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INTRODUCTION

RUDOLF STEINER was born in 1861 and died in 192s. In his auto-
biography, The Course of My Life,) he makes quite clear that the
problems dealt with in The Philosophy of Freedom played a leading
part in his life. '

His childhood was spent in the Austrian countryside, where
his father was a stationmaster. At the age of eight Steiner was
already aware of things and beings that are not scen as .well ‘as
those that are. Writing about his experiences at this age, he said,
«. . . the reality of the spiritual world was as certain to me as that
of the physical. I felt the need, however, for a sort of justification
for this assumption.”

Recognizing the boy's ability, his father sent him to the Réalschule

a0 Wiener. Neustadt, and later to the Technical University in
Vienna. Here Steiner had to support himself, by means of scholar-
ships and tutoring. Studying and mastering many more subjects
than were in his curriculum, he always came back to the problem
of knowledge itself. He was very much aware that in the experience
of oneself as an ego, one is in the world of the spirit. Although he
took part in all the social activities going on around him——in the arts,
the sciences, even in politics—he wrote ‘that “much more vital at
that time was the need to find an answer to-the question: How far
is it possible to prove that in human thinking real spirit is the agent?”’

He made # deep study of philosophy, particularly the writings of
Kant, but nowhere did be find a way of thinking that could be
carried as far as a perception of the spiritual world. Thus Steiner
was led to develop a theory of knowledge out of his own striving
after truth, one which took its start from a direct experience of the
spiritual nature of thinking. )

As a student, Steiner’s scientific ability was acknowledged when
he was asked to edit Goethe's writings on nature. In Goethe he
recognized one who had been gble to perceive the spiritual in
nature, even though he had not carried this as far as a direct per-
ception of the spirit. Steiner was able to bring a new understanding
to0 Goethe's scientific work through this insight into his perception
of nature. Since no existing philosophical theory could take this
kind of vision into account, and since Goethe had never stated

1 Published in parts from 1923-5, and never completed. The titles
given for Dr Steiner’s books are those of the English translations.
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*. INTRODUCTION

explicitly what his philosophy of life was, Steiner filled this need by
publishing, in 1886, an introductory book called The Theory of
Knowledge Implicit in Goethe's World-Conception. His introductions
to the several volumes and sections of Goethe’s scientific writings
(1883-97) have been collected into the book Goethe the Scientist.
These are valuable contributions to the philosophy of science.

During this time his thoughts about his own philosophy were
gradually coming to maturity. In the year 1888 he met Eduard von
Hartmann, with whom he had already had a long correspondence.
He describes the chilling effect on him of the way this philosopher
of pessimism denied that thinking could ever reach reality, ‘but
must forever deal with illusions. Steiner was already clear in his
.mind how such obstacles: were to be overcome. He did not stop at
- the problem of knowledge, but carried his ideas from this realm
into the field of ethics, to help him deal with the problem of human
freedom. He wanted to show that morality could be given a sure
foundation without basing it upon imposed rules of conduct.

- Meanwhile his work of editing had taken him away from his
beloved Vienna to Weimar. Here Steiner wrestled with the task of
presenting his ideas to the world. His observations of the spiritual
hed all the exactness of a science, and yet his experience of the
reality of ideas was in some ways akin to the mystic's experience.
Mysticism presents the intensity of immediate knowledge with
conviction, but deals only with subjective impressions; it fails to
deal with the reality outside man, Science, on the other hand,
consists of ideas about the world, even if the ideas are mainly
materialistic. By starting from the spiritual nature of thinking,
Steiner was able to form ideas that bear upon the spiritual world
in the same way that the ideas of natural science bear upon the
physxcal Thus he could describe his philosophy as the result of

“introspective observation following the methods -of Natural
Science.” He first presented an outline of his ideas in his doctoral
dissertation, Truth and Knpwledge, which bore the sub-title “Prelude
to a ‘Philosophy of Freedam’.”

In 1894 The Philosophy of Freedom was published, and the con-
tent which had formed the centre of his life’s striving was placed
before the world. Steiner was deeply disappointed at the lack of
understanding it received. Hartmann’s reaction was typical;
instead of accepting the discovery that thinking can I to the
reality of the spirit in the world, he continued to think that *‘spirit”
was merely a concept existing in the human mind, and freedom an
illusion based on ignorance. Such was fundamentally the view of
the age to which Steiner introduced his philosophy. But however it
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.seemed to others, Steiner had in fact established a firm foundation

for knowledge of the spirit, and now he felt able to pursue his
researches in this field without restraint. Thé Philosophy of Freedom
summed up the ideas he had formed to deal with the riddles of

" existence that had so far dominated his life. ““The further way,” he
 wrote, “could now be nothing else but a.struggle to find the right

form of ideas to express the spiritual world itself.”

While still at Weimar, Steiner wrote two more books, Friedrich
Nietasche, Fighter for Freedom (1895), inspired by a visit to the aged
philosopher, and Goethe's Conception of the World (1897), which
completed his work in this field. He then moved to Berlin to take
over the editing of a literary magazine; here he wrote Riddles of
Philosophy (1901) and Mysticism and Modern Thought (1901). He
also embarked on an ever-increasing activity of lecturing. But his
real task lay in deepening his knowledge of the spirituai world
until he could reach the point of publishing the results of this
research.

The rest of his life was devoted to building up a complete
science of the spirit, to which he gave the name Anthroposophy.
Foremost amongst his discoveries was his direct experience of the
reality of the Christ, which soon took a central place in his whole
teaching. The many books and lectures which he published set
forth the magnificent scope of his vision.? From 1911 he turned
also to the arts—drama, painting, architecture, eurythmy—showing
the creative forming powers that can be drawn from spiritual

vision. As a response to the disaster of the 1914-18 war, he showed -

how the social sphere could be given new life through an insight

into the nature of man, his initiative bearing practical fruit in the,

fields of education, agriculture, therapy and medicine. After a few
more years of intense activity, now as the leader of a world-wide
movement, he died, leaving behind him an achievement that must
allow his recognition as the first Initiate of the age of science.?
Anthroposophy is itself a science, firmly based on the results of

* The list of titles is long, but the more important books include
Christianity as Mystical Fact (1902), Knowledge of the Higher Worlds and
its Attais t (1904), Theosophy, a description of the nature of man and
his relation to the spiritual world (1904), and Occult Science—An Qutline,
an account of the evolution of man and the universe in terms of spiritual
realities (1910).

* For an account of the life and work of Rudolf Steiner, see 4 Scientist
of the Invisible, by A. P. Shepherd (1954). The range of his contribution
to modern thought can be seen in The Faithful Thinker, edited by A. C.
Harwood (1961).
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INTRODUCTION

observation, and open to investigatiori by anyone who is prepared to
follow the path of development he .pioneered—a path that takes its
start from the struggle for inner freedom set forth in this book.

* T ® *

THE PHILOSOPHY OF FREEDOM ¢an be seen as the crowning achieve-
ment of nineteenth-century philosophy. It answers all the problems
of knowledge and morality that philosophers had raised, argued
over, and eventually left unsolved with the conclusion that “we
can never know”. Yet this great achievement received no recognition,
and only when Steiner had acquired a large following of people
thankful for all that he had given them of his spiritual revelation
“did there ‘arise the desire to read also his earlier work, upon whjc};
he always insisted his whole research was firmly based. Perhaps if
Steiner had spent the rest of his life expounding his philosophy, he
would today be recognized throughout the world as a major ;Jhil-
osopher; yet his achievement in going forward himself to develop
the science of the spirit is much the greater, and this will surely-be
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hence unreliable, without any realization thatitis thinking itself that
has made this decision. The belief that science can deal only with the
“objective’ world has led to the position where many scientists are
quite unable tosay whether the real worldis the familiar world of their
surroundings, as experienced through the senses and pictured in the
imagination, or the theoretical world of spinning particles, imper-
ceptible forces and statistical probabilities that is inferred from
their experimental results.* Here Steiner’s path of knowledge can
give a fumer basis for natural science than it has ever had before,
as well as providing a sure foundation for the development of
spiritual science. Although there are many people who find all that
they need in contemplating the wonders of.the spiritual world, the
Philosophy of Freedom does not exist mainly- to provide a philo-
sophical justification for their belief; its main value lies in the sound
basis it can give to those who cannot bring themselves to accept
anything that is not clearly scientific—a basis for knowledge, for
self-knowledge, for moral action, for life itself. It does not “tell us
what to do”’, but it opens a way to the spirit for all those for whom

recognized-in-timerIndeed;-philosophy has goritself T bad name,
perhaps from its too-frequent negative results, and it might even
be better to consider the Philosophy of Freedom not just as a chapter
of philosophy, but as the key to a whole way of life.
Considered just as a piece of philosophy, it might in any case be
thought out of date, having only historical interest. For ir;stance, a
vaderE‘l scientist may wcll believe that any philosopher who spoke
up against atomism has been proved wrong by the success of atomic
physics. But this would be to misunderstand the nature of phil-
osophy. Steiner deals in turn with each possible point of view,
illustrating each one with an example from the literature, and then
showing the fallacies or shortcomings that have to be overcome.
Atomism is justified only so long as it is taken as an aid to the in-
tellect in dealing with the forces of nature; it is wrong if it postulates
. qualities of akind that belong toperceived phenomena, but attributes
thf:m to a realm that by definition can never be perceived. This
mxst.aken view of the atom may have been abandoned by science,
buf it still persists in many quarters. Similarly, many of the old
p}}ﬂos-ophiwl points of view, dating back to Kant, survive among
scientists who are very advanced in the experimental or theoretical
fields, so that Stéiner’s treatment of the problem of knowledge is still
relevant. Confusion concerning the nature of perception is wide-
spreafi, l?eeause of the reluctance to consider the central part played
by thinking. Thinking is all too often dismissed as “subjective”’ and

X

the_scientific_path _to_truth, rather_than the mystical, is_the.only.
possibility, ' :

Today we hear abput the “free world” and the ‘‘value of the
individual”, and vet ‘the current scientific view of man seems to
lend little support to these concepts, but seems rather to lead to a
kind of morality in which every type of behaviour is excused on the
plea that “I cannot help being what I am!” If we would really
value the individual, and support our feeling of freedom with
knowledge, we must find a point of view which will lead the ego to
help itseif become what it wants to be—a free being. This cannot
mean that we must abandon the scientific. path; only that the scope
of science must be widened to take into account the ego that
experiences itself as spirit, which it does in the act of thinking. Thus
the Philosophy of Freedom takes its start by examining the process
of thinking, and shows that there need be no fear of unknown causes
in unknown worlds forever beyond the reach of our knowledge,
since limits to knowledge exist only in so far as we fail to awaken
our thinking to the point where it becomes an organ of direct per-
ception. Having established the possibility of knowing, the book
goes on to show that we can also know the causes of our actions,
and if our motive for acting comes from pure intuition, from
thinking alone, without any promptings from the appearahces and

¢ See the discussion by Owen Barfield in ‘‘Saving the Appearances”,
(1957). .
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INTRODUCTION

illusions of the sense~world, then we can indeed act in freedom, out
of pure love for the deed.

