be taken to mean that, being bodily,
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they are located within the perceiver’s body. But this entails that
all sensory data presented to the intellect are bodily and therefore
cannot play the role of formless data required of them. The other
consequence, more embarrassing in the light of Schopenhauer’s stric-
tures on traditional metaphysicians, is that the intellect, because it
is identical with the brain, is a real object. It follows from this that,
like other real objects, the intellect is created by the intellect. It is
causa sui.

It is sometimes concluded from these consequences that Schopen-
hauer’s proof is in ruins from the start, and that the foundations of
his system are left with nothing to recommend them beyond Kantian
arguments in the background. But such a conclusion is unjustified,
since what he says concerning the physiology of perception contains
the seeds of a proof that cannot easily be brushed aside.

Schopenhauer’s fundamental point on perception is expressed in
his remark that one would have to be forsaken by all the gods to
imagine that the world of real objects could have found its way into
our heads through mere sensation and so have a second existence like
the one outside them (FR 76/H. 1, 52). This point, however oddly ex-
pressed, is important, as may be seen if it is recast and extended in
the following way. When a person, Mary, visually perceives a billiard
ball, the ball clearly does not enter Mary’s head as it enters her hand
when she catches it. What happens is that light is reflected from
the ball, producing images in Mary’s retinae and inducing neuronal
firings there. As a result of these, together with related chemical
activities, electrons travel along Mary’s neural pathways, in turn af-
fecting her visual cortex and forming a ‘representation’ of the billiard
ball there. All of this we know. What we do not know is how from
these events Mary comes to perceive the red, round, shiny billiard
ball supposedly before her.?*

The assertion is sometimes made that Mary ‘just does perceive’
the billiard ball; moreover, that she perceives it directly, her neuronal
processes being no more than necessary conditions of her doing so.
But this is unhelpful. To mention but one problem,?? it offers no
account of the disparity between the billiard ball as described by
Mary on the basis of her perceptions and the same billiard ball as
described by theoretical physicists on the basis of their hypotheses
and observations. If Mary perceived the billiard ball directly, one
would expect her to apprehend it as it exists independently of her.
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Indeed, what else could be meant in the context by her perceiving
it directly? But this, if what physicists say about the make-up of
billiard balls is correct, is not what happens. Mary does not perceive
the billiard ball as physicists describe it, that is, as consisting of
leptons, quarks, and fields of force, but as a red, round, hard, shiny
object possessing a continuous surface.

The disparity needs an explanation, and from many points of view
the simplest explanation to hand is that the billiard ball as Mary
perceives it is a construction of her brain and therefore a ‘cerebral
phenomenon’. And if this is true, Schopenhauer is right in holding
that ‘perception is intellectual’ and that no real or perceptible objects
exist independently of the intellect.

There is not enough space here to develop this construal of
Schopenhauer’s proof in detail, but at least two objections to it call
for mention. The first is that the proof as now construed turns out
to be straightforwardly self-refuting, premising that such things as
bodies with organs of sense and brains exist and concluding that they
do not.

It is not difficult to meet this objection. Schopenhauer’s conclu-
sion does not contradict his premisses, any more than the conclusion
of physicists about the nature of physical reality contradicts theirs.
Physicists begin by considering photographic plates, cloud chambers,
Geiger counters, and so on, and conclude that what really exists is
a world of fundamental particles without determinate position and
momentum. In other words, reflection and argument lead them to
conclude that real objects are not as they appear but are in large mea-
sure representational. Much the same is the case with Schopenhauer.
Reflection and argument lead him to conclude that real objects are
not as they appear, but are in toto representational.>3

The second objection, already adverted to, is this. Real objects,
according to Schopenhauer, are created by the intellect. But since,
given the thesis of materialism, the intellect is itself a real object, it
follows that the intellect is created by itself. It is causa sui.

This objection may be met as follows. It is true that Schopenhauer’s
thesis of materialism entails that the intellect creates itself, but this
is only a description of appearances, not of how the world is in it-
self: the world as it is in itself contains no intellects, whether creat-
ing or not creating themselves. It is therefore ill founded to accuse
Schopenhauer of affirming the intellect to be causa sui absolutely,
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and consequently his doctrine does not resemble the metaphysician’s
doctrine of God.

Schopenhauer himself implicitly makes this point by asserting
that the doctrine of materialism is absurd if taken as a doctrine con-
cerning what exists absolutely. It is absurd, he says, because it leaves
the subject out of account (W2 13/H. 3, 15; see FR 52/H. 1, 33); it ‘re-
gards matter, and with it time and space, as existing absolutely, and
passes over the relation to the subject in which alone all this ex-
ists.” So absurd is this, thinks Schopenhauer, that when we dwell
on the final implication of the doctrine of materialism, namely, that
knowledge is a mere modification of matter, with the subject left
out of account, we are seized by ‘a sudden fit of the inextinguishable
laughter of the Olympians’ (Wr 27/H. 2, 32).

Materialists will no doubt retort that they do not leave the subject
out of account, asserting that in knowing itself, the brain is both
subject and object at once. But it is not clear that this identity of
subject and object is possible, even if Schopenhauer’s quick rejection
of it is unsatisfactory.>4

To conclude on perception. Whatever the merits of his proof, it
is clear that Schopenhauer thinks of the world of real objects as be-
ing a pure creation of the intellect and therefore as providing no
knowledge of reality beyond it. To quote his own words, ‘we find
residing within ourselves all the elements of empirical intuitive per-
ception and nothing in them that would reliably point to something
absolutely different from us, to a thing in itself’ (FR 118/H. 1, 82).
It is equally clear that in saying this, Schopenhauer is not declar-
ing himself to be a subjective idealist, holding that representations
make up the sum of reality. Indeed, only a few sentences later he
makes plain that he does not. ‘In my chief work,” he says, ‘I have
shown that we cannot reach the thing in itself — that is, whatever
it is that exists independently of our representations — by following
along the path of representations themselves. In order to reach it we
need to follow a quite different path, one leading through the inside of
things and letting us enter the citadel as if by treachery’ (FR 119-20/
H. 1, 83). In short, Schopenhauer holds that there is a thing in itself
and that our knowledge of it is toto coelo different from our knowl-
edge of the everyday world. He even holds, disconcertingly in the
light of the principal thesis of the Fourfold Root, that the world of rep-
resentations has ‘a metaphysical explanation’ (eine metaphysische
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Erklirung), different in kind from those provided by the principle of
sufficient reason and transcending appearances.>S The task of meta-
physics, he is later to assert, ‘is the correct explanation of experience
as a whole’ (W2 181/H. 3, 201).

IV THE SECOND CLASS OF OBJECTS AND
THE FORM OF THE PRINCIPLE OF
SUFFICIENT REASON GOVERNING IT

The objects that make up the second class of representations are
concepts. These are abstract, unlike either real objects, images, or
words, all of which are concrete (FR 145, 152/H. 1, 97, 102); and
they are general, subsuming innumerable particulars under them (FR
147/H. 1, 98-9).>¢

Although at times Schopenhauer speaks as if concepts might be
real universals, existing beyond time and space (FR 152/H. 1, 102;
cf. W2 66/H. 3, 70), his fundamental view is that they are totally
dependent upon the everyday world and partly constitutive of it.
They are abstracted from perceptible particulars (FR 146/H. 1, 98),%7
the faculty of reason that abstracts them is the brain or a function
of the brain,?® and they themselves are lodged in the brain (FR 146/
H. 1, 98). They are therefore as much a part of the everyday world
as perceptible objects, to which indeed they owe their origin and
existence.

Concepts are representations, not things in themselves, in being
created by the faculty of reason and in existing solely within the in-
tellect. Moreover, since the objects from which they are abstracted
are themselves representations, concepts are ‘representations of rep-
resentations,” doubly phenomenal.

Concepts and the faculty of reason are important because they
enable us to make judgments, plan the future, construct scientific
theories, act purposively, and cooperate with others. But they pro-
vide us with no knowledge of reality. ‘All that is material in our
knowledge — that is to say, all that cannot be reduced to subjective
form — comes from without, and thus ultimately from the objective
perception of the corporeal world, a perception that has its origin
in sensation’ (FR 170-1/H. 1, 115). All direct knowledge of reality —
that is, all ‘primary knowledge’ (FR 113/H. 1, 78) —is attained by the
understanding alone (FR 104/H. 1, 72); all grasp of causal connections
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and all great discoveries are the province of the understanding with-
out the employment of concepts (FR 103, 113/H. 1, 71, 78 cf. W1
21/H. 2, 24—5). And so on. The faculty of reason, then, is distinctly
unimportant compared with the faculty of understanding: it provides
only ‘secondary knowledge’ — that is, knowledge not of reality, but
of truths, by means of concepts and words (FR 103/H. 1, 71). ‘Every
simpleton has the faculty of reason; give him the premisses and he
will draw the conclusion. But the understanding supplies primary
and therefore intuitive knowledge’ (FR 113/H. 1, 78). Because of this,
Schopenhauer is contemptuous of those who hold that reason tran-
scends experience and, ‘as a faculty of the supersensuous,’ intuits
things in themselves (FR 166/H. 1, 112).

Concepts are not useful in isolation but only when combined to
form true judgments and express knowledge. But, while judgments
are useful in expressing knowledge, none can provide it out of its own
resources; that is, none is intrinsically true. Truth, Schopenhauer
accordingly asserts, is a relational property: if a judgment is true, it
is based upon something other than itself, upon an external ground or
reason. In summary, Schopenhauer holds that necessarily every true
judgment has a reason external to it and constituting its ground.?®
He also holds that the reason in question is a sufficient reason, so
that necessarily the truth of its judgment follows.

This relation between the truth of judgments and reasons consti-
tutes what Schopenhauer considers to be the root of the second form
of the principle of sufficient reason, named not altogether happily
the principle of sufficient reason of knowing.3° It states simply that
every true judgment has a sufficient reason for its truth.

Schopenhauer classifies reasons forming grounds of truth under
four kinds, and accordingly he holds that there are four kinds of truth:
logical, empirical, transcendental, and metalogical.3* A judgment
possessing logical truth is one based upon the truth of another judg-
ment or other judgments; the conclusion of a syllogism, for example,
possesses logical truth, being based upon the truth of its premisses.
A judgment possessing empirical truth is one based upon the world
of empirically real objects. The cat is on the mat, for example, pos-
sesses empirical truth, based upon the fact that one empirically real
object, a cat, is positioned upon another, a mat. A judgment possess-
ing transcendental truth is one based upon the existence or nature of
time, space, or causality, the forms of the faculties of sensibility and

Cambridge Companions Online © Cambridge University Press, 2006



The Fourfold Root 79

understanding. Two straight lines do not enclose a space, for exam-
ple, possesses transcendental truth, based upon the nature of space,
and so does the judgment Nothing can happen without a cause, based
upon the nature of causality. Finally, a judgment possessing meta-
logical truth is one based upon the formal conditions of all thought.
No predicate can be asserted and simultaneously denied of a sub-
ject possesses metalogical truth, based upon the impossibility of our
thinking in ways contrary to it.

The part played in Schopenhauer’s system of thought by this ac-
count of concepts, judgments, reason, and truth is at once obvious.
Concepts are representations, being creations of the intellect and
derived from other creations of the intellect or from its formal con-
ditions. Judgments too are representations, being combinations of
concepts that have as their subject matter creations of the intellect or
its formal conditions. It follows that neither concepts nor judgments
provide knowledge of absolute reality; in fact, as has been noted, they
do not even provide primary knowledge of representational reality.
Further, given that all reasons constituting grounds of true judgments
are themselves representations, consisting of judgments, real objects,
or forms of the intellect, all inferences from judgments to reasons,
or from reasons to judgments, lead merely from representations to
representations. In particular, deductive reasoning, the rationalist’s
would-be ladder of ontological ascent, remains within the domain of
judgments and therefore of representations.3?

If Schopenhauer is right, all metaphysicians assigning an intuitive
role to reason are mistaken; that is, all metaphysicians are mistaken
who assert that reason is capable of an immediate grasp of reality.
Mistaken too are those who assert that reason is capable through
inference of reaching reality as it is in itself. From this it follows that
the ontological argument is fallacious, moving as supposedly it does
from concept to concept, along with all other arguments seeking to
reach reality through the inferences of reason. But at the same time,
Schopenhauer’s assertions threaten his own metaphysics. For if all
concepts and all words are derived from representations,33 if all that
is material in our knowledge comes from perception of the corporeal
world and has its origin in sensation, and if reason cannot take us
beyond representations, then we cannot reason to the Will, nor can
we meaningfully talk or think about it. Still less can we acquire
conceptual knowledge of it.
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The position reached so far in the Fourfold Root, then, is this. The
faculty of understanding, with the assistance of sensibility, creates
real objects and has experiential knowledge of them. But the only
inferences it can make concerning them are inferences from changes
in one to changes in another. Similarly, the faculty of reason creates
concepts and has knowledge through them. But the only inferences it
can make are from one judgment to another. Consequently, if knowl-
edge of the thing in itself is to be attained, this will not be through
the understanding or through reason.

V. THE THIRD CLASS OF OBJECTS AND THE
FORM OF THE PRINCIPLE OF SUFFICIENT
REASON GOVERNING IT

The objects that make up the third class of representations are time
and space. These, like real objects and concepts, are representations,
given that they are dependent for their existence upon the intel-
lect. They are the forms of inner and outer sensibility (FR 193/H. 1,
130), existing within the brain (FR 77/H. 1, 53), and imposed upon
sensory data to bring about the perception of real objects. From an-
other point of view, however, as outward projections, so to speak, of
the faculty of sensibility, time and space are themselves perceived,
constituting the objects of pure, a priori, and immediate perception
(Anschauung) (FR 193/H. 1, 130); and as such they are particulars,
not concepts.

As particulars, time and space are made up of parts, and the sys-
tematic interrelatedness of these parts constitutes the root of the
third form of the principle of sufficient reason, named the principle
of sufficient reason of being. Time is made up of an infinite num-
ber of ordered moments, rather like points on a line, and each mo-
ment has a determinate position in relation to and dependent upon
the others, these together constituting its sufficient reason. Space
is correspondingly made up of an infinite number of ordered points,
forming lines, angles, areas, and volumes, and any one of these is
where it is and as it is because the others are where they are and as
they are. In other words, the geometric properties of any given part
of space have as their sufficient reason the geometric properties of
some other part or parts of space. Further, the sufficient reason in
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question is neither causal nor conceptual, but ontological. That is,
if we ask of any part of space why it is as it is, in principle we find
an answer in terms of how other parts of space are as they are. If we
ask, for example, why the angles of a given triangle are as they are,
we find that they are as they are because the sides of the triangle are
as they are.

The existence of numbers, thinks Schopenhauer, and therefore
the existence of arithmetic, rests upon the possibility of counting
in time, and from this he concludes that arithmetic is a systematic
and intuitive grasp of temporal relations, corresponding to the grasp
of spatial relations attained in geometry — at any rate, in geometry
as this ought to be. The qualification here is important. Geometry
as it ought to be, thinks Schopenhauer, is a direct non-empirical
perception of the parts of space and their relations, and he criti-
cises the proofs of Euclid on the grounds that these are not what
geometry ought to be, but instead mere conceptual exercises relat-
ing judgments to judgments. In other words, Euclid’s proofs, thinks
Schopenhauer, are mere exercises of reason —indeed, ‘a brilliant piece
of perversity’ (Wr 70/H. 2, 84) — affording no insight into the reality
of space and its properties. On the other hand, it does not follow
that the judgments constituting Euclid’s conclusions are not true.
They are true. But the truth that they have as conclusions is logi-
cal, depending upon the truth of their premisses, and it is because
of this that the proofs themselves are concerned with concepts, not
space.34

This criticism of Euclid provides confirmation of Schopenhauer’s
low estimation of reason as incapable of apprehending reality. He is
convinced that perception alone, non-empirical in the case of time
and space, is capable of that.

It is at once obvious how Schopenhauer’s views on time, space, and
mathematics fit into his system. Time and space are representations,
creations of the intellect, and genuine mathematics provides insight
into their nature. But it does no more. It provides no intuition of the
thing in itself, and the only inferences it draws are from parts of time
or space to other parts of time or space.

If true, this is a blow to the rationalist tradition in philosophy. For
that tradition in the main regards mathematics as the exemplar of
knowledge reaching to absolute reality through thought alone.
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VI THE FOURTH CLASS OF OBJECTS AND
THE FORM OF THE PRINCIPLE OF
SUFFICIENT REASON GOVERNING IT

The objects that make up the fourth class of representations are our
individual selves, and these we know directly in the experience of
self-consciousness. But although we thus know ourselves directly,
we do not know ourselves as subjects of knowing, but rather as sub-
jects of willing or wills. In other words, in self-consciousness we do
not confront ourselves as things that know, but instead as things
that will. The reason for this, argues Schopenhauer, is that know-
ing subjects cannot know themselves as such, that is, cannot know
themselves as knowing subjects, because if something is known it is
known as an object (FR 208/H. 1, 141). To put the point differently,
objects and only objects are known; consequently, when we know
ourselves, the selves that we know are not our knowing selves as
such, but something else. They are, says Schopenhauer, wills.

Although our selves as wills are assigned to a class of objects
different from our bodies, this does not mean that according to
Schopenhauer each of us comprises two different beings, a body and
a will. On the contrary, each of us is one and undivided. However,
while we are one, we know ourselves in two independent ways. We
know ourselves from the outside, and from this vantage point know
ourselves as bodies, and we know ourselves from the inside, and from
this vantage point know ourselves as wills. The difference, then, be-
tween ourselves as bodies and ourselves as wills is one of knowledge,
not being.

Schopenhauer later adds that the subject knowing itself as will is
identical with that will, both being the selfsame ‘1.’ But this identity,
which he describes as the ultimate point of unity in the universe (der
Weltknoten), cannot, he says, be explained; it is given in immediate
knowledge (unmittelbar gegeben). It cannot be explained because ex-
planations are of objects and relations between objects, and what is
at issue here is the identity between an object and something neces-
sarily not an object. Consequently, this identity is radically beyond
explanation and can only be described as the most outstanding of
miracles (das Wunder ko €Eoynv).

This account of ourselves as twofold in respect of knowledge
is completed and confirmed by Schopenhauer’s account of action,
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which goes as follows. We know with certainty that every action is
preceded by an occurrence called its motive. Indeed, we find it as
inconceivable that an action should be without a motive as that the
movement of a lifeless body should be without a cause. The reason
for this is that motives are causes: they are causes seen from within,
as wills are bodies seen from within.

In most instances of causation, namely, mechanical, chemical,
and the like, we know that causation is present and even discern
its necessity; but, remaining on the outside, we know nothing of its
inner nature. But in the case of our own actions, things are different.
We do indeed have knowledge of these from the outside, just as we
have knowledge of ourselves as bodies from the outside; but we also
have knowledge of them from the inside. ‘Here we stand behind the
scenes, so to speak, and discover the inmost nature of the process by
which a cause produces its effect’ (FR 213/H. 1, 145).

The relationship between motives and actions, then, is identical
with that between causes and effects in real objects; but, because it is
known in a different way, Schopenhauer considers it to constitute the
root of a separate form of the principle of sufficient reason, which
this time he names the principle of sufficient reason of acting. It
states simply that every action has a motive.

What Schopenhauer says concerning individual wills is important
in relation to his system for an obvious reason. If wills are identical
with bodies, it follows that, like other real objects, they are creations
of the intellect and so provide no immediate knowledge of the thing
in itself. At the same time, if motives and actions, being causes and
effects, are changes in real objects, inferences concerning them lead
from changes in objects to changes in other objects, never beyond.

There is also a reason that is not so obvious for the importance
to his system of what Schopenhauer says. The fact that our bodies
seen from within are our wills, he tells us, constitutes the foundation
stone of his ‘whole metaphysics’ (FR 214/H. 1, 145). What he means
by this is that immediate knowledge of our selves as wills gives us
a grasp of the inner nature not only of our bodies, but of all repre-
sentational reality; each of us serves as a microcosmic part to reveal
the whole. Simultaneously, he believes, this knowledge leads us to
a grasp of the thing in itself; for ‘this thing in itself, this substratum
of all appearances, and consequently of the whole of nature, is noth-
ing but what we know immediately and very intimately, and find
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within ourselves as will.’35 This transition from knowledge of wills
to knowledge of the Will is possible because wills are objectifications
and in some sort revelations of the Will.

It must be added that it is only from other works that we know
this to be what Schopenhauer means. The Fourfold Root gives us no
more than hints.

VII NECESSITY

In his concluding chapter, Schopenhauer briefly discusses the nature
and scope of necessity, and his chief contention here is that what ne-
cessity means is nothing other than the inevitability with which a
consequent follows upon its reason, so that only conditional rela-
tions have necessity — relations of the form if x, then y. Given this,
it makes no sense to attribute necessity to a thing, as opposed to a
relation, and it follows besides that the notion of a thing’s being abso-
Iutely necessary is contradictory. What Schopenhauer seems to have
in mind here is that to say of a thing that it is absolutely necessary
is to say that it is simultaneously absolute and necessary, and that
this entails its being simultaneously not dependent and dependent.
It entails its being not dependent because to say of a thing that it is
absolute is to say that it is not dependent, and it entails its being de-
pendent because to say of a thing that it is necessary means, insofar
as it means anything,3¢ that it follows from something else.

Schopenhauer concludes by saying that the only necessary rela-
tions are those embodied in the four forms of the principle of suffi-
cient reason, and that consequently there are four kinds of necessity:
logical necessity, in virtue of which a conclusion has to follow from
its premisses; empirical necessity, in virtue of which an effect has
to follow from its cause; mathematical necessity, in virtue of which
a set of mathematical properties has to follow from some other set
constituting its reason; and moral necessity, in virtue of which an
action has to follow from its motive.3”

If what Schopenhauer says is right, this makes the entire tradi-
tion of rationalist metaphysics wrong; since, to characterise it in
a word or two, that tradition attempts to infer the existence and
nature of an absolutely necessary reality from absolutely necessary
premisses. But absolutely necessary realities and premisses, declares
Schopenhauer, are absurdities. It is worth adding that the necessities
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that Schopenhauer does allow are of no interest to the rationalist
metaphysician, since they arise from the brain and reflect the brain’s
limitations. When speaking of the necessity with which we think in
accordance with the laws of thought, Schopenhauer says that ‘it is
just as impossible to think in opposition to them as it is to move our
limbs in a direction contrary to their joints’ (FR 162/H. 1, 109). He
might have added that this is for closely analogous reasons.

If metaphysics is to survive in Schopenhauer’s scheme of thought,
then, it cannot be based upon reasoning from necessities to necessi-
ties. It must appeal to immediate knowledge.3®

VIII TWO IMPLICIT ARGUMENTS

Given the pervasive importance of the issue, it will be useful to
conclude by saying something about Schopenhauer’s arguments for
the representational nature of the everyday world that he implies
rather than plainly expresses in the Fourfold Root.

Before he discusses the objects making up the everyday world,
he says that the knowing consciousness is divided into subject and
object, and that to be an object for a subject is one and the same
as to be a representation (FR 41-2/H. 1, 27). If by this he means to
argue, as probably he does,3° that tables, chairs, concepts, and so
on exist in consciousness as objects dependent upon a subject, and
that therefore they exist only as objects dependent upon a subject,
what he says is unimpressive.4° For, considered as objects in the
sense of being present to a subject,** tables, chairs, and the rest are
undoubtedly dependent upon a subject. But it does not follow that,
considered as objects in the sense of being things thus present, tables,
chairs, and the rest are dependent upon a subject. To think that it
does is like thinking that, because Mrs. Smith considered as a wife is
dependent upon her husband, she is therefore dependent upon him
sans phrase.**

A better argument, Kantian in origin and alluded to clearly though
tersely in the Fourfold Root (FR 28-9, 232/H. 1, 20-1, 158), goes as
follows. Given that the principle of sufficient reason is a necessary
truth, known a priori, it is dependent for its origin and existence
upon the intellect, and from this it follows that all objects whose
nature is constituted by the relationships expressed in that princi-
ple are likewise dependent upon the intellect. The world made up
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of such objects, therefore, is a world of representations, not things
in themselves; such a world, ‘presenting itself by virtue of a priori
forms, is precisely on that account a mere phenomenon’ (FR 232/
H. 1, 158).43

The argument when applied to real objects comes to this. The prin-
ciple of sufficient reason of becoming is a necessary truth, known a
priori, and is therefore dependent for its origin and existence upon
the intellect. But it is a truth expressing relationships that are con-
stitutive of the nature of real objects. It tells us that necessarily all
changes in real objects have causes and are themselves causes, and
that thisis a property of real objects constitutive of their nature. It fol-
lows that real objects, like the relationships expressed by the a priori
principle of sufficient reason of becoming itself, are dependent upon
the intellect; they are therefore representations. The understanding
‘first of all makes perception possible, for the law of causality, the
possibility of effect and cause, springs only from the understanding,
and is valid also for it alone; hence the world of perception exists
only for it and through it’ (W1 20/H. 2, 23).

This argument can succeed only if the principle of sufficient
reason of becoming is known a priori; but, as the following con-
siderations will serve to bring out, there are no serious grounds for
believing that it is. The principle states that necessarily all changes
in real objects are caused, that necessarily every cause belongs to a
series having neither beginning nor end, and, by way of corollary,
that necessarily matter is eternal (FR 64—5/H. 1, 42—3). But there are
no good grounds for holding any of this to be true, let alone a priori.
On the contrary, there are good grounds for holding that atoms can
decay without cause, that matter came into existence some fifteen
billion years ago, and that all causal series, like time and space them-
selves, had a beginning. Future thought and experiment may well
show these beliefs to be false; but, true or false, they cannot be dis-
missed as contradictory or otherwise inconceivable.

The argument applied to time and space is, even more briefly, as
follows. The principle of sufficient reason of being is a necessary
truth, known a priori, and is therefore dependent for its origin and
existence upon the intellect. But it is a truth expressing relationships
that are constitutive of the nature of time and space. It tells us that
the parts of time are interconnected by the relationships expressed in
the truths of arithmetic, an interconnectedness that is constitutive of
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time, and it tells us that the parts of space are interconnected by the
relationships expressed in the theorems of Euclidean geometry,++ an
interconnectedness that is constitutive of space. It follows that time
and space, like the relationships expressed in the a priori truths of
arithmetic and Euclidean geometry, are dependent upon the intellect.

This argument is unconvincing for the following reasons. While
the relationships expressed in the truths of arithmetic are known a
priori, there is no plausibility to the claim that they are constitu-
tive of time, since what constitutes time is transitory succession,
arithmetical relations holding good of it being no more than su-
pervenient properties. Similarly, the relationships expressed in the
theorems of Euclidean geometry are a priori,#S but there is no plausi-
bility to the claim that they are constitutive of space, since they
are not even true of space. At any rate, given that the theorems
of other geometries have as much claim to be accepted as those of
Euclidean geometry,*¢ it is more plausible to suppose that all alike
are true in virtue of the axioms they stem from, and that these are
matters of choice and convention.

It is clear from these brief remarks that Schopenhauer cannot es-
tablish the representational nature of time, space, real objects, and
individual wills by appealing to the principle of sufficient reason,4’
any more than he can by appealing to the truth that an object needs
a subject. But it will be recalled that the story does not end there.
There is the argument based upon considerations of the physiology of
perception, and the supposedly important point that Schopenhauer
infers from these may well be justified. ‘The important point is that
any experience that arises in consciousness is a subjective experi-
ence, and is not part of an independent external world. This inde-
pendent external world is a fiction generated for us by the brain,
which we have mistakenly taken as real.’4®

If Schopenhauer is right in holding that the everyday world is mere
representation, he is probably right too in holding that we cannot
draw inferences from it concerning the nature of the thing in itself.
For, to put the point in a nutshell, such inferences would be from
properties characterising the everyday world to analogous properties
characterising the thing in itself. But reflection on the properties of
the everyday world provides no grounds for believing that the thing
in itself is characterised by analogous properties, because it provides
no grounds for believing it to be characterised by properties at all.
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If we are to have knowledge of the thing in itself, then, our knowl-
edge will have to be non-inferential.

NOTES

1 The edition of 1847 is so different from that of 1813 that it is almost
another book. The edition of 1813 is superior in style, coherence, and
even content to that of 1847, and it displays none of the bitterness and
grotesque rudeness of the latter. However, I base this chapter on the edi-
tion of 1847 because that is the edition most English readers are familiar
with and because it contains the discussion on perception that is central
to the theme of this chapter. The translation that I refer to as FR is by
E. E J. Payne (La Salle, Tllinois: Open Court, 1974), though I occasion-
ally alter the wording where I think it can be made clearer. The 1813
edition (FR') has recently been translated into English by F. C. White
under the title Schopenhauer’s Early Fourfold Root (Aldershot: Avebury,
1997).

2 Representations, Vorstellungen, are the immediate contents of conscious-
ness, whether or not they are produced by or point to something beyond
them.

3 To forestall confusion, it should be added that Schopenhauer’s ‘Platonic
Ideas’ are representations too, though toto coelo different from the repre-
sentations of the everyday world. The Third Book of The World as Will
and Representation is subtitled The Representation Independent of the
Principle of Sufficient Reason.

4 Schopenhauer’s reale Objekte are what we would call material or phys-
ical objects.

5 In most contexts, reason and explanation are synonymous. ‘Denn der
Satz vom Grunde ist das Princip aller Erkldrung’ (FR 229 /H. 1, 156).

6 If, to put the point crudely, the consequent does not have to follow, then
the reason is simply not sufficient in the first place.

7 Schopenhauer also holds that necessarily every event is a cause. This is
a third necessity.

8 Ultimately, each kind of connectedness depends upon one form of the
principle of sufficient reason, which is synthetic a priori and therefore
has its origin or root in the intellect. Consequently, the fourfold root is
ultimately in the intellect. (See, e.g., FR 232/H. 1, 158.)

9 The adjective anschaulich is translated here as intuitive; it could be trans-
lated, and in some contexts is better translated, as perceptible. The same
remark applies, mutatis mutandis, to Anschauung and to the verb an-
schauen.

10 This point will be taken up further in the concluding section of this essay.
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In the 1813 edition Schopenhauer speaks of the understanding as having
many categories, but here he assumes that their number is reducible to
one.

More accurately, when we see something red, what happens is that we
receive a sensation which, through an application of the category of cause,
we attribute to a causal power in an object. When an event lasts for five
minutes, the event is seen as occupying a specific period of time, as well
as being attributed to an object in which it occurs.

Schopenhauer is quite unfair to traditional metaphysicians who refer to
God as causa sui. They mean that, given God’s nature, God has and needs
no explanation. They do not mean anything so absurd as that the divine
being first exists and then causes itself to come into existence, or that
somehow it is different from itself and so is able to cause itself.

See, for example, FR 29, 65-6/H. 1, 21, 43~5 and see the concluding sec-
tion of this essay.

This point will be returned to.

This does not really need arguing for, since we know a priori that no
change can take place without a cause. Nonetheless, in the 1813 edition
Schopenhauer gives as a first ‘proof’ of it the unshakeable certainty with
which we expect experience to conform to it (FR! 26/H. 7, 36), though
in the 1847 edition he treats this ‘proof’ as simply confirmation of the
proof from perception. Elsewhere he speaks of proof as not being nec-
essary and as being useful merely for the disputatious (W1 67-8/H. 2,
8o-1).

Empfindungen are sensations, but it is possible to distinguish between
Empfindungen as subjective occurrences of awareness, calling these sen-
sations, and the objects of those subjective occurrences of awareness,
calling these sensory data. The distinction is that made from time to
time between sensations, on the one hand, and sensata or sensa, on the
other.

Schopenhauer is careless in talking of real objects as causes of sensations.
Given that on his view objects cannot be causes, he must be taken to mean
that the understanding infers there to be objects in which the relevant
causal changes occur.

Schopenhauer holds that concepts, time, and space are all functions of
(or in some sense identical with) the brain, and that individual wills are
identical with individual bodies. Since, therefore, bodies and brains are
real objects, a proof that real objects are representational is eo ipso a
proof that concepts, time, space, and wills are representational. This will
become clearer in later sections of this essay.

Tuse the word materialist because that is the word used by Schopenhauer.
The word physicalist would be more accurate.
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21 Itis sometimes asserted that neuroscience is making progress in explain-
ing these things, but that is surely false. Neuroscience tells us more and
more about neurones and their interrelations, and about their correla-
tions with conscious states, but that is all.

22 Other well-canvassed problems concern the relativity of perception, hal-
lucinations and illusions, dreams, and the seemingly inevitable effects of
interaction between perceiver and perceived.

23 In fact the position of theoretical physicists concerning the world of per-
ceptible objects is at bottom identical with Schopenhauer’s. There are
two reasons for my saying this. One is that the properties attributed to
things by present-day physicists are embedded in theories that will al-
most certainly be replaced. The other is that the properties attributed to
things by physicists are relational properties, and we have no idea what
the intrinsic properties of things are. The upshot is that in the end our
account of perception has to be something like this: x, bearing unknown
intrinsic properties F, causally affects y, bearing unknown intrinsic prop-
erties G, as a result of which x appears to y as a billiard ball or something
else of the sort, and y appears to y as a brain.

24 This is looked at later on in the discussion of the fourth class of
objects.

25 ‘...1ber die Erscheinung hinausgehenden’ (FR 69/H. 1, 46). Once the
thing in itself is allowed an explanatory role, it is possible for Schopen-
hauer to escape the charge of making the intellect its own cause in any
ultimate sense. That is why earlier on I limited myself to saying that the
intellect’s being its own cause was a prima facie disaster for Schopenhauer.

26 But see Wr 41-2/H. 2, 49-50.

27 They are derived either from individuals of the first class, which are
objects of empirical perception, or from individuals of the third class,
which are objects of pure perception.

28 As was made clear earlier, the intellect is the brain, and the faculty of
reason is part of the intellect.

29 A true judgment can have more than one reason for its truth. For example,
the judgment Some men are mortal has the judgment All men are mortal
as a reason, but it also has empirical facts.

30 There is an irony in its being called the principle of sufficient reason
of knowing, given that primary knowledge can only be acquired by the
understanding; Schopenhauer would perhaps have done better to call it
the principle of sufficient reason of truth. Even so, it is clear what he
means: he means that the sufficient reason in question is sufficient for
the judgment to express knowledge, not to acquire it.

31 In FR! and W1 Schopenhauer uses the word metaphysical where later he
uses transcendental.
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Schopenhauer usually speaks as if the sole inferential activity of rea-
son is deduction, and he does not investigate the nature of inductive
reasoning.

According to Schopenhauer, concepts and words are inseparable (FR
148/H. 1, 99), and what is properly called thinking is always ‘carried
out with the aid of words’ (FR 153/H. 1, 103).

While as conclusions they have logical truth, as resting on the form of
outer sensibility they have transcendental truth.

WN 20/H. 4, 2. Compare: ‘It is just this double knowledge of our own body
which gives us information about that body itself, about its action and
movement following on motives, as well as about its suffering through
outside impressions, in a word, about what it is, not as representation,
but as something over and above this, and hence what it is in itself’ (W1
103/H. 2, 123).

Schopenhauer seems to have in mind that from the proposition If x, then
y you can conclude that y itself is necessary in the sense that necessarily
it follows from x.

Schopenhauer is particularly careless in his formulations here, making
them neither uniform nor complete, and he pays no attention to the dou-
ble necessity involved in each form of the principle of sufficient reason.
This is what Schopenhauer himself believes. ‘The core and the main
point’ of his doctrine, its ‘proper and essential metaphysics,’ is ‘that this
thing in itself, this substratum of all phenomena, and therefore of the
whole of Nature, is nothing but what we know DIRECTLY and INTIMATELY,
and what we find within ourselves as the Will.” (Small caps mine.) WN
19—20/H. 4, 2.

See FR s1—2/H. 1, 32-3, where there is also an allusion to the argu-
ment that non-representational objects are a superfluous duplication (cf.
W2 9/H. 3, 11). See also FR 209-10; FR! 18, 51, 53; WI 3-5, 14, 30-4;
W2 4-15/H. 1, 141-2; H. 7, 24, 69-70, 72—3; H. 2, 3-6, 16, 35—41; H. 3,
4-18.

Schopenhauer’s argument is difficult to interpret because he wants a rep-
resentation to be subject as well as object and yet to be opposed as a whole
to the thing in itself. This suggests that subject and object combined are
dependent upon some further subject.

Literally, thrown against. The word is from the verb obiicere, meaning
to throw against or oppose to.

Elsewhere Schopenhauer attempts to strengthen his argument by appeal-
ing to our inability to know or even imagine what an object would be like
separated from its subject; but he still unjustifiably asserts that the ex-
istence of objects without a subject is inconceivable and contradictory.
See, e.g., the whole first chapter of W2 3-18/H. 3, 3-22.
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43 ‘The form under which the principle of sufficient reason rules in a class
of representations also always constitutes and exhausts the whole nature
of this class’ ( W1 40/H. 2, 48).

44 Tt is important to note that when he talks about the principle of suffi-
cient reason of being as applied to space, Schopenhauer has in mind that
space is Euclidean and that ‘reasons of being’ are Euclidean properties.
His criticism of Euclid, it will be recalled, concerns Euclid’s method, not
the substance of his theorems. What Schopenhauer wants is to intuit
Euclidean relations, not just entertain propositions concerning them. In
keeping with this, when he gives examples of reasons of being, they are
simply Euclidean properties. The properties of a right-angled triangle, for
example, constitute a reason of being for the fact that the square on its
hypotenuse equals the sum of the squares on the other two sides.

45 That its theorems follow from its axioms is not a matter of empirical
discovery or confirmation.

46 In a Euclidean plane s> = a®> + b?; in an elliptic plane (taking the radius
as the unit) cos s = cos a cos b; in a hyperbolic plane (taking the constant
k as the unit) cosh s = cosh a cosh b. All are equally acceptable.

47 Individual wills are real objects, albeit seen from within. I leave out men-
tion of concepts here, the remaining class of Schopenhauer’s objects, be-
cause the representational nature of these, understood as states of the
intellect (as Schopenhauer understands them), poses no threat to real-
ism.