Man ultimately has his fate in his own hands, though the path
to this condition of freedom is a long and a hard one, in the course
of which he must develop merciless knowledge of himself and self-
less understanding of others. He must, through his own labours,
give birth to what St Paul cailed “the second Adam that was made g
quickening spirit”. Indeed Steiner himself has referred to his phil-
osophy of freedom as a Pauline theory of knowledge.

Notes on the translation

This book was first translated into English by Professor and Mrs

l.!. F. Alfre_d Hoernl¢, in 1916, and was edited by Mr Harry Col-

" lison, who wrote that he was fortunate to have been able to secure
thefn as translators, “‘their thorough knowledge of philosophy and
their .complete command of the German and English languages
enabling them to overcome the difficulty of finding adequate English
equivalents for the terms of German Philosophy.”

Following the publication of the revised German edition in
1918, Professor Hoernl¢ translated the new passages and other
incidental changes that Dr Steiner had made. For this 1922 edition
the title was changed, at the author’s request, to The Philosophy of
Spiritual Activity, with the added remark that “throughout the

-entire work ‘freedom’ should be taken to mean ‘spiritual activity’.”
The reasons for this change and also for the present decision to
change back to the original title are given below (p. xiv).

The translation was revised in 193¢ by Dr Hermann Poppel-
baum, whose object was to “‘check certain words and phrases from
the strictly Steiner point of view”. He wrote in his preface as
follows:

The readers of the German original of this book will know that
tl'fe author’s argument is largely based upon a distinction between the
dxffcx.'ent clements making up the act of Knowledge. English philo-
sophical terms are rarely exact equivalents of German philosophical
terms, 'and the translator’s standing problem is to avoid, or at least to

, minimize, the ambiguities resulting therefrom. The aim of the present
revision of the original translation has been to help the reader to
understand the analysis of the act of Knowledge and to enable him to

follow the subsequent chapters without being troubled byiambiguous
terms.

In spite of Dr Poppelbaum’s removal of certain atmbiguities,
maders: were still troubled by difficulties that did not derive from
the original German. When I was asked by the publishers to

xii
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prepare this new edition, it soon became clear to me that further
alterations to words and phrases would not be sufficient to remove
these difficulties. It may therefore be helpful to state briefly what
my guiding principles have been in making this translation.

Steiner did not wiite his book as a thesis for students of phil-
osophy, but in order to give a sound philosophical basis to the
experience of oneself as a free spirit—an experience that is open to

" everybody. The book is written in such a way that the very reading
“of it is a help towards participating in this experience. For this

reason all the terms used must convey a real meaning to the reader,
and any explanations required mustbe in words that are self-evident.
Indeed, Steiner states clearly that the terms he uses do not always
have the precise meanings given in current scientific writings, but
that his intention is to record the facts of everyday experience
(see page 20). I have tried throughout to convey the essential
meaning of Steiner’s original words, and to follow closely his train
of thought, so that the English reader may have as nearly as possible
the same experience that a German reader has from the original
text. Thus the structure of the original has been preserved, sen-
tence by sentence. It might be argued that a “free” translation,
making full use of English idiom and $wle, would be far more
appropriate for an English reader; this could cut out the wordy
repetitions and lengthy phrases typical jof German philosophical
writing and make for a more readable text. But it would also have
to be written out of the English philosophical tradition, and would
require a complete re¢onstruction of Steiner’s arguments from-the
point of view of an Englishman’s philosophy. This might be an
excellent thing to do, but would constitute a new work, not a trans-
lation. Even if it were attempted, there would still be the need for a
close translation making Steiner’s path of knowledge available in
detail for the English reader. ; )

The method I have followed was to make a fresh translation of
each passage and then compare it with the existing one, choosing
the better version of the two. Where there was no advantage in
making a change, I havz left the earlier version, so that many pas-
sages appear unaltered from the previous edition. This is therefore
a thoroughly revised, rather than an entirely new, translation. It is
my hope that it will prove straightforward reading for anyone pre-
pared to follow the author along the path of experience he has
described. The following notes explaining certain of the terms used
are intended for those who want to compare this edition with the
German original, or who are making a special study of philosophy.

xiii




_ INTRODUCTION

FREEDOM is niot an cxact equivalent of the German word Freiheit,
although amorig its- wide spectrum of meanings there are some that
.do correspond. In certain circumstances, however, the differences
are important. Steiner himself dréw attention to this, for instance,
in a lecture he gave at Oxford in 1922, where he said with reference
to this book, '

. “Therefore today we need above all a view of the world based on
Freiheit—one can use this word in German, but here in England one
must put- it differently because the word ‘freedom’ has a different
meaning—one must say a view of the world based on spiritual activity,
on action, on thinking and feeling that arise from the individual human
spirit.” (Translated from the German.) ' :

Steiner also drew attention to the different endings of the words;
Freiheit could be rendered literally as “freehood” if such a word
existed. The German ending -Aeit implied an inner condition or
degree, while -tum, corresponding to our ‘*-dom”, implied some-
thing granted or imposed from outside. This is only partly true in
English, as a consideration of the words “manhood”’, “knighthood”,
“serfdom”,: “earldom”, and “wisdom” will show. In any case,

. . ’
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in the book’s title. Times have changed, and what may well ha_ve
been good reasons for changing the title in 1922 are not necessarily
still valid. After much thought, and taking eve;ythmg into account,
I have decided that the content of the book is better repr?sentefi
today by the title The Philosophy of Freedor{x. Molreove‘r, th}? ’tlus
utle the book may be instantly identified Wlt'h D1.e .thl.os?phge der
Fretheit, and 1 have already remarked that this edition is intended
as a close translation of the German, rather than a new book
specially written for the English.

SPIRIT, SOUL and MIND are not precise equivalents in English
of the German Geist and Seele. Perhaps because we use the concept
of mind to include all our experiences through thinking, the con-
cepts of spirit and soul have practically droppe:d out ‘of exeryda’):
use, whereas in German there is no distinct equivalent for “mind
and the concepts “‘spirit”’ (Geist) and “squ!" (See?e) ?re conse-
quently broader in scope. Any work describing Steiner’s point of

“view in terms of English philosophy would have to deal with the

mind as a central theme,® but here our task is to introduce re?c?e,r.s
to Steiner’s concepts of spirit and soul. For Steiner, the spirit is
-experienced directly in the act of intuitive thinking. The human

ology is the best guide.

When describing any kind of creative activity we speak of g
“freedom of style” or “freedom of expression’ in a way that indi-
cates an inner .conquest of outer restraints. This inner conquest is
the theme of the book, and it is in this sense that I believe the title
The Philosophy 'of Freedom would be understood today. When
Steiner questioned the aptness of this title, he expressed the view
that English people believed that they already possessed freedom,
and that they needed to be shocked out of their complacency and
made to realize that the freedom he meant had to be attained by
hard work. While this may still be true today, the alternative he
suggested is now less likely to achieve this shock than is the original.
I have not found that the title “ The Philosophy of Spiritual
Activity” gives the newcomer any indication that the goal of the
book is the attainment of inner freedom. Today it is just as likely
to suggest ‘a justification of religious practices. Throughout the
book it has proved quite impossible to translate Freikeit as “spiritual
activity” wherever it occurs. The word appears in the titles of the
parts of the book and of some of the chapters; the book opens with
the question of freedom or necessity, and the final sentence (page
218) is “He is free.” Undoubtedly “freedom”’ is the proper English
word to express the main theme of the book, and should also appear

X1v

spiTitis~that-part-efus.that thinks, but thg spiritual world is- not
iimited to the personal field of the indivde.xaI l;umm‘) BEing; 1T
opens out to embrace the eternal truths o.f existence. 'l.he English
word “‘spirit’’ gives the sense of somet%ung more umve'rsal, less
personal, than “mind”, and since Stemer’s. Pl’ulosopl’ucal path
leads to an experience of the reality of the :t'pm’tual ‘x‘vorld, I"l};xve
kept the word wherever pessible, using “mm.d’ or mel;x‘tal‘ in x;
few places where .it seemed more appropriate. The spiritua
activity’’ here meant is thus more than r?ental activity, althoug_h it
starts at a level we would call mental; it leads the human being,
aware of himself as a spirit, into the ultimate ex‘cperignce of truth.
The soul, too, is directly experienced; it is not a vague meta-
physical entity, but is that region in us where we experience our
likes and dislikes, our feelings of pleasure and pain. I‘t contains
those characteristics of thought and feeling that make us individual,
different from each other. In many common phrases we use.t.he
word “mind” where German has the word S.ee‘le, 'bxft since Steiner
recognizes a distinction between s9ul and spirit, it is important to
keep these different words. Even in r'ncrdem English usage some-
thing of this difference remains, and it is not too late to hope that

$ See “Rudolf Steinér’s Concept of Mind’* by Owen Barfield, in The
Faithful Thinker, pp. 11-21.
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Steiner's exact observations in this realm may help 1o prevent the
terms “soul” and “‘spirit” becoming mere synonyms. Therefore
have kept these words wherever the distinction was important,
though in a few places an alternative rendering seemed to fit better;
for instance, the “introspective observation” quoted in the motto
on the title-page could have been rendered literally as “‘observation
of the soul’*—this observation involves a critical examination of our
habits of thought and feeling, not studied from outside in the manner
-of a psychological survey of human behaviour, but from inside
where each person meets himself face to face.

The whole book can be considered as a study of the mind, but
using an exactness of observation and clarity of thinking never
before achieved. Nevertheless, the stream of materialism still flows
so strongly that there is a real danger that the mind, and indeed the
whole realm of the soul and the spirit, will be dismissed as a meta-
-physical construction. Only by adopting a philosophy such as is
developed in this book will it be possible to retain an experience of
soul and of spirit which will be strong enough to stand up to the
overwhelming desire to accept nothing es real unless it is supported
by science. For in this philosophy Steiner opens. the door to a
science of the spirit every bit as exact and precise as our current
science of nature wouldbe. . "

AT T PN
Gy )

CONCEPT and PER e di;ect equivalents of Begriff and

Wahrnehmung. The cept is something grasped by thinking, an

element of the world of ideas. Steiner describes what it is at the

beginning of Chapter 4 (see page 40). ."d . _

In describing the percept (see page 44), Steiner mentions the
ambiguity of current speech. - German word Wakrnehmung,
like the English “peroeption’_/']', cﬁn-«ﬂe&f’e&@r the process of
perceiving or the object eived as an element of observition.
Steiner uses the word in the latter sense, and the word “percept”,
though not perhaps in common use, does avoid the ambiguity. The
word does not refer to an actual concrete object that is being
obsérved, for this would only be recognized as such after the
appropriate concept had been attached to it, but to the content
of observation devoid of any conceptual element. This includes
not only sensations of colour, sound, pressure, warmth, taste,
smell, and so on, butfeelings of pleasure and pain and even thgt ghts,
once the thinking is done. Modern science has come to the fonclu-
sion that one cannot deal with a sensation devoid of any conceptual
element, and uses the term “perception” to include the whole
response to a stimulus, in other words, to mean the result of per

xvi
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INTRODUCTION

ceiving. But even if one cannot communicate the nature c_af la):
experience of pure percept to another person, one must still

. able to deal with it as an essential part of the analysis of the process

of knowledge. Using the word “percept” t.'orA _t.hi?' element of the
analysis, we are free to keep the word “perception for t}‘varooeu

of perceiving.

IDEA and MENTAL PICTURE, as used hc.:xe, conegpond to the
German words Idee and Vorstellung respc_:cu.vely. Nprmally these
would both be rendered ‘as “idea”, and’ this practice le:i to an
ambiguity that obscured a distinction central to ’Stcme;s argu-
ment. This was the main cause of Dr Poppellbnum s concern, and
his solution was to render Vorstellung as * representation and
Idee s “‘Idea” with a capital “I”. Though this usage may have
philosophical justification, it has been my experience in group
studies of this book over many years that it has never I?een fully atcl;
cepted in practice; “representation” remains a sp_ecmhst term v\(rix 1
a sense rather different from its usua! meaning in English, an ‘ :
certainly does not have the same obvious meaning for the Enghs
reader that Vorstellung has for the German. o ) .
In explaining his use of the word “representation”, Dr Poppel-
baumn wrote in his preface as follows: .
tal picture which the thinker forms to xepregenf, e
cor'f;:l:;tlli‘nman i]:xdividual way is here called a- '.‘represenum‘:‘n e
ince “mental picture” is here used to explain the term “‘repre-
E;mﬁon”, it sezms simpler to use “-mentfsl picture” thoughout. It
fits Steiner’s treatment very well, since it conveys to the reade;
both the sense of something conceptual, in t}'mt it is mental, an:
the sense of something perceptusl, in thnt.lt isa pxctm-e.“ln fact,
Steiner gives two definitions of the m_ental pxct\:.‘r.e, oncasa p:reept
in my self” (see page 49) and u{otl:;ct es an mdm::ifmhze con-
cept” (see page 84), and it is this intermedinte position between
percept and concept that gives the hxenml picture its importance
in the process of knowledge.’ ;

er advantage of the term “mental picture” is that the
vefbn?‘t:; pictufe'faﬁomsponds well with the Gemmn.vorstellen,
implying a mental creation of 8 scene rather than a physical rep‘r;-
sentation with pencil, paints or camers, :vhnch would  be oog
depict”. Of course the visual term “picture” must be underst <
- to cover also the content of other senses, for instance, 8 .remembere
tune or a recollection of n'tmquilli;:yn,8 tl:\:;thm broadening of mean-
i h analogy is inherent in usage. .
mgAtI‘t}n;uugh mentgaly pictures are commonly regarded as a special

xvii
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class of ideas, here the term “‘idea” is used only for the German
Idee, without ambiguity. Ideas are not “individualized, but are
“fuller, more saturated, more comprehensive concepts” (see page
40). In the later part of the book, when discussing the nature of a
conscious motive, Steiner uses the word to include all concepts in
the most general way, individualized or not, which comes very
close to the English use of the word ‘“idea’’,

IMAGNAHON means the faculty and process of creating mental
pictures. The word is the same as the German Imagination, but
I have also used it for the German Phantasie, because the word
‘ “fantasy”’ _suggests. something altogether too far from reality,
; wheregs “unagmt_ltxo_n" can mean something not only the product
of our own consciousness, but also a step towards the realization
of :;o.met.hing' new. Thus the title given to Chapter 12, Moral
- Imagination (for Moralische Phantasie), seemed to me to be correct
and [ have kept it. It describes the process of taking an abstrac;

INTRODUCTION

From this it is not difficult to see how again, in later writings,
" Steiner could describe a stage of perception still higher than that
called “Imagination”, the stage of “Intuition” in ‘which' one
immediately apprehends the reality of other spiritual beings.
“Although this book deals only with the spiritual content of pure
thinking, intuition at this level is also a step towards a higher level
of perceiving reality.

EXPERIENCE has two meanings, which correspond to different
words in German. “‘Actual observation of facts or events” corres-
ponds to the German Erlebnis and to the verb erleben, while “the
knowledge resulting from this observation” corresponds to .Erfahr-
ung. Thus the accumulation of knowledge can be describéd as
“past experience” or ‘“total sum of experience”, if the single word
is ambiguous (see, for instance, page 85). When speaking of human
behaviour that is based on past experience, Steiner calls it praktische
Erfahrung, which is rendered as “‘practical experience’ (sée page

;ieh o;-i concept, and creating a vivid mental picture of how it can 128). : )
t mo:il:rp fed e afalarctiléed CIFCUINSTAncE; 50 tt-it-may-beeome-the __On the other-hand, having direct experience as an activity of
; e for a mo . observation is expressed-by-the-verb-erleben, which theans literally

- In‘)gter writings Steiner describes how this ordinaq; faculty of
: imagihing, or making mental pictures, can be developed to the
* point where it becomes the faculty of actually perceiving “the
creative ideas behind the phenomena of nature. In these later
, writings “Imagination” becomes a special term to indicate this
. leve'l of perception, but in this book the meaning remains near to the
ord.ma.ry usage, However, the gateway to such higher levels of
| perception is opened through the path of experience here set forth.

INTUITION is again the same as the German word, and means the
: faculty and process of grasping concepts, in particular the immed-
iate apprehension of a thought without reasoning. This is the

| way, a8 follows (see page 73):

.In contrast to the content of the percept which is given to us from
wn.thout, the content of thinking sppears inwardly. The form in which
th!s f.irst makes its appearance we will call intuition. Intuition is for
thinking what observation is for the percept.

"Later in the bogk he gives another definition (see page 122):

Intuition is the conscious experience—in iri :

In r pure spirit—of a purely
spiritual content. Only through an intuition can the essence of thinking
be grasped.

cve
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normal English usage, though Steiner uses the term in an exact

“to live through”. Thus, in the latter part of the book, particularly
‘in those passages which were added in 1918 (see pages 107 and
219-220), Steiner speaks repeatedly of the ‘'thinking which can be
experienced”. This experience is to be understood as every bit as
real and concrete_as the ‘‘actual observation of facts and events”
described above.

MOTIVE and DRIVING FORCE are two elements in any act of
will that have to be recognized as distinct (see page 124). They
correspond to the German words Motiv and Triebfeder, respec-
tvely. .

“Motive”, as used by Steiner, corresponds exactly to the common
English usage, meaning the reason that a person has for his action.
It has to be a conscious motive, in the form of a concept or mental
picture, or else we cannot speak of an act of will, let alone a moral
deed. An “unconscious motive” is really a contradiction in terms,
and should properly be described as a driving force—it implies
that some other person has been able to grasp the concept which
was the reason for the action, though the person acting was not
himself aware of it; he acted as an automaton, or, as we properly
say, “without motive’’. Nevertheless, modern psychology has
contrived to define the “‘motive’’ as something no different from_
the driving force, which precludes the recognition of a motive
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grasped out of pure intuition, and therefore of the essential diff-
erence between a moral deed where a man knows why he acts and
an amoral one where his knowledge is a matter of indifference. By
making the distinction between motive and driving force, Steiner
has been able to characterize all possible levels of action from the
purely instinctive to the completely free deed. :

The literal meaning of Triebfeder is the mainspring that drives a
piece of clockwork. In previous editions, this was rendered as
“spring of action”. While this is legitimate philosophical usage, 1
found that it was often misunderstood by the .ordinary reader,
being taken to mean a spring like a fountain or river-source, as in
the phrase “springs of life”. This immediately causes confusion with
the origin or source of the action, which is the motive. Of course, at
the higher levels of action there is no other driving force than the
idea which stands as the motive, but in order to follow the develop-
ment from lower levels one must distinguish the idea, which is the
motive, from whatever it is in us that throws us into action whenever
a suitable motive presents itself. “Mainspring"” does not always fit
. well in the text, and after. trying various words and phrases 1 have
, chosen “driving force” as best expressing the dynamic nature of
- this part of dur constitution. The driving force differs from the

motive in thai we may well remain tinconscious of it. But if we are
not conscious;of the driving force behind our actions, we cannot be
" acting in freedom, even though we are aware of our motives. Only
if we make our own ideals the driving force of our will can we act in
freedom, because then nothing apart from ourselves determines our

_action. Thus the final triumph of Steiner’s path of development”

depends on making this clear distinction between motive and
driving force. A view that treats all motives as driving forces will

- not be able to recognize the possibility of freedom, while a view that
regards all driving forces as ideal elements will not see the need for
overcoming our unconscious urges and habits if freedom is to be
attained. ' .

WILL and WANT are two distinct words in English where the
German has only one verb wollen and its derivatives. Here the task
of translating runs into a considerable difficulty, for in any dis-
cussion of free will it is important to be clear what willing is. The
noun forms are fairly straightforward: ein Wollen méans “an act of
will”, das Wollen means “‘willing” in general, and der Wille means
““the will”. But the English verb “to will" has a restricted range of
meaning, and to use it all the time to render the German wollen

XX

IropteEIT TURRGEY

pezs

ot

£
b

R = o

- 3

Porr o

INTRODUCTION

- can be quite misleading. An examﬁ!e is the quotation from Hamer-

ling in the first chapter (see page 9):

Der Mensch kann allerdings tun, was er u'ill-.—abzr. er kann nicht
wollen, was er will, weil sein Wille durch Motive bestimmt ist.