48 This quotation, which could easily have come from the Fourfold Root,
is from an article in the New Scientist, ‘Can brains be conscious?’ by
P. Fenwick and D. Lorimer, 5 August 1989.
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4  Schopenhauer, Kant, and the
Methods of Philosophy

I TRANSCENDENTAL PHILOSOPHY WITHOUT
TRANSCENDENTAL ARGUMENTS

As the title of his magnum opus, The World as Will and Represen-
tation, suggests, Schopenhauer held that we know the world in two
different ways, through our representations of objects in space and
time and through our experience of our ability to move our own bod-
ies by willing to do so. In his account of our knowledge of the world
through representation, he accepted the core of Kant’s transcenden-
tal idealism, the view that the spatial and temporal forms in which
experience presents objects to us, as well as the basic structure of
the concepts by means of which we think about and judge these ob-
jects, above all the category of causality, are impositions of our own
minds on our experience, that is, they reflect the structure of our
own perception and conception of reality but not any structure that
reality has in itself independently of our representation of it. In his
account of our knowledge of the nature of reality through our own
will, however, Schopenhauer rejected Kant’s inference that transcen-
dental idealism, while it allows us to conceive of certain features of
how things may be in themselves by means of our categories, and
even to adopt certain postulates about them for the sake of our prac-
tical reason, that is, morality,* completely precludes us from having
any actual knowledge of them. Instead, Schopenhauer argued that
in our own experience of willing we have a mode of access to the
nature of reality that is a genuine complement to our usual spatial,
temporal, and causal framework for the representation of objects,
and on this basis he created a picture of the real nature of existence
as endless strife and striving that Kant could hardly have imagined,
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let alone accepted, and which in fact leads to a moral philosophy,
based on compassion rather than reason, that is antipodal to Kant’s.
At least part of the reason why Schopenhauer could develop a
philosophy that is so close to and yet so far from Kant’s is a fun-
damental difference in their methodologies. Schopenhauer adopted
Kant’s idea that we have transcendental knowledge of the funda-
mental conditions of the possibility of experience, but he did not
accept Kant’s idea that such transcendental knowledge is based on
what Kant called transcendental proofs or what we now call tran-
scendental arguments; and thus he also did not think himself bound
by the conclusions about the Iimits of our knowledge that Kant drew
from his transcendental arguments as he understood them. Instead,
Schopenhauer thought that he could employ a more straightforward
method of the scrutiny of experience itself, a method much more
akin to the empiricism of Hume before him and of phenomenolo-
gists such as Edmund Husserl after him, and thought that such a
direct scrutiny of our experience shows that we have in fact not one
but two ways of comprehending it: through our representation of the
spatial, temporal, and causal relations of objects, on the one hand,
and through our own capacity for willing, on the other. Given his
own conception of philosophical method and his rejection of Kant’s
method of transcendental argument, Schopenhauer saw no need to
reject one of these two modes of comprehension. This chapter, how-
ever, will not attempt to tell the whole story of how Schopenhauer
exploited his methodological difference with Kant in the construc-
tion of his own philosophy. Instead, it will only take the preliminary
step of examining Schopenhauer’s critique of Kant’s general method
of transcendental argument and several of its applications, including
Schopenhauer’s famous critique of Kant’s treatment of causation.
Kant offered various characterizations of the transcendental me-
thod for philosophy that he took himself to have invented. None
of these is clear and complete enough to make the interpretation of
his intended method an easy matter. But the following statement,
from the opening of the ‘System of All Principles of Pure Under-
standing’, the all-important section of the Critique of Pure Reason
in which Kant attempts to draw from his previous demonstrations
of the spatio-temporal form of all our experience (in the ‘Transcen-
dental Aesthetic’) and the judgmental form of all conscious thought
about this experience (in the “Transcendental Deduction’) the proofs
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of the most fundamental principles of empirical knowledge, above
all the principles of the permanence of substance, the universality
of causation for all events in time, and the reality of interaction be-
tween all objects in space, brings out features of Kant’s method that
will be crucial for the contrast with Schopenhauer. Here Kant says:

A priori principles bear this name not merely because they contain in them-
selves the grounds of other judgments, but also because they are not them-
selves grounded in higher and more general cognitions. Yet this property
does not elevate them beyond all proof. For although this could not be car-
ried further objectively, but rather grounds all cognition of its object, yet this
does not prevent a proof from the subjective sources of the possibility of a
cognition of an object in general from being possible, indeed even necessary,
since otherwise the proposition would raise the greatest supposition of being
a merely surreptitious assertion. (A 148—9/B 188)

Kant is suggesting that the most fundamental principles of knowl-
edge — he refers to them as ‘a priori principles’, although the context
makes clear that he means ‘synthetic a priori principles’, that is, uni-
versal and necessary but also substantive principles, which cannot
be known to be true through the analysis of concepts alone, which
yields only analytic a priori principles® — provide the ultimate justifi-
cation for all more particular claims to knowledge, but are neverthe-
less themselves capable of being proved by philosophical reflection
on ‘the subjective sources of the possibility of a cognition of an ob-
ject in general’, or what he usually calls reflection on the ‘conditions
of the possibility of experience in general’, which ‘are at the same
time conditions of the possibility of the objects of experience, and
on this account have objective validity in a synthetic judgment a
priori’ (A 158/B 197). His basic idea is that although our assurance
that any object that we can encounter can be assigned a determinate
size or duration, for example, is grounded on our certainty that space
and time are the form of all our empirical intuition of particular ob-
jects, and our assurance that there is some particular cause for any
event we can experience is grounded on the universal validity of the
principle that every event has a cause, these general principles them-
selves — the universal validity of space, time, and causation for all our
experience — can be derived from an even more fundamental form of
reflection on the possibility of experience as such. In Kant's view, we
can derive the universal validity of space and time from reflection on
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how it is possible for us to individuate objects as numerically distinct
at all (A 23/B 38); we can derive the universal validity of categories
in general by reflection on the fact that any consciousness of an ex-
perience as our own at all takes the form of a judgment linking that
experience to others that we recognize as our own (e.g., B 133-5); and
we can derive the universal validity of a specific principle like that
of causation from the combination of these two reflections, that is,
from reflection on the fact that we must make our judgments about
an array of data — in Kant’s terms, a manifold of intuition — that is al-
ways presented to us as spatial and temporal (see especially A 155/B
194). This form of reflection is what Kant means by transcendental
proof, or at least a major part of what he means (we will see in Sec-
tion II that the story is a little more complicated than has thus far
been suggested).

Schopenhauer accepts much of Kant’s results. In fact, by using
as my examples space, time, and causality, I have mentioned only
those among Kant’s conditions of the possibility of experience which
Schopenhauer also believes to be the basis for our experience of ob-
jects through representation. And he agrees with Kant in character-
izing his knowledge of the indispensability of these forms of expe-
rience as ‘transcendental’. But Schopenhauer does not accept Kant’s
characterization of his method for discovering these fundamental
principles of knowledge as a special kind of reflection on the condi-
tions of the possibility of experience. Instead, Schopenhauer thinks
that we discover the ubiquity of space, time, and causality in our rep-
resentation of objects by means of a direct and immediate scrutiny
of our experience. In his words:

An essential difference between Kant’s method and that which I follow is
to be found in the fact that he starts from indirect, reflected knowledge,
whereas I start from direct and intuitive knowledge. He is comparable to a
person who measures the height of a tower from its shadow; but I am like
one who applies the measuring-rod directly to the tower itself. (W1 452-3/H.

2, 537)

As we will see in Section III, Schopenhauer defends his use of a ‘di-
rect’ rather than a ‘reflected’ method for philosophy, a method for
discovering transcendental knowledge without transcendental argu-
ments, by arguing that the idea of a transcendental argument is actu-
ally incoherent — in his view, a fundamental principle of knowledge
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is by definition one that cannot be derived from anything more fun-
damental. The chief issue for a full study of the relationship between
the theoretical philosophies of Kant and Schopenhauer would be how
this methodological difference leads to the substantive differences
between them, above all Schopenhauer’s claim that we have access
to the real nature of existence through our own will. But this chapter
will focus on the genuine question about the possibility of transcen-
dental arguments that Schopenhauer succeeds in raising — a question
that has been extensively debated in recent years, though without
explicit reference to Schopenhauer3 — and on his critique of several
of Kant’s particular transcendental arguments. Before we can begin
even this limited project, however, we will have to undertake a brief
review of some of Kant’s most important transcendental arguments
as he understood them.

II KANT’'S TRANSCENDENTAL ARGUMENTS

It is not surprising that Schopenhauer should have found Kant’s tran-
scendental method suspect. Not only did Kant himself never provide
a detailed account of his method; worse, the several comments about
the character of transcendental arguments that he did make suggest
two different models of how such arguments are supposed to work.
On the one hand, several of Kant’s characterizations of his transcen-
dental method, above all his characterizations of what he means by
a transcendental deduction of the categories of thought, suggest that
a transcendental argument is one that establishes the universal and
necessary validity of certain concepts and/or principles that are given
and known a priori as the necessary condition of the possibility of any
knowledge of objects at all, even if that knowledge is itself considered
to be empirical. On such a conception, a transcendental deduction
may justify and explain a priori knowledge of objects, but it does not
presuppose any such knowledge. Kant provides characterizations of
this sort when he says:

The transcendental deduction of all a priori concepts therefore has a prin-
ciple toward which the entire investigation must be directed, namely this:
that they must be recognized as a priori conditions of the possibility of
experiences (whether of the intuition that is encountered in them, or of the
thinking). (A 94/B 126)
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In the comparison of philosophical with mathematical method that
is a centerpiece of the concluding ‘Doctrine of Method’ of the Cri-
tique of Pure Reason, Kant makes even more explicit a characteri-
zation of transcendental arguments on which they are supposed to
discover a priori conditions for even merely empirical cognitions:
‘through concepts of the understanding, however, [reason] certainly
erects secure principles, but not directly from concepts, but rather al-
ways only indirectly through the relation of these concepts to some-
thing entirely contingent, namely possible experience’ (A 736-7/B
764-5). By referring to ‘possible experience’ as ‘contingent’, Kant im-
plies that possible experience consists of or at least includes merely
empirical knowledge, and thus implies that transcendental argu-
ments discover a priori conditions of empirical knowledge. In other
places, however, Kant suggests that a transcendental argument as-
sumes the existence of some particular body of synthetic a priori
knowledge, and provides an explanation of the possibility of such
knowledge which may in turn imply the existence of other synthetic
a priori knowledge, not previously assumed. Characterizations like
this may be found in the ‘Transcendental Aesthetic’, where Kant
says ‘I understand by a transcendental exposition the explanation
of a concept as a principle from which the possibility of other syn-
thetic a priori cognitions can be gained’ (B 40),4 and in the Prolegom-
ena to Any Future Metaphysics, the brief work that Kant published
in 1783 to try to popularize the Critique of Pure Reason, where he
wrote:

We have therefore some at least uncontested synthetic cognition a priori, and
we do not need to ask whether it is possible (for it is actual), but only: how it
is possible, in order to be able to derive, from the principle of the possibility of
the given cognition, the possibility of all other synthetic cognition a priori.5

To be sure, Kant offers this as a characterization of what he calls
the ‘analytic’ method of the Prolegomena, which he contrasts to the
‘synthetic’ method of the Critique, which is supposed to proceed ‘by
inquiring within pure reason itself, and seeking to determine within
this source both the elements and the laws of its pure use, according
to principles’.® In fact, however, the transcendental arguments of
the Critique and the Prolegomena do not differ in logical form, but
only — sometimes — in the strength of their premises, that is, in just
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what or how much is assumed to be synthetic a priori cognition
at the outset.” Thus what we find in the Critique is this: some of
Kant’s transcendental arguments attempt to prove that there are a
priori forms of sensibility and understanding in the human mind
that are the conditions of the possibility of any knowledge at all,
even strictly empirical knowledge, while others assume that we have
some specific synthetic a priori cognition, and attempt to show that
the existence of a priori forms of sensibility and understanding in our
minds are the conditions of the possibility of that synthetic a priori
cognition.

Arguments of the latter form might seem to be patently circular:
while supposed to prove the existence of a priori knowledge, they
apparently simply assume the existence of synthetic a priori knowl-
edge. In fact, Kant’s transcendental arguments in this form are not
guilty of such a glaring error; rather, what they attempt to do is to
show that the a priori conditions of the possibility of some suppos-
edly noncontroversial synthetic a priori cognition turn out to entail
the existence of some other, more controversial or possibly even pre-
viously unsuspected synthetic a priori cognition.® For example, Kant
argues that the existence of an a priori intuition of the form of space,
which is necessary to explain our (supposedly) synthetic a priori cog-
nition of the axioms of geometry, also entails the necessary spatiality
of anything we experience as an external object at all, and the (sup-
posedly) synthetic a priori cognition that we have of the necessary
numerical identity of our selves in all of our possible representa-
tions — what Kant calls the ‘transcendental unity of apperception’ (A
107-8, A 113) — is supposed to entail synthetic a priori cognition of
the applicability of logical forms of judgment and associated cate-
gories of the understanding to anything we can experience at all. If
there is a problem with Kant’s arguments of this form, then, it is not
circularity or vacuity, but simply plausibility: although they do not
assume what they are supposed to prove, they may still assume too
much, that is, assume to be noncontroversial knowledge claims that
are in fact highly controversial. Even if they do not assume the same
synthetic a priori cognition the existence of which they are supposed
to prove, the claim to synthetic a priori knowledge from which they
do begin may still be questioned.

Schopenhauer does offer a blanket objection to Kant’s transcen-
dental arguments, but it does not depend on the details of Kant’s
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arguments or have much to do with Kant’s ambivalence about what
sort of premises such arguments actually assume. In fact, Schopen-
hauer helps himself to some of Kant’s particular conclusions while
objecting to his style of argument. Before we can turn to Schopen-
hauer’s critique of Kant’s style of argument, however, we must cat-
alogue some of Kant’s most important instances of transcendental
arguments.

In the ‘Transcendental Aesthetic’ of the Critique of Pure Rea-
son, Kant made both of the two kinds of argument previously de-
scribed about space and time. In the second edition of the Critique,
Kant would distinguish these two types of argument under the titles
‘Metaphysical’ and ‘Transcendental Exposition’, but since we find
the same two styles of arguments recurring without such a distinc-
tion elsewhere in Kant, even within the text of the ‘Transcendental
Deduction’ of the categories itself, we can take both to fall within
the scope of Kant’s conception of transcendental argument. The two
types of argument are as follows. On the one hand, Kant argues that
we could not acquire our representations of space and time as such
from an experience of individual objects in space and time because
we need to represent objects as existing at different positions in space
or moments in time, and thus already have a priori representations
of space and time, in order to individuate distinct objects in the first
place (A 23-4/B 37-8; A 30-1/B 46—7). Moreover, Kant continues,
since we can only represent distinct regions in space or periods in
time by regarding them as regions or periods bounded in all dimen-
sions by more space and time, we can realize that we must have a
priori intuitions of space and time as unitary but infinite wholes (A
24~5/B 39-40; A 31-2/B 47-8). Thus Kant argues that we must have
a priori representations of space and time which are the conditions
of all of our empirical intuitions — immediate and singular represen-
tations of empirical objects — and which are themselves pure intu-
itions, or immediate and singular representations in their own right.
These arguments are supposed to be ones that do not presuppose
any synthetic a priori cognition, but instead start off with the min-
imal assumption that we can experience distinct objects in distinct
regions of space and time, yet can prove thereby that we must have
a priori representations of space and time that can yield synthetic a
priori cognition of the structure of space and time themselves. But
Kant also argues that propositions of mathematics — geometry and
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arithmetic — are synthetic a priori, that is, known to be universally
and necessarily true yet not derivable from any mere analysis of con-
cepts, and that this can be explained only by supposing that we have
a priori representations of space and time in which we can construct
mathematical objects that will verify the synthetic a priori proposi-
tions of mathematics (A 24/B 40-1; A 31/B 47).9 Thus, whether we
start merely from the assumption that we have empirical knowledge
of numerically distinct objects or from the assumption that math-
ematics is a body of synthetic a priori cognition, Kant argues, we
must reach the conclusion that we have a priori representation of
the nature and structure of space and time themselves.

This conclusion, in turn, supplies the premise for Kant’s first ar-
gument for transcendental idealism, which Schopenhauer was to ac-
cept without demur. Before we turn to this further stage of Kant’s
reasoning, however, we need to consider more of the particular tran-
scendental arguments that Kant constructed. Kant follows his “Tran-
scendental Aesthetic’ with a ‘Transcendental Logic/, the first section
of which is a ‘Transcendental Analytic’ which is, in turn, divided into
an ‘Analytic of Concepts’ and an ‘Analytic of Principles’. Kant'’s argu-
ments throughout these sections of the Critique are numerous, ob-
scure, and both interlocking and overlapping, so any brief description
of them will have to simplify them greatly. But Kant’s early readers
did not go in for close textual analysis either, so a brief account of
these arguments can still present them in a way that Schopenhauer
and other readers of his time would have recognized. Kant’s first
argument — what the second edition dubs the ‘metaphysical deduc-
tion’ (B 159) —is that all cognition, even the most ordinary empirical
knowledge, is expressed in the form of a judgment, that all judgments
are constructed in accordance with a variety of logical functions —
they must have a quantity, that is, be universal or particular; have a
quality, that is, be affirmative or negative; and so on — and that our
concepts of objects must be constructed in accordance with certain
categories, as correlatives of these logical functions of judgment, if
we are to be able to make judgments about objects by means of our
concepts of them. For example, we must conceive of objects as sub-
stances with accidents if we are to be able to have cognition of them
through judgments with a subject-predicate form (see A 68—70/B 92—
5; A 77-81/B 102—6). Next, in the ‘transcendental deduction’ properly
so called, Kant argues that if T am in fact conscious of a representation

Cambridge Companions Online © Cambridge University Press, 2006



102 PAUL GUYER

at all, I am conscious of it as belonging to the numerically identi-
cal self that has all of my other representations, and such a con-
sciousness, as a kind of combination, must be expressed through a
judgment; thus he infers that the functions of judgment, with their
correlative categories, must in fact apply to all my representations.
By this means Kant tries to argue not merely that we each must use
the categories whenever we make judgments about objects, but also
that we must in fact be able to make judgments, ultimately judg-
ments about objects, about all of our experience. Sometimes Kant
presents this as if it were an argument that depends only on an em-
pirical assumption that we have any experience at all, thus a tran-
scendental argument of the first form we identified (B 132-5); but
often he writes as if the premise that I am conscious of a manifold of
representations as my own is itself a synthetic a priori cognition that
entails an a priori synthesis of my representations antecedent to any
empirical knowledge (e.g., A 107, A 111-12, A 116-19, B 135-6). Fi-
nally, in the ‘Analytic of Principles’ Kant explores the consequences
of the fact that the manifold of representations which we are each
conscious of as our own is a manifold of spatial and temporal rep-
resentations, and argues that there are principles of judgment that
are the necessary conditions for having knowledge of the determi-
nate positions in space and time of both our representations and the
objects they represent. It is at this stage of his argument that Kant
attempts to show not just that the manifold of our intuitions ‘is deter-
mined in regard to one of the logical functions for judgment’ (B 143),
and thus some category or other, but also that each of the categories,
above all each of the relational categories of substance, causation,
and interaction, must be applicable to all of our experience: the cat-
egories of substance and causation to all of our experiences in time,
whether spatial or not, and the category of interaction to all of our
experience of objects in space as well as time.

The most important of Kant’s transcendental arguments in the
‘Analytic of Principles’ — all of which take the first form of Kant’s
transcendental arguments, that is, demonstrate that there are syn-
thetic a priori principles even for merely empirical knowledge
claims — are these. In the ‘First Analogy of Experience’, Kant argues
that we can have determinate knowledge of the occurrence of an
event in time, that is, a change of states of affairs, only insofar as we
represent that change as an alteration in the state of a continuing
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substance; otherwise, we should have no way of knowing whether
the change was located in anything outside us at all or was only a
change in our own representations of an otherwise unchanging re-
ality (A 188-9/B 231-2). But the existence of an enduring substance
is only one condition of the possibility of determinate knowledge of
objective change; in the ‘Second Analogy’, Kant argues that since the
actual order of our representations merely as such could just as read-
ily be a product of our own imagination as of any change in objects,
we can determine that an objective change has occurred only if we
can subsume the represented states of affairs under a rule according
to which one state has to follow another because of the action of a
cause of the latter state (B 233—4). Our knowledge of the existence
of causation is thus another necessary condition of the possibility of
our determinate knowledge of objective change. In the ‘Third Anal-
ogy’, Kant then argues that we can have determinate knowledge of
the existence of different objects at different locations in space only if
we conceive of those objects as interacting with each other in such a
way that neither could be just as and where it is unless the other were
also as and where it is; thus two objects can be determined to exist
simultaneously only if each is both cause and effect of the current
state of the other (A 211-14/B 257-61). Finally, in the ‘Refutation of
Idealism’ that he added to the second edition of the Critique, Kant
argues that determinate consciousness of the order of our own ex-
periences as such is not in fact to be taken for granted, but is itself
dependent upon interpreting our experiences as representations of
enduring objects changing in time in accordance with causal laws,
which objects, precisely because they must be thought to endure in
ways that mere representations do not, cannot themselves be con-
ceived of as mere representations (B 275-6). Thus, although Kant
generally takes transcendental arguments to entail transcendental
idealism — the point to which we will turn next — in this case he pro-
vides a transcendental argument that leads to a realist conclusion,
that is, a conclusion that we must know something about objects
beyond our own representations after all. This may seem like a com-
plete contradiction — it did seem so to many of the contemporary
critics of Kant with whose work Schopenhauer was familiar and to
Schopenhauer himself'® — but in fact it is not.

We can now turn to Kant’s inference from the conclusion of a tran-
scendental argument to his doctrine of transcendental idealism. As
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we have now seen, a transcendental argument, whether it attempts
to discover the condition of the possibility of an empirical knowledge
claim or of some cognition that is itself synthetic a priori, leads to
the conclusion that we possess a certain representation, whether it
be the pure intuition of space or time, for example, or a category like
the concept of substance or causation, a priori. Kant then infers that
what is represented by such an a priori representation, for example,
space, ‘is not any property at all of any things in themselves nor any
relation of them to each other, i.e., no determination of them that at-
taches to objects themselves and that would remain even if one were
to abstract from all subjective conditions of intuition.” The reason
that he gives for this conclusion is that ‘neither absolute nor relative
determinations can be intuited prior to the existence of the things to
which they pertain, thus be intuited a priori’ (A 26/B 42). This might
seem an obvious conclusion: after all, if we can know something
prior to our encounter with an object, it might seem natural to think
we do not really know anything about that object at all, but about
something else, and if we know something prior to our encounter
with any objects, it might seem as if that something else could only
be ourselves. And Schopenhauer, for one, took this conclusion to be
obvious. But it is not obvious, for we often know things about ob-
jects prior to our experience of at least those particular objects. For
example, we can know before we hear it that the next sound we hear
will have a frequency somewhere between about twenty hertz and
twenty megahertz, because we can know what the limits of the hu-
man auditory apparatus are, without this in any way implying that
this sound does not actually have the frequency we take it to have.
In other words, when we know that there are certain constraints on
our experience, constraints that allow us to experience only certain
kinds of objects, we have no reason to doubt that whatever objects
we experience do, in and of themselves, satisfy those constraints.
Instead, the best explanation of why we do perceive them seems to
be precisely that they do have the properties that the constraints
on our perceptual abilities require them to have. Why should it be
any different with constraints on our experience that we discover by
some a priori rather than empirical means? To be sure, the discovery
that humans can hear only those frequencies between about twenty
hertz and twenty megahertz was empirical, so our knowledge that
the next sound we hear, whatever it is, will indeed fall within that
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range of frequencies is also in an important sense empirical; but even
if the knowledge that any object we can perceive must be located at
a determinate position in space is a priori rather than empirical, why
should it not be the case that any object we do succeed in perceiving,
given this constraint, is really in space? Indeed why should we not
conclude that it is nothing less than the fact that the object really is
in space that explains why we do perceive it, given that we know a
priori that we can only perceive objects in space?

Though Kant often wrote as if the mere fact of apriority is enough
to imply the transcendental ideality of that which we do know a pri-
ori, he did not in fact think that this conclusion is self-evident. In
several key passages he attempted to provide an argument for it. His
thought is not merely that whatever we can know a priori must be a
fact about ourselves rather than about anything else. Rather, what he
assumes is that whatever we know a priori is also something that we
know to be necessarily true, but that we have no reason to believe
that anything that is true of an object independently of our represent-
ing it as such is more than contingently true. That is, the problem
is not that objects could not themselves be spatial independently of
our representing them as spatial, but rather that if they were, they
would be so, as far as we could possibly know, only contingently, not
necessarily; yet, Kant assumes, whatever we know a priori we know
to be necessarily so. Kant reveals that this is what he is thinking at
least twice in the Critique of Pure Reason. First, in the conclusion
of the ‘Transcendental Aesthetic’, he writes:

You must therefore give your object a priori in intuition, and ground your
synthetic proposition on this. If there did not lie in you a faculty for intuiting
a priori; if this subjective condition regarding form were not at the same
time the universal a priori condition under which alone the object of this
(outer) intuition were possible; if the object (the triangle) were something in
itself without relation to your subject: then how could you say that what
necessarily lies in your subjective conditions for constructing a triangle must
also necessarily pertain to the triangle in itself? (A 48/B 65)

But in fact what Kant is assuming is that whatever we know of the
triangle a priori must be necessarily true, so if we could not know
anything to be necessarily true of a triangle if it existed independently
of us, then such a thing had better be a product of our representations
alone and not anything that exists independently of us after all.
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Likewise, Kant makes a similar argument in the conclusion of
the ‘Transcendental Deduction’. Here Kant rejects what he calls a
‘preformation system’ of the categories, that is, a proposal on which
it would be true of us that we can only know objects that conform
to the categories, and true of whatever objects that we do know that
they conform to the categories quite independently of being known
by us, on the ground that such a proposal would not show why it
is necessarily true that such objects satisfy the categories. As he
writes:

In such a case the categories would lack the necessity that is essential to
their concept. For, e.g., the concept of cause, which asserts the necessity of
a consequent under a presupposed condition, would be false if it rested only
on a subjective necessity, arbitrarily implanted in us, of combining certain
empirical representations according to such a rule of relation. I would not
be able to say that the effect is combined with the cause in the object (i.e.,
necessarily), but only that I am so constituted that I cannot think of this
representation otherwise than as so connected. ... (B 168)

Again, what Kant is supposing is that when we know something a
priori we know it to be necessarily true, and indeed necessarily true
of any object of which it is true at all; so since whatever is true of
objects independently of how we represent them is, as far as we can
know, only contingently true of them, whatever we know a priori
cannot be true of objects that exist independently of us at all, but
can only be true of our representations of objects.

Kant’s transcendental idealism thus rests on two premises, not just
one. It depends on his proof(s) that we have a priori knowledge of var-
ious of the properties of our objects of representation, to be sure, but
also on the further and certainly questionable claim that whatever
we know a priori must be necessarily true of any object of which it is
true at all. None of Kant’s immediate contemporaries or successors,
including Schopenhauer, seems to have recognized the role of this
second premise in Kant’s inference from a priori knowledge to tran-
scendental idealism. Schopenhauer in fact rejected Kant’s method
of transcendental argumentation while taking Kant’s inference from
our a priori knowledge of a feature of objects to its merely subjective
validity completely for granted. This seems to me a serious error; but
in what follows, I will focus on the criticisms of Kant’s method that
Schopenhauer did make rather than on the one he failed to make.
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III SCHOPENHAUER’S REJECTION OF
TRANSCENDENTAL ARGUMENTS

Schopenhauer never objected to Kant’s inference from the necessity
of conditions of the possibility of experience to their transcendental
ideality; like Kant, he assumed that anything identified as an a pri-
ori condition of experience is also only subjectively valid. Thus, in
The Fourfold Root Schopenhauer writes that ‘a world that presents
itself by virtue of a priori forms is precisely on that account a mere
phenomenon’ (FR 232/ H.1, 158), and in The World as Will and Rep-
resentation Schopenhauer praises Kant’s idea of ‘transcendental phi-
losophy’, which holds ‘that the objective world as we know it does
not belong to the true being of things-in-themselves, 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 any-
thing but phenomena’ (W1 421/H.2, 499). Schopenhauer does recog-
nize that placing the a priori forms of experience not in the mind but
in the brain is a departure from Kant (see W1 418/H.2, 495), though
he does not consider whether assuming the reality of the brain is
already assuming enough about a real physical world to undermine
transcendental idealism. Nor does he ask whether the assumption
about necessity on which Kant bases his move from transcendental
arguments to transcendental idealism is itself necessary, and thus he
misses a chance to criticize what one who would now be friendly to
Kant’s transcendental arguments without adopting his transcenden-
tal idealism would regard as Kant’s cardinal error. Nevertheless, he
does raise a fundamental issue about the character of transcenden-
tal arguments themselves that any defender of such arguments must
confront, as well as important questions about some of Kant’s most
important examples of such argumentation, especially his argument
about causation. I will consider Schopenhauer’s general objection to
transcendental arguments in this section and his objections to Kant’s
particular arguments in the next two.

As Schopenhauer always insisted, much of The World as Will and
Representation depends on arguments expounded in his first pub-
lished work, On The Fourfold Root of the Principle of Sufficient
Reason (first edition 1813). From one point of view, this work is
profoundly Kantian in inspiration. Kant’s distinction between an-
alytic and synthetic judgment, and his use of this distinction as
the foundation of his critique of the rationalist fantasy of deriving
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all knowledge from the analysis of concepts alone, had its origin
in his recognition of the distinction between logical and real re-
lations, for example, the difference between the logical relation of
contradiction and a real relation of opposed motions. Such relations
should not be confused with each other, Kant argued in his short but
seminal essay Attempt to Introduce the concept of negative mag-
nitudes into philosophy (1763), because while the conjoint asser-
tion of a proposition and its contradictory results in no assertion
at all, a logical nullity, the existence of equal but opposed motions
or forces does not result in a logical impossibility, but rather in a
state of equilibrium, a physical state just as real as any other.™
This insight was the basis for Kant’s argument in the Critique of
Pure Reason that real relations such as those of causation and in-
teraction cannot be derived from logical relations among concepts
alone, but rather arise only when we use the forms of judgment
afforded by logic to make our spatial and temporal experience
determinate. In The Fourfold Root, Schopenhauer extends Kant'’s
distinction by arguing that all of our thought takes the form of see-
ing one thing as determined by another, but that there are four dis-
tinct kinds of determination, which should not be confused with
each other: spatial and temporal determination, where any position
in space or time is rendered determinate by reference to other po-
sitions; causal explanation, where an event is determined by prior
events; logical determination, where the truth value of one proposi-
tion is determined by the truth value of others; and the determination
of actions, where the occurrence of an action is determined by the
occurrence of a motive serving as a reason for it.”> But Schopen-
hauer’s acceptance and refinement of Kant’s distinction between
logical and real relations is not accompanied by an acceptance of
the method of transcendental argument that Kant eventually devel-
oped in order to explain the possibility of our insight into those
relations that could not be seen to be true on the basis of logic
alone. Instead, Schopenhauer insists that we simply can and must
see the validity and necessity of each of the basic forms of deter-
mination, that is, that each of these basic forms of thought is sim-
ply self-evident. To try to argue for them, he holds, would be
self-contradictory, precisely because they are the basis of all knowl-
edge and thus of all argument. He expresses this in no uncertain
terms. First he states the point in terms of proof:
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As ...the principle of sufficient reason is the common expression [of the
different laws of our cognitive faculty], it will follow as a matter of course
that the principle in general cannot be proved. On the contrary, Aristotle’s
remark applies to all those proofs (with the exception of the Kantian which
is directed not to the validity but to the a priori nature of the law of causal-
ity), namely where he says: ‘They seek a reason for that which has no reason;
for the principle of demonstration is not demonstration.’ For every proof is
a reduction of something doubtful to something acknowledged and estab-
lished, and if we continue to demand a proof of this something, whatever
it may be, we shall ultimately arrive at certain propositions which express
the forms and laws and thus the conditions of all thinking and knowing.
Consequently all thinking and knowing consist of the application of these;
so that certainty is nothing but an agreement with those conditions, forms,
and laws, and therefore their own certainty cannot again become evident
from other propositions. (FR 32/H. 1, 23)

In this passage, the young Schopenhauer, not yet ready to move as
far from Kant as he was to do later, actually tries to salvage some-
thing in Kant’s method of argument by separating the proof of the
apriority of the principle of causality from the proof of its validity, a
separation that Kant, who poses the problem about the categories of
the understanding precisely as the problem of their objective valid-
ity (see A 88-92/B 120-4), surely would not have understood. Later
in the book, Schopenhauer puts his point in terms of the explana-
tion rather than the proof of the certainty of the principle of suffi-
cient reason, and here he does not seem to make any exception for
Kant:

If a chain of judgements rests ultimately on a proposition of transcendental
or metalogical truth and we still go on asking why, then to this there is no
answer, because the question has no meaning and thus does not know what
kind of a ground it demands. To explain a thing means to reduce its given
existence or connexion to some form of the principle of sufficient reason.
According to this form, that existence or connexion must be as it is. The re-
sult of this is that the principle of sufficient reason itself, in other words, the
connexion expressed by it in any of its forms, cannot be further explained,
since there is no principle for explaining the principle of all explanation; just
as the eye sees everything except itself. (FR 229/H. 1, 156)

Neither the general principle of sufficient reason nor any of its four
determinate forms can be explained, according to Schopenhauer,
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simply because they are the fundamental principles of all explana-
tion. In other words, there can be no transcendental arguments for
transcendental knowledge because all explanation must come to an
end somewhere,’3 and transcendental knowledge is precisely where
explanation does come to an end. This general objection seems in-
tended to apply to Kant’s attempt to prove the principle of sufficient
reason as a condition of the possibility of experience, as well as to
all previous attempts to prove it.

In The Fourfold Root, Schopenhauer does not accompany these
blunt rejections of the very idea of transcendental arguments with
an equally explicit characterization of his own alternative method-
ology. He does attempt to do this in The World as Will and Represen-
tation. Here he does not exempt Kant from his objection to previous
philosophical methodology but makes him the focus of his objection,
and states that the alternative to the hopelessly circular method of
proving or explaining the fundamental is simply perceiving the fun-
damental. He makes this plain in the passage the opening lines of
which were quoted earlier:

An essential difference between Kant’s method and that which I follow is
to be found in the fact that he starts from indirect, reflected knowledge,
whereas I start from direct and intuitive knowledge. He is comparable to a
person who measures the height of a tower from its shadow; but I am like
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 so multifarious and rich
in significance, and he sticks to the forms of abstract thinking. 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. (W1

452-3/H. 2, 537)

For Schopenhauer, philosophy begins in perception, and essentially
consists in giving abstract and ‘contracted’ expression to the most
salient features of perception. He thinks that when Kant argues for
the indispensability of space and time in all our representation of
objects, he is himself relying on what is simply the most salient fact
about our perception, and it is only when he departs from this secure
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ground that he goes astray. As we will see, Schopenhauer thinks that
Kant does go astray when he insists that all the abstract categories
of logical theory must also be present in our knowledge of objects.
For Schopenhauer, the method of philosophy must always be to base
its abstractions on what is evident in perception, and even the dif-
ferent forms of the principle of sufficient reason that he catalogues
in The Fourfold Root must, at least retrospectively, be understood
as abstract and contracted expressions of what is evident in our per-
ception itself. This will lead to the view of The World as Will and
Representation that our comprehension of objects in terms of space,
time, and causality and our comprehension of the ultimate nature
of reality as will are both based on our own perception, our percep-
tion of objects outside of us, on the one hand, and our perception
of our own action in willing, on the other. Though we cannot fully
explore this claim here, the ‘primacy of perception’™* is the basis for
Schopenhauer’s positive philosophy as well as his critique of Kant.
What should we make of Schopenhauer’s critique of the very idea
of transcendental arguments? One thing we might say is that while
the charge that there simply cannot be either a demonstration or
an explanation of a truly fundamental principle of knowledge has a
certain kind of plausibility,®s it is not clear that this abstract objec-
tion really does justice to the complex structure of some of Kant’s
most important transcendental arguments. In particular, it could be
argued, this objection does not do justice to the structure of Kant’s
arguments in the ‘Analytic of Principles’, above all the three ‘Analo-
gies’ and the ‘Refutation of Idealism’, which one can see as proving
the validity of the permanence of substance, causation, and inter-
action and the necessity of applying these principles to objects gen-
uinely distinct from our own representations by combining the forms
of intuition and thought previously discovered, that is, by determin-
ing what are the conditions under which the forms of thought and
judgment that we have can be applied to the spatio-temporal kind of
intuition that we have. Indeed, here one might be able go along with
Schopenhauer’s account of his own methodology and that which he
thinks Kant ought to have used, and concede that Kant might have
discovered the spatio-temporal form of intuition, on the one hand,
and the judgmental character of thought, on the other, by some kind
of intense scrutiny of perception, but then interpret Kant as having
demonstrated the validity of the principles of empirical thought by
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combining these results to yield new principles rather than by fruit-
lessly attempting to prove what was already obvious. Then one might
even argue that Schopenhauer failed to exploit the resources which
his own division of the species of the principle of sufficient reason
in The Fourfold Root should have afforded him - he failed to see,
that is, that the concept of causality and the principle of universal
validity could be seen as arising from the inevitable combination of
the ideas of space and time, on the one hand, and logical entailment,
on the other.

Yet it must also be conceded that there is a certain justice in
Schopenhauer’s objection to Kant’s transcendental arguments. Kant
himself may be taken to have conceded that while we may be able to
show by analysis of our complex cognitions that we must have a pri-
ori representations of space and time, on the one hand, and categories
for thinking in judgments, on the other, we certainly could not ex-
plain why we have just the forms of intuition and the categories that
we do. The latter concession is explicit in the second edition of the
Critique (which Schopenhauer read first but subsequently declared
to be inferior to the first™):

But for the peculiarity of our understanding, that it is able to bring about
the unity of apperception a priori only by means of the categories and only
through precisely this kind and number of them, a further ground may be
offered just as little as one can be offered for why we have precisely these
and no other functions for judgment or for why space and time are the sole
forms of our possible intuition. (B 145-6)

In other words, at least when it comes to the explanation of the es-
sential forms of our experience, Kant too recognized that explanation
must come to an end somewhere.