The previous edition rendered this:
Man can, it is true, do what he wills, but he cannot will what he
wills, becausc his will is determined by motives.
If this means anything at all in English, it means that man cannot’

. direct his will as he chooses. The archaic sense of “willing” as

«“desiring” is kept in the phrase “what he wills”, in keeping thl’m’
current usage, for instance, in the remark ‘“Come whefx you w_nll.”
But the active sense of “willing” as csmtrast.ed with doxqg

implies a metaphysical power of compulsion quite out of 'keepmg
with Steiner’s whole method of treating the su'bject. This meta-
physical attitude to the will is clearly expressec! in a sentence such
as I willed him to go”', which implies somethmg more than mere
desire but less than overt action. It is less obvious when dealing
with the genesis of one’s own actions, but the tendency to attnbut,e
a metaphysical quality to the will is developed in S.chopenhauer s
phitosophy, and this may well be a tendency inherentin the Ge'rman
language. Steiner has no such intention, and he leaves us 1 no

" doubt that his use of wollen implies a definite element of desire

age 198); indeed, the highest expression of man’s_w.ill is when
f:etfezoieszh)e faculty of spiritual desire or crav:ing (geistige Begehr-
ungsvermigen). Therefore, whenever the a‘rchmc sense -of the verb
“to will” is not appropriate, I have decided fhatalt is ’!?ctter o
ren&cr the German verb wollen with the English “want’ and its
variants, “wanting”, “to want to.. > and so on. This gnakes
immediate good sense of many passages, and moreover if one
would translate this back into German one would have to use the
word wollen. Hamerling’s sentence now becomes:

Man can certainly do as” he wills, but he cannot want as he wills,
because his wanting is determined by motives.

Although Steiner has to show that this view is mistaken, one can

at least understand how it could come to be wnmn That it can be 2
genuine human experience is shown by the similar remark' attrib-
uted to T. E. Lawrence, “1 can do what T want, but I cann9t want
what I want.” In other words, “] can carry out any d.esxres for
action that 1 may have, but.I cannot choose how these desires come
to me.” Both Lawrence and Hamerling leave out of account just
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those cases where man can want as he wills, because he has freely

chosen his own motive. Steiner’s treatment of the will overcomes

any necessity for metaphysical thinking; for instance, it now makes
sense to say that to want without motive would make the will an
“empty faculty” (see page 9), because to want without wanting
something would be meaningless. : o

I have dealt with this at some length because it has been my
experience that the message of the entire book springs to life in a
new and vivid way when it is realized that the original motive
power of the will is in fact desire, and that desire can be transformed
by knowledge into its most noble form, which is love.

* PO
It was the late Friedrich Geuter who showed me, together with

many ot.hers(, t}:Ae importance of this book as a basis for the social
as well as the intellectual life of today., My debt to the previous

W&M@M&déaﬂ I-also owe  much to
the many friends who have taken part in joint studies of this b5

AUTHOR’S PREFACES
Preface to the revised edition of 1918

There are two fundamental questions in the life of the human
soul towards which everything to be discussed in this book
is directed. One is: Is it possible to find a view of the essen-
tial nature of man such as will give us a foundation for every-
thing else that comes to meet us—whether through life
experience or through science—which we feel is otherwise
not self-supporting and therefore liable to be driven by doubt

-and criticism into the realm of uncertainty? The other ques-

over t'he past thirty years and to those who have helped and advised
me with suggestions for the translation,; especially the late George
Adams, Owen Barfield, and Rita Stebbing. Finally I must mention
" my colleague Ralph Brocklebank, who has shared much of thc'work,
and, with Dorothy Osmond, prepared it for the Press.

Michael Wilson, Clent, 1964.
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tion 5 this:Is-men-entitled to claim for himself freedom of

will, or is fregdom a mere illusion begotten of his INAbIITyto
recognize the threads of necessity on which his will, like any
natural event, depends? It is no artificial tissuc of theories
that provokes this question. In a certain mood it presents
itself quite naturally to the human soul. And one may well
feel that if the soul has not at some time found-itself faced in
utmost §é_riousneés by the problem of free will or necessity
it will not have reached its full stature. This book is intended
to show that the experiences which the second problem
causes man’s soul to undergo depend upon the position he is
able to take up towards the first problem. An attempt is made
to prove that there is a view of the nature of man’s being
which can support the rest of knowledge; and further, that

‘this view completely justifies the idea of free will, provided

only that we have first discovered that region of the soul in
which free will can unfold itself.

The view to which we here refer is one which, once
gained, is capable of becoming part and parcel of the very life
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THE PHILOSOPHY OF FREEDOM

of the soul itself. The answer given to the two problems will -

not be of the purely theoretical sort which, once mastered,
may be carried about as a conviction preserved by memory.
Such an answer would, for the whole manner of thinking on

‘which this book is based be no real answer at all. The book-

will not give a ready-made self-contained answer of this sort,
but will point to a field of experience in which man’s inner
soul activity supplies a living answer to these questions at
every moment that he needs one. Whoever has once dis-
covered the region of the soul where these questxons unfold,
will find that the very contemplation of this region gives him
all that he needs for the solution of the two problems. With
the knowledge thus acquired, he may then, as desire or
destiny impels him, adventure further into the breadths and
depths of this enigmatical life of ours. Thus it would appear
that a kind of knowledge which proves-its justification afd
validity by its own inner life as well.as by the kinship of its
own life with the whole life of the human soul, does in fact
exist. . ‘
This is how I thought about the content of this book whén
I first wrote it down twenty-five years!ago. _Today, once
again, ] have to set down similar sentences if I am to charac-
terize the main ideas of the book. At the ongmal writing 1
limited myself to saying no more than was in the strictest
sense connected with the two fundamental questions which'I
have outlmed If anyone should be astonished at not finding

. in this book any reference to that region of the world of

spmtual experience described in my later writings, I would
ask h1m to bear in mind that it was not my purpose at that
time to set down the results of spiritual research, but first
to lay the foundations on which such results can rest/

The Philosophy of Freedom does not contain any results of
this sort, any more than it contains special results of the
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‘natural sciences. But what it does contain is in my Judgment

absolutely necessary for anyone who secks a secure found-
ation for such knowledge. What I have said in this book may
be acceptable even to some who, for reasons of their own,
refuse to have anything to do with the results of my researches

" into the spiritual realm. But anyone who feels drawn towards

the results of these spiritual researches may well appreciate
the importance of what I was here trying to do. It is this: to
show that open-minded consideration simply of the two
questions I have indicated and which are fundamental for
every kind of knowledge, leads to the view that man lives in
the midst of a genuine spiritual world.

In this book the attempt is made to show that a knowledge
of the spirit realm before entering upon actual spiritual
experience is fully justified. The course of this demonstration
is so conducted that for anyone who is able and willing to
enter into these arguments it is never necessary, in order to
accept them, to cast furtive glances at ‘the experiences which
my later writings have shown to be relevant. .

Thus it seems to me that in one sense this book occupies a
position completely independent of my writings on actual
spiritual scientific matters. Yet in another sense it is most
intimately connected with them. These considerations have
moved me now, after a lapse of twenty-five years, to republish
the contents of this book practically unaltered in all essentials.
I have, however, made additions of some length to a number
of chapters. The misunderstandings of my argument wl.ﬁch
I have met seemed to make these more detailed elaborations
necessary. Changes of text have been made only where it
appeared to me that I had said clumsily what I meant to say
a quarter of a century ago. (Only ill will could find in these
changes occasion to suggest that I have changed my funda-
mental conviction.)

T
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For many years my book has been out of print. In spite of
the fact, which is apparent from what I have just said,. that
my utterances of twenty-five years ago about these problems
- still seem to me just as relevant today, I hesitated a long tirne
about the completion of this revised edition. Again and
again 1 have asked myself whether I ought not, at this point
or that, to define my position towards the numerous philoso-
phical views which have been put forward since the publi-
cation of the-first. edition. Yet my preoccupation in recent
years ‘with researches into the purely spiritual realm pre-
vented me from doing this in the way I could have wished.
However, a survey of the philosophical literature of the
present day, as thorough as I could make it, has convinced me
that such a critical discussion, tempting though it would be
in itself, would be out of place in the context of this book. All
that it seemed to me necessary to say about recent philoso-

phical tendencies, from the point of view of the Philosophy.

of Freedom, may be found in the second volume of my
Riddles of Philosophy.
Rudolf Steiner, Apnl 1918.

Xxvi

o e gt e
R

Preface to the ﬁrsi edition, 1894; revised, 1918

In the _followzng is reproduted in all essentials, what stood as a

preface in the first edition of this book. Since it shows the mood
of thought out of which I wrote this book twenty-five )ears ago,
rather than having any direct bearing on its contents, { include
it here as an appendix. 1 do not want to omit it altogether
because the opinion keeps cropping up that I need to suppress
some of my earlier writings on account of my later ones on
spiritual science. Only the very first introductory sentences of
this preface (in the first edition) have been altogether omitted
here, bécause today they seem to me quite irrelevant. But the rest
of what was said seems to me necessary even today, in spite of,
indeed, just because of the natural scientific manner of thinking
of dur contemporaries.

Our age can only accept truth from the depths of human
nature. Of Schiller’s two well-known paths,-it is the second
that will mostly be chosen at the present time:

Truth seek we both—Thou in the life without thee and around;
I in the heart within. By both can Truth alike be found.

The healthy eye can through the world the great Creator track;
The healthy heart is but the glass which gives Creation back.
(Translation by E. Bulwer Lytton.)

A truth which comes to us from outside always bears the
stamp of uncertainty. We can believe only what 1ppears to
each one of us in our own hearts as truth.

Only the truth can give us assurance in dev elopmg ‘our
individual powers. Whoever is tortured by doubts finds his
powers lamed. In a world full of riddles, he can find no goal
for his creative energies.
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It is not meant to give “‘the only possible” path to the truth,

51

i ' We no longér want merely to believe; we want to know.

Belief demands the accepuance of truths which we do not
_fully comprehend. But things we do not fully comprehend
are repugnant to the individual element in us, which wants to
_ experience cverything in the depths of its inner being. The

only knowledge which satisfies us is one which is subject to no-

external standards but springs from the inner life of the
personality. '

Again, we do not want any knowledge of the kind that has

become frozen once and for all into rigid academic rules,
preserved in encyclopaedias valid for all time. Each of us
claims the right to start from the facts that lie nearest to
hand, from his own immediate experiences, and thence to
ascend to 2 knowledge of the whole universe. We strive after
certainty in knowledge, but each in his’own way.
" Our scientific doctrines, too, should no longer be formu-
lated as if we were unconditionally compelled to accept them.
None of us would wish to give a scientific work a title like
Fichte’s ““A Pellucid Account for the General Public con-
cerning the Real Nature of the Newest Philosophy. 4n
Attempt to Compel the Readers to Understand.” Today
nobody should be compelled to understand. From anyone
who is not driven to a certain view by his own individual
needs, we demand no acknowledgement or agreement. Even
with the immature human being, the chikli, we do not
nowadays cram knowledge into it, but we try: to develop its
capacities so that it will no longer need to be compelled to
understand, but will want to undersiand.