Further, it could also be argued that even in Kant’s most complex
transcendental arguments, which do not appear to fall immediately
before Schopenhauer’s blanket objection to trying to prove or ex-
plain what is supposed to be fundamental, there still comes a point
at which Kant must be characterized as ultimately relying on a
brute fact about the nature of human perception. The arguments of
the three ‘Analogies’ and the ‘Refutation of Idealism’ are arguments
about time determination, about what is necessary to achieve ‘syn-
thetic unity in the temporal relation of all perceptions’ (A 177/B 220).
In the most general terms, Kant’s argument in these proofs is that
‘since time itself cannot be perceived’, that is, the determinate order
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of events in objective time is not immediately given, ‘the determina-
tion of the existence of objects in time can only come about through
...a priori connecting concepts’ (A 176/B 219). But what is the epis-
temic status of Kant’s premise that ‘time itself cannot be perceived’?
Does he have an argument from some more fundamental premise
that our experience could not be like the telecast of a sporting event
with a digital clock ticking away in the corner, allowing us to see
immediately when in the game any event occurs and how long it
lasts? Kant certainly does not make any such argument; instead, the
claim that the determinate temporal position and duration of events
are not immediately perceived seems to be a brute fact about our
experience — a deep fact, in the sense that it may take subtle philo-
sophical reflection to bring us to see it and in the sense that it may
underlie many of our more obvious cognitive practices, but a brute
fact nonetheless. To the extent that Kant’s successful transcendental
arguments rely on a premise like this, Schopenhauer may be right in
objecting to any suggestion that transcendental arguments can ac-
tually prove the very most fundamental premises of our knowledge
and in insisting that the ultimate bedrock of philosophical concepts
must lie ‘in perception’.

At the deepest level, then, Schopenhauer may be absolutely right
about the prospects for transcendental arguments. At the same time,
his insistence on the ultimate limits of such arguments and on the
foundation of all philosophical concepts and principles in perception
may make him unduly impatient with some of the more interesting
or even most significant features of Kant’s analysis of the conditions
of our cognition. This is evident in his critique of Kant’s account of
causation, but also in several of his more general objections to Kant,
particularly his objection to Kant’s contrast between intuitions and
concepts and his scorn for Kant’s analysis of the forms of judgment.
I will turn to these next.

IV SCHOPENHAUER’S CRITIQUE OF KANT ON
INTUITION, CONCEPT, AND JUDGMENT

In the lengthy and detailed ‘Criticism of the Kantian Philosophy’ that
Schopenhauer appended to The World as Will and Representation,
he claims that ‘again and again in the Critique of Pure Reason we
come across that principal and fundamental error of Kant’s . . . namely
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the complete absence of any distinction between abstract, discursive
knowledge and intuitive knowledge’ (Wr 473/H. 2, 562). This is a
startling claim, since Kant himself clearly thought that his discov-
ery of the distinction between intuitions and concepts was one of
his most fundamental accomplishments (A 50/B 74), the basis for
his critique of all prior philosophy (see A 42-6/B 59-63) and the key
to the solution of the problem of synthetic a priori knowledge, the
most important cases of which, as we saw earlier, Kant holds to be
grounded on the combination of the pure forms of intuition and the
pure concepts of the understanding. It is also puzzling, since a few
lines later Schopenhauer blames Kant for ‘the monstrous assertion
that without thought, and hence without abstract concepts, there
is absolutely no knowledge of an object, and that, because percep-
tion is not thought, it is also not knowledge at all’ (W1 474/H. 2,
562; see also 439/H. 2, 520). This is confusing because Schopenhauer
seems to be blaming Kant for having failed to make any distinction
between intuitions and concepts and then blaming him for having
made precisely that distinction. He cannot be doing both, so one can
only assume that he is blaming Kant not for having failed to make
any distinction between intuition and concept at all, but for some-
how having made a false or inadequate distinction between them.
But what could be wrong with Kant’s distinction? Perhaps Schopen-
hauer’s next claim will give us a clue:

Concepts obtain all meaning, all content, only from their reference to repre-
sentations of perception, from which they have been abstracted, drawn off,
in other words, formed by the dropping of everything inessential. If, there-
fore, the foundation of perception is taken away from them, they are empty
and void. Perceptions, on the other hand, have immediate and very great sig-
nificance in themselves ...they represent themselves, express themselves,
and have not merely borrowed content 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. (W1 474/H. 2, 562-3)

Now Kant too says, indeed famously, that ‘thoughts without content
are empty’ (A 51/B 75), or that concepts depend upon information
from intuition, ultimately empirical intuition (see B 147), to give
us any knowledge of actual objects. Schopenhauer cannot mean to
deny that. Instead, his objection seems to be that Kant makes the
distinction between intuitions and concepts too soon: for Kant, the

Cambridge Companions Online © Cambridge University Press, 2006



Schopenhauer, Kant, and Philosophy 11§

understanding and its machinery, the categories, have to be added
to intuition before we have any representation of an object at all,
whereas in Schopenhauer’s view perception as such already presents
us with representations of objects, and the understanding is neces-
sary only in order to perform further acts, such as referring the objects
with which perception itself presents us to determinate locations in
space and time, by linking them to causes active at those locations,
and forming pared-down, abstract concepts of the objects that percep-
tion presents us with in order to make generalizations about them.
Even after this is said, however, Schopenhauer’s position remains
puzzling because Kant seems to hold that our conscious recognition
of any object already involves a synthesis of intuitions in accordance
with concepts: ‘we say that we cognize the object if we have effected
synthetic unity in the manifold of intuition’ (A 105). For example,
if I am conscious that what I am holding is a lump of ore, I am not
merely aware of a sensation of red color and a feeling of weight, but
I am also rather conscious that what I have in my hand is a single
thing that is the subject of both the predicates red and heavy. Why
isn’t this exactly what Schopenhauer has in mind, that is, a case of
having a perception that is already a presentation of an object?

The answer would seem to be this. For Kant, the thesis that our
recognition of an object requires both intuition and concept cannot
be based on any direct scrutiny of our consciousness of an object,
certainly not any direct scrutiny of a temporal process of coming to
know an object, precisely because his theory is that all conscious-
ness of objects already involves a synthetic unity of intuitions under
concepts. For Kant, such a thesis can only be extracted from our
cognition of objects by some kind of philosophical reflection, for
instance, reflection on the nature of judgments as asserting a com-
bination of predicates of some single entity. The separate roles of
intuitions and concepts, in other words, must be inferred from the
different roles of the reference to a particular and references to com-
mon properties in judgments. But Schopenhauer does not place much
stock in any such reflective method of philosophy, and instead treats
Kant’s distinction between intuition and concept as if it were in-
tended to be the kind of phenomenologically self-evident distinction
that Schopenhauer himself favors. That is, when Kant distinguishes
intuitions and concepts and says that we have no cognition of objects
unless we combine the two, Schopenhauer takes him to be saying
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that we are separately conscious of both intuitions and concepts and
are then conscious of combining them into a cognition of objects that
in turn represents a further state of consciousness, clearly distinct
from the prior states and especially from the initial state of intu-
ition. Thus, he concludes, Kant does not recognize that the initial
state of consciousness, which Schopenhauer identifies with percep-
tion, is already cognition of objects. But in distinguishing between
intuitions and concepts, Kant clearly does not intend to be distin-
guishing between sequential conscious states; instead, Kant’s argu-
ment is that our consciousness of objects is already a cognition of
them precisely because it already represents the synthesis of intu-
ition and concepts — something much closer to what Schopenhauer
himself believes. Because Schopenhauer proceeds as if Kant’s method
is phenomenological, like his own, when it is not, he thinks there is
a greater difference between their views than there really is.

Notice that in Schopenhauer’s charge against Kant he allows that
although other features of the thought of an object must already be
included in our perception of it, the concept of causation can be re-
garded as an addition of the faculty of understanding to what is imme-
diately given in intuition. This brings us to Schopenhauer’s critique
of Kant’s theory of categories. Schopenhauer holds that Kant’s table of
categories is a sham, and that the only genuine concept of the under-
standing is the category of causality. While Kant himself recognized
that some aspects of his table of categories would seem problematic —
the addition of the quantitative category of singularity to that of gen-
erality and particularity, for example, or of the qualitative category
of limitation to those of reality and negation (A 71-2/B 96-7) — and
while many critics have rejected Kant’s justification of the inclusion
of those problematic categories or found other problems in Kant’s
list,”” no one other than Schopenhauer seems to have thought that
we could get by with the category of causality alone. After all, what
could we think is caused other than a state of some substance? And
how can we think of causality except by thinking of all substances in
some class as behaving in the same way in the same circumstances?
In other words, how can we even think about causality without also
using categories of quantity, the concept of substance, and so on?

Once again, Schopenhauer’s preference for his ‘direct’ method
rather than Kant’s ‘indirect’ or ‘reflective’ method seems to be the
basis for his criticism. Here is one of his chief statements of it:
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Generally, according to Kant, there are only concepts of objects, no percep-
tions. On the other hand, I say that objects exist primarily only for perception
[Anschauung], and that concepts are always abstractions from this percep-
tion. Therefore abstract thinking must be conducted exactly 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 es-
sential 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. ... 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. ... (W1 448/H. 2, 531)

Like the pre-Kantian empiricists, Schopenhauer seems to base his
analysis of the nature of thought on a phenomenology in which per-
ceptions are always already regarded as consciousness of objects, and
to think of the category of causation as the only essential addition to
perception because a judgment that assigns an object or its state to
another as its cause can be thought of as an act of thought that is
phenomenologically distinguishable from the independent and an-
tecedent perception of the object itself. Because of his phenomeno-
logical approach, Schopenhauer is not receptive to Kant’s view that
all cognition is already judgment, although that might not be its phe-
nomenologically most salient feature, and that since all judgments
are formed out of the logical functions of judgment such as quantity,
quality, and relation, all cognition of objects must already involve
the categories of quantity, quality, and at least the relational cate-
gory of substance and accident because these are the fundamental
forms for our conception of objects that are necessary if we are to be
able to make judgments about them. Since the concept of causation
can be seen as being used in order to connect separate perceptions
of distinct objects, Schopenhauer is prepared to see it, but it alone,
as a concept that is added to our perception of objects by an act of
the understanding that is distinct from perception. On Kant'’s view,
however, a merely phenomenological difference such as that we can
actually have some consciousness of objects — that is, in his view,
make some judgments about them — using the other categories be-
fore we are aware of applying the category of causation to them — that
is, in his view, make a further, causal judgment about them —is of no
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significance when it comes to the fundamental issue of the source
of the various aspects of our thought about objects. For Kant, those
aspects of the conceptual structure of our thought about objects that
may be present in what seems to be our immediate awareness of
them are just as surely supplied by the understanding as is the con-
cept of causation, even if we might be aware of the application of that
concept to our perceptions of objects only subsequently, because the
understanding is the faculty of judgment, and all of the categories
must be added to the raw material of perception, even though we are
hardly conscious of any such addition, because the categories are the
conditions of the possibility of making judgments about objects at all.

Of course, Schopenhauer cannot reject the categories altogether,
and subsequent to this blast against Kant, he does nothing less than
reintroduce them as the conditions of the possibility of making judg-
ments about objects. This is, of course, just how Kant introduces
them; the key difference is that Schopenhauer clearly regards mak-
ing judgments as an activity of secondary importance to perception
itself. He indicates this by treating the activity of judgment not as an
activity of the understanding, as Kant does, but as an activity of rea-
son, which he regards as a faculty for abstract thinking that is entirely
parasitical on the far more important cognitive activity of percep-
tion. ‘The whole of reflective knowledge, or reason,” Schopenhauer
writes, ‘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’ (W1 454/H. 2, 539). The cog-
nitive significance of perception is not dependent upon judgment,
Schopenhauer holds, and thus animals, which do not make judg-
ments, can have knowledge of objects by means of perception; but
the forms of our judgments are either due to the structure of reflec-
tion itself, a cognitive activity of secondary importance in the sense
that we already have knowledge of objects prior to it, or else are de-
rived by reflection from the primordial knowledge of objects already
present in perception. ‘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. ... Others of these forms, however, have their
ground in the nature of knowledge of perception’ (W1 454/H. 2, 539).

Thus, Schopenhauer argues, the category of the ‘quantity of judg-
ment springs from the essential nature of concepts as such’ (W1
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455/H. 2, 539), for it is essential to concepts to have a range, or as
we now say, an extension, from which more or fewer instances can
be picked out for the purposes of some particular abstraction. For
example, asking about acorns, we can judge that ‘Some trees bear
acorns’ but ‘All oaks bear acorns’ (W1 455/H. 2, 540). But, of course,
on Schopenhauer’s view, trees, oak trees, and acorns are already given
to us as objects in perception alone, and our perception of them as
objects does not await our making such abstract judgments. Simi-
larly, Schopenhauer argues, ‘the quality of judgements lies entirely
within the province of our faculty of reason, and is not an adumbra-
tion of any law of the understanding that makes perception possible’
(W1 455-6/H. 2, 540); that is, the fact that we can affirm or deny
conjunctions of concepts (‘This seed is not an acorn’) depends upon
our perception of objects, while our perception of objects does not de-
pend on our making such judgments. Finally, Schopenhauer argues,
the ‘form of the categorical judgment is nothing but the form of the
judgement in general, in the strictest sense’ (Wr 457/H. 2, 542), the
form we use whenever we give abstract expression to our knowledge
of objects, which is itself, of course, grounded in perception, and ‘dis-
junctive judgments spring from the law of thought of the excluded
middle ... they are therefore entirely the property of pure reason’ (W1
459/H. 2, 544). That is, they express the basic form of the act of mak-
ing abstract comparisons among objects, but are not necessary for
perceptual knowledge of objects as such. The hypothetical form of
judgment, however, Schopenhauer argues to be ‘the abstract expres-
sion of that most universal form of all our knowledge, the principle
of sufficient reason’ (Wr 456/H. 2, 541), but it gets its specific force
as the expression of causality only when it is applied to our percep-
tions of objects, with their distinctive spatial and temporal form: ‘in
order to distinguish’ the different applications of the principle of suf-
ficient reason, Schopenhauer argues, ‘we must go back to knowledge
of perception’ (W1 457/H. 2, 542). So, he concludes, all the forms of
judgments, and the categories that Kant correlated with them, are
the inherent structures of the activity of abstract thinking in general
or are dependent upon the application of the former to perception,
but in no case does the knowledge of objects inherent in perception
depend upon these forms of abstract thinking.

Kant would have been unmoved by this argument. He could have
admitted that the activity of expressing abstract judgments can seem
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phenomenologically subsequent to the perception of objects, but still
have insisted that we can make such judgments only because our
conscious perception of objects is itself already the product of a syn-
thesis that informs our sensations not only with spatio-temporal
form but also with the basic conceptual structure — as quanta, re-
alities, substances, causes, and so on — that will allow us to make
judgments about them. From Kant’s point of view, it is nothing like
a direct scrutiny of our experience that determines what factors are
contributed by the various powers of the mind, but rather reflection
on the structure of our thoughts themselves: fundamental differences
in structure, such as the difference between the singularity of intu-
itions and the generality of concepts, demand different sources in
the mind, even if we do not experience these sources as separate.
The very complexity of the judgments we can make about our per-
ceptions is, on Kant’s ‘indirect’ method, the evidence for the multi-
plicity of factors that have already entered into the constitution of
our conscious perception of objects.

V SCHOPENHAUER’S CRITIQUE OF KANT’S
TREATMENT OF CAUSATION

The best-known of all of Schopenhauer’s criticisms of Kant’s theo-
retical philosophy is undoubtedly his critique of Kant’s treatment
of causation. Once again, much of the difference between Schopen-
hauer and Kant turns out to rest on the difference between the phe-
nomenological method of the former and the transcendental method
of the latter: Kant argues that our knowledge of the determinate
temporal order of objective states of affairs depends upon our knowl-
edge of causal laws, while Schopenhauer takes knowledge of tem-
poral succession to be independent of any such condition because
it seems to be immediately given. A closer look at Schopenhauer’s
view, however, will show that apart from his insistence upon phe-
nomenological facts to which Kant pays little attention, there is less
difference between their positions than first appears. Nevertheless,
we will also see that, as in the case of his general critique of tran-
scendental arguments, Schopenhauer does raise a fundamental issue
about Kant’s treatment of causation that would need to be resolved
successfully by any defense of Kant’s theory.

Schopenhauer presents his main critique of Kant’s proof of the va-
lidity of the universal law of causality in §23 of The Fourfold Root.
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In the second ‘Analogy of Experience’ in the Critique of Pure Rea-
son, Kant had argued that the existence of causal laws, and thus the
validity of the universal law of causality itself (the law that every
event has a cause), is a condition of the possibility of cognition of a
determinate succession of states of affairs. Kant’s argument, as
already mentioned, turns on the assumption that we cannot per-
ceive the objective position of states of affairs in time immediately
because we do not perceive time itself as a framework in which ob-
jective positions are marked. It also depends on the further claim
that we cannot immediately infer the objective order of represented
states of affairs that are supposed to constitute a change from what
we take to be the succession of our own representations, not only
because all of our successions of representations, whether we take
them to be representations of objective change or not, are successive,
but also because we can always imagine reversing or otherwise vary-
ing the order of any subjective succession of representations. Thus,
since the existence of an objective change or succession of states of
affairs cannot be known either from an immediate perception of the
position in absolute time of the several states of affairs involved or
from an inference directly from the sequence of our several represen-
tations of those states of affairs, Kant concludes that the existence
of an objective succession of states of affairs must be inferred from
causal laws dictating that one of those states of affairs can only oc-
cur after the other, and that a determinate sequence of representa-
tions as such must be inferred from the determinate sequence of the
states they represent rather than vice versa — in Kant’s words, ‘I must
therefore derive the subjective sequence of apprehension from the
objective sequence of appearances, for otherwise the former would
be entirely undetermined’ (A 193/B 238). Kant illustrates this argu-
ment with his famous contrast between the perception of a moving
ship and of an unchanging house. In the perception of a ship sail-
ing downstream, ‘The order in the sequence of the perceptions in
apprehension is therefore here determined, and the apprehension is
bound to it/, and thus because the ship is sailing downstream I can
only perceive it at a location downstream after I have perceived it
upstream; but in perceiving an unchanging house, while Imight have
perceived its foundation first and its roof only subsequently, ‘my per-
ception could have begun at its rooftop and ended at the ground’ (A
192/B 237). Kant’s point is this: while in the case of the changing po-
sition of the ship — an event —I take the order of my perceptions to be
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irreversible, and in the case of the unchanging house — a non-event -1
take the order of my perceptions to be reversible, still I cannot infer
the irreversibility of my perceptions in the former case directly from
their succession, since my perceptions in the latter case are succes-
sive too, nor can I infer it directly from the successive positions of
the ship, for I am only given those by my perceptions; instead, I must
infer the successive positions of the ship from causal laws dictating
that in the given circumstances it must be sailing downstream, and
then infer the irreversibility of the sequence of my perceptions from
that.

Schopenhauer’s first objection to this argument is that the se-
quence of my perceptions in the case of the unchanging house is
just as determinate as the sequence of my perceptions in the case
of the moving ship and is just as much to be explained by an event
governed by causal laws: the only difference between the two cases,
he insists, concerns which object it is that is appealed to in order to
explain the sequence of perceptions. In the case of the moving ship,
I explain the sequence of my perceptions by the motion of the ship,
taking it for granted that my own position as an observer remains
fixed, while in the case of the sequence of perceptions of the house I
do not explain this sequence by appealing to any change or motion in
the house, but rather by invoking bodily changes in my own position
as an observer, as I raise my head while looking at the building and
thus change the position of my eyes relative to it. ‘Both are events,’
Schopenhauer maintains;

the only difference is that in the [house| case the change starts from the
observer’s own body whose sensations are naturally the starting-point of
all his perceptions. Yet this body is nevertheless an object among objects,
consequently is liable to the laws of this objective corporeal world. ... From
the fact that the succession in the perceptions of the parts of the house
depends on his own arbitrary choice, Kant tries to infer that this succession
is not objective and not an event. But moving his eye from the roof to the
basement is one event, and the opposite movement from basement to roof
is another, just as is the sailing of the ship. (FR 124-5/H. 1, 86-7)

Moreover, Schopenhauer holds, since we can know the determinate
order of our perceptions whether they are due to a change in an ex-
ternal object or not, we must know about succession directly, and
be able to recognize it ‘quite easily without there being any causal
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connexion between the objects successively acting on’ our bodies
(FR 125/H. 1, 87).

Schopenhauer’s next objection is also meant to show that we
have direct cognition of the objective succession of states of af-
fairs without inferring it from causal laws. Schopenhauer argues
that if we had to know that one thing is the cause of another in
order to know that the latter necessarily follows the former - that
is, that ‘The objectivity of a change can be known only through
the law of causality’ (FR 126/H. 1, 87) — we could know that one
state of affairs follows another only when the former is the cause of
the latter. But this is clearly not so: if I'm struck by a falling roof
tile after I leave my house, I will certainly know that its fall fol-
lowed my departure from the house, though the departure from the
house was presumably not the cause of the fall of the tile; if I hear
a succession of notes in a melody, I can know that the later notes
follow the earlier ones without thinking of the earlier notes as the
cause of the later notes; and I can certainly know that day invariably
follows night without having to believe that night is the cause of
day (FR 126-7/H. 1, 88). In all these cases, Schopenhauer assumes,
we know an objective sequence of states of affairs without assuming
that the earlier is the cause of the later, although this is not meant
to imply that there are not causes of the various events we know to
take place. As Schopenhauer says, ‘Nor is the law of causality preju-
diced thereby; for it is still certain that every change is the effect of
another change, since this truth is firmly established a priori; only
that every change follows not merely on the single one that is its
cause, but on all which exist simultaneously with that cause, and
with which it stands in no causal relation, (FR 126/H. 1, 87-8). But
his assumption is nevertheless that since I do not and indeed could
not use the causal connections that do exist between an event such
as the falling of a tile and its cause to determine the moment that
it strikes me, my knowledge of temporal sequence in a case such as
that must be independent of my knowledge of causality altogether.

Finally, Schopenhauer objects that on Kant’s view we would have
to assume that each one of us possesses an impossibly extensive
knowledge of particular causal laws. We are constantly aware of ob-
jective temporal successions, and if we had to base our knowledge of
each and every one of these on knowledge of the causal laws deter-
mining the occurrence of the events that we know to take place, we
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would have to know a vast number of causal laws. In Schopenhauer’s
words:

If Kant’s assertion were correct, which I challenge, our only way of know-
ing the reality of succession would be from its necessity; but this would
presuppose an understanding embracing all the series of causes and effects
simultaneously, and thus an omniscient understanding. Kant has burdened
the understanding with an impossibility merely in order to have less need
of sensibility. (FR 131/H. 1, 91)

With this last remark, Schopenhauer clearly means to connect his
criticism of Kant’s argument for our knowledge of causal laws with
his general insistence that Kant undervalues immediate perceptual
knowledge while exaggerating the importance of the conceptual con-
tributions of the understanding.

Schopenhauer’s three objections, then, are these: (1) all of our se-
quences of perceptions are events, whether they represent changes
in any object other than our own bodies or not, and our knowledge
of the sequence of our own perceptions, as well as of the states of
what we perceive, cannot therefore depend on causal laws entailing
changes in the represented objects alone; (2) we know many objective
successions of states of affairs in which the earlier members of such
successions are not the causes of the later ones, so again, our knowl-
edge of succession cannot depend upon our knowledge of causality;
and (3) finally, given how many objective successions we can rec-
ognize, our knowledge of causal laws would have to be impossibly
vast if all of our knowledge of succession really did depend on knowl-
edge of causal laws. Schopenhauer’s first two objections depend upon
misunderstandings of Kant’s argument, and again misunderstandings
connected to the contrast between Schopenhauer’s phenomenolog-
ical method and Kant’s own ‘reflective’ or transcendental method.
By contrast, Schopenhauer’s third objection by no means depends
on a misunderstanding of Kant, but it raises a genuine issue that
would have to be resolved in any successful reconstruction of Kant’s
position.

(1) First, Schopenhauer’s objection that even what seem to be
merely subjective changes in our perceptions are to be explained
by causal laws just as much as objective changes are misconstrues
Kant’s use of examples in his transcendental argument. We should
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conceive Kant’s argument to proceed in the following manner. Let
us suppose, we can take him to begin, that we can recognize the dif-
ference between a change in our own representations that represents
a change in an object other than ourselves and a change in our repre-
sentations which does not represent any such external change. For
example, we can recognize the difference between a change in our
perceptions of the position of a ship which represents a change in
the position of the ship, and a change in our perceptions of a house
which does not represent any change in the house itself. How do
we make this distinction? We cannot make it merely by observing
a change in the sequence of perceptions because that is present in
both of the cases. Nor can we make it by inferring the irreversibil-
ity of the sequence of perceptions in the case of the ship from our
knowledge of the positions of the ship itself, for that is what we
are supposed to be discovering. Instead, we can only make it by in-
ferring the positions of the ship, and thus the irreversibility of the
perceptions of the positions of the ship, from causal laws dictating
what the positions of the ship and thus the sequence of perceptions
of it must be. Now, in this argument Kant assumes for the sake
of discussion that we know what the sequence of perceptions is in
the case of both the ship and the house; what he is trying to show
is that even if we knew that, we could not know from that alone
that there has been a change in the position of the ship, for that
could be inferred only from the modal fact of the irreversibility of
the sequence of the perceptions of the ship, and that is not given
immediately any more than the positions of the ship itself are: both
the positions of the ship and the irreversibility of the perceptions
of the ship have to be inferred from causal laws. This argument,
however, does not in fact assume that we really know the actual se-
quence of any of our perceptions without any objective conditions.
On the contrary, it is compatible with the realization that since at
any given time we can always imagine varying any sequence of rep-
resentations we take ourselves to have had — as Kant puts it, the
imagination can always ‘combine the two states in question in two
different ways’ (B 233) — we can never know the sequence of our rep-
resentations immediately, but can always know their determinate
sequence only by correlating them with the rule-governed changes
of some enduring object. Indeed, this is precisely what Kant ulti-
mately argues in his refutation of idealism, completed not even in
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the second edition of the Critique of Pure Reason but in a series of
notes written three years after that edition was published. Here Kant
writes:

Since the imagination . .. is itself only an object of inner sense, the empirical
consciousness (apprehensio) of this condition can contain only succession.
But this itself cannot be represented except by means of something which
endures, with which that which is successive is simultaneous. This enduring
thing, with which that which is successive is simultaneous . . . cannot in turn
be a representation of the mere imagination but must be a representation of
sense, for otherwise that which lasts would not be in the sensibility at all.*8

This passage suggests the following picture. If I take it for granted
that I know the sequence of my representations as such, and only
want to know if a given sequence represents a change in an external
object, I cannot infer that from knowledge of the irreversibility of my
sequence of representations, because in any case I don’t know that,
and must instead infer both the occurrence of the event and the irre-
versibility of my sequence of representations from causal laws about
the behavior of the object. But if I reflect further, I will realize that
I never know the determinate sequence of my representations at all
without objective conditions, and so even in a case in which I take
myself to know that I have had a determinate sequence of percep-
tions of an object that has not undergone any change, I must still
infer the determinate sequence of my representations from some ob-
ject undergoing change; for instance, I could determine the sequence
of changes in my perception of an unchanging house by correlating
them with successive positions of my own body by means of psy-
chophysical laws. In this case, my own body would be the enduring
object with successive states of which my successive representations
are simultaneous — just as Schopenhauer argues.

Why did Schopenhauer fail to see that he was expounding what
is essentially the continuation of Kant’s argument rather than an
objection to it? Schopenhauer may never have understood Kant'’s
refutation of idealism, having notoriously disliked the second edi-
tion of the Critique precisely because of its inclusion,’® and in any
case could not have known of the unpublished notes in which Kant
finally came close to making explicit the argument the refutation
actually needed. But in addition to that, the difference between the
methods of the two philosophers seems to be at work again. In the
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‘Analogies of Experience’, indeed in the larger section on the ‘System-
atic Representation of all Synthetic Principles’ in which the analo-
gies are included, Kant took himself to be expounding the conditions
on which the possibility of our making determinate judgments about
our spatio-temporal experience rests. He did not take himself to be
describing the actual course of our experience. Further, and reason-
ably enough, he did not think he could expound all of the conditions
of the possibility of our judgment of experience at once, or on the
basis of any single example. Rather, he had to expound all the pre-
suppositions of our capacity for empirical judgment sequentially, and
whenever he introduced an example he meant it to illustrate only
the single condition at issue, not the whole character of our lived
experience. Schopenhauer, however, hostile as he is to transcenden-
tal arguments, thinks the task of philosophy is to characterize some-
thing like the process of our experience itself, so when he reads Kant’s
contrast between the perception of a moving ship and the perception
of an unchanging house, he thinks Kant is characterizing two phe-
nomenologically different kinds of experience, and then thinks that
Kant’s supposed distinction is belied by the fact that even in the case
of our perception of an unchanging house we can still experience the
changing position of our own bodies and sense organs. Kant might
not have cared about this one way or the other — his concern was not
to describe what our experience is like but to ferret out the presup-
positions on which our judgments about our experience rest. And in
any case, he simply had not yet arrived at the stage of his argument
at which he would argue that even our empirical consciousness of
the temporal order of our own experience as such rests, contrary to
all previous suppositions, on the assumption that we are perceiving
an external world of changing but enduring bodies by means of our
own body, which is a changing and enduring object among others.
Kant himself was to imply the necessity of acknowledging our own
embodiment in order to judge our experience when he wrote, ‘We are
first object of outer sense to ourselves, for otherwise we could not
perceive our place in the world and thus intuit ourselves in relation
to other things.”?° Schopenhauer was never able to read this remark
of Kant’s, but even if he had, he would not have been receptive to
the kind of transcendental argument of which it was a conclusion.
(2) Schopenhauer’s second objection to Kant, which is in essence
that Kant commits the fallacy of believing post hoc, ergo propter
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hoc, that is, thinking that whatever follows something else must be
the effect of the former, seems to rest on a more superficial mis-
understanding of Kant’s argument. Schopenhauer thinks that Kant
believes that we can judge that one state of affairs follows another
in time only if it follows from it, that is, only if the earlier state
is itself the cause of the latter. But Kant does not generally say ex-
actly that; rather, what Kant says is just that the later state must
follow the earlier in accordance with a rule dictating that sequence.
In Kant’s words, ‘This connection must therefore consist in the or-
der of the manifold of appearance in accordance with which the ap-
prehension of one thing (that which happens) follows that of the
other (which precedes) in accordance with a rule’ (A 193/B 238). It
might be natural to think that such a rule must be the rule that the
earlier state of affairs is the cause of the latter, and that the latter
can only follow the earlier because it is its effect. But Kant’s state-
ment does not actually imply that: what it implies is that the later
state must follow the earlier because of the causal law in accordance
with which the later state occurs, whatever that law might deter-
mine to be the cause of the later state, not that the earlier state
must itself be the cause. Thus, for example, Kant is not committed
to the view that day must follow night because night is the cause
of day, but because of that which is the cause of day, namely, the
change in the position of a place on earth relative to the sun over
the course of its daily rotation; and he is not committed to the view
that the falling of a roof tile must follow my exit from my house
because the latter is the cause of the former, but because of the time
of the occurrence of that which is its cause, for example, the fail-
ure of the roofing nail. Another way that Kant puts his point is by
saying that there must be a rule according to which what we are
thinking of as the later state of affairs in a temporal sequence fol-
lows from something in the preceding state, but not necessarily the
particular element of the preceding state to which we are contrasting
it:

Thus if T perceive that something happens, then the first thing contained
in this representation is that something precedes, for it is just in relation
to this that the appearance acquires its temporal relation, that, namely, of
existing after a preceding time in which it did not. But it can only acquire
its determinate temporal position in this relation through something being
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presupposed in the preceding state on which it always follows, i.e., follows
in accordance with a rule: from which it results, first, that I cannot reverse
the series and place that which happens prior to that which it follows. ... (A

198/B 243)

When we judge that the tile falls after the door is opened, this is not
necessarily because we judge the opening of the door to be the cause
of the fall of the tile, but because we judge that there is something
that determines that the tile could not have fallen before the door
was opened.

In fact, once again Schopenhauer’s objection to Kant seems to be
close to Kant’s own considered position. Schopenhauer claims:

Phenomena can quite easily follow on one another without following from
one another. Nor is the law of causality prejudiced thereby; for it is still
certain that every change is the effect of another change, since this truth
is firmly established a priori; only that every change follows not merely on
the single one that is its cause, but on all which exists simultaneously with
that cause, and with which it stands in no causal relation. (FR 126/H. 1,
87-8)

This could describe Kant’s position as well: what follows need not
be the effect of the particular thing that it is judged to succeed, but it
must be the effect of something in the total state of affairs obtaining
before it occurs, which determines that it can occur only after that
which it is judged to follow. Thus temporal judgments need causal
laws, but we are not confined to judging only that effects follow their
own causes in time. Why does Schopenhauer fail to see that he and
Kant essentially agree? Perhaps it is just a superficial misreading.
Or perhaps once again it is their methodological difference at work:
failing to appreciate the transcendental character of Kant’s position
as an analysis of the conditions under which we can make certain
kinds of judgments, Schopenhauer instead interprets Kant as if he
were doing a kind of phenomenology, in which he associates the
causal connections our judgments of temporal order depend upon
with what is most salient in our experience, namely, the observa-
tion that one thing follows another in time. But Kant does not mean
to suggest that the causal connections upon which our judgments
depend are themselves what is salient in our experience; quite the
contrary, they are more often something like an unstated framework
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within which our conscious experience is conceived. In Kant’s view,
judgments of temporal order depend upon causal connections but
are not themselves immediate or direct expressions of those connec-
tions.

(3) The last of Schopenhauer’s objections, however, raises a deep
and enduring issue for Kant’s treatment of causation. Schopenhauer
objects that if our knowledge of temporal succession is not immediate
but really depends upon our knowledge of the causal laws dictating
the occurrence of the successions that we know, then our knowledge
of causal laws would have to be impossibly vast. As formulated, the
objection assumes that our knowledge of temporal succession is it-
self very extensive, and one might think to block Schopenhauer’s
objection by questioning that premise. But the same objection could
be made without reference to quantity: one could simply adduce
as a counterexample to Kant’s theory any case in which one seems
to know the temporal succession of the states of some event, al-
though one does not yet know the explanation or perhaps even be-
lieves a false explanation of it. For example, to modify an example
from Schopenhauer’s second objection to fit the present one, it might
be insisted that people in many primitive cultures certainly knew
or know that day follows night without understanding the laws of
the planetary motions that explain this sequence. In other words, it
seems implausible not only that all of our knowledge of temporal
succession depends upon knowledge of causal laws; it seems equally
implausible that many of our particular judgments about temporal
succession depend upon knowledge of the particular causal mecha-
nisms and laws that explain those successions.

Without reference to Schopenhauer, many commentators on
Kant’s treatment of causation have nevertheless argued for a posi-
tion that could be a reply to this last objection: namely, that all that
Kant means to establish is that we have a priori knowledge of the
general principle of causality, that every event has some cause, and
not that we have a priori knowledge or even any knowledge at all
of the particular causal laws that explain the temporal successions
of which we are very well aware.?* But this defense does not reflect
the way Kant’s argument in the Second Analogy actually works, for
Kant derives his certainty about the validity of the general law of
causality precisely from his analysis of how our judgments of tem-
poral succession depend upon the particular causal laws determining
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the occurrence of the sequences that we judge. That I ‘cannot reverse
the series of perceptions’ that I have when I perceive a ship sailing
downstream, for instance, is not entailed by the general law that
every event has some cause, but is entailed only by the particular
causal laws about winds, currents, and so on that entail that in those
particular circumstances that particular ship must indeed be sailing
downstream instead of remaining stationary or sailing upstream. If
my knowledge of the sequence of my perceptions and of the positions
of the ship itself depends upon knowledge of causal laws at all, it de-
pends upon knowledge of particular causal laws and not the general
law of causality. But if this is right, then it does indeed seem that on
Kant’s account we must all know a great number of causal laws, ex-
plaining all sorts of occurrences that we might have thought we could
not presently explain, for we certainly do seem to be able to make
a vast number of reliable judgments about the temporal succession
both of our own perceptions and of the objects they represent.
Among the few commentators who have recently recognized that
Kant’s argument does indeed seem to make our capacity for deter-
minate temporal judgments depend upon knowledge of particular
causal laws, two strategies for dealing with the problem that
Schopenhauer’s objection raises have been suggested. One sugges-
tion, which I have made elsewhere,?> anticipated the thesis of the
present chapter by arguing precisely that we cannot see Kant’s argu-
ment as an essay in the phenomenology or psychology of time deter-
mination but rather must see it as an essay in the epistemology - or,
as Kant himself would call it, the transcendental logic — of time de-
termination. That is, we should not see Kant as arguing that our
ordinary consciousness of or mere belief in judgments about tem-
poral succession depends upon knowledge of the particular causal
laws that actually explain the successions of which we are aware, be-
cause that would indeed require knowledge and perhaps even a priori
knowledge of an impossibly large body of particular causal laws; in-
stead, we should see Kant as analyzing the conditions for the justifi-
cation of our particular judgments of temporal succession. That we
might not be able to justify many of the judgments we make every-
day unless we possess adequate knowledge of the relevant causal
laws, or even that we might have to revise some of the judgments
about temporal succession that we take for granted once we learn
the causal mechanisms and laws actually involved, would be no

Cambridge Companions Online © Cambridge University Press, 2006



132 PAUL GUYER

objection to Kant’s argument — after all, the whole history of science
has constantly required us to modify everyday judgments that have
previously seemed sufficiently self-evident to be considered as if they
were immediately given. Thus, the scientific acceptance of Coper-
nican astronomy has ultimately required any well-informed person
to revise what seemed to any pre-modern person the phenomenolog-
ically self-evident truth that the heavenly bodies rotate around our
own fixed position, and the subsequent discovery of the finitude of
the speed of light and the great distance of many of the stars that
we can see has required us to give up what might seem like the phe-
nomenologically obvious belief that when we see something we see
it pretty much as it is now — for what our scientific theory now tells
us is that we do not see many of the stars as they are now, but as they
were millions or billions of years ago, when the light that we now
detect first left those distant stars, some of which might no longer
even exist. Once again, the force of Schopenhauer’s objection to Kant
appears to depend upon a phenomenological interpretation of Kant’s
claims that may not be what Kant himself intended.

An even bolder suggestion would be that Kant really does suppose
that our a priori knowledge of particular causal mechanisms and laws
is much greater than most of us initially suppose, and thus that what
Schopenhauer finds so implausible is not implausible after all — in
fact, we can and do have extensive knowledge of particular causal
laws. This suggestion comes from an approach to Kant’s philosophy
of physical science on which it is argued that Kant understood as
synthetic a priori not only the most general principles of judgment
that he derived in the Critique of Pure Reason but also the more
particular laws of Newtonian physics, the laws of terrestrial and ce-
lestial kinematics, dynamics, and mechanics that he derived in the
Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science.*> To be sure, Kant
thought that we could derive these more particular causal laws from
the purely synthetic a priori principles of the Critique only by adding
an empirical concept of matter in motion to the abstract concept of
substance used in the derivation of the principles of judgment, so
that the principles of natural science would not be pure synthetic a
priori cognitions,?* but he nevertheless held that this addition did
not undermine the apriority of our knowledge of the laws of New-
tonian physics. On this view, then, Kant really would be prepared to
maintain that we do have knowledge and indeed synthetic a priori
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knowledge of at least the most important causal laws on which the
truth of our judgments of the temporal order of the events that we
observe actually depends.