I am under no illusion about these characteristics of my
" time. I know how much the tendency prevails to ¢ things
impersonal and stereotyped. But I know equally well that
many of my contemporaries try to order their lives in the kind
of way I have indicated. To them I would dedicate this book.

HETRT T AN
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but is meant to describe the path taken by one for whom truth
is the main concern.

The book leads at first into- somewhat abstract regions,
where thought must draw sharp outlines if it is to reach
clearly defined positions. But the reader will also be led out
of these arid concepts into concrete life. T am indeed fully
convinced that one must raise oneself into the ethereal realm
of concepts if one would experience every aspect of existence.
Whoever appreciates only the pleasures of the senses is .
unacquainted with life’s sweetest savours. The oriental sages
make their disciples live a life of renunciation and asceticism
for years before they impart to them their own wisdom. The
western world no longer demands pious exercises and ascetic
habits as a preparation for science, but it does require the
willingness to withdraw oneself awhile from the immediate
impressions of life, apd to betake oneself into the realm of
pure thought. fl .

The realms of life are many. For each one, special sciences
develop. But life itself is a unity, and the more deeply the
sciences try to penetrate into their separate realms, the more
they withdraw themselves from the vision of the world as a
living whole. There must be a knowledge which seeks in the
separate sciences the elements for leading man back once
more to the fullness-of life. The scientific specialist seeks
through his findings to develop awareness of the world and
its workings; in this book the aim is a philosophical one—
that knowledge itself shall become organically alive. The
separate sciences are stages on the way to that knowledge we
are here trying to achieve. A similar relationship exists in the
arts. The composer works on the basis of the theory of

composition. This theory is a collection of rules which one
has to know in order to compose. In composing, the rules of
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the theory become the servants of life itself, of reality. In
exactly the same sense, philosophy is an art. All real philoso-
phers have been artists in the realm of concepts. For them,
human ideas were their artists’ materials and ‘scientific
method their artistic technique. Abstract thinking thus takes
on concrete individual life. The ideas become powerful forces

_in life. Then we do not merely have knowledge about things,
but have made knowledge into a real self-governing organism;
our actual working consciousness has risen beyond a mere
passive reception of truths.

How philosophy as an art is related to human freedom,
what freedom is, and whether we do, or can, participate in
jt—this is the main theme of my book. All other scientific
discussions are included only because they ultimately throw
light on these questions, which are, in my opinion, the most
immediate concern of mankind. These pages offer a “Phil-
osophy of Freedom.

All science would be nothing but the satisfaction of idle
curiosity did it not strive to raise the value of existence for the
personality of man. The sciences attain their true value only
by showmg ‘the human significance -of their results. The
ultimate aim of the individual can never be the cultivation of
a single faculty, but only the development of all the capacities
that slumber within us. Knowledge has value only in so far
as it contributes to the all-round development of the whole
“nature of man. '

This book, therefore, conceives ‘the relationship between
science and life, not in such a way that man must bow down
before an idea and devote his powers to its service, but in the
sense that he masters the world of ideas in order to use them
for his humdan aims, which transcend those of mere science.

One must be able to confront an idea and experience it;
otherwise one will fall into its bondage.

XXX
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_ CHAPTER ONE
Conscious Human Action

Is man in his thinking and acting a spiritually free being, or
is he compelled by the iron necessity of purely. natural law?
There are.few questions upon which so much sagacity has
been brought to bear. The idea of the freedom of the human
will has found enthusiastic supporters and stubborn oppo-
nents in plenty. There are those who, in their moral fervour,
label anyone a man of limited intelligence who can deny so
patent a fact as freedom. Opposed to them are others who
regard it as the acme of unscientific thinking for anyone to
believe that the uniformity of natural law is broken in the
sphere of human action and thinking. One and the same
thing is thus proclaimed, now as the most precious possession
of humanity, now as its most fatal illusion. Infinite subtlety
has been emiployed to explain how human freedom can be
consistent with the laws working in nature, of which man,
after all, is a part. No less is the trouble to which others have
gone to explain how sucha delusion asthis could have arisen.
That we are dealing here with one of the most important
questions for life, religion, conduct, science, must be felt by
anyone who g.nclud& any degree of thoroughness at all in his
make-up. It is one of the sad signs of the superficiality of
present-day thought that a book which attempts to develop a
new faith out of the results of recent scientific research,® has
nothing more to say on this question than these words:
With the question of the freedom of the human will we are
not concerned. The alleged freedom of indifferent choice has

® David Friedrich Strauss, Der alte und neue Glaube.
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been recognized as an empty illusion by every philosophy
wonhy of the name. The moral valuation of human action and
character remains untouched by this problem.

It is not because I consider that the book in which it
occurs has any special importance that I quote this passage
but because it seems to me to express the view to which thej
thinking of most of our contemporaries manages to rise in
this matter. Everyone who claims to have grown beyond the
kindergarten stage of science appears to know nowadays that
freedom cannot cov_nsis_t in choosing, at one’s pleasure, one 6r
other of two possible courses of action. There is alwaﬁ's, s0
we are told, a perfectly definite reason why, out of several
possible actions, we carry out just one and no other.

This seems obvious. Nevertheless, down to the present
day, the main attacks of the opponents of freedom are directed

only against freedom of choice. Even Herbert Spencer,

R

CONSCIOUS HUMAN ACTION

I call a thing free which exists and acts from the pure necessity
of its nature, and I call that unfree, of which the being and
action are precisely and fixedly determined by something else.
Thus, for example, God, though necessary, is free because he
exists only through the necessity of his own nature. Similarly,
God cognizes himself and all else freely, because it follows
solely from the necessity of his nature that he cognizes all. You
see, therefore, that for me freedom consists not in free decision,

but in free necessity.

But let us come down to created things which are all

* determined by external causes 6 exist and to act in a fixed and

definite manner. To perceive this more clearly, let us imagine
a perfectly simple case. A stone, for example, receives from an
external cause acting upon it a certain quantity of motion, by’
reason of which it necessarily continues to move, after the
impact of the external cause has ceased. The continued motion
of the stone is due to compulsion, not to the necessity of its

whose doctrineés are gaining ground daily, says,

That everyone is at liberty to desire or not to desire, which is the
real proposition involved in the dogma of free will, is negatived
as much by the analysis of consciousness, as by the contents of
the preceding chapter.*

Others, too, start from the same point of view in combating
the concept of free will. The germs of all the relevant
arguments are to be found as early as Spinoza. All that he
Prought forward in clear and simple language against the
idea of freedom has since been repeated times without
number, but as a rule enveloped in the most hair-splitting
theoretical doctrines, so that it is difficult to recognize the
straightforward train of thought which is all that matters.
Spinoza writés in a letter of October or November, 1674,

® The Principles of Psychology, 18 ses .
Part IV, Chap. ix, par. 216, gy, 1855, German edition 1882;

4

SWITTature,-because-it-requires-to-be-defined.by.the thrust_of

an external cause. What is true here for the stone is true also
for every other particular thing, however complicated and
many-sided it may be, namely, that everything is necessarily
determined by-external causes to exist and to actin a fixed and
definite. manner. : .

Now, please; suppose that this stone during its motion thinks and
knows that it is striving to the best of its ability to continue in
motion. This stone, which is conscious only of its striving and is
by no means indifferent, will believe that it is absolutely free, and
that it continues in motson for no other reason than its own will to
continue. But this is just the human freedom that everybody claims
to possess and which consists in nothing but this, that men are
conscious of their desires, but ignorant of the causes by which they
are determined. Thus the child believes that he desires milk of
his own free will, the angry boy regards his desire for vengeance
as free, and the coward his desire for flight. Again, the drunken
man believes that he says of his own free will what, sober

5
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again, he-would fain have left unsaid, and as this prejudice is
innate in all men, it is difficult to free oneself from it. For,
although experience teaches us often enough that man least of

sions, he sees the better and pursues the worse, yet he considers
himself free because there are some things which he desires
less strongly, and some desires which he can casily inhibit
through the recollection of something else which it is often
possible to recall. ’

Because this view is so clearly and definitely expressed
it is easy to detect the fundamental error that it contains.
The same necessity by which a stone makes a definite
movement as the result of an impact, is said to compel a man
to carry out an action when impelled thereto by any reason.
It is only because man is conscious: of-his, action that he
'thinks himself to be its originator. But in doing so he over-
' Jooks the fact that he is driven by a cause which he cannot help
! obeying. The error in this train of thought is soon discovered.
‘Spinoza, and all who think like him, overlook the fact that
'man not only is conscious of his action, but also may become
conscious of the causes which guide him. Nobody will deny
that the child is unfree when he desires milk, or the drunken
man when he says things which he later regrets. Neither

" knows anything of the causes, working in the depths of their
organisms, which exercise irresistible control over them. But
is it justifiable to lump together actions of this kind with
those in which a man is conscious not only of his actions but
also of the reasons which cause him to act? Are the actions of
men really all of one kind? Should the act of 2 soldier on the
field of battle, of the scientific researcher in his laboratory,
of the statesman in the most complicated diplomat!c negoti-
ations, be placed scientifically on the same level with that of
the child when it desires milk? It is no doubt true that it is
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all can temper his desires, and that, moved by conflicting pas-

CONSCIOUS HUMAN ACTION

best to seek the solution of a problem where the conditions
are simplest. But inability to discriminate has before now
caused endless confusion. There is, after all, a profou.nd
difference between knowing why Iam acting and not knowing
it. At first sight this seems a self-evident truth. And yet the -
opponents of freedom never ask themselves wh'e.tl}er a
motive of action which I recognize and see through, is to be
regarded as compulsory for me in the same sense 33 the
organic process which causes the child to cry for milk.

' Eduard von Hartmann asserts that the human will depends
on two chief factors, the motives and the chare}cter." If
one regards men as all alike, or at any rate the differences
between - them as negligible, then their will appears as
determined from ewithout, that js to say, by the circumstances
which come to mect them.. But if one bears in mind that 2
man adopts an idea, or mental picture, as the motive of his

action only if his character is such that this mental picture
arouses a desire in him, then he appears as determined from
within and ' not from without. Now because, in accordance
with his character, he must first adopt as a motive 2 1:nental
picture given to him from without, a man believes heis fxl'ec,
that is, independent of external impluses. The truth, howcyer,»
 according to Eduard von Hartmann, is that
even though we ourselves first adopt a mental picture as a
motive, we do so not arbitrarily, but according to the mq
of our characterological disposition, that is, we are anytl
but free. : . é
Here again the difference between motives which I a.llow to
influence me only after 1 have permeated them with ‘my

consciousness, and those which T follow without any clear
knowledge of them, is absolutely ignored. )
This leads us straight to the standpoint from which the
® Phaenomenologie des sittlichen Bewusstseins, p. 451.
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subject will be considered here. Have we any rfght to consider
'the question 'of the freedom of the will by itself at all? And
if not, with what othér question must it neéessérily be
connected? - - S

If there is -a difference between a ‘conscious motive of -

action and an unconscious urge, then the conscious motive
will result in an action which must be judged differently
from one that springs from blind impluse. Hence our first
qxfmtion will concern this difference, ‘and on the result of
this enquiry will dépend what attitude we shall have to take
towards the question of freedom proper. ‘

What does it mean to have knowledge of the reasons for
one’s action? Too little attention has been paid to this
question because, unfortunately, we have torn into two
what is really an inseparable whole: Man. We have distin-
guished between the knower and the doer and have left out

of account precisely the one who matters most of all—tke

B Y E 8 s 418
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Man can.certainly do as he wills, but he cannot want as he
wills, because his wanting is determined by motives. He cannot
want as he wills? Let us consider these phrases more closely.
Have they any intelligible meaning? Freedom of will would
then mean being able to want without ground, without motive.
But what does wanting mean if not to have grounds for doing,
or trying to do, this rather than that? To want something
without ground or motive would be to want something without
wanting it. The. concept of wanting cannot be divorced from
the concept of motive. Without a determining motive the
will is an empty faculty; only through the motive does it
become active and real. It is, therefore, quite -true that the
human will is not *‘free’’ inasmuch as its direction is always
determined by the strongest motive. But on the other hand
it 'must be admitted that it is absurd, in contrast with this
“unfreedom”’, to speak of a conceivable freedom of the will
which would consistinbeing ableto want whatone does not want.*

Here again,.only motives.in.general-are-mentioned;-without

knowing-doer:

It is said that man is free when he is controlled only by his
reason and not by his animal passions. Or again, that to be
free means to be able to determine one’s life and action by

- purposes and deliberate decisions.

Nothing is gained’ by assertions of this sort. For the
qu&t.ion is just whether reason, purposes, and decisions
exercise the same kind of compulsion over a man as his
ammal passions. If without my co-operation, a rational
decision emerges in me with the same necessity with which
hunger and thirst arise, then I must needs obey it, and my
freedom is an illusion.

Another form of expression runs: to be free does not mean
to be able to want as one-wills, but to be able to do as one
wills. This thought has been expressed with great clearness
by the poet-philosopher Robert Hamerling,

8

taking into account the difference between unconscious and
conscious motives. If a motive affects me, and I am compelled
to act on it because it proves to be the “strongest” of its kind,
then the thought of freedom ceases to have any meaning.
How should it matter ‘to me whether I can do a thing or not,
if I am forced by the motive to do it? The primary question
is not whether Icandoa thing ornot when a motive has worked
upon me, but whether there are any motives except such as
impel me with absolute necessity. If I am compelled to want
something, then I may well be absolutely indifferent as to
whether I can also do it. And if, through my character, or
through circumstances prevailing in my environment, a
motive is forced on me which to my thinking is unreasonable,
then I should even have to be glad if I could not do what J
want,
* Atomistik des Willens, Vol. 2, p. 213 fl.
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The question is not whether I can carry out a decision once

made, but how the decision comes about within me.

What distinguishes man from all other organic beings
arises from his rational thinking. Activity he has in common
with other organisms. Nothing is gained by seeking analogies
in the animal world to clarify the concept of freedom as
applied to the actions of human beings. Modern science loves
such analogies. When scientists have succeeded in finding
among animals something similar to human behaviour, they
believe they have touched on the most important question of
~ the science of man. To what misunderstandings this view

leads is seen, for example, in the book The Illusion of Freewill,
by P. Rée, where the following remark on freedom appears:

- It is easy to explain why the movement of a stone seems to

us necessary, while the volition of a dankey does not. The causes -

which:set the's't{)ne' in miotion are external and fvisible, while

the causes which determine the dorikey;s”"wlitioh are internal

and invisible. Between us and the place of their ;;activity there
istheskullof the ass. . . . The determining causes are not visible

. and therefore thought to be non-existent. The volition, it is
explained, s, indeed, the causé of the donkey’s turning round,
but is itself unconditioned; it is an absolute beginning.*

Here again human actions in which there is a consciousness
of the motives are simply ignored, for Rée declares that
“between us and the place of their activity there is the skull
of the ass.” To judge from these words, it has not dawned on
Rée that there 'are actions, not indeed of the :ass, but of
human beings, in which between us and the action lies the
motive that has become conscious. Rée demonstrates his
blindness once again, a few pages further on, when he says,

We do not perceive the causes by which our will is detem;{ned,
hence we think it is not causally determined at all. '

* Die Illusion der Willensfreiheit, 1885, page s.
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1l " But enough of examples which prove that many argue

against freedom without knowing in the least what freedom
is- v’ o .
That an action, of which the agent does not know why be

. performs it, cannot be free, goes without saying. But what
i - about an action for which the reasons are known? This leads

us to the question of the origin and meaning of thinking.
For without the recognition. of the thinking activity of the
soul, it is impossible to form a concept of knowledge about
anything, and therefore of knowledge about an action. When
iwe know what thinking in general means, it will be easy to
get clear about the role that thinking plays in human action.
As Hegel rightly says,

It is thinking that turns the soul; which the animals also

' Hén(;e it will also be thmkmg that gives to human action its

characteristic stamp. »
On no account should it be said that all our action springs
only from the sober deliberations of our reason. I am very far

" from calling human in the highest sense only those actions

that proceed from abstract judgment. But as soon as our

I conduct rises above the sphere of the satisfaction of purely

animal desires, our motives arealways permeated by thoughts.
Love, pity, and patriotism are driving forces for actiogxs which
cannot be analysed away into cold concepts of the intellect.
It is said that here the heart, the mood of the soul, hold sway.
No doubt. But the heart and the mood of the soul do not
create the motives. They presuppose them and let them
enter. Pity enters my heart when the mental picture of a
person who arouses pity appears in my consciousness. The
way to the heart is through the head. Love is no exception.
Whenever it is not merely the expression of bare sexual -
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instinct, it depends on the mental picture we form of the
loved one, And the more idealistic these mental pictures are,
just so much the more blessed is our love. Here too, though*
is the father of feeling. It is said that love makes us blind to
the failing: of the loved one. But this can be expressed the
other way round, namely, that it is just for the good qualities
that love opens the eyes. Many pass by these good qualities
without_nqticing them. One, however, perceives them, and
just because he does, love awakens in his soul. What else has
he done but made a mental picture of what hundreds have
failed to see? Love is not theirs, because they lack the mental
picture. _

However we approach the matter, it becomes more and
more clear that the question of the nature of human action
presupposes that of the origin of thinking. I shall, therefore,
turn next to this question. ‘

CHAPTER TWO
The Fundamental Desire for Knowledge

Two souls reside, alas, within my breast,
And each one from the other would be parted.
The one holds fast, in sturdy lust for love,
With clutching organs clinging to the world;
The other strongly rises from the gloom
To lofty fields of ancient heritage.
FAUST I, Scene 2, lines 1112-1117.

In these words Goethe expresses a characteristic feature
which is deeply rooted in human nature. Man is not organized
as a self-consistent unity. He always demands more than the
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world;-of-its-own-accord, gives him. Nature has endowed us

with needs; among them are some that she leaves to our own
activity to satisfy. Abundant as are the gifts she has bestowed
upon us, still more abyndant are our desires. We seem born
to be dissatisfied. And our thirst for knowledge is but a
special instance of this dissatisfaction. We look twice at a
tree. The first time we see its branches at rest, the second
time in motion. We are not satisfied with this observation,
Why, we ask, does the tree appear to us now at rest, now in
motion? Every glance at Nature evokes in us a multitude of
questions. Every phenomenon we meet sets us a new prob-
lem. Every experience is a riddle. We see that from the egg
there emerges a creature like the mother animal, and we ask
the reason for the likeness. We observe 2 living being grow
and develop to a certain degree of perfection, and we seek the
underlying conditions for this experience. Nowhere are we
satisfied with what Nature spreads out before our senses.

13
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facts,

* The something more which we seek in things, over and
above what is immediately given to us in them, splits our
whole being into two parts. We become conscious of our

antithesis to the world. We confront the world as independent

beings. The universe appears to us in two opposite parts:
I and World. ' -

We erect this barrier between ourselves and the world as
soon as consciousness first dawns in us. But we never cease to
feel that, in spite of all, we belong to the world, that there
is a connecting link between it and us, and that we are beings
within, and not without, the universe. :

This feeling makes us strive to bridge over this antithesis,
and in this bridging: lies ultimately: the  whole: spiritual
striving of mankind. The history:.of our spiritual life is a
continuing search for the unity between ourselves and the
world. Religion, art and science follow, one and all, this.
aim. The religious believer seeks in the revelation which
God grants him the solution to the universal riddle which

Everywhere we seek what we call _.the explanation of the o

his I, dissatisfied with the world of mere appearance, sets '

before him. The artist seeks to embody in his material the
ideas that are in his I, in orderto reconcile what lives in him
with the world outside. He too feels dissatisfied with the
world of mere appearance and secks to mould into it that
something more which his I, transcending it, contains.
The thinker seeks the laws of phenomena, and strives to
penetrate by thinking what he experiences by observing.
Only when we have made the world-content into our thought-
content do we again find the unity out of which Ye had
separated ourselves. We shall see later that this goaljcan be
reached only if the task of the research scientist is conceived
at a much deeper level than is often the case. The whole
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situation 1 have described here presents jtself to us on the
stage of history in the conflict between the, one.-world theory,
or monism, and the two-world theory, or dualum

Dualism pays attention only to the separation between I
and World which the consciousness of man has broug'ht
gbout. All its efforts consist in a vain s.tx:uggle‘to reconcile
these opposites, which it calls now spirit and matter, now

subject and object, now thinking and appearance. It f?els th?lt
" - there must be a bridge between the two worlds but is not in
~ a position to find it. In that man is aware of himself as “I”,

he cannot but think of this «] as being on the side of the

_spirit; and in contrasting this “I” with the world, he is

bound to put on the world’s side the realm of péx:cepts given
to the senses, that is, the world of matter. In dou_\.g $0, man
puts himself right into the middle of this antithesis of spirit

| and matter. He is the more compelled to do s0 bem.l‘xs: his
" own body belongs to the material world. Thus the “I”, o
Ego, belongs f;o the realm of spiritas a part of it; the material

objects and events which are perceived by the senses lfelong
to the “World”. All the riddles which relate to spint and
matter, man must inevitably rediscover in the fundamental

f€! * riddle of his own nature. .. ... R
. -;;Q{;Monism pays attention only to the umty and tries either

to deny or to:slur over the opposites, present tl}ough they
are. Neither of these two points of view can satfsfy us, for
they do not do justice to the facts. Dualism sees 1n gfu’lt (I_)
and matter (World) two fundamentally different entitics, and
cannot, therefore, understand how they can interact with one

another. How should spirt be aware of what goes on in

matter, seeing that the essential nature of matter is qu.it.c
alien to spirit? Or how in these circu.mst'arfc&s s.hould s.pxnt
act upon matter, s0 as t0 translate its intentions 1nto acuops?
The most ingenious and the most absurd hypotheses have
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been propounded to answer these questlons. Up to the pre-
sent, however, monism is not in a much better position. It
has tried three different ways of meeting the difficulty.
Either it denies spirit and becomes materialism; or it denies
matter in order to seek its salvation in spiritualism*; or it
asserts that even in the simplest entities in the world, spirit
and matter are indissolubly bound together so that there is
no need to marvel at the appearance in man of these two
modes of existence, seeing that they are never found apart.