This solution to Schopenhauer’s objection also requires that we
be prepared to distinguish Kant’s transcendental methodology from
what I have been calling the phenomenological method of Schopen-
hauer. When we classify the laws of Newtonian physics as a priori, we
are surely not describing any knowledge that is immediate and self-
evident in the daily experience of every human being; human beings
lived for millennia before these laws were formulated a little over
three centuries ago, most human beings in the last three centuries
have continued to live in ignorance of them, and even many who
have learned them may not have learned how more recent science
restricts their application. So from what is supposed to be the stand-
point of ‘direct’ and ‘immediate’ consciousness adopted by Schopen-
hauer, this defense of the argument of Kant’s Second Analogy might
not seem very promising. By contrast, the committed Kantian might
think that Schopenhauer’s approach, what I have been calling a phe-
nomenological method avant Ia lettre, can never do justice to the
transcendental character of Kant’s proof. However this may be, it
seems clear that Schopenhauer has put his finger on an issue of fun-
damental importance in Kant’s philosophy. If Kant really does mean
to argue that our empirical consciousness of temporal order depends
upon particular causal laws, then he does owe us an account of the
possibility of our knowledge of such laws. Further, even if Kant’s
theory is not meant to be a description of the salient or most im-
mediate features of our experience, but a transcendental account of
the conditions of the possibility of such experience, it would still
seem reasonable to expect him to have provided some account of
the relation between such transcendental conditions and the every-
day experience the possibility of which they are supposed to ground,
an issue about which he was largely silent. In his general critique
of transcendental arguments, as we saw, Schopenhauer may have
been hasty in his suggestion that such arguments cannot get off
the ground at all, but he was quite right to suggest that there is
a deep issue about the status of the most basic premises of such
arguments. Likewise, in his critique of one of Kant’s most impor-
tant particular transcendental arguments, he may have been hasty
to reject Kant’s analysis outright on the basis of the phenomenology
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of our experience of temporal order, but he was nevertheless right
to raise a fundamental issue about the relation between this phe-
nomenology and the transcendental conditions of our experience,
an issue that Kant barely touched. The profound difference between
Kant’s philosophical method and his own may have left Schopen-
hauer blind to some of Kant’s intentions and presuppositions, but
at the same time, it allowed him to raise issues of enduring impor-
tance and difficulty about some of Kant’s most basic assumptions
and conclusions.

NOTES

1 It is this aspect of his doctrine to which Kant refers in his famous state-
ment ‘I had to deny knowledge in order to make room for faith,’ in the
Critique of Pure Reason, Preface to the second edition, B xxx. Quota-
tions from the Critique of Pure Reason will be from the translation by
Paul Guyer and Allen W. Wood (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1998); citations will be located by the traditional method using the pagi-
nation of the first (A) and/or second (B) edition. I will follow this edition’s
use of boldface type to represent Kant’s use of Fettdruck (bigger and
bolder type than the surrounding text) for emphasis. References to other
works by Kant will be located by the customary method of citing the vol-
ume and page of the Akademie edition, Kant’s gesammelte Schriften,
edited by the Royal Prussian Academy of Sciences (Berlin: Georg Reimer,
later Walter de Gruyter, 1900- ).

2, For this distinction, see Critique of Pure ReasonB 3-6, A 6-19/B 10-14,
and A 150-8/B 189-97. Among the many discussions of this distinction,
the most useful is found in two papers by Lewis White Beck, ‘Kant’s
Theory of Definition’ (1956) and ‘Can Kant’s Synthetic Judgments Be
Made Analytic?’ (1955), both reprinted in his Studies in the Philosophy
of Kant (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1965), 61-91.

3 Kant’s method of transcendental arguments was given renewed promi-
nence in recent philosophy by the British philosopher Peter Strawson,
first in his original work Individuals: An Essay in Descriptive Meta-
physics (London: Methuen, 1959) and then in his widely influential
book The Bounds of Sense: An Essay on Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason
(London: Methuen, 1966). Transcendental arguments were then sub-
jected to a barrage of criticisms; three of the seminal critiques were Barry
Stroud, ‘Transcendental Arguments’, Journal of Philosophy 65 (1968),
241-56; Stefan Kérner, ‘The Impossibility of Transcendental Arguments’,
in Lewis White Beck (ed.), Kant Studies Today (LaSalle, I11.: Open Court,
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1969), 230-44; and Richard Rorty, ‘Strawson’s Objectivity Argument’,
The Review of Metaphysics 24 (1970), 207—44, and ‘Verificationism and
Transcendental Arguments’, Notis 5 (1971), 3-14. Useful surveys of the
debate that ensued can be found in Peter Bieri, Rolf-Peter Horstmann, and
Lorenz Kriiger (eds.), Transcendental Arguments and Science: Essays in
Epistemology (Dordrecht: Reidel, 1979); Anthony L. Brueckner, ‘Tran-
scendental Arguments I’, Notis 17 (1983), 551-75, and ‘Transcendental
Arguments II', Notis 18 (1984), 197-225; and Paul Guyer, Kant and the
Claims of Knowledge (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987),
‘Afterword’, 417-28.

4 As the citation indicates, this statement occurs in a passage added in
the second edition of the Critique of Pure Reason, which Schopenhauer
disliked (see note 16). It is part of a contrast between ‘metaphysical’ and
‘transcendental expositions’ that Kant did not make in the first edition
of the Critique. For these reasons, it might be thought that it is not an
apt characterization of Kant’s method of transcendental argument in gen-
eral as Schopenhauer might have understood it. But although Kant added
this characterization of a ‘transcendental exposition’ only in the second
edition, it does aptly characterize the epistemic status of the assumptions
of some of his central transcendental arguments in the first edition, and
it does seem reasonable to use it as one general characterization of how
Kant understood his method.

5 Prolegomena, 4:275; in the translation by Gary Hatfield (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1997), 26.

6 Prolegomena, 4:274; Hatfield, 26.

7 Indeed, Kant’s discussion of the a priori sources of our knowledge of ob-
jects in space and time in the second edition of the Critique, from which
the definition of a ‘transcendental exposition’ just cited is drawn, takes
over much material from the Prolegomena (compare Prolegomena §2,
4:268—9 with Critique of Pure Reason, B 14-17) and undercuts Kant’s
claim that the two works have an essentially different method.

8 For this characterization, see Dieter Henrich’s famous article ‘The De-
duction of the Moral Law’ (1975), translated in Paul Guyer (ed.), Kant’s
Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals: Critical Essays (Lanham, Md.:
Rowman and Littlefield, 1998), 303—41.

9 For the way I have put things in this sentence, see D. P. Dryer, Kant’s
Solution for Verification in Metaphysics (London: George Allen & Unwin,
1966).

10 See Wr1 434-7/H. 2, 514-18; note Schopenhauer’s reference there to the
anonymous 1792 work Aenesidemus of his teacher G. E. Schulze, a
critique of Kant cast in the form of a critique of Kant’s one time disciple
Karl Leonhard Reinhold.
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11 See, e.g., Attempt to introduce the concept of negative magnitudes into
philosophy, 2:171-2; in Immanuel Kant, Theoretical Philosophy, 175 5—
1770, ed. David Walford (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992),
211. Kant could have supported this argument, although he did not, by
appealing to Galilean relativity: what counts as a state of rest produced by
equal and opposite forces in one inertial framework might in fact appear
as motion in another.

12 The seeds of Schopenhauer’s subsequent contrast between representation
and willing can be seen in his contrast between the first two forms of
determination and the fourth in this early work.

13 A passage like the present one could well be adduced as evidence of
Schopenhauer’s influence on Ludwig Wittgenstein — an influence present
not only in Wittgenstein’s early Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, where
Wittgenstein famously uses the example of the eye that is not itself part
of its visual field to support the more general idea that the subject is
not part of its world, which in turn introduces the idea that the logical
forms of propositions are not like mere contents or things in the world
(see propositions 5.632—5.641, immediately preceding proposition 6), but
also in the later Philosophical Investigations, where it is expressed in
such statements as ‘If I have exhausted the justifications I have reached
bedrock, and my spade is turned. Then I am inclined to say: “This is
simply what I do.””

14 I borrow this expression from Maurice Merleau-Ponty; see The Primacy
of Perception, ed. James M. Edie (Evanston, Ill.: Northwestern University
Press, 1964).

15 Indeed, Kant himself may be seen to have anticipated this point in his
early critique of rationalism; see his prize-winning essay of 1762, Inquiry
concerning the distinctness of the principles of natural theology and
morality (published in 1764), 2:293-6; in Walford (ed.), Theoretical
Philosophy, 1755—1770, 267—9.

16 See W1 434-7/H. 2, 514—18. Schopenhauer’s fundamental objection to
the second edition was that its ‘Refutation of Idealism’ marred the purity
of the idealism of the first edition and suppressed the best expression of
the pure idealism, the first-edition version of the fourth ‘Paralogism of
Pure Reason’. This charge is entirely correct, although for many recent
readers it is the basis for preferring the second to the first edition.

17 See, e.g., Jonathan Bennett, Kant’s Analytic (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 1966), §22.

18 Reflection 6313, Akademie 18:614; translation from Paul Guyer, Kant
and the Claims of Knowledge (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1987), 305.

19 See note 16.
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Reflection 6314, 18:619; quoted from Kant and the Claims of Knowl-
edge, 314.

For a long list of those who take such a view, including noted commenta-
tors such as H. J. Paton, Lewis White Beck, and many others, see Michael
Friedman, ‘Causal Laws and the Foundations of Natural Science’, in Paul
Guyer (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Kant (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1992), 193, n. 6. For a recent addition to this list, see
Béatrice Longuenesse, Kant and the Capacity to Judge (Princeton, N.J.:
Princeton University Press, 1998), 269-70.

See Kant and the Claims of Knowledge, 258-9. As a matter of fact, I did
bring Schopenhauer into my discussion of Kant'’s treatment of causation
in that work, but I mentioned only Schopenhauer’s second objection to
Kant, not the third one that I am presently discussing.

This approach has been most extensively and persuasively developed by
Michael Friedman in his article ‘Causal Laws and the Foundations of
Natural Science’ in Guyer (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Kant,
161-99, and in his book Kant and the Exact Sciences (Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 1992}, especially chapters 3 and 4.

For the distinction between ‘pure’ and ‘impure’ synthetic a priori cogni-
tions, see Konrad Cramer, Nichtreine synthetische Urteile a priori: Ein
Problem der Transzendentalphilosophie Kants (Heidelberg: Carl Winter
Verlag, 1985).
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5 Will and Nature

A recent short entry on ‘will’ in The Oxford Companion to Philos-
ophy uses one-tenth of its word length to inform us that ‘the will
reached its philosophical apotheosis in Schopenhauer’s The World
as Will and Idea (1818, 1844)'." This is correct insofar as the cen-
tral term of that work’s account of human nature, and of the nature
of the whole world, is Wille, a word we can translate only as will.
But it is apt to mislead. For in the history of the concept of will,
Schopenhauer’s intervention is idiosyncratic and perturbing. He does
not simply take a pre-existing conception and give it an unwonted
importance; he takes the word Wille and proposes for it a use that is
revolutionary and far from straightforward.

I WILL AND ‘THE RIDDLE’

Will makes its dramatic debut in Schopenhauer’s main work in §18
after a well-orchestrated build-up that allows it to be presented as
‘the answer’ to a tantalizing and vital riddle. The First Book of The
World as Will and Representation has given a systematic account
of the world of objects. Objects are objects of experience for a repre-
senting subject: there can be no object without subject, no subject
without object. Objects are organized by space, time, and causal-
ity, the a priori forms of all representation. The subject perceives
or has ‘intuitive representations’? and, using concepts, it thinks,
reasons, and judges. Throughout all this its representations are or-
dered, each representation being grounded in others in accordance
with the principle of sufficient reason in one of its four versions.
But something is missing from this orderly scenario. The problem is
brought into the open as the curtain rises on the Second Book: it is

138
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that we as investigators cannot be content to have cognition of the
relations pertaining among our representations, but must enquire
into their ‘inner nature’, a term that is to recur throughout the Sec-
ond Book.3 The riddle is, then: What is the inner nature of things,
which the orderly relations among representations themselves do
not reveal? Will’s role is to provide the answer, to be that inner
nature.

But what precisely is the problem? Here is part of Schopenhauer’s
build-up, before the explicit entrance of will:

We are not satisfied with knowing that we have representations, that they
are such and such, and that they are connected according to this or that
law, whose general expression is always the principle of sufficient reason.
We want to know the significance [Bedeutung] of those representations; we
ask whether this world is nothing more than representation. In that case it
would inevitably pass by us like an empty [wesenloser| dream, or a ghostly
vision not worth our consideration. Or we ask whether it is something else,
something in addition, and if so what that something is.... Here we see
already that we can never get at the inner nature [Wesen] of things from
without. However much we may investigate, we obtain nothing but images
and names. We are like a man who goes round a castle, looking in vain for
an entrance, and sometimes sketching the facades. (W1 98—9/H. 2, 117-18)

Most commentators have taken Schopenhauer to be exercised by
the thought that the Kantian (or more or less Kantian) thing in it-
self is an unknowable something lying hidden behind, or shrouded
deep inside, the world of our experience, unable to be an object of
our acquaintance. Elsewhere Schopenhauer uses metaphors of pen-
etration which suggest that this thing in itself can be known to the
subject in a unique way, most notably the following: ‘a way from
within stands open to us to that real inner nature of things [selbst-
eigenen und inneren Wesen der Dinge| to which we cannot pene-
trate from without ... so to speak a subterranean passage ... which,
as if by treachery, places us all at once in the fortress that could
not be taken from without’ (W2 195/H. 3, 218-19). Here it looks
as if the initial problem is the subject’s having no avenue of ac-
quaintance with a thing in itself that is unknowable because it lies
in a realm beyond all experience. But if that is his starting point,
Schopenhauer seems set to perpetrate a muddle, saying that we can
know an unknowable.

Cambridge Companions Online © Cambridge University Press, 2006



140 CHRISTOPHER JANAWAY

However, there is an alternative reading, put forward recently by
John Atwell.4 Atwell’s prime thesis is that Schopenhauer is con-
cerned with the world’s being understandable or ‘readable’ to the
philosophical enquirer. In the passage from Wr 98-9/H. 2, 117-18
just quoted, Schopenhauer says that we want to know the mean-
ing (Bedeutung) of the world of representations. Here and elsewhere
he talks of the world’s threatening to be strange or alien (fremd), or
uninformative or insignificant to us (nichtssagend, literally, ‘having
nothing to say’) (Wr 95/H. 2, 113). When the world is displayed to
us in its scientifically discoverable causal connections, it consists of
representations that ‘stand before us like hieroglyphics that are not
understood’ (Wr 97/H. 2, 115); experience is a ‘cryptograph’ we must
decipher (see W2 182—4/H. 3, 202—4). Schopenhauer’s talk of ‘essence’
or ‘inner nature’, Atwell suggests, concerns equally the ‘meaning’ or
‘content’ of things.S Theriddle or puzzle is to do with our interpreting
the world we experience or making it appear less alien to ourselves.

Atwell’s view makes very good sense of Schopenhauer’s initial
discussion in §18, where he imagines how I myself might fail to be
intelligible to myself. Were I to regard myself as nothing but the sub-
ject that experiences an objective world of spatio-temporal, causally
interacting things, then I would not be able to locate myself at any
particular point within the world I experience. I would float around
in detachment from the world like ‘a winged angel’s head without
a body’.® What I call my body would be for me on a par with any
material thing I experience: ‘its movements and actions ... would be
equally strange and incomprehensible’.” This would make me the
individual who acts and moves in the objective world, some kind of
riddle to myself.

Atwell is right about the nature of the riddle here. Schopenhauer
is not saying that if I were merely the subject of representations,
I would lack all knowledge of or be unacquainted with my body
and its movements. The point is that the body to which T owe my
status as one objective individual among others would indeed be ex-
perienced by me, but experienced as alien and incomprehensible - I
would not make sense to myself. However, none of this is the case,
as Schopenhauer rightly says. There is an important way in which I
do make sense to myself. This body’s movements are, when I am act-
ing, intelligible to me directly because I am moving my body, because
the actions involving these movements are mine. So Schopenhauer’s
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project is to use the absence of riddle regarding the part of the ob-
jective world that I am, to address a genuine riddle concerning the
rest of the objective world apart from me: ‘From yourself shall you
understand nature, not yourself from nature.’”®

Itis less clear on this interpretation (1) what kind of understanding
or deciphering of the world’s meaning Schopenhauer hopes for; and
(2) how it deals with his prominent claims to be discovering the
nature of the thing in itself left unknowable by Kant. I shall return
to these questions at the end of the chapter.

II HUMAN WILLING AND ACTION

Schopenhauer’s account of the will begins innocently enough by giv-
ing an analysis of what we might term ‘human willing’. I mean by
that what I take to be more or less traditionally conceived as will-
ing: a conscious mental state of a human agent, which is directed at,
and typically brings about, an action that the agent regards as “up to
her’ in virtue of its being brought about by her state of willing. In
this traditional conception the subject of human willing is an agent,
someone who does something; what she does is ‘up to her’ because
of its relation to this mental state of hers; and this mental state is
already something she (or her mind) does: it is an act of will.

Schopenhauer’s first step is to insist on the bodily nature of human
willing.

Every true act of his [the subject’s] will is also at once and inevitably a
movement of his body [Bewegung des Leibes]; he cannot actually will the
act without at the same time being aware that it appears as a movement of
the body. The act of will and the action of the body [Aktion des Leibes] . .. do
not stand in the relation of cause and effect, but are one and the same thing,
though given in two entirely different ways, first quite immediately and then
in perception for the understanding. . . . Resolutions of the will relating to the
future are mere deliberations of reason about what will be willed at some
time, not genuine acts of will. Only the carrying out stamps the resolve; till
then, it is always a mere alterable intention, and exists only in reason, in
abstracto.®

Schopenhauer’s theory of willing is anti-volitionalist and anti-
dualist.™ For him there are no volitions, where those are under-
stood as would-be occurrences of willing in the category ‘mental
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and not physical’ (or ‘mental and not bodily’). There is an act of will
(Willensakt), but it is not an occurrence falling into that category.
An act of will is a ‘movement of the body’ or — seemingly for him
an interchangeable term — an ‘action of the body’.”* Going by what
Schopenhauer says about ‘resolutions’, certain antecedents of this
action which could prima facie fall in the category ‘mental and not
bodily’ are not properly acts of will at all. So presumably someone’s
merely intending to act in a certain manner but not acting, or decid-
ing to act but not doing so, fall short of the description ‘genuine act
of will’. Yet elsewhere Schopenhauer makes it clear that the category
‘willing’ (if not that of ‘act of will’) does include resolves or decisions.
In his prize-winning essay On the Freedom of the Will of 1839 (which
I discuss more fully in Section V) he talks of ‘decisions [Entschliisse]
or decided acts of will’ which ‘though they originate in the dark re-
cesses of our inwardness, will always enter the perceptible world at
once’ as bodily movements.’ One conception of willing suggested
by Schopenhauer’s remarks is that it is a conscious mental state of
setting oneself to act, which is a willed bodily movement in that it
naturally becomes or develops into such a movement. According to
his essay, self-consciousness contains ‘decided acts of will that im-
mediately become deeds [entschiedenen, sofort zur That werdenden
Willensakten] and ‘formal resolves together with the actions that
issue from them [férmliche Entschliisse, nebst den aus ihnen her-
vorgehenden Handlungen]'.*> An even more clearly developmental
picture is found in these remarks: ‘as long as [an act of will] is in a
state of becoming, it is called a wish [Wunsch], when it is complete,
a resolve [Entschluss]; but that this is what it is is shown to self-
consciousness only in the deed [That]: for until the deed it can be
altered’.’ Willing then is progressive: a wish or a state of wanting to
do something is (becomes) a resolve of the will, which is (becomes)
an act of will, which is (becomes) a deed or bodily action.

Schopenhauer’s reason for holding that genuine acts of will are
identical with movements of the body lies in the nature of our cog-
nitive access to the body:

To the subject of knowledge ... this body is given in two entirely different
ways. Itis given as representation in intellectual intuition as an object among
objects, and subordinate to the laws of objects. But it is also given at the
same time in a completely different way, namely as that which is known
immediately to everyone and is denoted by the word will.*s
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What situates me in the world of objects is my having immediately
given to me, as subject, the actions of the bodily individual I am
identical with. Schopenhauer thus puts forward — with, it must be
said, very little detailed analysis — what can be called a dual aspect
view of action.’® Actions of the body, as he calls them, are move-
ments in space and time of a particular material object. The agent
is aware of the body’s movement in space and time and its causal
relations to other objects, but is aware of those same movements as
his or her own will in operation. In action, something of which we
are ‘inwardly’ conscious enters the world of objective phenomena,
providing ‘a bridge between the inner and the outer worlds which
otherwise remained separated by a bottomless abyss’.*”

IIT WILL AS ‘INNER NATURE’

With this anti-dualist thesis concerning the bodily nature of human
willing, we catch merely the tip of a long strand in Schopenhauer’s
thinking, which could be described as a kind of naturalization of hu-
man willing, in the sense that it aims to subsume willing as merely
one instance of organic process at work in nature. At any given time,
an organism — human or non-human - tends towards some localized
telos. Whatever localized telos it tends towards, its functioning is
governed by enduring ends that must be secured repeatedly — nutri-
tion, for example — and the single overarching telos which explains
them all (to which they are all instrumental) is that of being alive
and perpetuating life. This pattern of tending towards ends which
provide the explanation for behaviour is common throughout the
natural world. And human willing is one among a multitude of ways
in which organisms tend towards a telos. An episode of human will-
ing, identical with an action of the body, is distinguished from other
organic processes by the kinds of causal antecedents which deflect
the organism’s course. There are three basic kinds of causal rela-
tion: cause pure and simple, stimulus, and motive.'® While other
processes in nature are either instances of bare cause and effect, or
of the relation of stimulus to response, human willing (or an act
of will) occurs when the body’s movements are caused by motives,
these being mental states in which an objective world is presented
to consciousness, among them conceptual judgements which may
have been arrived at by reasoning.
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Once we have said something about these distinctive antecedents
(the capacity for which can itself, Schopenhauer believes, be given
a naturalistic explanation in terms of the functioning of the human
organism, in particular its brain™), human willing is nothing spe-
cial. The boundary between human willing and other processes of
organic end-directedness is not one between metaphysical kinds. I
as agent have an ‘inner nature’ in virtue of which I tend towards
local ends and the overarching end of life — being alive and repro-
ducing life. The very organized structure and normal functioning of
my body, its growth, and all the processes of it which presuppose
neither consciousness nor even mindedness, are manifestations of
the same tendency. The inner nature of the human being is that it
tends towards maintaining and propagating life, and this same inner
nature is common to every inhabitant of the organic world. A tiger,
a sunflower, or a single-celled organism have the same inner nature
or essence. Schopenhauer even argues that at the most fundamental
level the same inner nature must be that of the whole phenomenal
world, not only in the organic but also in the inorganic realm, where
it underlies the processes of gravitation, magnetism, and crystal for-
mation: ‘That which in us pursues its ends by the light of knowledge
...here, in the feeblest of its phenomena, only strives blindly in a
dull, one-sided, and unalterable manner’.?° Of course, it is not the
case that the material world in every one of its formations pursues
life. But Schopenhauer wants to say that at the broadest level of gen-
erality every part of the world possesses the same essence as I do;
like me it — as it were — pursues, strives, or tends somewhere. ‘It will
not cost us a great effort of the imagination’ to recognize this, he
comments.>"

Schopenhauer has reasons for his view. We have seen that he be-
lieves there is a ‘puzzle’ or ‘riddle’ about the world’s inner nature
that needs a solution. We should note three further fundamental
premises: (1) that in my own case my bodily acts of willing give me
a knowledge or understanding of myself that has a unique immedi-
acy and transparency not shared by any other experience I have; (2)
that scientific explanation of phenomena is essentially incomplete
and requires a metaphysical foundation in an account of the inner
nature underlying the world of phenomena; (3) that, on pain of the
world’s being unintelligible to me, I cannot regard my own inner na-
ture as different from that of reality as whole. Schopenhauer seems
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to assume that if I am to understand the world from my own nature,
then, what it really is to be me cannot be different from what it really
is to be anything in nature.

The following passage shows Schopenhauer’s strategy with toler-
able clarity:

In everything in nature there is something to which no ground can ever be
assigned, for which no explanation is possible, and no further cause can be
sought. This something is the specific mode of the thing’s action, in other
words, the very manner of its existence, its essence [Wesen). ... [[Jt was sup-
posed that, starting from the most universal forces of nature (e.g. gravitation,
cohesion, impenetrability), we could explain from them those forces which
operate more rarely and only under a combination of circumstances (e.g.,
chemical quality, electricity, magnetism), and finally from these could un-
derstand the organism and life of animals, and even the knowing and willing
of man. ... [But] do we understand more about the inner nature of these nat-
ural forces than about the inner nature of an animal? Is not the one just as
hidden and unexplored as the other? Unfathomable, because it is groundless,
because it is the content, the what of the phenomenon, which can never be
referred to the form of the phenomenon, to the how, to the principle of suf-
ficient reason.... [M]y body is the only object of which I know not merely
the one side, that of the representation, but also the other, that is called
will. Thus instead of believing that I would better understand my own or-
ganization, and therefore my own knowing and willing, and my movement
on motives, if only I could refer them to movement from causes through
electricity, chemistry, and mechanism, I must, in so far as I am looking for
philosophy and not for etiology, first of all learn to understand from my
own movement on motives the inner nature of the simplest and common-
est movements of an inorganic body which I see ensuing on causes. [ must
recognize the inscrutable forces that manifest themselves in all the bodies
of nature as identical in kind with what in me is the will, and as differing
from it only in degree.>*

If, as Schopenhauer claims, my self-consciousness as bodily agent
gives me a uniquely unmediated knowledge of myself, this may well
suggest that it is an accurate pointer towards the inner nature of the
portion of the world that is me. If the world and my place in it can be
intelligible to me only if I interpret the world as having the same in-
ner nature as myself, and if a unifying metaphysical account is what
the necessary limitation of scientific explanation leaves us crying out
for, then it would be irresponsible not to apply the knowledge of my
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own nature to the metaphysical unriddling of all of the world. ‘Obvi-
ously,’ says Schopenhauer, ‘it is more correct to teach understanding
of the world from the human being than understanding of the hu-
man being from the world, for it is from what is immediately given,
that is self-consciousness, that we have to explain what is mediately
given and belongs to outer perception; not the other way round.’?3
Not everyone nowadays will identify strongly with Schopenhauer’s
task of revealing the supra-scientific essence and significance of real-
ity in itself, or his idea that a subject’s self-consciousness must play
the primary role in achieving it (though at the time he was writing,
broadly analogous conceptions could be found in the mainstream
philosophy of the German Idealists). His monistic assumption that
my fundamental nature cannot be different from that of the whole
of reality is not obviously disreputable, though it may well seem too
big (or too vague) a thought to handle comfortably.

Nevertheless, by something like this argument, Schopenhauer ar-
rives at his alleged common inner nature of all things, and it is this
inner nature that he calls the will (der Wille), or better simply will —
an adventurous exercise in nomenclature which enables him to say
that human willing is merely one instance of will, one manifestation
of will in the world of empirical nature. For example, he says:

What appears. .. as plant, as mere vegetation, as blindly driving force [blind
treibende Kraft], will be taken by us, according to its inner nature, to be will,
and it will be recognized by us as the very thing which constitutes the basis
of our own appearance, as it expresses itself in our actions.?4

It is peculiar to human willing that it is caused by motives, which are
representations of the objective world, perceptions and conceptual
representations occurring in consciousness and causing episodes in
which the bodily human being approaches some telos. Human will-
ing, then, is that form of natural end-directedness whose local goals
are fixed by conscious empirical knowledge of objects. But having
this aetiology does not belong to the essence of the will as such:

we have ... to get to know more intimately this inner nature of the will,
so that we may know how to distinguish from it what belongs not to it
itself, but to its appearance. . .. Such, for example, is the circumstance of its
being accompanied by knowledge, and the determination by motives which
is conditioned by this knowledge. . . . [T]his belongs not to the inner nature of
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the will, but merely to its most distinct phenomenon as animal and human
being.?s

Just how we are to understand this inner nature, and just why it
is appropriate to call it will, are problems Schopenhauer never fully
resolves. But we can, I believe, sympathize with his general predica-
ment. He seeks a continuity between the mind and nature which
he thinks can be secured neither by dualism nor by materialism.
Dualism is unavailable because there is no immaterial substance:
the only substance is matter.2® But materialism starts by removing
conscious subjectivity from its picture and can never work its way
back to including it. We could never explain our being conscious of
ourselves as subject of our own mental states in materialist terms;
materialism is ‘the philosophy of the subject who forgets to take
account of himself’.?” Looking for another alternative, we might be
tempted to classify Schopenhauer’s strategy as a species of panpsy-
chism, understood as ‘the view that the basic physical constituents
of the universe have mental properties’.?® We might see him as trying
to ensure that the phenomena of human willing are part of physical
reality by claiming that a truly mental willing is found everywhere,
each tiniest portion of nature containing a degree of mentality in
virtue of which it primitively wants or tries to achieve some end.
But I think this is not accurate. Mind, for Schopenhauer, is what the
single principle of nature can manifest itself as, at one end of the
scale. But when at other points on the scale this principle manifests
itself “dully and blindly’, as gravitational force or as light-seeking
movement in plants, it is not manifesting itself as mind at all. Some
parts of phenomenal reality are minds, but most are not, for Schopen-
hauer. The challenge is to explain how one and the same fundamental
reality can manifest itself as me — acting with mind and conscious-
ness — and as a falling stone or a growing crystal.

Perhaps by retaining a mentalistic word, ‘will’, Schopenhauer
hopes to make it plausible that the underlying reality could man-
ifest itself phenomenally as a human agent. But tension shows in
his strategy when he warns that his use of the word is radically revi-
sionary and effectively tells the reader to think away its mentalistic
connotations:

if I say that the force which attracts a stone to the earth is of its nature, in
itself ... will, then no one will attach to this proposition the absurd meaning
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that the stone moves itself according to a known motive, because it is thus
that the will appears in man.?9

We must heed this warning throughout if Schopenhauer is not to be
plain laughable. But then why call the inner nature will rather than
something else? He addresses this objection and replies that

the word will, which .. . is to reveal to us the innermost essence of everything
in nature, by no means expresses an unknown quantity ... but something
cognized absolutely immediately, with which we are so well acquainted that
we know and understand what will is much better than anything else.3°

This is an effective reply only if it means that we know better than
anything else what it is in general to seek, to strive, or tend towards
an end, whether blindly and dully or with consciousness and rational
motivation. Or: we know, by what is immediately given to us in
experiencing the directedness of bodily action, what it is to be any
part of nature. Not the least strange feature of this account is the
thought that the deliverance of my consciousness of myself doing
something uncovers the nature of being or activity as such, whether
conscious or not, throughout the whole of reality. The term ‘inner
nature’ is perhaps being stretched too far here. Many philosophers
would acknowledge with Schopenhauer that there is something that
it is like ‘from the inside’ to be myself engaged in bodily action,
and that were it not for this, I would be unintelligible to myself.
They might, perhaps, acquiesce in his assumption that every part
of reality must in itself be something — or have an essence — that
exceeds its manifestation in the world of appearances. But it would
be quite another matter to suppose that for every part of reality there
is something that it is like to be it. Although Schopenhauer does
not make this supposition, it is hard in its absence to see how the
alleged common ‘inner nature’ of all things could be that which I
cognize immediately through ‘inner awareness’ of myself as agent.
How could a thing that never acts, or experiences, or has any self-
consciousness —a stone, say —be in its own nature just what I discover
myself to be in the self-conscious experience of being an agent?3”
Leaving aside these admittedly severe difficulties, a salient fea-
ture of Schopenhauer’s account is the continuity of kind it claims
between human willing and all other processes in organic nature.
His task of ‘unriddling’ nature gives primacy to the deliverances of
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self-consciousness over the experience of external phenomena. But
the upshot is that, in understanding what I most fundamentally am,
I am brought to acknowledge my kinship with and incorporation in
nature at large. It is as though I must admit that when I act, it is one
specialized case of nature doing what it does everywhere and one spe-
cialized case of living organisms doing as they do everywhere. When I
described Schopenhauer’s account in terms of life as the overarching
telos of all organic behaviour and morphology, I was describing what
Schopenhauer characterizes as ‘will to life’ (Wille zum Leben). The
end-seeking movements of all living things, and their very forma-
tion and functioning, answer to no purpose consciously entertained
in a mind, but do all subserve the end of life. Hence, according to
Schopenhauer, ‘the fundamental theme of all the many different acts
of will is the satisfaction of the needs inseparable from the body’s
existence in health; they have their expression in it, and can be re-
duced to the maintenance of the individual and the propagation of
the race.’3? If my inner nature is ‘will’, it can also be more narrowly
described as ‘will to life’. Indeed, he says that ‘the real self is the will
to life’:33 in other words, the real self is the principle of blind striving
for existence and reproduction that manifests itself as organic body,
as me, the bodily individual, while not pertaining to me alone.

Schopenhauer also believes there is a unique character peculiar to
me, which he calls my will, and which he tends to describe using the
Kantian expression ‘intelligible character’ (saying that Kant’s distin-
guishing of empirical and intelligible characters is one of his great-
est achievements34). My intelligible character is my trans-empirical
character: what I am in myself. In On the Basis of Morality Schopen-
hauer writes:

With his unalterable inborn character that is strictly determined in all its
manifestations by the law of causality... the individual is only the phe-
nomenon. The thing in itself underlying the phenomenon is outside space
and time and free from all succession and plurality of acts; it is one and un-
changeable. Its constitution in itself is the intelligible character, which is
equally present in all the actions of the individual and is stamped on every
one of them, like the signet on a thousand seals. The empirical character of
this phenomenon, manifesting itself in time and in the succession of acts, is
determined by the intelligible. ... Operari sequitur esse [doing follows from
being]. This means that everything in the world operates in accordance with
what it is, with its character and quality, in which all its manifestations are
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therefore already contained potentially. These appear actually when external
causes bring them about, for in this manner that very quality or character
itself is revealed. Such quality is the empirical character; on the other hand,
its inner ultimate ground, one that is not accessible to experience, is the in-
telligible character, in other words, the essence in itself of this thing. Here
man forms no exception to the rest of nature; he too has his fixed disposi-
tion and unalterable character, which, however, is entirely individual and
different in each case.3’

But this account of the intelligible character is troubling because it
seems to fly in the face of Schopenhauer’s repeated assertion that the
world at the level of the thing in itself is beyond individuation. Kant
does not appear to realize this so clearly. But, for Schopenhauer, if
space and time are the principle of individuation, that is, that which
makes it possible for there to be distinct individuals at all, and if
the world in itself is expressly not in space and time, because space
and time are the a priori forms of intuition that have their seat only
within the subject’s cognitive apparatus, then it follows that there
are no spatio-temporal individuals in the world as it is in itself: at
that level we can speak only of ‘what there is’ or ‘the world’ in a
quite undifferentiated sense. That the world in itself does not split
up into separate individuals, that individuality is phenomenal only,
is a fundamental and consistent tenet of Schopenhauer’s philosophy.
It is for this reason that in his ethics Schopenhauer can rely on the
thought that ultimately individuality is an illusion.

However, at the same time, he wants my will or intelligible char-
acter to be an individual essence which determines that I behave in
certain ways in certain environments, that makes me always, if you
like, tend to ‘gravitate’ a certain way. If only the world as a whole can
have an intelligible character, then clearly ‘my’ intelligible charac-
ter ought not to pertain to me as an individual. What I am in myself
ought to be no different from what you are in yourself, or indeed
from what any phenomenal object is in itself. But then if the intel-
ligible character of a thing determines its empirical character — the
way it observably behaves under various causal influences — why is
it that every object does not behave in the same way? Not only does
Schopenhauer wish to avoid that absurdity, he wants it to be precisely
my intelligible character that marks my actions as having a quality
unique to me, ‘like the signet on a thousand seals’. A little-noticed
late passage in Parerga and Paralipomena shows an openness to the
problem, if not a solution:
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individuality does not rest solely on the principium individuationis and so is
not through and through mere phenomenon, but ... it is rooted in the thing-
in-itself, the will of the individual; for the character itself is individual. But
how far its roots here go, is one of those questions which I do not undertake
to answer. (P2 227/H. 6, 242)

The best we can say is that there is considerable elasticity in
Schopenhauer’s account of what I am in myself. His short answer
is that what I am in myself, that is, my essence or inner nature, is
will. But in practice, this answer contains at least three different
thoughts about my essence. It is either (1) will (an essence I share
with everything in the world), (2) will to life (an essence I share with
organic nature as a whole), or (3) my individual will or underlying
character (which is peculiar to me). Schopenhauer often relies on an-
swers (2) and (3) when he seeks to corroborate his metaphysics of the
will by means of empirical evidence.

IV. WILL AND OUR SEXUAL NATURE

One of Schopenhauer’s themes is that the will in nature is greater
than the individual living thing and has the individual at its mercy. A
prime illustration of this occurs in his discussion of human
sexuality.3® A human individual is the objecthood of the will to life,
his or her body one of its empirical manifestations. Many aspects of
the human organism function to keep the individual alive; but others
are directed towards life beyond the individual, and they are the will
to life in its most blatant expression; as Schopenhauer puts it, ‘the
genitals are the focus of the will’, as opposed to the brain, which is
the focus of the intellect. Even though the brain too is an instrument
of the will to life, the sexual functioning of the body is the latter’s
primary expression. The sex-drive37 is the ‘kernel of the will to life
...the concentration of all willing’ (W2 s13-14/H. 3, 588): hence it
is the kernel of the kernel of human beings.

it may be said that the human being is concrete sexual impulse, for his
origin is an act of copulation, and the desire of his desires is an act of
copulation, and this impulse alone perpetuates and holds together the whole
of his phenomenal appearance. It is true that the will to life manifests itself
primarily as an effort to maintain the individual; yet this is only a stage
towards the effort to maintain the species. ... The sex-drive is therefore the
most complete manifestation of the will to life. (W2 s14/H. 3, 588)
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It is not surprising, then, if sexual love (Geschlechtsliebe) directed
towards another individual is a powerful force in human life:

It is the ultimate goal of almost all human effort; it has an unfavourable in-
fluence on the most important affairs, interrupts every hour the most serious
occupations, and sometimes perplexes for a while even the greatest minds. It
does not hesitate to intrude with its trash, and to interfere with negotiations
of statesmen and the investigations of the learned. It knows how to slip its
love-notes and ringlets even into ministerial portfolios and philosophical
manuscripts ... it appears on the whole as a malevolent demon, striving to
pervert, to confuse, and to overthrow everything. (W2 533-4/H. 3, 610-11)

‘It’ is clearly being conceived here as some agency or purpose which
is not subject to the individual’s control, and Schopenhauer appears
to wish it were. Sexuality is not only ubiquitous for him but torment-
ing.3%

His account of sexual love operates on two levels: at the level
of individual consciousness, the other is singled out as the object of
desire and idealized. He or she is apparently beloved for qualities of
value he or she uniquely possesses; and satisfaction of the desire by
another interchangeable object is ruled out. Thus it seems to the in-
dividual lover. But all this is an illusion, according to Schopenhauer.
The individual is merely being used. For at the deeper explanatory
level, all (heterosexual??) sexual desire can be explained functionally
as enabling reproduction:

The sex-drive ... knows how to assume very skilfully the mask of an objec-
tive admiration, and thus to deceive consciousness; for nature requires this
stratagem in order to attain her ends. But in every case of being in love, how-
ever objective and touched with the sublime that admiration may appear to
be, what alone is aimed at is the generation of an individual of a definite
disposition. (W2 535/H. 3, 612}

Schopenhauer has a eugenic conception of sexual attraction and hu-
man beauty. We are instinctively drawn to those in whom we detect
features that will enhance the species when we produce offspring
with them. ‘The passion of being in love really turns on what is to be
produced and on its qualities’;4° ‘A slight downward or upward cur-
vature of the nose has decided the happiness in life of innumerable
girls, and rightly, for the type of the species is at stake.’4* Schopen-
hauer would doubtless have spoken of the ‘selfish gene’ if he had
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known about genes. As it is, he talks of the ‘will of the species’
as directing the behaviour of individuals while deluding them that
they pursue by choice their own individual preferences and purposes,
such as seeking their own pleasure. Since the will as thing in itself
is beyond individuation, it lives on in future generations: thus ‘the
kernel of our true nature’ is indestructible and shared with our whole
species.4* He even says it is the will to life of the as yet unconceived
child that draws a man and a woman to love one another.43 In general,
the unique intensity of the passions which attend sexual behaviour
and the (sometimes absurd and ruinous) seriousness with which it is
pursued confirm Schopenhauer in his view that it expresses the very
core of human inner nature which is the will to life.

V UNFREEDOM OF THE INDIVIDUAL’S WILL

Whether we give emphasis to the global will, the will to life, the will
of the species, or the inborn will of the individual, once we attain the
Schopenhauerian vision of the individual subject as a phenomenon
whose inner essence is will, it must have an effect upon our concep-
tion of human action and thought. The self-conscious thinking self
that T usually take myself to be is not the true origin of my bodily
actions. Given my character and the course my experiences actually
take, I could not have willed otherwise than Idid on any particular oc-
casion. Motives channel me but are not the driving force within me:

From without, the will can be affected only by motives; but these can never
change the will itself. ... All that the motives can do ... is to alter the direc-
tion of the will’s effort, in other words to make it possible for it to seek what
it invariably seeks by a path different from the one it previously followed. . ..
But such an influence can never bring it about that the will wills something
actually different from what it has willed hitherto. This remains unalter-
able, for the will is precisely this willing itself, which would otherwise have
to be abolished.44

On Schopenhauer’s conception, in simply being a living and hence
a striving thing, I am — to adapt a related simile he sometimes uses
himself4s — like a stream of water rushing ahead, its course shaped
both by contingencies in its path and by tendencies towards move-
ment inherent in its own nature. The stream has no control over
its own inner nature or the direction it actually takes given what
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it meets — and no more do I. The ways in which I differ from a
stream of water, in having a mind, having conscious states, and be-
ing caused to will by rational motives, do not alter the case. Georg
Simmel, writing in 1907, provides the following excellent summa-
tion of Schopenhauer’s view: ‘I do not will by virtue of values and
goals that are posited by reason, but I have goals because I will con-
tinuously and ceaselessly from the depth of my essence.’+® Whatever
coherence Schopenhauer’s general theory of the will may have or
lack, this displacement of the rational, thinking self from explana-
tory and ontological primacy is one of the most influential aspects
of his thought.

Although Schopenhauer deals with the question of free will in The
World as Will and Representation,*’ his most accessible discussion
of it occurs in the essay On the Freedom of the Will of 1839.4% The
essay responded to a specific question set by the Royal Norwegian
Scientific Society: ‘Is it possible to prove the freedom of the human
will from the evidence of self-consciousness?’ Schopenhauer’s an-
swer to that question is ‘No’.49 But the essay has a great deal to
say about the conception of freedom. It is a self-contained piece of
writing that starts not from Schopenhauer’s metaphysics of the will,
which the occasion did not allow him either to assume or to expound,
but from an analysis of the fundamental concepts used to pose the
problem.

The main outline of the extended argument of On the Freedom of
the Will can be summarized as follows:

1. Freedom of the individual human will must be distinguished
from freedom of action (the ability to do X if one wills to do
X).

2. There is freedom of will only if occurrences of the individ-
ual’s willing enjoy absence of all determination or necessity.

3. An agent’s self-consciousness can provide no answer to the
question of whether the agent’s acts of will are necessitated
by a ground that determines them.

4. But an objective account of the occurrence of acts of will
shows that they must be grounded in causes that necessitate
their occurrence.

5. Hence there is no freedom of the individual agent’s will in
this sense: no acts of will can be without a ground that ne-
cessitates them.
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6. This conclusion does not remove the sense one has of be-
ing responsible for one’s deeds, which must be accounted for
from a different standpoint.

Schopenhauer’s thesis that self-consciousness cannot decide
whether the will is free is given extra poignancy by his initial claim
in the essay that self-consciousness embraces only the will. I am
conscious of myself not as a knower, he says, but ‘altogether as one
who wills [durchaus als eines Wollenden|' (FW 11/H. 4, 11). It is only
as having states of my own willing (das eigene Wollen)° that I can
know myself. But ‘willing’ now emerges as a very broad classifica-
tion. Anything pertaining to positive or negative attitude or affect is
called a ‘movement of the will’. Desiring is a movement of the will,
so are a great many emotions: ‘longing, hoping, loving, rejoicing, jubi-
lation, ...abhorring, fleeing, fearing, being angry, hating, mourning,
suffering pain’, and ‘even that which goes under the name of feelings
of pleasure and displeasure [Gefiihle der Lust und Unlust] and ‘bod-
ily sensations [Empfindungen]’.5* In this context Schopenhauer does
not concede, as he does in The World as Will and Representation,
that some affections of the body in sight, hearing, and touch may
not move the will at all and are ‘mere representations’.5> But details
are not so important: we may regard Schopenhauer’s widening of the
concept of will as something of a digression here. The central thesis
that self-consciousness tells us nothing about the freedom of willing
can still be upheld, regardless of the claim that self-consciousness
embraces only willing in a wide sense. The question need only con-
cern whatever portion of self-consciousness is taken up with willing.

When I am aware of a state of wanting to do something, and of
the action that this state ‘immediately becomes’, as Schopenhauer
puts it,’3 I may describe myself as being able to do what I will. Self-
consciousness gives evidence of what it is that I will, and of my
ability to act in accordance with what I will. That can be taken
as self-consciousness confirming my freedom. But what freedom?
Schopenhauer makes an acute distinction between freedom to do
what I'will (the ‘“empirical, original, and popular concept of freedom’,
FW 16/H. 4, 16) and freedom of willing. Ordinary people, and some
philosophers, think that the question of free will is exhausted by at-
tending to the first conception. But the real question left unanswered
is whether I could have willed to do otherwise than I willed in fact.
This is the difficult metaphysical question of free will. Schopenhauer
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is surely right to say that an agent’s self-consciousness is powerless
to discover whether she could have willed to do other than she did
on some particular occasion.

For the will to be free in the required sense would be for it to be
subject to no necessity. With self-consciousness unable to ascertain
whether willing is necessitated, we must turn to consciousness of
things other than self. But this consciousness is that of the world as
representation, and Schopenhauer’s firm view is that every represen-
tation in that world is subordinate to the principle of sufficient reason
and hence to necessity. In particular, we must consider any event in
the spatio-temporal realm of empirical things subject to the neces-
sity with which an effect follows on from a cause. That the cause of a
human willed action is a motive, not a cause pure and simple, makes
no difference. Considered as events in the world as representation,
human actions are subject to causal necessity. They are jointly de-
termined by motives, the experiences and thoughts that occur in the
mind (equated by Schopenhauer with states of the brains4), and by
the character of the agent. Hence the will of every individual human
being, as manifested in his or her wants, decisions, and actions, is
not free.

Schopenhauer’s defence of determinism and its incompatibility
with freedom of the individual will is clinically argued, and he never
wavers from it. Yet he realizes that this is not the end of the philo-
sophical problem. We still feel responsible for our actions; we regard
ourselves as the doers of our deeds. In some sense, then, a ‘higher
sense’, we must be free, as Schopenhauer says at the end of his essay:

my exposition does not eliminate freedom. It merely moves it out, namely,
out of the area of simple actions, where it demonstrably cannot be found, up
to aregion which lies higher, but is not so easily accessible to our knowledge.
In other words, freedom is transcendental. (FW 99/H. 4, 98)

In an acute commentary on Schopenhauer’s conception of free-
dom (‘The fable of intelligible freedom’), Nietzsche suggested that
Schopenhauer’s argument has shown the feeling of responsibility
to be wholly without foundation, a consequence Schopenhauer
could not see because of his deep attachment to the morality of
Christianity,’S hence his resort to the ‘higher region’. That is a di-
agnosis with some plausibility. But a prior problem is to under-
stand what positive conception of freedom Schopenhauer is putting
forward.
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First, we must shift our understanding of responsibility away from
actions to character. Schopenhauer has argued that, given who some-
one is, what his or her character is, his or her action upon given
experiences or motives is necessitated. But it is necessitated not ab-
solutely, only relative to the agent. Hence ‘under the influence of the
motives which determined him, a quite different action ... was quite
possible and could have happened, if only he had been another — this
alone kept him from doing something else’.5¢ Conclusion: he feels
responsibility for his character or for his being — Seyn und Wesen.s”
The idea is that if everything I do proceeds inevitably from the un-
changing source within me that makes me genuinely what I am, that
is, my will, then my feeling of being the doer is wholly justified. What
else should the target of praise or blame be but my own innermost
self?

Schopenhauer admires Kant’s distinction between the empirical
and intelligible characters, as we have seen; he also mentions as
one of Kant’s great achievements the assignment of freedom to the
realm of the thing in itself as opposed to that of phenomena.s® By
exploiting this dichotomy, Schopenhauer hopes to save a sense of
freedom which can give foundation to the human feeling of responsi-
bility:

the condition and the basis of [a human being’s] whole appearance ... is
his intelligible character, i.e. his will as thing in itself. It is to the will in
this capacity that freedom, and to be sure even absolute freedom, that is,
independence of the law of causality (as a mere form of appearances) properly
belongs. ...

As can easily be seen, this road leads to the view that we must no longer
seek the work of our freedom in our individual actions ... but in the whole
being and essence (existentia et essentia) of the man himself. This must
be thought of as his free act, which only presents itself to the cognitive
faculty as linked to time, space, and causality in a multiplicity and variety
of actions.... Everything acts according to its nature, and its acts as they
respond to causes make this nature known. Every man acts according to
what he is, and the action, which is accordingly necessary in each case, is
determined solely by the motives in the individual case....

The consciousness of self-determination [Eigenmdchtigkeit] and origi-
nality [Urspriinglichkeit] which undeniably accompanies all our acts, and
by virtue of which they are our acts, is therefore not deceptive.... But its
true content reaches further than the acts and begins higher up. In truth it
includes our being and essence itself. .. .59
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To make it more plausible that my feeling responsible for particular
actions indicates a genuine reponsibility for my being, Schopenhauer
calls my being a ‘free act’ occurring in the realm of the ‘in itself’. It is
desperately unclear, however, what kind of act of mine this could be.
If everything acts according to its nature, and my acting according
to mine is merely an instance of this, then I am only as responsible
for my behaviour as any other part of the world is for its. The dif-
ference between me and a shark or a tidal wave is that they merely
act according to their nature, while T have additional feelings of be-
ing the responsible doer. But if this is the only difference, it seems
Nietzsche was right: nothing justifies those feelings. Schopenhauer’s
very notion of the will’s being my underlying, non-rational, uncho-
sen essence, in virtue of which I have the goals I have and behave as I
do, seems to rob me, the self-conscious individual, of autonomy. Try-
ing to restore my individual autonomy by appeal to the same notion
of will as thing in itself seems an unpromising strategy.

Sometimes Schopenhauer intimates that while the will of each
phenomenal individual is determined, the will in itself, beyond indi-
viduation, is free.®® The concealed significance of this emerges later
in his grand plan. Freedom of the will as thing in itself from any
necessitation or grounding by anything outside it (and there is noth-
ing outside it) facilitates Schopenhauer’s culminating idea that the
will to life might of its own accord give up its attachment to life, or
annul itself within a human being, while there survives a pure con-
sciousness detached from all striving and evacuated of all affect. The
central thought of Schopenhauer’s philosophy is really that this self-
abolition of the will is the only hope of our re-claiming value from
a life that is otherwise worse than non-existence. To keep that hope
alive, he has to leave the will free from any constraint that would
prevent it from spontaneously denying itself.

VI WILL AND THING IN ITSELF

It can be argued®® that Schopenhauer commits a gross fallacy by

holding both that

(a) we can have no knowledge of the thing in itself

and that

(b) we can know that the thing in itself is will.
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The second claim seems to be the single crucial point of the ar-
guments we have so far pursued. The first seems to follow from
Schopenhauer’s insistence that ‘being-known of itself contradicts
being-in-itself’ (W2 198/H. 3, 221), that knowledge is limited to our
representations (Vorstellungen), and that thing in itself and repre-
sentation are utterly divorced from one another. However, in
stating such a stark contradiction we may be over-simplifying
Schopenhauer’s views; there are other alternatives worth exploring.
One might suggest that Schopenhauer holds merely the following:

(a’) by way of representation, we can have no knowledge of the
thing in itself,

but

(b’) we can have direct acquaintance, not by way of representa-
tion, with our own will, which is what we are in ourselves.

From this direct acquaintance — the present reading continues — we
can achieve knowledge that the world in itself is will, but such
knowledge that the world is will is not a direct acquaintance with
anything. We experience the rest of the world, apart from ourselves,
as a multitude of spatio-temporal phenomena, and comprehend
the world’s inner nature as will by inference and analogy from the
one thing (our own will) with which we are directly acquainted. The
combination of (a’) and (b’) avoids contradiction. And it allows (b)
also to be true: we can know that the thing in itself is will. Immedi-
ate acquaintance with our own will allows us to infer the nature of
the thing in itself in everything else of which we have only mediated
knowledge. The following often-quoted passage from the chapter ‘On
the Possibility of Knowing the Thing-in-Itself’ is evidence for this in-
terpretation:

on the path of objective knowledge, thus starting from the representation,
we shall never get beyond the representation, i.e. the phenomenon. We
shall therefore remain at the outside of things; we shall never be able to
penetrate into their inner nature [ihr Inneres], and investigate what they are
in themselves. ... But now, as the counterpoise to this truth, I have stressed
that other truth that we are not merely the knowing subject, but that we
ourselves are also among those beings [Wesen| we require to know, that we
ourselves are the thing in itself. Consequently, a way from within stands
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open to us to that real inner nature of things to which we cannot penetrate
from without. It is, so to speak, a subterranean passage, a secret relationship
[Verbindung| which, as if by treachery, places us all at once in the fortress
that could not be taken by attack from without. Precisely as such, the thing
in itself can come into consciousness only quite directly, namely by it itself
being conscious of itself; to try to know it objectively is to desire something
contradictory.... In fact, our willing is the only opportunity we have of un-
derstanding simultaneously from within any event that outwardly manifests
itself; consequently, it is the one thing known to us immediately, and not
given to us merely in the representation, as all else is. Here, therefore, lies
the datum alone capable of becoming the key to everything else ... we must
learn to understand nature from ourselves, not ourselves from nature. (W2
195-6/H. 3, 218-19)

This seems to assert (a’), (b’), and (b) quite clearly in order. Both (b’) and
(b) entail the falsity of (a), which said that there can be no knowledge
of the thing in itself.

Now this resolution of the problem requires Schopenhauer to be-
lieve — as he indeed asserts in the passage quoted — that our ‘direct
acquaintance’ with our own will is not a matter of representation at
all, but rather something toto genere distinct from representation. If
it is true that whenever we experience through representation we do
not attain knowledge of the thing in itself, and that yet our awareness
of our own will does provide knowledge of the thing in itself, then
our awareness of our own will could not be a matter of experiencing
representations at all. But this is not a happy position because the
willing we are immediately aware of is, at the very least, a case of
something’s being an object for a subject of experience — and this
feature is definitive of a representation: ‘To be object for the subject
and to be our representation ... are the same thing’ (FR 41/H. 1, 27).
Furthermore, the willing we are aware of as agents is, minimally,
something that occurs in time, a form which applies not to the thing
in itself, but only to the world as representation. So my own willing
is at least a temporal object for myself as experiencing subject, and
so cannot fail to be a representation, as Schopenhauer acknowledges
in the very next paragraph of ‘On the Possibility of Knowing the
Thing-in-Itself”:

even the inward perception we have of our will still does not by any means

furnish an exhaustive and adequate knowledge of the thing in itself. It would
do so if it were a wholly immediate observation. But ... [iJn the first place,
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such knowledge is tied to the form of the representation ... and as such falls
apart into subject and object. ... Hence even in inner knowledge there still
occurs a difference between the being-in-itself of its object and the perception
of this object in the knowing subject. But the inner knowledge is free from
two forms belonging to outer knowledge, the form of space and the form of
causality which mediates all sense-perception. On the other hand, there still
remains the form of time, as well as that of being known and of knowing in
general. Accordingly, in this inner knowledge the thing in itself has indeed
to a great extent cast off its veils, but still does not appear quite naked. In
consequence of the form of time which still adheres to it, everyone knows
his own will only in its successive acts, not as a whole, in and for itself [an
und fiir sich]. (W2 196-7/H. 3, 220)

This modification will yield another revision to Schopenhauer’s
claims. Now he will be committed to:

(a’) by way of representation, we can have no knowledge of the
thing in itself,

but

(b”) in inner representation, we can have immediate knowledge
of our own will,

and finally
(b) we can know that the thing in itself is will.

By such qualifications, drawn from Schopenhauer’s own discussion,
we reach a position that avoids contradiction. But it is unclear
whether this is always Schopenhauer’s position. The ‘secret passage’
image is surely a metaphor for the thing in itself becoming directly
conscious of itself. There inner acquaintance was supposed to reveal
my inner nature, essence, or thing in itself sans phrase. But that
bold claim is not consistent with Schopenhauer’s other views about
knowledge.

Thus on the present reading Schopenhauer is caught between two
stances, one bold, one circumspect. According to the ‘bold’ stance,
my awareness of my own willing is all at once a penetration straight
to the level of the thing in itself: I experience directly my trans-
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phenomenal inner nature, my own ‘in itself’, and can then use that
as the key from which to infer the inner nature of the world, the
nature of the world in itself. According to the circumspect stance, I
only ever experience phenomena: the phenomenon of my own will-
ing allows me to judge that my inner nature or essence is will because
it is mediated by fewer forms of representation than the phenomena
of outer experience, and from this judgement about my own inner
nature I can move to a judgement about the inner nature underlying
all the other phenomena of which I have only outer experience. For
the ‘circumspect’ stance, knowing the thing in itself is a project al-
ways rooted in the knowledge of phenomena and is always a matter
of surmising what lies beneath a veil. It is just that where the veil
is thinnest — in my inner awareness of willing — the surmising is
easiest.®?

Recent commentators have responded to such difficulties by sug-
gesting that Schopenhauer never really means to claim that the thing
in itself is will, or that we can have knowledge of the thing in itself -
or that we have not yet understood what he means by that. Thus
Julian Young suggests that Schopenhauer would have been commit-
ting a ‘crime’ of some ‘enormity’ had he seriously maintained (as he
appears to in the ‘secret passage’ discussion, for example) that we
have experiential access to the thing in itself. He would have mis-
understood Kant’s idealism, in which neither outer nor inner sense
provides access to anything but phenomena. And he would have
been guilty of an outrage not unlike that with which he charges
Hegelianism, that of positing ‘a “faculty of the supersensuous” ...in
short, an oracular ability within us designed directly for metaphysics
...animmediate rational intuition of the absolute’.®3 Not a happy sit-
uation for one who praises Kant’s idealism highly and in some detail,
and regards Hegel and his Absolute as nothing but charlatanry. Hence
Young suggests that Schopenhauer’s position must be understood as
really eschewing metaphysical knowledge of the thing in itself:

Such an understanding would be possible if we were to abandon the sim-
ple Kantian dichotomy between appearance and ultimate, noumenal reality
and adopt instead a trichotomy, interposing . . . a third world distinct from ei-
ther. This third world, non-noumenal and hence situated within the Kantian
boundaries, yet esoteric and so distinct from the ordinary world, could then
constitute the topic of metaphysical investigation.®4
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This is fairly openly intended as a rational reconstruction (what
Schopenhauer would have to have said if he were doing philosophy
at his best, according to our assessment). Aside from the fact that
‘noumenal’ and ‘non-noumenal’ are not terms Schopenhauer uses,
there is little evidence of his thinking in terms of such a trichotomy.
The impression that the world has just two important aspects is
pervasive in Schopenhauer’s main work: ‘this much is certain, that
...nothing can be found except representation and thing in itself’;%s
‘If . .. the material world is to be something more than our mere rep-
resentation, we must say that, besides being the representation, and
hence in itself and of its inmost nature, it is what we find immedi-
ately in ourselves as will.”®® Assuming that Schopenhauer wants to
make some qualification to save himself from contradiction, he is
more likely to say that will is the aspect of the phenomenal world
closest to the absolute thing in itself, or that it is the aspect of the
thing in itself closest to knowability. He is very unlikely to say that
will at the level of metaphysical investigation is neither thing in
itself nor representation. Finally, we should not forget that Schopen-
hauer says over and over again that the thing in itself is will. Anyone
who begins reading at §19 of The World as Will and Representation
will gain the impression, before reaching the end of §29, of being
told outright some thirty times that will is the thing in itself. If this
was not what Schopenhauer really wanted to say, he had ample op-
portunity to expunge at least some of these passages from the later
editions of the work, in which he made many other changes. But he
retained all of them. It is thus not credible that he does not mean the
will is the thing in itself, at least in some sense.

For a similar but more convincing ‘saving’ interpretation we may
return to Atwell, who observes that the propositions ‘the will is
the thing in itself’ and ‘the will is not the thing in itself’ are not
contradictory if there are two senses of ‘thing in itself’ at play.®”
Consider the following passage in Volume 2 of The World as Will
and Representation:

the question may still be raised what that will, which manifests itself in
the world and as the world, is ultimately and absolutely in itself; in other
words, what it is, quite apart from the fact that it manifests itself as will,
or in general appears, that is to say, is known in general. This question can
never be answered, because, as I have said, being-known of itself contradicts
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being-in-itself, and everything that is known is as such only phenomenon.
(W2 198/H. 3, 221)

Schopenhauer uses this idea in order to explain that the world en-
tirely in itself, prescinding absolutely from anything we can know of
it, cannot be said to be will. For will is the world as we can know it
in metaphysics, by philosophical reflection. The questions ‘What is
the world, quite apart from the fact that it manifests itself as will?’
or ‘What is it ultimately and absolutely in itself?’ can in principle
never be answered. To reconcile this with Schopenhauer’s constant
talk of the will’s being known as the thing in itself, Atwell pro-
poses the notion of ‘will as the thing in itself in appearance’. When
Schopenhauer is seeking the inner nature of the world as represen-
tation, it is another aspect of the knowable world that he seeks, not
something lying implacably detached from the knowable world. Will
is the essence of me, the human individual, and of each individual,
objectively experienceable thing, the essence common to all the ob-
jectively experienceable things that compose the world as represen-
tation. It is the side of the world as representation revealed not to
experience, but to philosophical reflection. Hence we might display
Atwell’s tri-partite picture thus:

Aspects of the What the world Possibility of

world consists of knowledge How known
1. World as Individual objects: Knowable (i) Empirically
representation  spatio-temporal,
causally (ii) According to
connected its a priori
forms
2. World as will, Undifferentiated Knowable (i) In one’s
the thing in inner nature of own case,
itself in all objects immediately
appearance (ii) In the case
of other
objects, by
philosophical
reflection
3. World as Unknowable
absolute and in principle
ultimate thing
in itself
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This absolves Schopenhauer of gross contradiction while explaining
(more comfortably than Young’s view) the sense in which he argues
the thing in itself to be will.

If, as seems likely, Schopenhauer does not always observe this am-
biguity in the expression ‘thing initself’, his train of thought becomes
more explicable. He might well confuse the unknowability in prin-
ciple of the ‘absolute’ thing in itself with the ‘hiddenness’ or ‘undeci-
pherability’ of the inner nature of the world of appearance, the latter
but not the former being susceptible of discovery or decoding by
philosophy. He might sometimes be tempted to present himself as
paradoxically pursuing knowledge of that which is in principle un-
knowable. He might say both that there is an ‘in itself’ character
peculiar to the individual and that the ‘in itself’ is wholly prior to in-
dividuation. If Atwell’s reading makes us aware that Schopenhauer’s
programme can avoid gross inconsistency, the best we can say for
Schopenhauer is that he does not uniformly demonstrate the same
awareness.

VII CONCLUSION

Schopenhauer has often been read as if he is simply competing with
Kant on the same territory: Kant treats the thing in itself (or things
in themselves) as unknown and unknowable; Schopenhauer tries to
show that the very same thing in itself is knowable and known af-
ter all. Even Schopenhauer seems to be reading himself this way: his
claim that Kant’s greatest merit is the distinction of appearance from
thing in itself®® is followed by the qualification that Kant ‘did not ar-
rive at the knowledge that the appearance is the world as representa-
tion and that the thing in itself is will’.®9 Yet in truth, Schopenhauer’s
notion of his task is quite distinctive and is not a direct competitor
of Kant’s.

Without entering into questions about the interpretation of Kant,
we can isolate two features of what Schopenhauer believed Kant’s po-
sition to be: (1) he assumed that the Kantian division between appear-
ance and thing in itself was an ontological one; (2) he assumed that
for Kant the thing in itself was the causal ground of phenomena.”®
Now it would be wrong to see Schopenhauer as claiming knowledge
of the thing in itself so conceived. He competes with Kant rather by
offering a rival conception of the thing in itself which rejects both of
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these features. The Schopenhauerian thing in itself, inasmuch as it
is knowable in philosophical reflection, is the essence’* of the world
of appearance, not in any way its cause. And it is the essential aspect
of that same world of appearance, not any thing of a distinct onto-
logical kind. Schopenhauer’s project is to render ‘meaningful’ what
is otherwise a cryptograph: to decipher our experience and the world
it reveals to us. His chapter on ‘Man’s Need for Metaphysics’ (W2
160-87/H. 3, 175-209) makes clear that this means searching for a
unified description of the multiplicity of phenomena, for ‘connex-
ion’ and ‘agreement’’?> where ordinary experience and even science
cannot detect them. This metaphysics is to be immanent, not tran-
scendent (W2 183/H. 3, 204): it is not really about peeking behind
the veil of appearance, for though it speaks of the ‘thing in itself’, it
does not mean to do so ‘otherwise than in reference to appearance’.
Metaphysics ‘discloses only the true understanding of the world ly-
ing before it in experience’.

But it is Schopenhauer’s protracted execution of his metaphysi-
cal task that best elucidates how he conceives it: first, he must show
that each individual thing, each event, each process encountered dis-
cretely in experience and explained in science has an essence that
unifies it with every other thing, event, and process; that nature, in
its basic character, makes up one whole, with each individual ex-
pressing the same character over and over again. The single essential
character of the world is that everything in it is alike in continu-
ally ‘striving’ to be, yet for no point or purpose beyond its merely
being. At the same time, his task is to reveal humanity as having the
same character as the rest of reality and to show how human self-
consciousness bears this out, thereby bringing our representation of
empirical reality and our cognition of ourselves into agreement.

Kant had disenchanted the world of appearance by subjecting ear-
lier rationalistic and theistic metaphysics to a critique from which it
could not recover. He finally put an end to ‘scholastic philosophy’, as
Schopenhauer says.”3> What Schopenhauer misleadingly calls ‘know-
ing that the thing in itself is will’ is an attempt to fill a vacuum he
considers was left by Kant, to rescue a single overall ‘meaning’ for
the world as experienced and investigated in science, and to show
the subject what place it has in the world of nature. But Schopen-
hauer’s metaphysics does not re-enchant the world. The ‘meaning’
he uncovers is bereft of comfort: the essence of things contains no
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rationality, no higher purpose, no final vindication of the world or
of the self. The world, and humanity within it, merely strives to
be, in multiple instantiations, in perpetuity. Our inner nature, and
that of the world-whole, pushes each of us hither and thither, over-
whelms our efforts with its own larger striving, and leads us only
into suffering. Having deciphered this part of the ‘meaning’ by the
mid-point of The World as Will and Representation, it remains to
grasp the more profoundly significant sequel that teaches abandon-
ment of our attachment to our inner nature, and discovers genuine
value, salvation, in the will’s turning against itself.
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6 The Influences of Eastern
Thought on Schopenhauer’s
Doctrine of the Thing-in-Itself

Many commentators accept Schopenhauer’s claim that there are no
significant changes in his thinking after 1818.* I, however, argue that
there are good reasons for maintaining that there are significant de-
velopments in his thought after that date and that these concern
his doctrine of the thing-in-itself. Furthermore, I contend that it is
Schopenhauer’s increasing knowledge of and admiration for Eastern
thought which provided the impetus for the changes in doctrine that
occurred. I begin by outlining three significant shifts that occurred
in Schopenhauer’s doctrine of the thing-in-itself after 1818. I then
discuss his degree of acquaintance with Eastern thought, and I sug-
gest various similarities to and differences between Eastern teach-
ing and Schopenhauer’s doctrine. Finally, T argue that the identified
shifts in Schopenhauer’s doctrine of the thing-in-itself can be plausi-
bly explained, at least in part, by his increasing familiarity with and
appreciation of Eastern thought.

I SHIFTS IN DOCTRINE

Three identifiable shifts in Schopenhauer’s doctrine of the thing-in-
itself occur between the publication of the first volume of The World
as Will and Representation in 1818 and his later works. The first shift
concerns what he says about the knowability of the thing-in-itself;
the second concerns what he says about the nature of the thing-
in-itself; and the third concerns his explicit attempt to assimilate
his own doctrines about what can be said of the thing-in-itself with
Eastern doctrines.

The most important of these shifts is the first.> Schopenhauer
asserts numerous times throughout his works that the thing-in-itself
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is will or ‘will to life’,3 and he claims that we know this through
direct intuition in self-consciousness. For example:

The thing-in-itself, this substratum of all phenomena, and therefore of the
whole of Nature, is nothing but what we know directly and intimately as
the will.4

However, there are also passages in his later works in which he
seems to withdraw the claim that in self-consciousness we are aware
of the will as thing-in-itself, suggesting instead that in self-cons-
ciousness we are aware of no more than our phenomenal willings.
For example:

But this knowledge of the thing-in-itself is not wholly adequate. In the first
place, such knowledge is tied to the form of the representation; it is percep-
tion or observation, and as such falls apart into subject and object.’

If we accept this latter suggestion, Schopenhauer’s claim that the
thing-in-itself is will seems either to be without foundation or to
be a misleading way of making the much weaker claim that the
thing-in-itself is called will because in introspective awareness we
are closest to the thing-in-itself, and in introspection the object of
our awareness is will. While some commentators endorse this in-
terpretation of Schopenhauer’s seminal claim that the thing-in-itself
is will,® T believe that it is implausible for the following reasons.
First, it is inconsistent with Schopenhauer’s many assertions that
the thing-in-itself is will and with his claim that metaphysics con-
cerns the thing-in-itself.” Second, since these assertions are the prin-
cipal ways in which Schopenhauer sees his own philosophy as an
advance upon that of Kant’s, their inconsistency with this interpre-
tation is a major difficulty for it. Third, if Schopenhauer’s claim that
the thing-in-itself is will rests on the supposition that in introspec-
tive awareness of will there are fewer phenomenal forms standing
between the thing-in-itself and the knowing subject, his argument is
an extremely weak one. For, as both Janaway and Young point out,
there are no grounds for believing that a smaller number of phenome-
nal forms will more truly reveal the nature of underlying reality than
a larger number.® In light of the preceding considerations, it is more
plausible to suggest that the passages in the later works, in which
Schopenhauer apparently withdraws his claim of direct acquaintance
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with the thing-in-itself as will, indicate a shift in his thinking. While
in the later works he continues to assert both that the thing-in-itself
is will and that we are directly aware of it in self-consciousness, I
suggest that the presence of the previously mentioned passages indi-
cates that in the years following the publication of the first volume
of The World as Will and Representation he became increasingly
aware of the difficulties attending this claim.

Schopenhauer’s use of the veil metaphor illustrates his uneasiness.
For example:

And though no one can recognise the thing-in-itself through the veil of the
forms of perception, on the other hand everyone carries this within himself,
in fact he himself is it; hence in self-consciousness it must be in some way
accessible to him, although still only conditionally.?

Schopenhauer wants to claim that just as we both do and do not know
an object that is concealed by a veil, so in introspective awareness
we both do and do not know the thing-in-itself that is concealed
behind the temporal form. Our not being able to know the thing-
in-itself is consistent with Kant’s teaching that introspection yields
only knowledge of inner phenomena, and it may be the strong influ-
ence of Kant on Schopenhauer’s thinking that prompts him to qualify
his oft-repeated claim of direct awareness. However, as Schopen-
hauer holds that the Kantian influence on his thinking is strongest
in his youth,™ it may well be that other factors were also at work.
Another explanation is put by Hoffding, namely, that Schopenhauer
modified his views in the later work after reflecting upon the critical
reviews of his earlier work.™™ However, since Schopenhauer was gen-
erally disdainful of critics and their comments, it seems that this can
be at best a partial explanation. While the influence of both Kant’s
epistemology and critical reviews may partly explain the previously
mentioned passages, a more enduring influence is also called for in
order to explain this change in his doctrine after 1818.

The second shift in Schopenhauer’s doctrine of the thing-in-itself
concerns what he asserts about its nature. The traditional interpre-
tation of Schopenhauer’s metaphysics is that the thing-in-itself is
will or will to life. He makes this claim many times throughout his
writings, and furthermore, as the title of his main work suggests, he
also asserts that reality comprises just two aspects, will and repre-
sentation. For example:
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This will alone constitutes the other aspect of the world, for this world is,
on the one side, entirely representation, just as, on the other, it is entirely
will.*2

However, in his later works Schopenhauer introduces the idea that
the thing-in-itself has multiple aspects, only one of which is will. Its
other aspects are the objects of awareness of such persons as mystics,
saints, and ascetics, who have denied the will.

Accordingly, even after this last and extreme step, the question may still be
raised what that will, which manifests itself in the world and as the world,
is ultimately and absolutely in itself; in other words, what it is quite apart
from the fact that it manifests itself as will, or in general appears, that is to
say, is known in general.'3

The third shift in Schopenhauer’s doctrine of the thing-in-itself
concerns his explicit attempt to assimilate his own views on what
can be said about the thing-in-itself with Eastern doctrines. I have
identified six passages in which Schopenhauer asserts that the thing-
in-itself can be described as will, but only in a metaphorical sense. Of
these, three are in his earlier and three in his later works.™ However,
in two of the later passages he explicitly assimilates his own views
with what he sees as similar views expressed in Eastern thought, and
this assimilation is in keeping with his increasing knowledge of and
admiration for the East.

The will as thing-in-itself is entire and undivided in every being; just as the
centre is an integral part of every radius; whereas the peripheral end of this
radius is in the most rapid revolution with the surface that represents time
and its content, the other end at the centre where eternity lies, remains in
profoundest peace, because the centre is the point whose rising half is no
different from the sinking half. Therefore, it is also said in the Bhagavad-
Gita: ‘Undivided it dwells in beings, and yet as it were divided; it is to be
known as the sustainer, annihilator, and producer of beings.” Here of course
we fall into mystical and metaphorical language, but it is the only language
in which anything can be said about this wholly transcendent theme.$

A further passage is worth mentioning. In the first edition of the first
volume of The World as Will and Representation (1818), when dis-
cussing the state of denial of the will, Schopenhauer draws attention
to the ways in which his doctrine and those of the East differ.
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We must not evade it, as the Indians do, by myths and meaningless words,
such as reabsorption in Brahman, or the Nirvana of the Buddhists. On the
contrary, we freely acknowledge that what remains after the complete abo-
lition 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.*®

However, in the second edition of the first volume (1844), he adds
the following footnote to the preceding passage:

This is also the Prajna-Paramita of the Buddhists, the ‘beyond all knowledge’,
in other words, the point where subject and object no longer exist. See L. J.
Schmidt, Uber das Mahajana und Pradschna-Paramita.

Since the work by Schmidt to which Schopenhauer refers was not
published until 1836, it seems that between the publication of the
first and second volumes of The World as Will and Representation,
Schopenhauer’s understanding of the Buddhist concept of Nirvana
changes, and he sees parallels between his later understanding of
that notion and his own doctrine of denial of the will. He suggests
that what the two views have in common is the recognition that our
ordinary ways of knowing and describing the phenomenal world are
inapplicable to knowing and describing reality as it is experienced
by saints and mystics.