Materialism can never offer a satisfactory explanation of
the world. For every attempt at an explanation must begin
with the formation of thoughts about the phenomena of the
world. Materialism thus begins with the thought of matter
or material processes. But, in doing so, it is already con-

‘\fmnted by two_different sets of facts: the material world,

\“‘
and the thoughts about it. The Tmateriatist-seeks—to_make

St e S

these latter intelligible by regarding them as purely material.

processes: He believes that thinking takes place in the brain,
much in the same way that digestion takes place in the
animal organs. Just as he attributes mechanical and organic
effects to matter, so he credits matter in certain circumstances
with the capacity to think. He overlooks that, in doing so, he
is merely shifting the problem from one place to another. He
ascribes the power of thinking to matter instead of to him-
self. And thus he is back again at his starting point. How
does matter come to think about its own nature? Why is it
not simply satisfied with itself and content just to exist? The
materialist has turned his attention away from the definite
subject, his own I, and has arrived at an image of something
quite vague and indefinite. Here the old riddle meets him

* The author refers to philosophical “‘spiritualism” as opposed
to philosophical “materialism”. See reference to Fichte that follows
(page 17).—Translator’s Footnote.
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again. The materialistic conception cannot solve the prob-
lem; it can only shift it from one place to another.
What of the spiritualistic theory? The genuine spiritualist
denies to matter all independent existence and regards .1t
merely as a product of spirit. But when he tries ‘to use this
theory to solve the riddle of his own human nature, he finds
himself driven into a corner. Over against the “I”” or Ego,
which can be ranged on the side of spirit, there stands directly
the world of the senses. No spiritual approach to it seems
open. Only with the help of material processes can it be per-
ceived and experienced by the “I””. Such material processes
the “I” does not discover in itself so long as it regards its
own nature as exclusively spirituval. In what it achieves
spiritually by its own effort, the sense-perceptible world is
never to be found. It seems as if the “I’” had to concede that
the world would be a closed book to it unless it could estab-
lish a nonspititualrelation-to-the world. Similarly, when it
comes to action, we have to translate our purposes
realities with the help of material things and forces. We are,
therefore, referred back to the outer world. The most
extreme spiritualist—or rather, the thinker who through his
absolute-idealism appears as extreme spmtuahst—xs Johann
Gottlieb Fichte. He attempts to derive the whole edifice of
the world from the “I”’. What he has actually accomplished
is a magnificent thought-picture of the world, without any
content of experience. As little as it is possible for the
materialist to argue the spirit away, just as little is it possible
for the spiritualist to argue away the outer world of matter.
When man reflects upon the “I”, he perceives in the first
instance the work of this “I”” in the conceptual elaboration
of the world of ideas. Hence a world-conception that inclines
towards spiritualism may feel tempted, in looking at man’s
own essential nature, to acknowledge nothing of spirit except

17
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this world of ideas. In this way spiritualism becomes one-
sided idealism. Instead of going on to penetrate through the
world of ideas to the spiritual world, idealism identifies the
spiritual world with the world of ideas itself. As a result, it
is compelled to remain fixed with its world-outlook in the
circle of activity of the Ego, as if bewitched.

A curious variant of idealism is to be found in the view
which Friedrich Albert Lange has put forward in his widely
read History of Materialism. He holds that the materialists
are quite right in declaring all phenomena, including our
thinking, to be the product of purely material processes, but,
conversely, matter and its processes are for him themselves
the product of our thinking.

The senses give us only. the effects of things, not true copies,

" much less the things themselvés. Biit among these mere effects
we must include the senses thémsélves together with the brain
and the molecular vibrations which we assume to go on there.

“That is, our thinking is produced by the material processes,
and these by the thinking of our 1. Lange’s philosophy is
thus nothing more than the story, in"philosophical terms, of
the intrepid Baron Miinchhausen, who holds himself up in
the air by his own pigtail.

The third form of monism is the one which finds even in
the simplest entity (the atom) both matter and spirit already
united. But nothing is gained by this either, except that the
question, which really originates in our consciousness, is
shifted to another place. How comes it that the simple entity
manifests itself in a two-fold manner, if it is an indivisible
unity? .

Against all these theories we must urge tl(e fact that we
. meet with the basic and primary opposition first in our own
. consciousness. It is we ourselves who break away from the
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" essay Nature, although his

' (Nature') we

| learned to know ‘her-within us. What is

- our own being,

|
!
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bosom of Nature and contrast ourselves as “I” with th.e
«“World”. Goethe has given classic expression to this in his
manner may at first sight be con-
sidered quite unscientific: “Living in the midst of her
are strangers to her. Ceaselessly she speaks -to
us, yet betrays none of her secrets.” But Goethe knows the

\ \ N
_ reverse side too: “Men are all in her and she in all.’

However true it may be that we have: estranged ourselves
from Nature, it is none the less true that we feel we are in her
and belong to her. It can be only her own working which
pulsates also in us. S

We must
tion can point this way
ourselves away from Nature, but we inust none

out to us. We have, it is true, torn

element of Nature in

the less have ;
_taken something of her with us into our own being. This ',
us we must seek out, and then w¢ shall

find the connection with her once more. Dualism fails!to do

this. It considers human inwardness as a spiritual entity
utterly alien to Nature, (it
it on to Nature. No wonder that it canpot find the connecting
link. We can find Nature outside us only if we have first
J akin to her within us

and then attempts somehow to hitch

find the way back to her again. A simple reflec- v

‘must be our guide. This marks out our path of enquiry. We |

shall attempt no speculations concerning the interaction of
Nature and spirit. Rather shall we probe into the depths of
' to find there those elements which we saved
in our flight from Nature.

Investigation of our own being must give us the answer
to the riddle. We must reach a point where we can say to
ourselves, “Here we are no longer merely ‘T’, here is
something which is more than ‘T".”

"1 am well aware that many who have read thus far will not
find my discussion “scientific”’, as this term is used today.
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To this I can only reply. that I have so far been concerned
not with scientific results of any kind, but with the simple
description of what every one of us experiences in his own
consciousness. The inclusion of a few phrases about attempts
to reconcile man’s consciousness and the world serves solely
to elucidate the actual facts. I have therefore made no
attempt - to use the various expressions “I”, “Spirit”,
“World”, ‘“Nature”, in the precise way that is usual in
psychology -and philosophy. The ordinary consciousness is
unaware of the sharp distinctions made by the sciences, and

my purpose so far has been solely to record the facts of :

ever_yday experience. I am concerned, not with the way in
which science, so far, has interpreted consciousness, but with
the way in which we experienceitin every moment of our lives,
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CHAPTER THREE
Thinking in the service of Knowledge

WHEN I observe how a billiard ball, when struck, communi-
cates its motion to another, I remain entirely without
influence on the course of this observed process. The
direction of motion and the velocity of the second ball are
determined by the direction and velocity of the first. As long
as I remain a mere spectator, I can only say anything about
the movement of the second ball when it has taken place. It
is qﬁite different when I begin to reflect on the content of my
observation. The purpose of my reflecticn is to form con-
cepts of the occurrence. I connect the concept of an elastic
ball with ‘certain other concepts of mechanics, and take into
consideration the special circumstances which obtain in the
instance in question. I try, in other words, to add to the
occurrence which takes place without my assistance a
second process which takes place in the Conceptual sphere.
This latter -one is dependent on me. This is shown by the
fact that I can rest content with the observation, and re-
nounce all search for concepts if I have no need of them. If
however, this need is present, then I am not satisfied until
I have brought the concepts Ball, Elasticity, Motion, Impact,
Velocity, etc., into a certain connection, to which the
observed process is related in a definite way. As surely as the
occurrence goes on independently of me, so surely is the
conceptual process unable to take place without my
assistance.

We shall have to consider later whether this activity of
mine really proceeds from my own independent being, or
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~ as they occur, but their connection remains obscure without
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\‘vhetﬁer‘ those modefn physiologists are right who say that 3 .(

we cannot think as we will, but that we must think just as
those thoughts and thought-connections determine- that
happen to be present in our consciousness.* For the present
we wish merely to establish the fact that we constantly feel
obliged to seek for concepts and connections of concepts,
which stand in a certain relation to the objects and events

which are given independently of us. Whether this activity

is really ours or whether we perform it according to an ik

unalterable necessity, is a question we need not decide at
present. That it app&rs_ih the first instance to be ours is
beyond question. We know for certain that we are not given
the concepts together with the objects. That I am myself
the agent in'the conceptual process may be an illusion, but
to immediate observation it.éertainly appears to be so. The
question is, therefore: What do we gain by supplementing an
event with a conceptual counterpart?