The previously mentioned passages support the view that in the
years following the publication of the first edition of the first volume
of The World as Will and Representation, Schopenhauer increasingly
sought to find parallels between his own and Eastern ideas on what
can be said about the thing-in-itself. And this practice at least leaves
open the possibility that his increasing knowledge of and admiration
for Eastern thought actually influenced his thinking, giving rise to
changes in his views concerning the knowability, nature, and ways
of describing the thing-in-itself.

In summary, there are three identifiable shifts in Schopenhauer’s
doctrine of the thing-in-itself between the publication of the first
volume of The World as Will and Representation and of his later
works. They concern its knowability, its nature, and Schopenhauer’s
explicit attempt to assimilate his own doctrines concerning what can
be said about the thing-in-itself with Eastern ideas. While the influ-
ence of Kant and of critical reviews may partly explain the first of
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these shifts, a more enduring influence is also called for to explain
all three shifts. In support of my claim that it is Schopenhauer’s in-
creasing knowledge of and admiration for Eastern thought that fulfils
this role, I next consider Schopenhauer’s degree of acquaintance with
Eastern thought.

II THE EXTENT OF SCHOPENHAUER’S
ACQUAINTANCE WITH EASTERN THOUGHT

Schopenhauer’s introduction to the ideas of the Hindus and to East-
ern ideas more generally is thought to have occurred in late 1813. He
had moved to Weimar after submitting his doctoral thesis, On the
Fourfold Root of the Principle of Sufficient Reason, and it was in his
mother’s Weimar salon that he met the orientalist Friedrich Majer.
That he was unacquainted with Eastern thought prior to this time
seems probable for several reasons. First, he makes no reference to
Eastern thought in the 1813 version of his doctoral thesis;'” second,
in his Manuscript Remains all but one reference to it date from 1814
on (the one occurring in the period 1809 to 1813); and third, there
were relatively few scholarly sources of information about Eastern
thought available to Europeans in the early part of the nineteenth
century.'®

A study of Schopenhauer’s Manuscript Remains suggests that he
first becomes acquainted with Hindu thought around 1813-14 but
that he did not acquire much knowledge of Buddhism until after
1818. The two earliest volumes of Manuscript Remains, dating from
1804 to 1818 and from 1809 to 1818, respectively, contain very few
references to Buddhism (I counted two),* while there are at least
twenty references to Hindu thought in these volumes after 1813,
and only one of these was obviously added to the notes at a later
date.2° However, in the third volume of the Manuscript Remains,
dating from 1818 to 1830, there are at least fifteen references to Bud-
dhist thought and about thirty to Hinduism. In the final Manuscript
Remains, covering the period 1830 to 1860, there are at least seven
references to Buddhism and fifteen to Hindu thought. This means
that in the period 1813 to 1818 the Manuscript Remains contain
approximately two references to Buddhist thought compared to at
least twenty references in the period 1818 to 1860, and that for
the same periods there are at least twenty and forty-five references,
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respectively, to Hindu thought. The first volume of The World as
Will and Representation contains about eight references to Bud-
dhist thought, five of which are added in the later editions (1844
and 1859) of that volume.?* By comparison, in the second volume,
first published in 1844 with a second edition in 1859, there are at
least thirty references to Buddhism. References to Hindu thought in
the first volume number over fifty, seven of which are added in the
later editions,** and in the second volume there are over forty-five
references to Hinduism.?3 While these figures are only approximate,
they indicate a marked rise in Schopenhauer’s knowledge of and in-
terest in Buddhist thought from 1818 on, and a strong and consistent
interest in Hindu thought from 1813 until his death in 1860. That
Schopenhauer was in the habit of adding references to his earlier
works is clear from the following footnoted comment in the 1859
edition of the first volume:

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.>4

Such comments indicate that Schopenhauer had an abiding interest
in Eastern philosophy, and that he was keen to demonstrate parallels
between his own doctrines and those of the East.

IIT SOURCES OF ACQUAINTANCE
OF EASTERN THOUGHT

As well as considering the number of references to Hindu and Bud-
dhist thought in The Manuscript Remains and The World as Will and
Representation, it is instructive to look at Schopenhauer’s sources
for these references.?’ It seems clear that his early sources of knowl-
edge of Hinduism are the Oupnek’hat*® and the Asiatic journals.?’
While throughout his works he also frequently refers to the Vedas,
the Puranas,*® and the Bhagavadgita, praising the ideas expressed
in them and drawing parallels with his own doctrines, it seems that
his early references to these primary texts originated from articles
in the Asiatic journals rather than from an acquaintance with the
texts themselves. It was not until 1838 that a translation of part
of the Vedas first became available,?® and the translation of the
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Bhagavadgita to which Schopenhauer makes reference in the sec-
ond volume of The World as Will and Representation is that by
A. G. Schlegel, which was not published until 1823.3° Schopenhauer
first acquired a copy of the Oupnek’hat from the orientalist Friedrich
Majer in late 1813,3" and its subsequent value to him is evident
from his statement in Parerga and Paralipomena that ‘it [the Oup-
nek’hat| is the most profitable and sublime reading that is possible
in the world; it has been the consolation of my life and will be that
of my death’.3> He goes on to assert: ‘I am firmly convinced that
a real knowledge of the Upanishads and thus of the true and es-
oteric dogmas of the Vedas can at present be obtained only from
the Oupnek’hat’.33 However, in addition to the Oupnek’hat, it is
clear that Schopenhauer read any available secondary sources that
he could find.34 In the Manuscript Remains, in addition to the fre-
quent references to the journals Asiatic Researches,?S Asiatisches
Magazin,3° Asiatick Researches,? and Asiatic Journal,3® Schopen-
hauer refers to books and articles by oriental scholars of the time.
In Parerga and Paralipomena, under the title ‘Some Remarks on
Sanskrit Literature’, Schopenhauer discusses the merits of various
translations of sacred Hindu texts, and in the course of a discus-
sion of Hindu ideas and the possibility that Indian mythology is re-
motely related to that of the Greeks, Romans, and Egyptians, he
mentions additional texts on Hinduism. In both volumes of The
World as Will and Representation and scattered throughout his other
works, there are many further references to both primary and sec-
ondary sources. However, it is noteworthy that all but ten references
(seven of which concern either the Asiatic Researches or Asiatisches
Magazin) are to publications after 1818, confirming the view that
until that date Schopenhauer’s main sources of knowledge of Hindu
thought were the Oupnek’hat and articles in the Asiatic journals.
Turning now to Schopenhauer’s sources of Buddhist teaching, the
entries in the first two volumes of the Manuscript Remains indi-
cate that Schopenhauer’s primary source prior to 1818 is the Asiatic
Researches; there are only two references to Buddhism in these vol-
umes, and they both refer to that journal as their source.3° However,
from 1818 on, Schopenhauer’s sources become more diversified, a
fact that he himself alludes to in the second volume of The World
as Will and Representation when he states that ‘up till 1818, when
my work appeared, there were to be found in Europe only a very few
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accounts of Buddhism, and those extremely incomplete and inade-
quate, confined almost entirely to a few essays in the earlier volumes
of the Asiatic Researches, and principally concerned with the Bud-
dhism of the Burmese’.4° The increased availability of information
after 1818 is reflected in the Manuscript Remains for the later peri-
ods, 1818 to 1830, and 1830 to 1860, where he refers to journals and
other secondary texts. Also, in the chapter entitled ‘Sinology’ in his
essay On the Will in Nature, Schopenhauer recommends to his read-
ers a list of twenty-six works on Buddhism of which he says, ‘I can
really recommend [them] for I possess them and know them well.’
In both volumes of The World as Will and Representation and scat-
tered throughout his other works there are many further references
to both primary and secondary sources. Only two of these works were
published prior to 1818. Finally, in both Grisebach’s and Hiibscher’s
listings of titles in Schopenhauer’s posthumous library, only three
of those that specifically refer to Buddhist thought have publication
dates before 1818.

At his death, Schopenhauer had accumulated a library of at least
130 items of orientalia. Given this evidence, as well as the many
references to Eastern thought that appear in his works, it seems rea-
sonable to conclude that Schopenhauer had an abiding interest in
Hindu and Buddhist ideas throughout his life. In the next section I
consider the extent to which these ideas may have exerted an influ-
ence on Schopenhauer’s own doctrine of the thing-in-itself.

IV LIKELY INFLUENCE OF EASTERN THOUGHT
ON SCHOPENHAUER’S DOCTRINE
OF THE THING-IN-ITSELF

Schopenhauer states: ‘I owe what is best in my own development
to the impression made by Kant’s works, the sacred writings of the
Hindus, and Plato’.4* Writing in 1818 in the Preface to the first edi-
tion of The World as Will and Representation, he says that while
Kant’s philosophy is the only one with which a thorough acquain-
tance is positively assumed, a knowledge of Plato is also desirable.
And regarding the Hindus, he states:

But if he [the reader] has shared in the benefits of the Vedas, access to which,
opened to us by the Upanishads, is in my view the greatest advantage which
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this still young century has to show over previous centuries, since I surmise
that the influence of Sanskrit literature will penetrate no less deeply than
did the revival of Greek literature in the fifteenth century; if, I say, the
reader has also already received and assimilated the divine inspiration of
ancient Indian wisdom, then he is best of all prepared to hear what I have
to say to him. It will not speak to him, as to many others, in a strange
and even hostile tongue; for, did it not sound too conceited, I might assert
that each of the individual and disconnected utterances that make up the
Upanishads could be derived as a consequence from the thought I am to
impart, although conversely my thought is by no means to be found in the
Upanishads.4*

From the last sentence of this passage, it is clear that while
Schopenhauer readily sees parallels between his own philosophy and
that of Hindu thought, he does not believe that the development and
expression of his own ideas is in any way dependent on the ideas
expressed in the sacred Hindu texts. In the second volume of The
World as Will and Representation he also disclaims direct influence
of Buddhist ideas, maintaining that

[in] any case, it must be a pleasure to me to see my doctrine in such close
agreement with a religion that the majority of men on earth hold as their
own, for this numbers far more followers than any other. And this agreement
must be yet the more pleasing to me, inasmuch as in my philosophising I
have certainly not been under its influence.43

However, this disavowal of influence needs to be balanced against
both the developments in Schopenhauer’s thought which I discussed
earlier and other remarks that he makes.44 With regard to the latter,
the following passage written in 1816 is relevant.

Moreover, I confess that I do not believe my doctrine could have come about
before the Upanishads, Plato and Kant could cast their rays simultaneously
into the mind of one man.45

While in this passage he does not speak of direct influence, Schopen-
hauer nevertheless strongly suggests that his reading of the Upan-
ishads is essential to the formulation of his own ideas. Also relevant
here are his somewhat ambiguous comments regarding what he sees
as the unchanging character of his philosophy. In the Manuscript
Remains he states in a footnote dated 1849:
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These sheets, written at Dresden in the years 1814-1818, show the fermen-
tative process of my thinking, from which at that time my whole philosophy
emerged, rising gradually like a beautiful landscape from the morning mist.
Here it is worth noting that even in 1814 (in my 27th year) all the dogmas
of my system, even the unimportant ones, were established.4%

It seems that Schopenhauer became acquainted with oriental
thought only in late 1813. Given the preceding two passages, it
seems we must assume either that his reading of the Upanishads
made such a dramatic and sudden impression on him that he could
maintain that by 1814 all his ideas were settled, or that in this pas-
sage he means that while certain central ideas were formed by 1814,
they subsequently developed over the next four years. The latter
view is more plausible, particularly since in the immediately pre-
ceding passage he himself speaks of the ‘fermentative process of my
thinking’ between 1814 and 1818, and since the previous passage was
not written until 1816. Furthermore, given the numerous and var-
ied references to the ideas of the Hindus in the first two volumes of
Manuscript Remains (at least twenty) and in the first volume of The
World as Will and Representation (at least fifty), it seems plausible
to suppose that the degree of familiarity thus presupposed was ac-
quired over a number of years, rather than all at once in late 1813 to
1814. The preceding passages and argument support the conclusion
that Schopenhauer’s acquaintance with Hinduism had a significant
input into the formation of his own doctrines as they appeared in the
first volume of The World as Will and Representation.

V SCHOPENHAUER’S LIKELY UNDERSTANDING
OF HINDUISM

To make clearer how Eastern ideas may account in part for the pres-
ence of passages in Schopenhauer’s later works in which he seems
to withdraw from his earlier claims concerning the thing-in-itself,
it is worth looking at Schopenhauer’s likely understanding of both
Hindu and Buddhist teaching.

Orthodox Hindu religion recognises the validity of the Vedas as
the authoritative scriptural texts. Of these texts, the Upanishads are
the most metaphysical and systematic in style, although there are of-
ten seemingly conflicting strands of thought expressed in them, and
these have given rise to a range of interpretations. The Upanishads
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represent the final stage in the tradition of the Vedas, and for this
reason the teaching that is based on them is known as the Vedanta
(Sanskrit: ‘conclusion of the Veda’). Within the Vedanta there ex-
ist different sub-schools of thought, the most important of which
are the school of Nondualism (Advaita, whose main exponent is the
eighth-century philosopher Sankara), qualified Nondualism (Visist-
advaita, which developsin the twelfth century), and Dualism (Dvaita,
which develops in the thirteenth century). Frederick Copleston notes
that Schopenhauer’s philosophy bears some resemblance to the most
prominent form of Vedanta, Advaita.4” Although Schopenhauer
writes only of the Vedanta and does not mention its various sub-
schools, some of his most important doctrines are mirrored in those
of the Advaita school. That he is acquainted with Advaita teach-
ing seems clear from his reference in the Manuscript Remains to
Windischmann’s Sancara sive de Theologia Vedanticorum,4® a book
also listed by Grisebach in his catalogue of titles in Schopenhauer’s
posthumous library.

According to Advaita teaching as articulated by Sankara, Brahman,
the Holy Power spoken of in the Upanishads and elsewhere referred
to as the sustainer of the cosmos, is identical with Atman, the self.
Consequently, since they are identical, there is only one Absolute,
and similarly, there is only one Self, which is not to be identified with
the empirical Ego which undergoes reincarnation. Further, given that
Brahman alone is real, the world (together with empirical egos) con-
sidered as distinct from Brahman, is an illusion (maya). Sankara’s
monism not only claims to give a correct interpretation of central
scriptural texts, but also claims to preserve simultaneously both the
chief insights of the Veda and the common-sense attitudes that ap-
pear to be in conflict with this illusionist doctrine. He achieves this
by introducing the notion of two levels of truth; the higher levels are
expressed in the mystical experience of release and identification
with Brahman, while the lower ones are expressed in both religious
and common-sense descriptions of the world. For the person who has
not attained the higher insight, spatio-temporal objects such as trees
and rivers are real, but for the person who has attained the higher
viewpoint, these objects are illusory, and reality is the undifferenti-
ated ‘one’ of which the mystics speak.4®

It is not difficult to see parallels between Advaita philosophy, as
just outlined, and the following of Schopenhauer’s own doctrines: his
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doctrine that the will as thing-in-itself is the sustainer of the world;
his doctrine that the will as thing-in-itself is identical with the will
that is objectified in individual phenomena, a view that he expresses
by asserting the identity of the macrocosm and the microcosm;s° his
doctrine that there is only one will and only one knowing subject,
in the sense that both lie outside the forms of differentiation, space
and time;5" his doctrine that our essential nature, the will as thing-
in-itself, is not to be identified with empirical consciousness, since
the former is a timeless One, while the latter is distinct and tran-
sient; his doctrine that the will as thing-in-itself alone is real, while
the world (together with consciousness) considered as distinct from
the will as thing-in-itself is an illusion; and his doctrine that there
are two kinds of awareness of reality: perceptual awareness, which
is the foundation of egoism, and mystical awareness, which is the
foundation of moral goodness.52

Without dwelling on the closeness of these parallels, there are two
striking instances in which Schopenhauer’s doctrines do not find any
agreement with the preceding outline of Advaita philosophy. The
first is his doctrine that the thing-in-itself, or ultimate reality, is a
will that is the source of immense suffering in the world. Such a view
seems incompatible with the Advaita conception of Brahman as the
Holy Power,s3 although it might be thought to have some similarity
with the other conception of it as the sustainer of the cosmos.54 Of
Schopenhauer’s references to Brahman or Brahm or Brahma in the
first volume of The World as Will and Representation, all refer to it
in its role as sustainer, creator, and originator. For example:

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.5S

In Brahma’s role of sustainer, one can see some parallel to Schopen-
hauer’s thing-in-itself in its role as an endlessly striving will to life,
the essence and explanation of all phenomenal reality. For example:

Thus everywhere in nature we see contest, struggle, and the fluctuation of
victory, and later on we shall recognise in this more distinctly that vari-
ance with itself essential to the will. Every grade of the will’s objectification
fights for the matter, the space, and the time of another. Persistent matter
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must constantly change the form, since, under the guidance of causality,
mechanical, physical, chemical, and organic phenomena, eagerly striving to
appear, snatch the matter from one another, for each wishes to reveal its
own Idea. This contest can be followed through the whole of nature; indeed
only through it does nature exist.5¢

That Schopenhauer himself interprets the Hindu conception of
Brahma as parallel to his own conception of will is evident from
the following passages:

Brahma means originally force, will, wish, and the propulsive power of
creation.>’

The origin of the world (this Samsara of the Buddhists) is itself based on evil;
that is to say, it is a sinful act of Brahma, for Indian mythology is everywhere
transparent.5®

The Vedas also teach no God creator, but a world-soul Brahm (in the neuter).
Brahma, sprung from the navel of Vishnu with the four faces and as part of
the Trimurti, is merely a popular personification of Brahm in the extremely
transparent Indian mythology. He obviously represents the generation, the
origin, of beings just as Vishnu does their acme, and Shiva their destruction
and extinction. Moreover, his production of the world is a sinful act, just as
is the world incarnation of Brahm.59

The importance of these passages cannot be over-emphasised. For
they illustrate Schopenhauer’s desire to interpret the doctrine of the
Vedas so that it accords with his own conception of the thing-in-itself
as will. Tt is also worth emphasising that in the second of the preced-
ing passages he acknowledges that his characterisation of Brahma as
evil is an interpretation of Indian mythology rather than an actual
statement of accepted Hindu doctrine. This is important since it is
doubtful that the similarity between Brahma and the will is nearly
as strong as Schopenhauer thinks. While Hindu doctrine asserts that
Brahman is the sustainer of the world, it also maintains that Brah-
man is the ground of all value, the core of the true, the good, and the
beautiful.®® That Schopenhauer recognises that Brahma also has this
role is suggested by the following passages:

Just as when Vishnu, according to a beautiful Indian myth, incarnates him-

self as a hero, Brahma at the same time comes into the world as the minstrel
of his deeds.°"
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Therefore, what is moral is to be found between these two; it accompanies
man as a light on his path from the affirmation to the denial of the will, or,
mythically, from the entrance of original sin to salvation through faith in the
mediation of the incarnate God (Avatar): or, according to the teaching of the
Veda, through all the rebirths that are the consequences of the works in each
case, until right knowledge appears, and with it salvation (final emancipa-
tion), Moksha, i.e., reunion with Brahma. But the Buddhists with complete
frankness describe the matter only negatively as Nirvana, which is the nega-
tion of the world or of Samsara. If Nirvana is defined as nothing, this means
only that Samsara contains no single element that could serve to define or
construct Nirvana. For this reason the Jains, who differ from the Buddhists
only in name, call the Brahmans who believe in the Vedas, Sabdapramans, a
nickname supposed to signify that they believe on hearsay what cannot be
known or proved.%?

Such passages suggest that Schopenhauer sees Brahma as the source
of good deeds and as the ultimate goal for those seeking salvation.
What then are we to make of Schopenhauer’s interpretation of
Brahma as something that is evil, and whose sinful act creates this
world of suffering? I suggest that Schopenhauer is attempting to in-
terpret Brahman'’s role as sustainer of the cosmos in a way which ac-
cords with his own doctrine of will. But such an interpretation seems
forced and artificial, since it is clearly incompatible with the Advaita
conception of Brahman that Schopenhauer endorses elsewhere. I sug-
gest that the tension created by these opposing conceptions of the
nature of ultimate reality provides a plausible explanation that in
part may account for one of the identified shifts that occurred in his
thinking between the publication of the first volume of The World
as Will and Representation and of his later works. As I discussed
earlier, whereas in the first volume Schopenhauer is emphatic that
the thing-in-itself is exclusively will or will to life, in his later writ-
ings there are passages which suggest that the thing-in-itself is will
in only one of its aspects, and that it has other aspects that are the
focus of mystical awareness. Speculatively, this shift from a strict
identity of the will with the thing-in-itself to the view that the will
is just one aspect of the thing-in-itself suggests that had Schopen-
hauer lived longer, he may well have shifted his views even further
so as to embrace the idea that the thing-in-itself is not will at all, but
instead is solely the object of awareness of those who have achieved
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salvation. The will, on this view, becomes the esoteric but non-
noumenal essence of the world.®3

I stated earlier that there are two striking instances in which
Schopenhauer’s doctrines donot find any agreement with the Advaita
teaching. The first is his doctrine that the thing-in-itself, or ultimate
reality, is a will that is the source of immense suffering in the world,
a doctrine that seems incompatible with the Advaita conception of
Brahman as the Holy Power. The second point of difference is that for
Schopenhauer the thing-in-itself is knowable to normal conscious-
ness, whereas in Advaita teaching, awareness of the higher truth that
concerns ultimate reality comes only to those who achieve the spe-
cial consciousness or pattern of life that comes with the practice
of yoga.®4 As I discussed in Section I, Schopenhauer claims numer-
ous times throughout his works that the thing-in-itself is will or
will to life and that we are directly aware of it in self-consciousness.
Yet, in his later works there are passages in which he withdraws
from this claim of direct acquaintance. Instead, he contends that in-
trospective awareness is always temporal and that it conforms to
the subject—object divide of phenomenal appearance. Accordingly,
it seems that awareness of the thing-in-itself is limited to those
who have denied the will and who attain mystical awareness. For
example:

Accordingly, at the end of my philosophy I have indicated the sphere of
illuminism as something that exists but have guarded against setting even
one foot thereon. For T have not undertaken to give an ultimate explanation of
the world’s existence, but have only gone as far as is possible on the objective
path of rationalism. I have left the ground free for illuminism where, in its
own way, it may arrive at a solution to all problems without obstructing my
path or having to engage in polemic against me.%5

Such passages are consistent with the Advaita teaching that only
those who have attained a higher consciousness can be acquainted
with ultimate reality, but they contrast sharply with passages such
as the following one, in which Schopenhauer claims that we have
a direct acquaintance with the thing-in-itself (or ultimate reality) in
self-conscious awareness.

By looking inwards, every individual recognises in his inner being, which is
his will, the thing-in-itself, and hence that which alone is everywhere real.®
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A plausible explanation that may account in part for this shift in
Schopenhauer’s ideas in the years following the publication of the
first volume of The World as Will and Representation is the increas-
ing influence of Hindu ideas on his own doctrine concerning the
knowability of the thing-in-itself. Hence, in Schopenhauer’s later
works his views have changed to reflect a greater alignment with
Hindu doctrine. Nevertheless, since he never gives up his doctrine
that the thing-in-itself, in at least one of its aspects, is will, he also
continues to assert in these later works that this claim is grounded in
a direct awareness in self-consciousness of the will as thing-in-itself.

VI SCHOPENHAUER’S LIKELY
UNDERSTANDING OF BUDDHISM

To clarify how Eastern ideas might explain the shifts in Schopen-
hauer’s doctrine of the thing-in-itself between the first and second
volumes of The World as Will and Representation, it is useful to con-
sider his understanding of both Hindu and Buddhist teaching. Having
looked briefly at one school of Hindu thought with which it seems
likely that Schopenhauer was acquainted, and having examined the
similarities and differences that exist between it and Schopenhauer’s
doctrines, I now propose to consider Schopenhauer’s understanding
of Buddhist teaching.

It seems likely that with the increasing availability of literature on
Buddhist teaching after 1818, Schopenhauer would have been aware
of the distinction between the two principal branches of Buddhism,
Theravada and Mahayana.®” That he is acquainted with Mahayana
seems clear from his reference to The Foe Koue Ki,*® translated by A.
Rémusat and published in 1836. Dauer states that this book, one of
the earliest reliable documents on Buddhism known in Germany,
is Mahayanist,%® and she stresses the parallels between Schopen-
hauer’s own doctrines and Mahayana teaching.’® Copleston, how-
ever, restricts comparisons between Schopenhauer and Buddhism to
themes common to all Buddhist thinking, such as compassion, the
transitory nature of all phenomena, and atheism.”" Kishan adopts
a similar approach, asserting that ‘Schopenhauer has no particular
predilection for any school of Buddhism.’7”*> Nanajivako, however,
thinks that Schopenhauer is first acquainted with and influenced by
the Theravada teaching of the Burmese, then in middle life becomes
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influenced by the Mahayana doctrine mainly through the writings on
Tibetan Buddhism that were promoted by the Russian St. Petersburg
Academy, and finally that in the later phase of his life he is influ-
enced by the Theravada Pali Buddhism of Ceylon.”3 Nanajivako bases
this last claim on Schopenhauer’s comment concerning two books
on Buddhism written by Spence Hardy after his twenty-year stay in
Ceylon. Schopenhauer says of these books that they ‘have given me
a deeper insight into the essence of the Buddhist dogma than any
other work’.”4 However, as they were not published until 1850 and
1853, respectively, it is difficult to agree with Nanajivako’s claim
that Schopenhauer’s comment is evidence of the stronger Theravada
influence at the time of his preparation of the second volume of
The World as Will and Representation. While Schopenhauer refers
to these books three times in the second volume, and also once in
the first volume, these references must have been added only in the
1859 third editions of those volumes. Finally, Abelsen argues that
Schopenhauer’s conviction of being an original European Buddhist
kept him from making a detailed philosophical comparison between
his own system and those of the Buddhist schools with which he is
acquainted. Consequently, contends Abelsen, the connections which
Schopenhauer thinks are obvious remain a matter of atmosphere
rather than content.’S Given this diversity of opinion, my strategy
in discussing the likely influence of Buddhism on Schopenhauer is
to consider the general comparison between Schopenhauer’s philos-
ophy and what is commonly taken to be the essential teaching of
Buddhism.”®

The basic doctrine taught by the Buddha is summed up in the
Four Noble Truths. That Schopenhauer is aware of this doctrine is
clear from a passage in the second volume of The World as Will and
Representation in which he lists the four truths.””

They affirm the following:

1. Life is permeated by suffering and dissatisfaction.

2. The origin of suffering lies in craving or thirst.

3. The cessation of suffering is possible through the cessation
of craving.

4. The way to this cessation of suffering is through the Eight-
fold Path. This path is an ascending series of practices; the
first two concern the right frame of mind of the aspirant,
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the next three concern ethical requirements, and the last
three concern meditation techniques that bring serenity and
release. The attainment of peace and insight is called nirvana,
and upon its attainment the saint, at death, is not reborn.”®

It is not difficult to find parallels between these truths and
Schopenhauer’s own doctrines. Corresponding to the first truth is
Schopenhauer’s pessimistic world-view, which derives from his con-
viction that the world is a wretched place, permeated by terrible, in-
escapable, and endless suffering.”® Corresponding to the second truth
is his doctrine that suffering results from the endless and ultimately
aimless striving of all beings, a striving that is inevitable because all
beings are manifestations of the metaphysical will, whose essence is
to strive endlessly.’° The Buddhist samsara, the empirical world per-
meated by thirst and craving, corresponds to Schopenhauer’s world of
representation, the phenomenal world. Furthermore, just as samsara
is said to be governed by the causal nexus, so Schopenhauer’s world
of representation is governed by the four roots of the Principle of
Sufficient Reason, one of which is the law of causality. Correspond-
ing to the Buddhist doctrine of the impermanence of samsara is the
conditioned nature of the world of representation in Schopenhauer’s
philosophy, that is, his doctrine that the formal features of the world
of our everyday experience, such as its temporality, spatiality, and
causal connectedness, are contributed by our minds, thereby making
that world (the world of representation) one which is conditioned by
us.

Corresponding to the third truth, namely, that cessation of suf-
fering is possible by cessation of craving, is Schopenhauer’s doctrine
that salvation is possible by denial of the will.®* Associated with this
third truth is another doctrine that finds a parallel in Schopenhauer’s
philosophy. It is the Buddhist teaching of re-birth without continu-
ation of individuality. The essential idea of the ‘wheel of life’ is that
attachment to life (thirst) causes actions (karma), and karma condi-
tions the next life. It is thus thirst that is the energy that drives the
chain of re-births and karma that determines the conditions of the
reborn. Consciousness and hence individuality spring from the karma
of the previous life and are therefore derivative and fleeting. This
idea is also expressed in the Buddhist doctrine of non-self (anatta),
according to which there is no enduring self. Parallel to these ideas
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is Schopenhauer’s doctrine that it is the will which endures through
endless rounds of birth and death; consciousness, by contrast, is but a
fleeting manifestation of will, and it perishes with the physical death
of beings who possess it. Hence, corresponding to the Buddhist idea
of thirst is Schopenhauer’s idea that all forms of life are essentially
will; corresponding to the Buddhist doctrine of non-self is Schopen-
hauer’s doctrine that consciousness is fleeting; and corresponding to
the Buddhist idea that with cessation of thirst release from suffering
is possible is Schopenhauer’s doctrine that with denial of all willing
salvation is attainable.

The next comparison concerns the Buddhist concept of Nirvana
and Schopenhauer’s doctrine of denial of the will. What is Nirvana?
Sri Rahula asserts:

Volumes have been written in reply to this quite natural and simple ques-
tion; they have, more and more, only confused the issue rather than clari-
fied it. The only reasonable reply to give to the question is that it can never
be answered completely and satisfactorily in words, because human lan-
guage is too poor to express the real nature of the Absolute Truth or Ultimate
Reality which is Nirvana.$>

Despite this disclaimer, Sri Rahula is prepared to make the following
remarks about Nirvana. He asserts that if Nirvana is expressed and
explained in positive terms, this will inevitably create a false under-
standing since any positive terms will be tied in meaning to objects
and ideas that pertain to experiences of the sense organs. Since a
supramundane experience like that of the Absolute Truth is not of
such a category, any literal application of ordinary language is bound
to be misleading. He goes on to state that it is because of these diffi-
culties that Nirvana is generally expressed in negative terms, such as
‘Extinction of Thirst’, “Uncompounded’, ‘Unconditioned’, ‘Absence
of desire’, ‘Cessation’, ‘Blowing out’, or ‘Extinction’.®3 However, Sri
Rahula points out that the use of such negative terms has given rise
to the flawed idea that Nirvana itself is negative, expressing self-
annihilation. He stresses that Nirvana is definitely no annihilation
of self because there is no self to annihilate. Rather, if anything is an-
nihilated, it is the illusion that such a self exists. Furthermore, the
notions of ‘positive’ and ‘negative’ are themselves misleading. For
they belong to the realm of relativity, whereas Nirvana, or Absolute
Truth, is beyond such relational categories.?+
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What then is Absolute Truth? It is the truth that there is nothing
absolute in the world; that everything is relative, conditioned, and
impermanent; and that there is no unchanging, everlasting, absolute
substance like Self, Soul, or Atman within or without. To realise
this truth is to see things as they are without illusion or ignorance,
and this brings about extinction of craving ‘thirst’ and the cessation
of suffering; this is Nirvana. Sri Rahula notes that according to Ma-
hayana doctrine we should understand Nirvana as being no different
from Samsara. The same thing is Samsara or Nirvana according to
the way you look at it.%s

Sri Rahula stresses that we must not understand Nirvana to be
the natural result of the extinction of craving, since this would be to
understand it as an effect produced by a cause. Nirvana cannot be de-
scribed as ‘produced’ and ‘conditioned’, since it is beyond cause and
effect; it is simply realised. It is also a mistake to reify Nirvana, as
occurs when it is understood as a state or realm or position in which
there is some sort of existence, imagined in terms of our ordinary
understanding of sensory existence. This mistake is evident in the
popular expression ‘entering into Nirvana’, an expression which, as
Sri Rahula makes clear, has no equivalent in the original texts. A
similar lack of understanding is evident in the question ‘What hap-
pens to a Buddha after his death?’ The question is ill-formed since
Nirvana is realisable in this world and is not a state which one hopes
to enter upon death.®® Huntington elucidates this point in the fol-
lowing passage:

Paradoxically, by stripping away the tendency to reify the screen of everyday
affairs, this same recognition simultaneously lays bare the intrinsic nature
of all things, which is their ‘suchness’ (tathata), their quality of being just
as they are in reciprocal dependence. What is immediately given in every-
day experience is indeed all that there is, for the inherently interdepen-
dent nature of the components of this experience is the truth of the highest
meaning: both the means to the goal (marga; upaya) and the goal itself,
(nirvana).%7

In other words, the realisation of the highest truth, Nirvana, occurs
with the recognition of the inherently interdependent nature of all
phenomena in our world of everyday affairs.

In summary, the notion of Nirvana is not easy to explicate ad-
equately. The limitations of language mean that any positive
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ascriptions may lead to the mistaken view that Nirvana is a state,
realm, or position in which there is some kind of existence, imag-
ined in terms of our ordinary sensory existence of subject—object
duality. On the other hand, recourse to negative ascriptions may
create the equally erroneous impression that Nirvana is an annihila-
tion of Self, a doctrine that is inconsistent with the central Buddhist
doctrine of non-self (anatta). Nirvana is often characterised as Ab-
solute Truth, the truth that there is nothing absolute in the world,
no substances such as Selves or Souls; instead, all is relative, con-
ditioned, and impermanent. The realisation of this truth is accom-
panied by the extinction of craving and the cessation of suffering,
though these must not be understood as the effects of a cause; rather,
they are simply realised as both the means to the goal and the goal
itself.

Having briefly outlined core elements of the Buddhist conception
of Nirvana, I turn to its counterpart in Schopenhauer’s philosophy,
denial of the will. Schopenhauer likens denial of the will to the ex-
periences had by mystics.®® For both denial of the will and mystical
experience are accompanied by the disappearance of the phenome-
nal forms of space, time, and subject—object duality.®9 Some critics
argue that Schopenhauer’s doctrine of denial of the will implies a
‘dismal’ nihilism — dismal because if the thing-in-itself is will, the
will’s destruction leaves only nothingness, and with it the denial of
all possibility of value in existence.®® However, such a conclusion
overlooks the passages in Schopenhauer’s writings where he talks of
the relative nature of nothingness and refers to aspects of the thing-
in-itself other than will. In the following passage, he draws paral-
lels between his own doctrine of relative nothingness and Buddhist
teaching.

As a rule, the death of every good person is peaceful and gentle; but to die
willingly, to die gladly, to die cheerfully, is the prerogative of the resigned, of
him who gives up and denies the ‘will to life’. . . . He willingly gives up the ex-
istence that we know; what comes to him instead of it is in our eyes nothing,
because our existence in reference to that one is nothing. The Buddhist faith
calls that existence Nirvana, that is to say, extinction.9t

The relative nature of the nothingness as it pertains to denial of the
will is again stressed by Schopenhauer in the following passage.
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Contrary to silly objections, I observe that the denial of the ‘will to life’ does
not in any way assert the annihilation of a substance, but the mere act of
not-willing; that which hitherto willed no longer wills. As we know this
being, this essence, the will, as thing-in-itself merely in and through the act
of willing, we are incapable of saying or comprehending what it still is or
does after it has given up that act. And so for us who are the phenomenon
of willing, this denial is a passing over into nothing.9>

In the next passage the point is made yet again.

That which in us affirms itself as ‘will to life’ is also that which denies this
will and thereby becomes free from existence and the sufferings thereof.
Now if we consider it in this latter capacity as different and separate from us
who are the self-affirming ‘will to life’; and if from this point of view we wish
to call ‘God’ that which is opposed to the world (this being the affirmation
of the ‘will to life’), then this could be done for the benefit of those who do
not want to drop the expression. Yet it would stand merely for an unknown
x of which only the negation is known to us, namely that it denies the ‘will
to life’ as we affirm it, and hence in so far as it is different from us and the
world, but again is identical with both through its ability to be the affirmer
as well as the denier, as soon as it wants t0.93

The preceding passages reveal a number of similarities between the
Buddhist doctrine of Nirvana, as outlined earlier, and Schopenhauer’s
doctrine of denial of the will. First, neither Nirvana nor denial of the
will is amenable to adequate description in ordinary language. Sec-
ond, neither Nirvana nor denial of the will entails nihilism; that is,
neither entails the denial of all possibility of value in existence. Fi-
nally, both Nirvana and denial of the will signify the end of crav-
ing or willing and the cessation of suffering. However, alongside
these similarities, it is arguable that there is also a significant dif-
ference. It is that whereas the Buddhists refuse to discuss Nirvana
in terms of a substance ontology — that is, in terms of an enduring
independent state or thing, which has identifiable properties that
are at least conceptually distinct from the thing which owns them —
Schopenhauer’s discussion of denial of the will can be interpreted as
assuming just such an ontology; that is, of assuming that the thing-
in-itself is an enduring propertied thing. For example, he asserts
that ‘that which hitherto willed no longer wills’ and ‘what comes
to him instead of it is in our eyes nothing, because our existence
in reference to that one is nothing’. Arguably, both claims suggest
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that the thing-in-itself is an enduring independent thing-like entity
which reveals other aspects or properties of its nature once it gives
up the activity of willing. While the non-temporal and non-spatial
character of the thing-in-itself necessarily make it unlike the things
of our everyday physical world, it is nevertheless arguable, though
not conclusive, that Schopenhauer thinks of the thing-in-itself as
a substance-like thing, capable of possessing properties of various
kinds.

What are we to make of this alleged difference between Bud-
dhism and Schopenhauer’s philosophy? Perhaps Schopenhauer did
not grasp that Buddhism rejects substance ontology or perhaps the
literature on Buddhism with which he was acquainted was ambiva-
lent on this point. Given that contemporary Buddhist scholars recog-
nise that within Buddhism itself there exists a rival school, the
Yogacara, which, its critics argue, resurrects the Vedantic concept of
a metaphysical substrate (substance) of all phenomenal appearance,
clothingit in the guise of ‘dependent nature’,%4 each of the previously
discussed alternatives has some plausibility. Furthermore, given that
Schopenhauer’s formative philosophical education was grounded in
the Western tradition, a tradition which almost universally assumes
a substance ontology,® it would hardly be surprising if he interpreted
the available Buddhist literature in terms of the ontological assump-
tions with which he was familiar.

The alleged difference between Schopenhauer and Buddhism over
their respective ontological presuppositions is, I believe, important
in its own right. However, it is also important as background to the
following point. Schopenhauer claims that denial of the will yields
only a relative nothing; yet this claim seems to make sense only on
the assumption that the thing-in-itself has aspects other than will.
As T argued earlier, it is only in Schopenhauer’s later work that he
introduces a multiple-aspect notion of the thing-in-itself, and only in
his later works that he sees parallels between the Buddhist notion of
Nirvana and his own doctrine of denial of the will. My contention is
that it is his increasing knowledge of and admiration for Buddhism,
and in particular his realisation that Nirvana does not mean the end
of all possibility of value in existence, that in part may explain this
shift in his thinking concerning the nature of the thing-in-itself. This
shift from a strict identity between the thing-in-itself and will to a
multiple-aspect notion of the thing-in-itself allowed Schopenhauer
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to assimilate the Buddhist notion of Nirvana with his doctrine that
denial of the will is the path to salvation. For just as Nirvana is not
simply a negation of everything, but rather represents a way of ex-
periencing the world such that it has positive rather than negative
value, so denial of the will is a denial of that which is the source
of negative value, making possible the experience of that which is
of positive value. This assimilation may appear ill-judged if my ear-
lier suggestion of fundamental ontological differences between Bud-
dhism and Schopenhauer’s philosophy is warranted. However, it is
unlikely that it would have appeared ill-judged to Schopenhauer. For,
as I discussed earlier, there are good reasons for believing that if such
differences existed, Schopenhauer would not have been in a position
to fully appreciate them.

Finally, there is the fourth truth of Buddha’s teaching, which out-
lines the eight-fold way of attaining enlightenment through the
adoption of the right view, the correct ethical practices, and the rec-
ommended ascetic and contemplative practices. Corresponding to
these steps is Schopenhauer’s view that denial of the will requires
first of all that a person sees through the principium individuatio-
nis constituted by space and time. This insight is reflected in a shift
from egoistic to altruistic behaviour, and finally to the practice of
meditation and a complete withdrawal from the world.?¢ However,
alongside these similarities, a sharp contrast is also evident. Schopen-
hauer maintains that denial of the will is an exceptional human ex-
perience. However, as I mentioned in Section I, he also contends that
awareness of the will as thing-in-itself comes about in ordinary intro-
spective consciousness.® If it is the thing-in-itself, albeit in its other
aspects, that for Schopenhauer is the object of awareness for those
who have denied the will, then it would seem to follow that the
thing-in-itself is the object not only of enlightened consciousness,
but also of ordinary consciousness. This contention, however, finds
no parallel in Buddhism. For in Buddhism, ordinary and enlightened
consciousness are radically different from each other. I mentioned
in both Sections I and V that there are passages in Schopenhauer’s
later works in which he appears to withdraw from his claim of direct
awareness in ordinary consciousness of the will as thing-in-itself.9®
My hypothesis is that as Schopenhauer became increasingly aware of
the epistemological differences between his philosophy and Buddhist
teaching, he shifted his views to accord more readily with what he
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understood of theirs. Hence, in passages from his later works, a clear
distinction is made between the objects of ordinary and enlightened
consciousness.

VII CONCLUSION

I have argued that a plausible case can be made for explaining shifts
in Schopenhauer’s doctrine of the thing-in-itself by suggesting that
these changes occurred in response to his increasing knowledge of
and admiration for the teachings of the Hindus and Buddhists. I have
identified three such shifts; the first concerns the knowability of
the thing-in-itself; the second concerns its nature; and the third con-
cerns Schopenhauer’s explicit attempt to assimilate his own views
on what can be said about the thing-in-itself with Eastern teaching.

The influence of Hindu and Buddhist doctrines, according to which
the possibility of enlightenment is restricted to persons who have
achieved a refined state of consciousness, offers a plausible explana-
tion that in part may account for the first shift. For in Schopenhauer’s
later works, while he still asserts that in ordinary introspective con-
sciousness we have direct awareness of the will as thing-in-itself,
there are also passages in which he withdraws from this claim. In-
stead he maintains that ordinary introspective consciousness yields
knowledge of phenomena alone, and only mystics and those who
have denied the will are aware of reality stripped of its phenomenal
forms.

The impact on Schopenhauer of both the Hindu idea of ultimate
reality as a Holy Power which is the source of value, and of the Bud-
dhist notion of Nirvana, which can be described negatively as the
extinction of suffering, suggests a way of at least partly explaining
the second shift. For, in his later works, while he continues to main-
tain that the thing-in-itself is will or ‘will to life’ and the source of
suffering, he also introduces the idea that the thing-in-itself has other
aspects. Speculatively, this shift from a strict identity of the thing-
in-itself with will to the view that the thing-in-itself has multiple
aspects only one of which is will suggests that had Schopenhauer
lived longer, he may well have embraced the view that the thing-in-
itself is not will at all; rather it is the object of awareness of saints,
mystics and those who have denied the will. The will, by contrast,
is the esoteric but non-noumenal essence of the world.9®
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Schopenhauer’s familiarity with the Buddhist doctrine which in-
sists that no words can be used to describe Nirvana, offers a persua-
sive way of accounting in part for the third shift. For it is only in
his later works and in later additions to his earlier works that he
explicitly attempts to assimilate his own views on the limitations
of language in describing the thing-in-itself with Eastern ideas.

In short, it is plausible that the influence of Eastern thought ac-
counts for Schopenhauer’s shift from an initial post-Kantian position
concerning the thing-in-itself to one more philosophically aligned
with what he takes to be the essential tenets of Buddhism and
Hinduism.

APPENDIX: SCHOPENHAUER’S
ORIENTAL SOURCES

Listed here are references from Schopenhauer’s works to literature
on Hinduism and Buddhism. As he does not consistently provide
full details in noting his references, I have made additions and stan-
dardised titles and spelling in accordance with the list of titles in
Schopenhauer’s posthumous library (see E. Grisebach, Edita und
Inedita Schopenhaueriana [Leipzig: Brockhaus, 1888], 141-84, and
A. Hiubscher (ed.), Der handschriftliche Nachlass, Finfter Band
[Frankfurt a. M.: Verlag waldemar Kramer, 1968], 319-52).

Grisebach’s list of titles was compiled from the auction cata-
logues of 1869 and 1871, and from the warehouse catalogue of 1880,
which had been prepared for the auction of the library that Schopen-
hauer had bequeathed to his executor, Wilhelm von Gwinner. While
Grisebach’s list is extensive, he states that it is incomplete, not-
ing that some books were disposed of by Gwinner in other ways.
Grisebach also states that it is only in the case of those books that
he personally acquired that he can be certain of the bibliographic
exactness of the entries on his list. For the sake of consistency, I
have chosen to standardise titles in accordance with the details that
he provides. However, in cases where these details differ from those
provided by Hiibscher, I have used the latter since it is the more
recent work.

Grisebach lists about 130 items of orientalia in Schopenhauer’s
posthumous library, while Hiibscher lists approximately 150. Which-
ever figure is more accurate, it represents a considerable collection,
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and suggests that Schopenhauer has a strong and abiding interest in
Eastern ideas.

HINDUISM

Manuscript Remains

Polier, Mythologie des Indous, Roudolstadt, 1809 (MR 1 515/Hn.
1, 465 [1817]); Rhode’s On Religion and Philosophy of the Hindus,
Leipzig, 1827 (MR 2 459 n/Hn. 2, 395 n. [1815-16], which must be a
footnote added to the 1815-16 notes after the 1827 publication date of
the book, MR 4 149/Hn. 4/i, 125 [1832]); Desatir of unknown author
(MR 3 64/Hn. 3, 58 [1820]); Wilson, Iswara Krishna Sankhya-Karica,
Oxford, 1837 (MR 3 137 n./Hn. 3, 126 n. [1820]); E. Schlegel, Ueber die
Sprache und Weisheit der Indier, nebst metrischen Uebersetzgungen
indischer Gedichte, Heidelberg, 1808 (MR 3 442/Hn. 3, 403 [1828—
30]); Colebrooke, On the Philosophy of the Hindous, Transactions of
the Asiatic London Society, vol. 1 (MR 3 682/Hn. 3, 627 [1828-30]);
Max Miller, Rig Veda, Text and Notes Sanskrit, London, 1854 (MR
4 376/Hn. 4/ii, 17-18 [1852—60]); Max Miiller, ‘On the Veda and the
Zend Avesta’, in Bunsen, Hippolytus and his age, London, 1852 (MR
4 376/Hn. 4/ii, 18 [1852-60]).

Parerga and Paralipomena, Vol. 2

‘Some Remarks on Sanskrit Literature’, P2 395-402/Z. 10, 435-43.
Obry, Du Nirvana indien, ou de I'affranchissement de I'dme apreés
Ia mort, selon les Brahmans et les Bouddhistes, Amiens, 1856; the
Edinburgh Review, 1858; Langles, Monuments anciens et modernes
de I'Hindoustan, Paris, 1821; Hardy, Eastern Monachism, London,
1850; the Asiatic Researches; and Schlegel’s translation of the
Bhagavadgita, Bonnae, 1823. Schopenhauer also refers the reader to
his essay On the Basis of Morality, Section 22, where in a footnote
discussion of the genuineness of the Oupnek’hat he mentions the
secondary texts, F. Windischmann, ed., Sancara, sive de theologu-
menis Vedanticorum, Bonn, 1833; J. J. Bochinger, Sur Ia connexion
de la vie contemplative ascétic et monastique chez les Indous et
chez les peuples boudhistes, Strasbourg, 1831, and the recent (in
his day) translations of the Upanishads by Rammohun Roy, Poley,
Colebrooke, and Roer.
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Other literature on Hinduism that Schopenhauer refers to in P2
includes the following: A Bengal officer, Vindication of the Hindoos
from the aspersions of the Reverend Claudius Buchanan, with a
refutation of his arguments in favour of an ecclesiastical establish-
ment in British India: the whole tending to evince the excellence
of the moral system of the Hindoos, 1808 (P2 223/Z. 9, 243); The
Times, 1849 (P2 223 n./Z. 9, 243 n.); The Times, 1858 (P2 226/Z. 9,
246); Edinburgh Review, 1858 (P2 401/Z. 10, 442).

The World as Will and Representation, Vol. 1

Asiatic Researches (see WI 4, 48, 381, 388 n./Z. 1, 30, 82; Z.2, 471,
480 n.); Oupnek’hat (see W1 181, 283 n., 388 n./Z. 1, 235; Z. 2,
356 1., 480 n.); Upanishads (see W1 xv, xvi, 181, 205, 355 n., 381/Z.
I,11,235,264;Z. 2,442 1., 471); Bhagavad-Gita, trans. A. Schlegel,
Bonnae, 1823 (see W1 284, 388 n./Z. 2, 358, 480 n.); Veda (see W1
XV, 8, 17, 86, 181, 205, 283 1., 355-7, 374, 380, 388, 419, 495 n./Z.

I, 11, 34, 45, 128, 235, 264; Z. 2, 356, 442, 464, 471, 480, 516, 604
n.); Wilson, Iswara Krishna Sdnkhya Karika, Oxford, 1837 (see W1
382 n./473 n.); Colebrooke, ‘On the philosophy of the Hindus’: Mis-
cellaneous Essays, London, 1837 (see W1 382 n./Z. 2, 473 n.); Polier,
Mythologie des Indous, Roudolstadt, 1809 (see W1 384, 388 n., 495
n./Z. 2, 475, 480 n., 604 n.); Asiatisches Magazin (see W1 388 n./Z.
2, 480 n.); Puranas (see W1 8, 17, 388, 419, 495 n./Z. 1, 34, 45; Z. 2,
480, 516, 473 n.

The World as Will and Representation, Vol. 2

Asiatic Researches (W2 169-70, 505, 608/Z. 3, 197-8; Z. 4,592, 712);
Bhagavad-Gita, trans. A. Schlegel, Bonnae, 1823 (see W2 326, 473/Z.
3,381;Z 4, 555); Oupnek’hat (see W2 457, 607 n., 613/Z. 4, 538, 711
n., 718); Veda (see W2 162, 457, 475, 506, 508, 608, 613/ Z. 3,89; Z. 4,
538,557,592, 596, 712, 718); Upanishads (see W2 162, 457, 475, 609,
611 n./Z. 3, 189: Z. 4, 538, 557, 713, 715 n.); Colebooke, ‘History
of Indian Philosophy’, in the Transactions of the Asiatic London
Society (see W2 488/Z. 4, 572); F. Windischmann, ed., Sankara, sive
de theologumenis Vedanticorum, Bonn, 1833 (see W2 508 n, 607 n./
Z. 4, 596 n., 711 n.); Colebrooke, Miscellaneous Essays, London,
1837 (see W2 508 n./Z. 4, 596 n.).
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On the Will in Nature

Colebrooke, ‘Report on the Vedas’, in the Asiatic Researches, vol.
8 (undated) (WN 45/Z. 5, 230); Bopp, ‘Sundas and Upasunda’, in
Ardschuna’s Reise zu Indra’s Himmel, 1824 (WN 48/Z. s, 234).

On the Basis of Morality
Bhagavadgita (BM, 213/Z. 6, 314-15).

Excluding the Asiatiches Magazin and Asiatic Researches, which
are dated 1802 and 1806-12, respectively, Grisebach and Hiibscher
each list approximately forty other titles that specifically refer to
Hinduism. While up to eighteen of these have publication dates ear-
lier than 1818, only two (the works by Polier and F. Schlegel) are
mentioned in the Manuscript Remains in the period before 1818. It
therefore seems likely that it was not until after 1818 that Schopen-
hauer acquired the other works.

BUDDHISM

As Schopenhauer does not consistently provide full details in noting
his references, I have, where appropriate, made amendments in ac-
cordance with the details provided in Grisebach’s list. In cases where
Schopenhauer refers to works which do not appear on this list, but
which do appear in the bibliography that Schopenhauer himself pro-
vides in his chapter ‘Sinology’ in On the Will in Nature, I use the
fuller details noted there.

Manuscript Remains, Vols. 3 and 4

Journal Asiatique (MR 3 66/Hn. 3, 60 [1820]; 336/Hn. 3, 305 [1825]);
Asiatic Journal (MR 3 349/Hn. 3, 317 [1826]; 424/Hn. 3, 389 [1828];
658/Hn. 3, 605 [1828-30]); Morrison, Chinese Dictionary, 1815 (MR
3 60/Hn. 3, 55 [1820]); San-tsung fa sou, the principal document of
the Buddhist religion (MR 3 372/Hn. 3, 339 [1826]); Abel Rémusat,
Mélanges asiatiques, 1825 (MR 3 372/Hn. 3, 339 [1826]; 37 n. /Hn.
3, 306 n. [1826]); Upham, The History and the Doctrine of Bud-
dhism, London, 1829 (MR 3 675/Hn. 3, 621 [1828-30]); I. J. Schmidt,
Geschichte der Ost-Mongolen und ihres Fiirstenhauses, St.
Petersburg, 1829 (MR 4 47/Hn. 4/i, 33 [1830-31]); B. Hodgson,
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descriptions of Buddhism in Nepal as recorded in the Transactions
of the Royal Asiatic Society of Great Britain and Ireland, London,
1828, and as elucidated by I. J. Schmidt in his essay in Mémoirs de
I’Académie de St. Petersbourg (MR 4 455/Hn. 4/ii, 91 [1852-60]).

On the Will in Nature

‘Sinology’, WN 130-1 n./Z. 6, 327 n. Schopenhauer lists the follow-
ing works, whose details I amend according to Grisebach’s list in
cases where the works appear on both lists, but with slightly dif-
ferent details on each: 1. I. J. Schmidt, Dsanglun oder der Weise
und der Thor, St. Petersburg, 1843; 2. 1. J. Schmidt, Several lectures
delivered to the Academy of St. Petersburg in 1829-32; Schopen-
hauer is probably referring to the following lectures listed by Grise-
bach: Ueber einige Grundlehren des Buddhaismus, 1929, Ueber
einige Grundlehren des Buddhaismus, 1830, Ueber die sogenan-
nte dritte Welt der Buddhaisten als Forsetzung der Abhandlungen
tiber die ihren des Buddhaismus, 1831, Ueber die tausend Bud-
dhas einer Weltperiode der Einwohnung oder gleichmdssigen Dauer,
1832; 3. I. J. Schmidt, Forschungen im Gebiete der ilteren religiésen,
politischen und litterarischen Bildungsgeschichte der Volker Mitte-
lasiens, vorziiglich der Mongolen und Tibeter, St. Petersburg, 1824;
4.1.]. Schmidt, Ueber die Verwandtschaft der gnostisch-theosophi-
schen Lehren mit den Religionssystemen des Orients, vorziiglich
dem Buddhaismus, Leipzig, 1828; 5. I. J. Schmidt, Ssanang Ssetsen
Chung-Taidschi, Geschichte der Mongolen und ihres Fiirsthauses,
St. Petersburg, 1829; 6. Schniefer, two treatises in German in the
‘Mélanges Asiatiques tirés du Bulletin Historico-Philol. de I’Acad. d.
St. Petersburg’, Tome 1, 1851; 7. Samuel Turner, Gesandtschaftsreise
an den Hof des Teshoo Lama. Aus dem Englischen, 18o0r1; 8.
J. Bochinger, Sur Ia connexion de la vie contemplative, ascétique et
monastique chez les Indous et chez les peuples bouddhistes, Stras-
bourg, 1831; 9. Journal Asiatique, vol. 7, 1825; 10. E. Burnouf, In-
troduction a I’histoire du Buddhisme indien, Paris, 1844; 11. Rgya
Tch’er Rol Pa, trans. from Tibetan by Foucaux, 1848; 12. Chi Fa
Hian, Foe Koue Ki, trans. from Chinese by Abel Rémusat, Paris,
1836; 13. Description du Tibet, trans. by Bitchourin and Klaproth,
1831; 14. Klaproth, Fragments Bouddhiques, 1831; 15. Spiegel, Liber
de officiis Sacerdotum Buddhicorum, Bonnae, 1841; 16. Spiegel,
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Anecdota Palica, 1845; 17. Fausboll, Dhammapadam, Hovniae,
1855; 18. Buchanan, ‘On the Religion of the Burmas’, and C. Korosa,
three articles, including ‘Analyses of the Books of the Kandshur’, Asi-
atic Researches; 1839; 19. Sangermano, The Burmese Empire, Rome,
1833; 20. Turnour, The Mahawanzo; and a prefatory essay on Pali
Buddhistical literature, Ceylon, 1836; 21. Upham, The Mahdvansi:
the Rdjd Ratndcari and the Rdyd-vali, London, 1833; 22. Upham,
The History and doctrine of Buddhism, London, 1829; 23. Hardy,
Eastern Monachism, London, 1850; 24. Hardy, Manual of Buddhism
in its modern development, London, 1853; 25. C. F. Koeppen, Die Re-
ligion des Buddha, 1857; 26. ‘The Life of Buddha’ from the Chinese
of Palladji in the Archiv fiir wissenschaftliche Kunde von Russland,
ed. Erman, vol. xv, Heft 1, 1856.

Other works on Buddhism that Schopenhauer also refers to in
‘Sinology’ are: Asiatic Journal, 1826; Morrison, Chinese Dictionary,
Macao, 1815; Neumann, ‘Die Natur- und Religions-Philosophie der
Chinesen, nach den Werken des Tchu-hi’, an article in Illgen, Peri-
odical for Historical Theology, vol. vii, 1837 (Grisebach lists only
Asiatische Studien, Leipzig, 1837, against Neumann’s name. How-
ever, given that the dates of the two titles are the same, they may
refer to the same article).

The World as Will and Representation, Vol. 1

Chi Fa Hian, Foe Koue Ki, trans. from Chinese by Abel Rémusat,
Paris, 1836 (see W1 381/Z. 2, 472); Upham, The History and Doctrine
of Buddhism, London, 1829 (see W1 484/Z. 2, 592).

The World as Will and Representation, Vol. 2

I.]. Schmidt, Uber das Mahdjdna and Pradchnd-Paramita der Baud-
dhen, 1836 (see W2 275/Z. 3, 321-2); Rgya Tch’er Rol Pa, trans. from
Tibetan by Foucaux, Paris, 1848 (see W2 400 n./Z. 4, 473 n.); Up-
ham, The History and Doctrine of Buddhism, London, 1829 (see
W2 488/Z. 4, 572); Hardy, Manual of Buddhism in its modern de-
velopment, London, 1853; Taylor, Prabodha Chadro Daya, London,
1812; Sangermano, The Burmese Empire, Rome, 1833; Asiatic Re-
searches, Koppen, Die Religion des Buddha, 1857; Obry, Du Nir-
vana indien, Amiens, 1856; and T. Burnet, Histoire du Manichéisme
(see W2 503-4/Z. 4, 592); Hardy, Eastern Monachism, London, 1850;
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I.J. Schmidt, Geschichte der Mongolen und ihres Fiirstenhauses, St.
Petersburg, 1829; Colebrooke in Transactions of the Royal Asiatic
Society (see W2 508 n./Z. 4, 596 n.); Asiatic Researches (see W2
608/Z. 4, 712); E. Burnouf, Introduction a I’histoire du Buddhism
Indien, Paris, 1844 (see W2 623/Z. 4, 730); L. J. Schmidt, Ueber die
Verwandtschaft der gnostisch-theosophischen Lehren mit den Reli-
gionssystemen des Orients, vorziiglich dem Buddhaismus, Leipzig,
1828 (see W2 624/Z. 4, 731).

On the Basis of Morality

Journal Asiatique; vol. ix, Meng-Tseu, ed. Stan. Julian, 1824; Livres
sacrés de I'orient, undated (BM 186 n./Z. 6, 132 n.).

Parerga and Paralipomena, Vols. 1 and 2

F. Buchanan, ‘On the Religion of the Burmese’, Asiatic Researches,
vol. vi, 1839 (Pr 116 n./Z. 7, 132 n.); L. J. Schmidt, Forschungen im
Gebiete der dlteren religiésen, politischen und litterarischen Bild-
ungsgeschichte der Vélker Mittelasiens, vorziiglich der Mongolen
und Tibeter, St. Petersburg, 1824 (P1 116 n.; P2 153/Z. 7, 132 n.; Z.
9, 168); Sir G. Stanton, An Enquiry into the proper mode of rendering
the word of God in translating the Sacred Scriptures into the Chinese
Language, London, 1848 (P1 116 n./Z. 7, 132 n.); S. Hardy, Eastern
Monachism, London, 1850 (P2 84 n., 358/Z. 9, 95 n.; Z. 10, 395); S.
Hardy, Manual of Buddhism, London, 1853 (P2 84n.,276/Z. 9,95 n.;
Z. 10, 300); Klaproth, Fragmens Bouddhiques in the Nouveau Jour-
nal asiatique, 1831; Koeppen, Die Lamaische Hierarchie, undated
(P2 153/Z. 9, 168); 1. J. Schmidt, Sanang Ssetsen Chung-Taidschi,
Geschichte der Mongolen und ihres Fiirstenhauses, St. Petersburg,
1839; Lettrés édifiantes et curieuses, 1819 (P2 203/Z. 9, 221); Sanger-
mano, The Burmese Empire, Rome, 1833; Asiatic Researches, vol. vi,
ix (P2 276/Z. 9, 300); Obry, Du Nirvana indien, ou de I'affranchisse-
ment de I’dme aprés la mort, selon les Brahmans et les Bouddhistes,
Amiens, 1856 (P2 401/Z. 10, 441).

Only two of these works were published prior to 1818. These are:
Morrison, Chinese Dictionary, Macao, 1815; and Samuel Turner,
Gesandtschaftsreise an den Hof des Teshoo Lama. Aus dem Englis-
chen, 1801.
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Of the works listed in Schopenhauer’s posthumous library which
specifically refer to Buddhist thought, only three have publication
dates earlier than 1818. These are: M. Ozeray, Recherches sur Boud-
dhou, Paris, 1817; Abel Rémusat; Le livre des récompenses et des
peines, traduit du chinois avec des notes et des éclaircissements,
Paris, 1816; and Samuel Turner, Gesandtschaftsreise an den Hof
des Teshoo Lama, Aus dem Englischen, 1801. The total number
of titles specifically referring to Buddhist thought is thirty-eight in
Grisebach’s list and forty-four in Hiibscher’s.

NOTES

1 See Wr xiii—xiv, xxi—xxiii/Z. 1, 9-10; 18—20 for Schopenhauer’s claim
that there are no significant changes in his thinking after the publication
in 1818 of Wr?.

2, See H. Hoffding, History of Modern Philosophy (London: Macmillan and
Co., 1915), 226; F. Copleston, Arthur Schopenhauer: Philosopher of Pes-
simism (London: Burns Oates & Washbourne, 1946), 65; P. Gardiner,
Schopenhauer (Middlesex: Penguin Books, 1967), 173; D. Hamlyn,
Schopenhauer (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1980), 84-5; C. Jan-
away, Self and World in Schopenhauer’s Philosophy (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1989), 196.

3 See Wr 110, T12, 113, 119, 120, 128, 181, 184, 275, 280, 282, 286, 287,
288, 289, 290, 292, 301, 328, 354, 366, 402, 421, 436, 474, 501, 503, 504—
5, 506, 534; W2 14, 16, 18, 136, 174, 201, 206, 214, 239, 245, 259, 299,
307, 308, 309, 313, 320, 322, 335, 348, 443, 472, 484, 497, 501, 530, 579,
589, 600, 601; WN 20, 36, 47, 116; P1 20, 78, 229, 267, 299, 303, 305;
P2 46, 48, 90, 94, 95, 176,312, 313, 383, 599; FW 34, 97; MR 1 184, 205,
206, 319, 488, 491; MR 2 463, 485, 486; MR 3 84, 121, 164, 197, 227, 245,
247-8, 365, 572; MR 4 110, 139, 211, 217, 223/Z.1, 155, 157, 158, 165,
166, 228, 235, 238, 347; Z.2, 353, 356, 361, 363, 364, 365, 367, 378, 410,
441, 455, 497, 519, 5§36, 580, 612, 614, 615, 616, 618, 650; Z.3, 23, 24,
27, 158-9, 203, 234, 240, 249, 280, 286, 302, 349, 359, 360, 361, 367, 374,
377, 393, 408; Z. 4, 521, 553, 568, 583, 587, 620, 678-90, 703, 705; Z.5,
202, 220; Z. 6, 233, 310; Z.7, 29, 92, 251, 290, 325, 328, 331; Z.9, 55, 56,
102, 107,192, 339, 340; Z.10, 423, 651; Z.6,72,137; Hn. 1, 169, 187, 188,
291, 440, 444; Hn. 2, 399, 419; Hn. 3, 75, 110, 149, 180, 207, 224, 226,
333, 525; Hn. 4/1, 88, 116, 184, 189, 194.

4 WN, trans. Hillebrand, 216/Z. 5, 202. Also see W2 600; W1 162, 436,
503, 504, 345/Z. 4,703 ;Z.1,215;Z.2, 536,614, 615, 310. For less explicit
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references see W2 179, 195, 313, 364; W2 288, 290; FR 119-20/Z. 3, 209,
228, 367; Z. 4, 433; Z.3, 363, 365; Z. 5, 99.

W2 196-7/Z. 3, 229-30. Also see W2 182, 185, 197-8, 318, 496, 612: P1
42; MR 3 40, 114, 171, 353, 472, 595, 713, 716; MR 4 296-7/Z.3, 213,
216-17, 230, 231, 372; Z. 4, 581, 716; Z. 7, 54; Hn. 3, 36-7, 103, 155,
321-2, 432, 546, 657, 600; Hn. 4/i, 261.

See G. Simmel, Schopenhauer and Nietzsche, trans. Helmut Loiskandl,
Deena Weinstein, and Michael Weinstein (Amherst: University of Mas-
sachusetts Press, 1986), 33—4; R. Tsanoff, Schopenhauer’s Criticism of
Kant’s Theory of Experience (New York: Longman, Green & Company,
1911), 66-70; T. Whittaker, Reason, A Philosophical Essay with Histor-
ical Illustrations (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1934), 98; A.
Hiibscher, The Philosophy of Schopenhauer in Its Intellectual Context,
Thinker Against the Tide, trans. Joachim T. Baer and David Cartwright
(Lewiston, N.Y.: Edwin Mellen Press, 1989, 20.

W1 445/Z. 6, 546.

See]. Young, Willing and Unwilling: A Study in the Philosophy of Arthur
Schopenhauer (Dordrecht: Martinus Nijhoff, 1987), 30; Janaway, Self and
World, 197.

W2 182/Z. 3, 213. Also see W2 197, 318/Z. 3, 230, 372.

See W1 xiv/Z. 1, 9.

See Hoffding, History of Modern Philosophy, 226 (n. 51).

W1 4/Z. 1, 31. Also see Wr1 125, 141, 153, 162, 502/Z. 1, 172-3, 191
204-5, 215, 613.

W2 198/Z. 3,231. Also see W2 560, 644; P2 312; W2 288,294, 642; MR
379; W1 405, 411/Z. 4, 656, 754; Z. 9, 339; Z. 3, 338, 343; Z. 4, 753;
Hn. 3, 70; Z. 2, 500, 507.

W2 325, 325-6; MR 1 36-7; MR 4 35; W1 110-12, 410/Z. 3, 380, 3871;
Hn. 1, 34-5; Hn. 4/i, 23; Z. 1, 155; Z. 2, 506.

W2 325-6/Z. 3, 381; relevant also to W2 325/Z. 3, 380.

Wi 411-12/Z. 2, 508.

However, several references to both Hindu and Buddhist thought are
added by Schopenhauer in the revised 1847 edition of FR. See FR 50,
184-8, 208/Z. 5, 47, 141-5, 158. In the third edition, published in 1864,
the editor, Julius Frauenstidt, amends the 1847 text to include correc-
tions and additions jotted down by Schopenhauer in an interleaved copy
of the 1847 edition. In Frauenstidt’s preface to the third edition he lists
the principal passages that are new. Of the twenty-four listed, three con-
cern references to Eastern thought and literature. (See FR, trans. Mme
Karl. Hillebrand [London: G. Bell, 1889], xxvi—xxviii. The three passages
in question are in section 34.)
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18

19

20

21

22

23

24
25

See H. G. Rawlinson, ‘India in European Literature and Thought’, in The
Legacy of India, ed. G. T. Garratt (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1937), 35-6;
H. G. Rawlinson, ‘Indian Influence on the West’, in Modern India and
the West, ed. L. S. S. O’Malley (London: Oxford University Press, 1941,
546-7; L. S. S. O’'Malley, ‘General Survey’, in Modern India and the
West, 801—2; P. J. Marshall and G. Williams, The Great Map of Mankind
(London: Dent, London, 1982}, 111-12. See also Janaway, Self and
World, 29.

See MR 1 456/Hn. 1, 412, and MR 2 477/Hn. 2, 412, where Schopenhauer
refers to undated editions of the Asiatic Researches and Asiatick Re-
searches, respectively. Because he does not give publication dates, it is
possible that these references are added to his notes after 1818. However,
since elsewhere he makes it clear that he has access to these journals
prior to 1818 (see W2 169/Z. 3, 197, and MR 2 459-61/Hn. 2, 395-7), it
seems probable that these references are not later additions.

I refer to Rhode’s On the Religion and Philosophy of the Hindus, 1827,
which Schopenhauer refers to in a footnote at MR 2 459/Hn. 2, 395.
He also refers to undated editions of the Asiatic Researches, MR 1 286,
s15/Hn. 1, 260, 465; the Asiatick Researches, MR 2 477/Hn. 2, 412; and
the Asiatic Magazine, MR 2 262/Hn. 2, 245 (Grisebach notes the cor-
rect spelling as Asiatisches Magazin). However, for the reasons outlined
in note 19, these references are probably not later additions to Schopen-
hauer’s notes.

I determined this figure by comparing all references to Buddhism in
Payne’s translation of the 1859 edition of W1 to the 1819 first edition
of that volume, Wr?, edited by R. Malter. The relevant page numbers in
Payne’s translation of Wr are as follows: 381, 383, 384, 424, 484/Z. 2,
472, 474, 75, 521-2, 592. The corresponding page numbers in Malter’s
edition of W1’ are as follows: 548-9, 550, 552, 602, 665.

The relevant page numbers in Payne’s translation of Wr are as follows:
4, 181, 330, 382 1n., 424, 436, 484/Z. 1, 30, 235, 412, 473 1., 521, 522,
592. The corresponding page numbers in Malter’s edition of W1’ are as
follows: 4, 260, 475, 549-50, 602, 617, 665.

To determine these approximate numbers, I noted and cross-checked all
references in the index of Payne’s translation of The World as Will and
Representation that pertained to Buddhist and Hindu thought. For the
Manuscript Remains, since there is no index, I scanned the text for sim-
ilarly relevant references.

Wr1 388 n/Z. 2, 480 n.

See my appendix, ‘Schopenhauer’s Oriental Sources’, for a listing of the
literature on Hinduism and Buddhism referred to by Schopenhauer in his
various works.
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Schopenhauer’s Oupnek’hat is an 1801 Latin version translated by
Anquetil-Duperron of a Persian version translated by Sultan Mohammed
Dara Shikoh (brother of Aurangzeb) of the Sanskrit original (see P2 396/Z.
10, 436).

In 1784 Sir William Jones established the Asiatic Society in Calcutta,
the prototype of similar societies in Europe. The society published vol-
umes of proceedings called Asiatic Researches, which attracted wide
European readership and which were re-issued and translated into French
and German. Marshall says that the translations of Sir Charles Wilkins,
who made the first English translation of the Bhagavadgita in 1785, and
who is said to be the first European to really understand Sanskrit, and the
essays by Jones in the Asiatic Researches set standards that were not to
be matched for a generation (Marshall, The Great Map of Mankind, 76).
Furthermore, Rawlinson notes that in 1805 in the Asiatic Researches,
H. T. Colebrooke, the greatest of the early orientalists, gave the world
the first account of the Vedas, which hitherto had been jealously con-
cealed from European eyes (Rawlinson, ‘Indian Influence on the West’,
546).

The Puranas consist of a collection of legends that are sometimes said to
be part of the fifth Veda (The New Encyclopaedia Britannica, 15th ed.,
s.v. ‘South Asian Arts’, by Pramod Chandra).

Rosen published the first edition of some of the hymns of the Rig-Veda
in 1838 (Rawlinson, ‘India in European Thought’, 36). At MR 4 376/Hn.
4/ii, 17-18, Schopenhauer also mentions the 1854 publication Rig-Veda,
Text and Notes Sanskrit, by Max Miiller. See also Rawlinson, ‘Indian In-
fluence on the West’, 547-9, for a discussion of the outstanding pioneer-
ing achievements of Max Miiller from 1845 on. In Rawlinson, ‘India in
European Literature and Thoughts’, 36, the author says that ‘the pub-
lication, in 1875, of the first of the great series of the Sacred Books of
the East, under the editorship of Max Miiller, made the Hindu scriptures
available for the first time to the ordinary reader’.

In the two volumes of the Manuscript Remains up to 1818, there are
three references to the Bhagavadgita (MR 1 452, 515; MR 2 262/Hn. 1,
409, 465; Hn.2, 245). No details are given for the first two references,
but the Asiatiches Magazin is given as the source of the third. In Wr
there are two references, one of which refers to the 1802 edition of the
Asiatisches Magazine (W1 388 n./Z. 2, 4801n.). The otheris not referenced
(W1 284/Z. 2, 358). In W1, of the two references to the Bhagavadgita,
one is not referenced (Wr 473/Z. 2, 555), but the other gives as its source
the translation by Schlegel (W2 326/Z. 3, 381).

See Huibscher, The Philosophy of Schopenhauer in Its Intellectual Con-
text, 65-6.
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32 P2397/Z. 10, 437.

33 P2 398/Z. 10, 438.

34 See also R. K. Das Gupta, ‘Schopenhauer and Indian Thought’, East and
West 13, 1 (1962), 32—40, who lists books on Hindu teaching with which
Schopenhauer is likely to have been acquainted.

35 See MR 1286, 456, 515; MR 2 45961, 477/Hn. 1, 260 (1814), 412 (1816),
4656 (1817); Hn. 2, 395—7 (1815-16), 412 (1816-18).

36 See MR 1 515/Hn. 1, 465 (1817).

37 See MR 2 262/Hn. 2, 245 (1809-13).

38 See MR 3 351, 658, 672, 691/Hn. 3, 319 (1826), 605 (1828-30), 618 (1828—
30), 36 (1828-30).

39 MR 1 456; MR 2 477/Hn. 1, 412; Hn. 2, 12.

40 W2 169/Z.3, 197.

41 W1 417/Z. 2, 513.

42 W1 xv-xvi/Z. 1, 11 (italics mine).

43 W2 169/Z. 3, 197 (italics mine). See also W2 508-9 n., MR 3 336/Z. 4,
96 n.; Hn. 3, 305.

44 See Dorothea W. Dauer, Schopenhauer as Transmitter of Buddhist Ideas,
European University Papers, Series 1, vol. 15 (Berne: Herbert Lang, 1969),
6-9, who notes that while Schopenhauer claims that his own doctrines
are independent of the influence of Hindu and Buddhist thought, he is
probably much more indebted to them than he realises.

45 MR 1 467/Hn. 1, 422.

46 MR 1 122 n./Hn. 1, 113 n. (italics mine).

47 F. Copleston, ‘Schopenhauer’, in The Great Philosophers by Bryan Magee
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1987), 215. While Schopenhauer does
not mention the three sub-schools of the Vedanta system, it is clear that
he is aware that the Vedanta is only one of several systems of Orthodox
Hindu thought (see MR 3 442/Hn. 3, 403, where he refers to Schlegel’s
discussion of the six sects of the Hindus, and MR 3 701-4/Hn. 3, 646-8,
where he goes on to discuss the merits of these various systems).

48 MR 3 701/Hn. 3, 646.

49 Ninian Smart, ‘Indian Philosophy’, in P. Edwards (ed.), Encyclopedia of
Philosophy (New York: Macmillan and Free Press, 1967).

50 See W1 162, 332; W2 486, 591/Z.1,216; Z. 2, 414; Z. 4, 570, 692.

51 However, Schopenhauer’s knowing self does not seem analogous to the
Hindu Self that is identical with Brahman, since Schopenhauer says of
the knowing self that it is a tertiary phenomenon. It is metaphysically
dependent upon the presence of consciousness, and the latter is in turn
an objectification of will (W2 278/Z. 3, 325). He also takes the ‘T’ to
be a composite of the knowing and willing subjects, with the willing
subject being the more fundamental. On this view, the ‘I’, or self, is the
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intelligible character. However, since Schopenhauer describes the latter
as ‘an act of will outside time’ (W1 289/Z. 2, 364), it seems that it too
is not identical with the will as thing-in-itself, but is instead a manifes-
tation of it. See Janaway, Self and World, for a comprehensive discussion
of the inherent tensions in Schopenhauer’s philosophy that result from
this twofold conception of the self. See also Richard E. Aquila, ‘On the
“Subjects” of Knowing and Willing and the “I” in Schopenhauer’, History
of Philosophy Quarterly 10, 3 (1993), 241-60. Aquila attempts to over-
come the alleged difficulties in Schopenhauer’s dual account of the self
by interpreting the knowing self as ‘the pure form of the directedness of
consciousness itself’. As such, it is neither the material that constitutes
the body nor the will that is manifest in it, but is rather an irreducible
phenomenal ‘projection’ through those ingredients (248). However, since
such a knowing self is clearly not identical with the will as thing-in-
itself, there is no parallel with the Atman-Brahman identity of Hindu
philosophy.

It is also possible to see resemblances between some of Schopenhauer’s
doctrines and those of the Samkyha school, another of the six main sys-
tems of Hindu thought. Resemblances between that school and Schopen-
hauer’s doctrines include its atheism and its explanation of the percep-
tible world in terms of a single unitary substance, evolving according
to rudimentary dynamics. However, there are distinct differences too in
that it posits a plurality of eternal selves and a correspondence theory
of perception. (See ‘Indian Philosophy’ in Edwards (ed.), Encyclopedia of
Philosophy, 156-7.) That Schopenhauer is aware of both the resemblances
and differences is clear from his discussion in the chapter ‘Remarks on
Sanskrit Literature’ in P2 399/Z. 10, 439—40. There he makes it clear
that he values the older Vedic formulation more highly than the Samkhya
system.

See Helmuth von Glasenapp, ‘The Influence of Indian Thought on Ger-
man Philosophy and Literature’, Calcutta Review 29 (1928), 203, who
also notes this incompatibility. He says ‘Whilst, however, for the Vedanta
what exists is our eternally blessed spirituality, the Brahma, that is char-
acterised by the attributes Sat, Cit, and Ananda, it is for Schopenhauer a
blind and therefore unblessed will’.

Kaplan asserts that Brahman refers to the ultimate reality that transcends
all differentiation and of which all else is only a manifestation. However,
he also notes that the word has a number of other meanings. In its most
literal sense it refers to certain rituals in the Vedas, but later it becomes
the name of one of the deities, the king or ruler of all the gods, who
still remains as the chief of the great trinity of Brahma, Vishnu, and
Siva. In another usage it refers to the name of the priestly caste in the
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55

56
57

58

59
60

61
62
63

64
65
66
67

service of the deities (see Abraham Kaplan, The New World of Philosophy
[London: Collins, 1962], 241). While Schopenhauer writes of Brahman as
being ‘the original being himself’ (W2 463/Z. 4, 543), he also says of
salvation that it is the ‘reunion with Brahma’ (W2 608/Z. 4, 712). It is
clear that he knows that Brahma is one of the three deities and that these
are popular personifications of the world-soul Brahm (Pr 127/Z. 7, 144~
5). Consequently, in the following discussion I include his references to
all three terms: ‘Brahma’, ‘Brahman’, and ‘Brahm’. While he refers to a
belief in the Vedas as both Brahmanism and Hinduism, I use only the
latter term. He also uses the term ‘Brahmans’ and ‘Hindus’ to refer to
those who teach and practice the doctrine of the Vedas, but again I use
only the latter term.

W1 495 n./Z. 2, 604-5 n. See also W1 276, 399/Z. 2, 348, 493, and in
the second volume see W2 463, 489/Z. 4, 543, 574.

W1 146-7/Z. 1, 197.

MR 4 377/Hn. 4/ii, 18. Schopenhauer attributes this derivation of the
word ‘Brahma’ to Max Miiller, and he believes that it appears in an essay
that Miller contributed to Hyppolytus.

Pr1 62/Z. 7, 75. See also FR (1847), 184/Z. 5, 141—2, where Schopenhauer
states, ‘Brahma who is born and dies to make way for other Brahmas, and
whose production of the world is regarded as sin and guilt’.

Pr 127/Z. 7, 144~5.

Kaplan, The New World of Philosophy, 242. See also S. Radhakrishnan,
‘Hinduism’, in Garratt (ed.), The Legacy of India, 271, who says, ‘The
Beyond is Within. Brahman is Atman. He is the antaryamin, the inner
controller. He is not only the incommunicable mystery standing for ever
in his own perfect light, bliss, and peace but also is here in us, upholding,
sustaining us.’

P2 472/Z. 10, 517.

W2 608/Z. 4, 712.

This is the interpretation of Schopenhauer’s metaphysics favoured by
Julian Young; see Young, Willing and Unwilling, ix; see also all of ch. 3.
For a very useful discussion of Young’s interpretation, see J. Atwell,
Schopenhauer on the Character of the World: The Metaphysics of Will
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1995), 122-8.

See Kaplan, The New World of Philosophy, 327-49.

P2 10/Z. 9, 17.

W2 600/Z. 4, 703.

See Heinrich Dumoulin, ‘Buddhism and Nineteenth-Century German
Philosophy’, Journal of the History of Ideas 42 (1981), 458, who says
that all of the German philosophers, Kant, Hegel, Schopenhauer, and
Nietzsche, knew, though not too clearly, that Buddhism was divided into
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two principal branches. That Schopenhauer had acquaintance with the
teachings of both branches is evident from the bibliography he provides in
his chapter ‘Sinology’ in On The Will in Nature and from his posthumous
library. Included are books that refer to the Buddhism of the Ceylonese
(Theravada) and to that of the Chinese (Mahayana).

68 Wr 381/Z. 2, 472.

69 Dauer, Schopenhauer as Transmitter of Buddhist Ideas, 32.

70 Ibid., 21.

71 Copleston, Arthur Schopenhauer, 227.

72 B.V.Kishan, ‘Schopenhauer and Buddhism’, in Michael Fox (ed.), Schopen-
hauer: His Philosophical Achievement (Sussex: Harvester Press, 1980),
255.

73 Bhikkhu Nanajivako, Schopenhauer and Buddhism (Sri Lanka: Buddhist
Publication Society, 1970), 18—20.

74 See WN, trans. Hillebrand, 362 n/Z. 5, 327 n.

75 Peter Abelsen, ‘Schopenhauer and Buddhism’, Philosophy East e) West
43,2 (1993), 255.

76 Abelsen argues that any worthwhile comparison must involve the four
basic forms of Buddhist philosophy in their own right rather than merely
looking at Buddhism as such (see Abelsen, ‘Schopenhauer and Buddhism’,
256). I agree that this approach is desirable if we wish to determine actual
correspondences between Schopenhauer’s philosophy and Buddhism as
currently understood. However, since I wish to look at the possible influ-
ence of Buddhist ideas on Schopenhauer’s thought, and since we are not in
aposition to know with any certainty the extent and nature of his knowl-
edge of Buddhism, it is legitimate in this case to restrict the comparison
to those more general tenets of Buddhism with which Schopenhauer is
likely to have been acquainted.

77 W2 623/Z. 4, 730. Schopenhauer refers to E. Burnouf, Introduction a
I’histoire du Buddhisme indien (Paris, 1844), for an explanation of these
truths.

78 Ninian Smart, ‘Buddhism’ in Edwards (ed.), Encyclopedia of Philosophy.

79 W2 309-10, 311-12, 322-23; W2 §81—4; P2 293/Z. 3, 388, 390, 403—4;
Z. 4,680-4;Z. 9, 318.

80 W1 164, 196, 342-3, 351, 352-3, 363-4; W2 204, 580, 599; P1 303/Z. 1,
217, 52; Z. 2, 427, 438, 439, 451-2; Z. 3, 237-8; Z. 4, 679, 702 -3; Z. 7,
328.

81 W1 379, 397, 405, 412; W2 609, 634-7/Z. 2, 469, 491, 500, 508; Z. 4,
713, 743-7.

82 W. Sri Rahula, What the Buddha Taught (New York: Grove Weidenfeld,

1959), 35.
83 Ibid., 36.
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Ibid., 36-7.

Ibid., 39—40.

Ibid., 40-3.

C. W. Huntington, The Emptiness of Emptiness: An Introduction to the
Early Indian Madhyamika (Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press, 1989),
40.

Wr1 410/Z. 2: 506 and W2 612/Z. 4, 716.

W. T. Stace, ‘The Nature of Mysticism’, in Philosophy of Religion: Se-
lected Readings, ed. W. L. Rowe and W. J. Wainwright (New York:
Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1973), 268-9.

As it is notoriously difficult to be precise in elucidating Schopenhauer’s
conception of ‘denial of the will’, my paraphrase ‘the denial of all pos-
sibility of value in existence’ can at best be an educated guess as to the
meaning which Schopenhauer would have attached to the phrase. For
commentary on the way in which one might interpret ‘denial of the
will’, see L. Navia, ‘Reflections on Schopenhauer’s Pessimism’, in Fox
(ed.), Schopenhauer: His Philosophical Achievement, 178-81; E. Heller,
Thomas Mann: The Ironic German (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1958), 50-1; Bertrand Russell, History of Western Philosophy
(London: Allen & Unwin, 1961), 726.

W2 508/Z. 4, 596. See also W2 608; W1 412 1n./Z. 4, 712; Z. 2, 508 n.
P2 312/Z.9, 339.

MR 3 376/Hn. 3, 343.

Huntington, The Emptiness of Emptiness, 63.

Consider, for example, the pervasive influence of the notion of ‘substance’
elaborated in Aristotle’s Metaphysics. Not only did this notion perdure
into the Middle Ages and the writings of St. Thomas Aquinas, but it
is also assumed in the Meditations of Descartes, often taken to be the
founding figure of modern philosophy in the West.

W1 390, 391-3; W2 606/Z.2, 483, 484-6; Z. 4, 709—T10.

WN 20/Z.5, 202. Also see W2 600; W1 162, 436, 503, 504, 345/Z. 4,
703; Z.1, 215; Z.2, 536, 614, 615, 310. For less explicit references, see
W2 179, 195, 313, 364; W1 288 290; FR 119-20/Z. 3, 209, 228, 367; Z. 4,
433; Z.2, 363,365;Z.5,99.

W2 196-7/Z.3, 299-30. Also see W2 182, 185, 197-8, 318, 496, 612;
P1 42; MR 3 40, 114, 171, 353, 472, 595, 713, 716; MR 4 296-7/Z.3,
213, 216-17, 230, 231, 372; Z.4, 581, 716; Z.7, 54; Hn. 3, 36-7, 103, 155,
321-2, 432, 546, 657, 660; Hn. 4/i, 261.

See n. 63.

Cambridge Companions Online © Cambridge University Press, 2006



CHERYL FOSTER

7  Ideas and Imagination

Schopenhauer on the Proper
Foundation of Art

The reader who, instead of being keen to learn, is intent
only on finding fault, will simply not learn anything. He
likes to criticize.

Arthur Schopenhauer!

I AESTHETIC CONTEMPLATION: A PRELUDE

Schopenhauer devoted more than one-quarter of his principal work,
The World as Will and Representation, to aesthetics. The chapters
on aesthetics occupy the third section in both volumes of that work
and depend for their clarity as much on the metaphysical theory
that precedes them as on an acquaintance with the particular arts
discussed. For Schopenhauer, genuine aesthetic experience, though
rare, leads directly to an apprehension of metaphysical truth, to the
core of genuine knowledge. This emphasis on aesthetic experience in
obtaining knowledge is unusual, however, for by the middle of the
nineteenth century the epistemological authority of the scientific
method was pervasively secure throughout Europe.

No stranger to the empirical scientific disciplines, Schopenhauer
began higher studies in a faculty of medicine and made progress for
more than two years before switching to philosophy, which would
become his life’s work. Although he insisted on separate emphases
for science on the one hand and philosophy on the other, Schopen-
hauer nevertheless felt it prudent to corroborate his metaphysical
claims by attempting to show their appearance in phenomena vali-
dated through scientific observation.> He kept pace with the sciences
throughout his life, eventually concluding that studies of animal

213
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behavior and the functional connections of organisms lent support
to the core of his philosophical views.3 Yet despite this respect for
and strong grasp of scientific practice, Schopenhauer ultimately in-
sisted on the reliability not of science but of aesthetics as a means
by which to recognize metaphysical truth.

From Schopenhauer’s metaphysical point of view, the world just is
will, ‘the innermost essence, the kernel, of every particular thing and
also of the whole. It appears in every blindly acting force of nature,
and also in the deliberate conduct of man, and the great difference
between the two concerns only the degree of the manifestation, not
the inner nature of what is manifested.’”4 Aesthetic contemplation
reveals the forms of will most objectively, without in the process
being subject to the exertions of willing. Thus, aesthetic contempla-
tion as a means of achieving objective, intuitive cognition serves as
a source for meaning in life. Rudiger Safranski emphasizes this fact
in his philosophical biography.

In Schopenhauer’s philosophy, as in no one else’s before him, the aesthetic
element is accorded the highest philosophical rank. A philosophy which does
not explain the world but offers information on what the world actually is
and means, such a philosophy, according to Schopenhauer, derives from an
aesthetic experience of the world. In his manuscript journals Schopenhauer
expressed this even more clearly than in his principal work. ‘Philosophy,’ he
observed in a note of 1814, ‘has so long been sought in vain because it was
sought by way of the sciences instead of by way of the arts.’s

This essay seeks to demonstrate art’s centrality within Schopen-
hauer’s metaphysical view of the world. As Bryan Magee observes
in a review article of Schopenhauer, Philosophy and the Arts, ‘His
aesthetics are a special application of his metaphysics ... and this
means that only if the metaphysics have been accurately grasped are
the aesthetics even so much as intelligible.”® Schopenhauer’s aes-
thetic theory locates the proper foundation of art in the perceptual
apprehension of natural forms. Only on the basis of fidelity to this
foundation can good art be distinguished from bad art in carrying out
its function —a function which is primarily cognitive or illuminative,
though it partakes of a palliative dimension.

Because Schopenhauer defers his consideration of particular arts
until after a lengthy consideration of their foundation, this essay pays
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tribute to his line of reasoning through an extensive examination
of the conditions for art’s foundation. In Section II a discussion of
Schopenhauer’s metaphysical world view contrasts the scientific ap-
proach to knowledge through conceptual abstractions with the aes-
thetic approach to metaphysical realization through Ideas (objective
representations of will as species-types).” Section III examines the
significance and limitations of the ordinary intellect as it discovers
will in itself, a felt experience filtered through the body. This funda-
mental discovery of will in the self shares with aesthetic contempla-
tion the quality of being reflective. Reflection, as the unique capacity
of the artistic or philosophical genius, finds expression for the artist
in the creative works embodying the Ideas, a topic developed in Sec-
tionIV.In Section V particular art forms are considered, including the
special case of music, which bypasses cognition of Ideas altogether.
Discussion concludes in Section VI with a brief review of Schopen-
hauer’s observations on bad art. By highlighting the deviation of bad
art from the perceptual character of aesthetic apprehension, the ex-
amination reveals the full extent of Schopenhauer’s commitment to
a metaphysics of artistic viewing.®

I KERNELS AND HUSKS

Schopenhauer agrees with Aristotle that philosophy begins in as-
tonishment and wonder, that the human being is an animal meta-
physicum (W2 160/H. 3, 176). Metaphysics takes shape as an indi-
vidual marvels at her own works and then asks, What am 1? For great
minds, however, reflection does not remain with the self but strives
for something beyond individuation. ‘Whoever is great recognizes
himself in all and on the whole, and is therefore concerned about
the totality of all things. He tries to understand and to act on that
totality ... (MR 3 29/Hn. 3, 26)

In approaching an understanding of the totality of existence,
Schopenhauer rejects science as the method whereby we might
achieve enlightenment; it is different in degree but not in kind from
everyday common sense. Like commonsense reasoning, science ori-
ents itself toward goal fulfillment, striving, attainment, cause. It re-
mains trapped in covetous motivations which distort perception of
the universal. “‘What distinguishes science from ordinary knowledge
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is merely its form, the systematic, the facilitating of knowledge by
summarizing everything particular in the universal by means of the
subordination of concepts ... (W1 177/H. 2, 208).

So what is the totality of existence such that science is not in a
position to reveal it? The totality of world as will, the persistent and
unitary force governing all phenomena. In thrall to the permutations
of this totality, human individuals oscillate between extremes of
deprivation and ennui, one replacing the other like the steady swing
of a metronome.

If we attempt to take in at a glance the whole world of humanity, we see
everywhere a restless struggle, a vast contest for life and existence, with the
fullest exertion of bodily and mental powers, in face of dangers and evils of
every kind which threaten and strike at any moment. If we then consider the
reward for all this, namely existence and life itself, we find some intervals
of painless existence which are at once attacked by boredom and rapidly
brought to an end by a new affliction.

Behind need and want is to be found at once boredom, which attacks
even the more intelligent animals. This is a consequence of the fact that life
has no genuine intrinsic worth, but is kept in motion merely by want and
illusion. But as soon as this comes to a standstill, the utter barrenness and
emptiness of existence become apparent.?

With regard to will as the metaphysical basis of the world, Schopen-
hauer exudes a thoroughly Sumerian pessimism.!® Safranski calls
Schopenhauer the philosopher of ‘metaphysical homelessness,” a
philosopher who ‘tried to think the “Whole” of the world and of hu-
man life, without expecting salvation from that Whole.”** Science
through its methods cannot even broach the question of this whole.

In all abstract employment of the mind, the will is also the ruler. Accord-
ing to its intentions, the will imparts direction to the employment of the
mind, and also fixes the attention; therefore this is always associated with
some exertion; but such exertion presupposes activity of the will. Therefore
complete objectivity of consciousness does not occur with this kind of men-
tal activity in the same way as it accompanies, as its condition, aesthetic
contemplation. . .. (W2 369/H. 3, 421-2)

Schopenhauer cites aesthetic contemplation as the condition for
objective consciousness. Objective consciousness, in turn, evades
will. Escape from will can occur in two non-abstract forms. Both
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involve separation of consciousness from individual willing. Aes-
thetic perception forms the more temporary but accessible path away
from the world; mystical abatement of willing through ascetic denial
of one’s corporeal longings forms the other. Schopenhauer’s aesthetic
‘salvation’ is not moral or theistic in tone but instead has shades of
what might be called ‘epistemological enlightenment’: realizing the
way the world is but not through ordinary consciousness. The con-
templation of beauty liberates one to understand the hidden, holistic
character of the world.

Aesthetic perception, in the apprehension of beauty, serves for
Schopenhauer a purpose both affective and effective. In one sense,
aesthetic contemplation of the world affects the individual’s sense
of himself or herself: a peaceful, if temporary, quieting of the will
overtakes the ordinary permutations of willing, and in this state the
mind is receptive to seeing for its own sake rather than for the de-
mands of will through the principle of sufficient reason, that is, the
demand for reasoned explanation as to causes, motivations, behav-
iors. In a second sense, aesthetic contemplation of the world effects
the transition from ordinary consciousness governed by will to a su-
perior state of awareness within what Schopenhauer terms the ‘pure
subject of knowing.” As the pure subject, the individual can appre-
hend what Schopenhauer thinks of as timeless Ideas, which distill
away the essences of species-types (W2 364/H. 3, 416-17).72

Ideas, supervenient on nature itself, present the most adequate ob-
jectifications of will to the subject devoid of willing.”3 Will manifests
itself at different ‘grades’ or levels of objectivity — gravitational forces
sit at the lowest rung of complexity, plants emerge about half-way
up, and human animals occupy the highest rung, where each indi-
vidual expresses a unique Idea (idealized, essential species-type) in
relation to will. Ideas are multi-sided, and even at the lower grades of
will there are always new aspects of natural kinds to be apprehended
and communicated (W1 224, 230/H. 2, 265, 271-2). In an ice storm or
a Siberian tiger, an aloe plant or one’s grandfather Joe, will moves in
the world through its infinite, myriad forms. Ideas provide the most
potent means by which to recognize will’s pervasive presence.™

The Idea not only governs the content of perception for the pure
subject of knowing but also grounds the creation of products — art
works — designed to capture such perception. ‘“The apprehended Idea
... is the true and only source of every genuine work of art. In its
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powerful originality it is drawn only from life itself, from nature,
from the world, and only by the genuine genius, or by him whose
momentary inspiration reaches the point of genius’ (Wr 235/H. 2,
227). The genius apprehends the Idea and, through the power of
productive imagination, completes, amplifies, fixes, retains, and re-
peats at pleasure ‘all the significant pictures of life, according as the
aims of a profoundly penetrating knowledge and of the significant
work by which it is to be communicated may require’ (W2 379/H. 3,
433).

Insofar as will has entered forms and phenomena foreign to its own
nature (for will is not itself an object-form or phenomenon, but mere
striving), it remains inscrutable, ‘an abyss of incomprehensibilities
and mysteries for our searching consideration and investigation’ (W2
195/H. 3, 218). Science grasps phenomenal pluralities and attempts
to piece together a whole from various parts. But the world itself is
not an aggregate of parts, but rather One. For Schopenhauer, only art
can reveal this unity through the productive, imaginative embodi-
ment of Ideas drawn directly from their clear apprehension in nature.
Thus, art’s value in the philosophy of Schopenhauer emerges from its
power to unveil metaphysical truth. It has palliative consequences
in its reprieve from willing but functions primarily in service to non-
conceptual enlightenment.

The characterization of art as an unveiling, a de-masking, a dis-
robing of truth from its costume in plurality, presupposes that re-
ality is veiled, masked, clothed in illusion. Metaphors representing
this state of affairs find extensive expression throughout Schopen-
hauer’s works. Humanity’s true nature is ‘veiled by the capacity for
dissimulation’ (W1 156/H. 2, 186); the natures of other things exhibit
themselves ‘in a manner quite different from their own inner nature,
and ... therefore they appear as through a mask’ (W2 195/H. 3, 218).
The world as will is likened to a stage where objects appear clearly
only on another self-conscious stage (art), which allows us to ‘sur-
vey and comprehend them better. It is the play within the play, the
stage on the stage in Hamlet’ (W1 267/H. 2, 315). Human beings,
too, act as objects on such a stage, much like puppets: ‘those pup-
pets are not pulled from the outside, but each of them bears in it-
self the clockwork from which its movements result’ (W2 358/H. 3,
408-9). This vital internal energy is pervasive: it ‘can be compared
to a rope, stretched above the puppet-show of the world of men,
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on which the puppets hang by means of invisible threads ...” (W2
359/H. 3, 409). Veils, masks, stages — art allows one to peek behind
the illusion of plurality and purpose to get nearer the heart of reality
itself.

Schopenhauer’s commitment to art (and philosophy) as a mode of
clarification appears perhaps nowhere so vividly as in his repeated
invocation of a metaphor involving kernels and husks. Will, for ex-
ample, is that One of which all representation is only the visibility,
the objectivity: ‘It is the innermost essence, the kernel, of every par-
ticular thing and also of the whole’ (Wr 110/H. 2, 131). On many
occasions Schopenhauer extends the bond between the reality of the
world, will, and our perceptual grasp of that reality by noting that
inasmuch as we discover will in ourselves, we discover ‘the kernel
of our true being’ (W2 293/H. 3, 332). Will ‘alone is the real and es-
sential, the kernel of man, and the intellect merely its tool ... (W2
229/H. 3, 258). Will does not proceed from knowledge but the other
way around. As such, will ‘is the prius of knowledge, the kernel of
our being’ (W2 293/H. 3, 332).

Just as art, therefore, aims to illuminate the world as it is, a world
of will giving rise to the practical tool of cognitive representation, so
does science investigate only the form of that representation, objects
floating on the surface of space and time.

Therefore at the present day we see the husk of nature most accurately and
exhaustively investigated, the intestines of intestinal worms and the vermin
of vermin known to a nicety. But if anyone, such as myself for instance,
comes along and speaks of the kernel of nature, they do not listen; they just
think that this has nothing to do with the matter, and go on sifting their
husks. (W2 178/H. 3, 197-8)

Schopenhauer’s entire metaphysics, expressed here in the meta-
phor of kernels obscured by husks, underpins art’s role in reveal-
ing the world, a role as valuable to wisdom (Weisheit) as that of
science. Science as etiology and morphology deals with the ‘husks’
of objects and processes, with the forms given to us by the principle
of individuation and governed by the principle of sufficient reason.
Philosophy®s and art focus on the ‘kernel’ of being, on will in its ob-
jective manifestations. Polarizing what is nominal and what is real,
what is etiological and philosophical, what is outer and inner, what
is husk and kernel (W1 140/H. 2, 166—7), Schopenhauer commits
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himself to an aesthetic of metaphysical apprehension, one whose
purpose aims at the greatest possible acquaintance with the totality
of being rather than with abstractly surfacing concepts.™®

For thousands of years, claims Schopenhauer, philosophers before
him made the error of presenting man as ‘differing as widely as possi-
ble from the animal. Yet they felt vaguely that the difference between
the two was to be found in the intellect and not in the will. From
this arose in them unconsciously the tendency to make the intel-
lect the essential and principal thing, in fact to describe willing as a
mere function of the intellect’ (W2 199/H. 3, 223). In Schopenhauer’s
view, will is primary and intellect emerges as a late-stage develop-
mental necessity in the human species. As a result, epistemological
enterprises based on systems of abstract intellect do not retain the
singular metaphysical superiority they achieve in other contexts;
Schopenhauer equally prizes the perceptual elucidation of the force
behind intellect.

It is reasonable to wonder whether Schopenhauer sees art as being
in tension or in competition with science. Israel Knox, for example,
associated Schopenhauer’s conception of genius with madness, see-
ing this as ‘the tragic and inevitable result of a philosophy that con-
siders art as antagonistic and superior to science.’*” Such an assertion
misrepresents Schopenhauer, who does not see science as being in op-
position to art. For Schopenhauer, art confronts the same question as
philosophy — the question of existence — using different techniques.
Furthermore, ‘[t]he etiology and philosophy of nature never interfere
with each other; on the contrary, they go hand in hand, considering
the same objects from different points of view’ (W1 140/H. 2, 167).
Since art is kindred to philosophy and philosophy is not in competi-
tion with science, then art is not in competition with science either.
Rather, Schopenhauer intends art to stand alongside science as a sep-
arate but equally potent method for grasping the world. Art gets at
a different aspect of reality than does science; art uncovers the ker-
nel of the world, that which grounds history, concept, and practical
affairs.

II THE BOUNDARIES OF ORDINARY INTELLECT

If will as the kernel of the world appears most clearly through Ideas
in art (or through the experience of music), to what extent can the
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ordinary intellect be expected to encounter that kernel? Recall that
the ordinary human experience of the world, according to Schopen-
hauer, alternates between restless, frustrated, painful striving against
obstacles internal and external, and boredom in the face of satia-
tion, however seldom it comes. People are ‘delusively individualized
throbs of craving,’'® seen by Schopenhauer as ‘human bipeds’ brought
together only by ‘their vulgarity, pettiness, shallowness, feeblemind-
edness and wretchedness’ (MR 4 513/Hn. 4/ii, 125). Given to stylized
and exuberant fits of misanthropy, Schopenhauer seems to hold out
little hope for human disengagement from the universal cycle of pain
and passivity. ‘[E|very animal obviously has its intellect merely for
the purpose of being able to discover and obtain its food. ... Mat-
ters are no different with man, only that the greater difficulty of his
maintenance and the infinite variety of his needs have here rendered
necessary a much greater measure of intellect’ (P2 97/H. 6, 103).

This greater measure of intellect manifests itself as a sophisti-
cated system of representation, a perceptual and conceptual matrix
of space and time that allows the human animal to navigate other
forms of will standing in the way of its fulfillment. Will is, after
all, Schopenhauer’s version of Kant’s ‘thing-in-itself,’ the metaphys-
ical substratum that remains inaccessible to any direct or pure form
of consciousness and perception. As Timothy Sprigge notes in his
commentary on Schopenhauer’s theory of existence, ‘Schopenhauer
thinks that there must be something of which we somehow regis-
ter the existence in our perceptual experience, which is what the
perceived thing really is.”™ Still, in its unreflective, non-aesthetic,
non-ascetic state,?° intellect serves will as a vassal might serve a
master in search of his ends.

In fact, Schopenhauer finds disengagement from egoistic willing
to be rare and intermittent among most human beings, despite their
highly developed cognition. In those rare instances when it does oc-
cur, disengagement from willing emerges as aesthetic recognition of
kinship among all phenomena first through nature and then through
the medium of Ideas in art (or, if one chooses the ascetic path, through
annihilation of will in self altogether). For the artistic genius, who
displays productive as well as perceptual imagination (the result of
a surplus of intellect), the process of disengagement is complex, for
the Ideas must not only be apprehended but also transferred to a
new context. Art, as the product of genius, is the primary catalyst in
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moving the ordinary intellect out of engagement with will and into
metaphysical contemplation of will. In other words, contemplation
of the Ideas effects an oblique but soothing knowledge of will, the
kernel beneath all illusory, representational husks.

Awareness of will is not, however, limited to contemplation of
Ideas in nature or art, though there is no doubt that for Schopenhauer
will is grasped most purely through Ideas or through the unmediated
tones of music, of which more will be said in Section V. No; while
will in the particular things of the world can be known externally in
representation through Ideas, will can be experienced in the imme-
diacy of one’s own body, even for the ordinary intellect still engaged
in willing.

Only in so far as every knowing being is at the same time an individual and
thus a part of nature, does the approach to the interior of nature stand open
to him, namely in his own self-consciousness. Here it manifests itself most
immediately, and then, as we found, as will.

Now what the Platonic Idea is, considered as merely objective image,
mere form, and thereby lifted out of time as well as out of all relations, is
the species or kind taken empirically and in time; this, then, is the empirical
correlative of the Idea. (W2 364-5/H. 3, 417)

What the individual perceives, representationally, through the Idea
in art, she also experiences, immediately, as pain, pleasure, force, joy
through her body. In this spirit Schopenhauer appears to link his
epistemological aesthetic of Ideas with the immediacy of will as ex-
perienced and recognized in the individual body. Recognition of will
in the ordinary self is ostensibly related to will appearing under the
aspect of the Idea through art.>*

It is important to remember that Schopenhauer takes the posited
unity between self and world very literally. In speculating on the pos-
sibility of the philosophy of history, for example, Schopenhauer in-
sists that it should ‘therefore recognize the identical in all events, of
ancient as of modern times, of the East as of the West, and should see
everywhere the same humanity, in spite of all difference in the spe-
cial circumstances, in costume and customs’ (W2 444/H. 3, 508). His-
torical record often differentiates rather than collapses events across
the course of time, so it is likely that Schopenhauer’s insistence on
unity among diverse cultures and traditions owes its allegiance to
the ontological singularity of will as an unbroken whole beneath all
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particular phenomena, including observation of the self. Sprigge ob-
serves that ‘the yearning which is the core of me and that which is
the core of you are really one single yearning which is in a state of
estrangement from itself.’>*

Upon closer inspection, however, this implied unity of will in
all its manifestations — the relationship between the discovery of
will in the self and the apprehension of will in the world through
Ideas in art — is never a clear or comfortable one in Schopenhauer’s
metaphysical aesthetics. Its ambiguity undermines Schopenhauer’s
assertion that the interior of nature stands open to the individual
through an observation of will in oneself.

Consider: we are never directly acquainted with the thing in it-
self, with will, but know it only in its individualized or Idealized
manifestations.?3 But in Section 18 of Volume 1 Schopenhauer re-
veals the process of self-awareness in acts of willing, where the ap-
prehension of one’s own will is ‘far more immediate than is any other.
It is the point where the thing-in-itself enters the phenomenon most
immediately, and is most closely examined by the knowing subject;
therefore the event thus intimately known is simply and solely cal-
culated to become the interpreter of every other’ (W2 197/H. 3, 221).
The ordinary intellect draws an analogy between its own experience
of will and will as it governs other empirical phenomena, whose
essences appear most clearly through Ideas.

Against Schopenhauer here it might be argued that, since qualita-
tive purity of access to will as thing-in-itself never gets any more inti-
mate than it does in immediate self-awareness, there is no necessity
for the ordinary intellect to search for knowledge of the will through
Ideas in artistic representation; no metaphysical imperative to unify
will as manifested in other phenomena with will as examined ‘most
closely’ in one’s individual body. And if there is no real need to seek
will outside the self, or to draw an analogy between will in the self
and will in the world, this calls into question the epistemological
role given to art in Schopenhauer’s metaphysical system — for art
ignites the consciousness whereby Ideas in nature are apprehended.

Furthermore, the implied singularity of will beneath all things is
logically problematic within the terms of Schopenhauer’s own def-
initions. He asserts that will discovered in oneself stands as will’s
most immediate phenomenon and becomes the ‘interpreter of ev-
ery other’ phenomenon of will as encountered representationally.
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But how can Schopenhauer move from the immediacy of individu-
ated will, which is discovered non-representationally through ordi-
nary, will-driven consciousness, to the conclusion that this same will
underlies the whole world, a world conveyed most purely through
Ideas, which are by contrast discovered representationally through
will-less, non-pragmatic consciousness?>4

Perhaps it could be claimed that Schopenhauer’s metaphysics re-
quires an extension from will as immediacy in oneself to will as
portrayed through Ideas in works of art in order to overcome a per-
ceived but illusory plurality of forms in ordinary knowledge. Art, in
this instance, galvanizes awareness of the world’s essential Oneness.
Or, it might be suggested that discovery of will in oneself would re-
main solipsistic and unredeeming, and hence not crucial to Schopen-
hauer’s metaphysical theory, if not extended by analogy to the ap-
prehension of Ideas in art. Being drawn originally from nature, the
Ideas point toward the existence of a world related to but not limited
to the self. In both claims, the ordinary intellect enjoys enlargement
through the dissolution of superficial barriers between will in the
self and will in the world.

However, qualitative differences between ordinary consciousness
and the will-lessness required for aesthetic knowledge of Ideas foil
attempts at unification of will in all the world. Explicitly seeking
links between will in the self and will as represented through Ideas
just is, in itself, a performative exercise in willing, an intellectual
endeavor. Even if there is a desire or an inclination to link one’s im-
mediate apprehension of will in the body with other forms of will in
the world, these are themselves desires or inclinations —- movements
of will. Will as perceived through Ideas in art stands in exact contrast
to the willing involved in any conscious attempt to meet a goal, even
the goal of will’s unification.

Ideas are after all required to induce the transition from ordinary,
goal-governed intellect to the pure subject of knowing, from hectic
immersion in willing to an entirely different state of consciousness
in the absence of willing. There seems no consistent way to unite
such opposed modes of apprehension. Because of this, the posited
oneness of will discovered by the ordinary intellect in the self and
will as perceived by the pure subject of knowing through the Ideas
is an analogous unity only, intellectual in character. Assertions of
oneness do not unify will observed in the self and will objectified
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through Ideas in any metaphysically substantial way whatsoever,
but at most can be said to represent our understanding of will as it
appears to us under radically different aspects of the world.

Here we have a troubling inability to reconcile, at the most basic
level of Schopenhauer’s metaphysics, his two avenues of acquain-
tance with will — through immediate awareness of the individual
body, on the one hand, and through representational awareness of
the Ideas in art, on the other (or through the direct evocation of
will in music). This lack of reconciliation underscores a mild para-
dox that is not resolved by Schopenhauer himself. Either there is no
qualitative necessity to forge a link between the awareness of will
in oneself and perception of will through Ideas in art (one already
has intense access to will through one’s own body), thus upsetting
Schopenhauer’s metaphysical ideal of unity; or there is a necessity to
forge such a link, but one that defeats aesthetic salvation from will
due to its very basis in inclination, that is, egoistic willing.

Yet, Schopenhauer insists on the possibility of genuine if fleeting
salvation from willing for even the ordinary intellect. Such salvation,
however, emerges neither from the immediate awareness of will in
the self nor from an intellectual inference of will in all things, but
rather from immersion in the will-less subject of knowing, a state
of consciousness fostered by art. Only with the help of genius can
the ordinary intellect hope to enter a realm of awareness beyond an
illusory self and grasp the world as will without actually willing.

IV THE REFLECTIVE PRODUCTIVITY OF GENIUS

Despite logical problems with reconciling self and world in Schopen-
hauer’s metaphysics, it is nevertheless possible to discern a striking
relationship between the way Schopenhauer characterizes the dis-
covery of will in the self and the apprehension through Ideas of will
at work in the world. The larger significance of immediate awareness
of will in the self emerges in the activity of reflection.

He will recognize that same will not only in those phenomena that are
quite similar to his own, in men and animals, as their innermost nature,
but continued reflection will lead him to recognize the force that shoots and
vegetates in the plant, indeed the force by which the crystal is formed, the
force that turns the magnet to the North Pole . .. all these he will recognize
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as different only in the phenomenon, but the same according to their inner
nature. (W1 109-10/H. 2, 131)

By ‘reflection’ Schopenhauer clearly indicates both a movement in
consciousness towards something beyond what initially appears as
empirical phenomenon and a capacity to break through ordinary
thinking in its application. This emphasis on reflection occurs not
only here, in discussion of one’s own will through the body, but also
in examination of the genius as he contemplates beauty through art.

Schopenhauer contrasts the ordinary intellect immersed in the
‘whirl and tumult of life’ with the genius, who does not get absorbed
by life’s tumult but instead becomes objectively conscious of it.

... in this sense he is reflective.

It is this reflectiveness that enables the painter to reproduce faithfully on
canvas the nature he has before his eyes, and the poet accurately to call up
again by means of abstract concepts the perceptive present by expressing it,
and thus bringing it to distinct consciousness; likewise to express in words
everything that others merely feel. The animal lives without any reflective-
ness. Its knowledge ... remains subjective; it never becomes objective. (W2

382/H. 3, 437

Soon after this, Schopenhauer declares that poets and artists ex-
press distinct curiosity about how the world is constituted. Their
‘high calling’ to art has ‘its root in the reflectiveness which springs
primarily from the distinctness with which they are conscious of
the world and of themselves, and thus come to reflect on these’
(W2 382/H. 3, 437). ‘By virtue of his objectivity, the genius with
reflectiveness perceives all that others do not see’ (P2 418/H. 6,
446).

An intriguing pattern of connection begins to assert itself in oth-
erwise divergent manifestations of will. First, anyone can gain im-
mediate apprehension of will through one’s own body, but the tran-
sition to a connection between that awareness and the inner life of
other entities depends on the activity of a reflective consciousness.
Second, since Schopenhauer has on several occasions remarked on
the inadequacy of ordinary human intelligence when it comes to
disengagement from willing, the odds of grasping the world as will
through reflective consciousness must be quite low for ordinary per-
sons, flung 