There is a profound difference between the ways in which,
for me, the parts of an event are related to one another
before, and after, the discovery of the corresponding con-
cepts. Mere observation can trace the parts of a given event

the help of concepts. I see the first billiard ball move towards
the second in a certain direction and with a certain velocity.
What will happen after the impact I must await, and again
1 can only follow it with my eyes. Suppose someone, at the
moment of impact, obstructs my view of the field where the
event is taking place, then, as mere spectator, I remain

different if prior to the obstruction of my view I have
discovered the concepts corresponding to the pattern of

e E.g., Zichen, Leitfaden der physiologischen Psychologie, Jena
1893, p 171.
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_ignorant of what happens afterwards. The situation is - )
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events. In that case I can say what will happen even when I

am no longer able to observe. An event or an obéect which.is
merely observed, does not of itself reveal anything about its

connection. with other events oOr objects. This connection

becomes evident only when observation is combined with
thinking. : o e

Observation and thinking are the two points of departure
for all the spiritual striving of man, in 80 far ‘as he is con-
scious of such striving. The workings of common 8ensc, a8
well as the most com licated scientific researches, rest on

 these tWO fundamental pillars of our spirit. Philosophers '

have started from various primary antitheses: ic.leap and
reality, subject and object, appearance and thing-in-itself,

_«1” and “Not-I", idea and will, concept and matter, force

and substance, the conscious and the unconscious. It is easy
to show, however, that all these antitheses must Ye preoeded
by that of observation and thinking, this being for inan the
most important one. .
Whatever principle we choose to lay down,. we must either
prove that somewhere we have observed it, or W€ must
enunciate it in the form of a clear thought which can be
re-thought by any other thinker. Every philosopher who sets
out to discuss his fundamental principles must express them
in conceptual form and thus use thinking. He gh?ret:ore

Whether thinking of something else is the chief factor in the
evolution of the world will not be decided at this point. But
that without thinking, the philosopher can gain no knowledge
of such evolution, is clear from the start. In the oa:urrence
of the world phenomena, thinking may play 2 minof part;
but in the forming of a view about them, there can be no
doubt that its part is a leading one. ,

As regards observation, our need of it is due to the way
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we are constituted. Our thinking about a horse and the
object “horse” are two things which for us emerge apart
from each other. This object is accessible to us only by means
of observation. As little as we can form a concept of a horse
by mere'ly §taring at the animal, just 4s little are we able by
mere thinking to produce a corresponding object. )

‘In sequence of time, observation does in fact come before

thinking. For even thinking we must get to know first
through observation. It was essentially a description of an
observation when, at the beginning of this chapter, we gave
an account of how thinking lights up in the presence of an
event and goes beyond what is merely presented. Everything
that enters the circle of our experience, we first become aware
of through observation. The content of sensation, perception
and 'contempla_tion,' all feelings, acts of will, dreams and
fancwé, mental pictures, concepts and ideas, all illusions and
hallucinations, are g_iven to us through observation.

But thinking as an object of observation differs essentiall
from all. other objects. The observation of a table, or a treey
occurs in me as soon as these objects appear upon thf;
horizon of my experience. Yet I do not, at the same time
observe my thinking about these things. I observe the table,
and I carry out the thinking about the table, but I do not a;
the? same moment observe this. I must first take up a stand-
point outside my own activity if, in addition to observing the
table, I want also to observe my thinking about the table
Whereas observation of things and events, and thinkin :
a.bout them, are everyday occurrences filling up the con%
Fxnum{s current of my life, observation of the thinking itself
is a k{nd of exceptional state. This fact must be properl
tal'(en into gkcount when we come to determine the relation)-'
ship of thinking to all other contents of observation. We must
be quite clear about the fact that, in observing thinking, we
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are applying to it a procedure which constitutes the normal.
course of events for the study of the whole of the rest of the
world-content, but which in this normal course of events is
not applied to thinking itself. ‘ ‘
Someone might object that what I have said about think-
ing applies equally to feeling and to all other spiritual
activities. Thus for instance, when 1 have a feeling of
pleasure, the feeling is also kindled by the object, and it is
this object that I observe, but not the feeling of pleasure.
This objection, however, is based on an error.. Pleasure does
not stand at all in the same relation to its object as the
concept formed by thinking. I am conscious, in the most
positive way, that the concept of a thing is formed through
my activity; whereas pleasure is produced in me by an object
in the same way as, for instance, a change is caused in an
object by a stone which falls on it. For observation, a pleasure
is given in exactly the same way as the event which causes it.
The same is not true of the concept. I can ask why a parti-
cular event arouses in me a feeling of pleasure, but I certainly
cannot ask why an event produces in me a particular set of
concepts. The question would be simply meaningless. In
reflecting apon an event, I am in no way concerned with an
effect upon myself. I can learn nothing about myself through
knowing the concepts which correspond to the observed
change in a pane of glass by a stone thrown against it. But I
do very definitely learn something about my personality
when I know the feeling which a certain event arouses in me.
When I say of an observed object, “This is 2 rose,” 1 say
absolutely nothing about myself; but when I say of the same
thing that “it gives me a feeling of pleasure,” I characterize
not only the rose, but also myself in my relation to the rose.
There can, therefore, be no question of putting thinking
and feeling on a level as objects of observation. And the same
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could easily be shown of other activities of the human spirit.
Unlike thinking, they must be classed with other observed
objects or events. The peculiar nature of thinking lies Just
in this, that it is an activity which is directed solely upon the
observed object and not on the thinking personality. This is
apparent even from the way in which we express our thoughts
about an object, as distinct from our feelings or acts of will.
When I see an object and recognize it as a table, I do not as a
rule say, “I am thinking of a table,” but, “this is a table.”
On the other hand, I do say, “I am pleased with the table.”
In the former case, I am not at all interested in stating that I
have entered into a relation with the table; whereas in the
latter case, it is just this relation that matters. In saying, “‘I

am thinking of a table,” I already enter the exceptional state’

characterized above, in which something that is always
contained—thouglt not as an observed object—within our
spiritual activity, is itself made into an object of observation.

This is just the peculiar nature of thinking, that the
thinker forgets his thinking. while actually engaged in it
What' occupies his attention is not his thinking, but the
object of his thinking, which he is observing.

The first observation which we make about thinking is
therefore this: that it is the unobserved element in our
ordinary mental and spiritual life.

The reason why we do not observe the thinking that goes
on in our ordinary life is none other than this, that it is due
to our own activity. Whatever I do not myself produce,
appears in my field of observation as an object; I find myself
confronted by it as something that has come about inde-
pendently of me. It comes to meet me. I must accept it as
something that precedes my thinking process, as a premiss.
While I am reflecting upon the object, I am occupied with it,

my attention is focussed upon it. To be thus occupied is .
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precisely to contemplate by thin‘king. ‘I. attend, not to r:y
activity, but to the object of this activity. ¥n f)thcr W-OL s,
while I am thinking I pay no heed to my thinking, w'hxc' is
of my own making, but only to the object of my thinking,
ich i of my making.
WhI“:rlnl,sr:\f:eover,yin the sime position when I.ent‘er into the
exceptional state and reflect on my own thinking. I calnv
never observe my present thinking; I can only subseqf.\ent );
take my experiences of my thinking process as the 9bjf:ct 01
fresh thinking. If I wanted to watch my present thnkxn.g,k .
should have to split myself into two persons, one to thin I,
the other to observe this thinking. But this I canr.xot'do.
can only accomplish it in two separate acts. The thinking ;o
be observed is never that in which I am actually engaged,
but another one. Whether, for this purpose, I make ob.serY,a-
tions of my own former thinking, or-follow the thinking
process of another person, or finally, as m.the e':xample .of Fhe
motions of the billiard balls, assume an imaginary thinking
is immaterial.
pr?;‘:}ii’elz:e two things which are inFompaﬁble with one
another: productive activity and the. &multax:xeous contem-
plation of it. This is recognized even in Genesis (I, 31). H'exze
God creates the world in the first six da¥s, anc‘l‘only when it is
there is any contemplation of it posmble‘: And God s:lnx
everything that he had made and, behold, it was very goo ..f
The same applies to our thinking. It must be there first, i
d observe it o
WCTZ:urleason why it is impossible to observe think.mg in the
actual moment of its occurrence, is the very (?ne which makes
it possible for us to know it more immediately and more
intimately than any other process in the world. Ju§t because
it is our own creation do we know the characteristic features
of its course, the manner in which the process takes place.
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What in all other spheres of observation can be found only
indirectly, namely, the relevant context and the relationship
between the individual objects, is, in the case of dﬁnkihg,
known to us in an absolutely direct way. I do not on the face
of it know why, for my observation, thunder follows light-
ning; but I know directly, from the very content of the two
concepts, why my thinking connects the concept of thunder
with the concept of lightning. It does not matter in the least
whether I have the right concepts of lightning and thunder,
The connection between those concepts that I do have is
clear to me, and this through the very concepts themselves.

- This transparent clearness concerning our thinking pro-
cess is quite independent of our knowledge of the physio-
logical basis of thinking. Here I am speaking of thinking in so
far as we know it from the observation of our own spiritual
activity. How one material process in my brain causes or in-
ﬂuences another while I am carrying out a thinking operation,
is quite irrelevant. What [ observe about thinking is not what~
process in my brain connects the concept lightning with the
concept thunder but what causes me to bring the two
concepts into a particular relationship. My observation shows
me that in linking one thought with another there is nothing
to guide me but the content of my thoughts; I am not guided
by any material processes in my brain. In a less materialistic
age than our own, this remark would of course be entirely
superfluous. Today, however, when there are people who
believe that once we know what matter is we shall also know
how it thinks, we do have to insist that one may talk about
thinking without trespassing on the domain of brain
physiology.

Many pedple today find it difficult to grasp the concept of
thinking in its purity. Anyone who challenges the description
of thinking which I have given here by quoting Cabanis’
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statement that “‘the brain secretes thoughts as the liver does

‘gall or the spittle-glands spittle . . ", simply does not know

what I am talking about. He tries to find thinking by 2
process of mere observation in the same way that we proceed
in the case of other objects that make up the world. But he
cannot find it in this way because, as I have shown, it eludes
just this ordinary observation. Whoever cannot transcend

materialism lacks the ability to bring about the exceptional -

condition I have described, in which he becomes conscious
of what in all other spiritual activity remains unconscious.
If someone is not willing to take this standpoint, then one
can no more discuss thinking with him than one can discuss
colour with a blind man. But in any case he must not imagine
that we regard physiological processes as thinking. He fails
to explain thinking because he simply does not see it.

For everyone, however, who has the abilify to observe
thinking—and with good will every normal man has this
ability—this observation is the most important one he can
possibly make. For he observes something of which he
himself is the creator; he finds himself confronted, not by an
apparently foreign objéct, but by his own activity. He knows
how the thing he is observing comes into being. He sees into
its connections and relationships. A firm point has now been
reached from which one can, with some hope of success, seek
an explanation of all other phenomena of the world.

The feeling that he had found such 2 firm point led the
father of modern philosophy, Descartes, to base the whole of
human knowledge on the principle: 1 think, therefore I am.
All other things, all other events, are there independently of
me. Whether they be truth, or illusion, or dream, I know
not. There is only one thing of which I am absolutely certain,
for I myself give it its certain existence; and that is my
thinking. Whatever other origin it may ultimately have, may
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it come from God or from elsewhere, of one-thing I am
certain: that it exists in the sense that I myself bring it forth
Descartes had, to begin with, no justification for giving hi;
statement more meaning than this. All that he had any right
toassert was that within the whole world content I apprehend
myself in.my thinking as in that activity which is most
uniquely my own. What the attached “therefore I am” is
suppqsed to mean has been much debated. It can have a
meaning on one condition only. The simplest assertion I can
make of a thing is that it is, that it exists. How this existence
can be further defined in the case of any particular thing that
appears on the horizon of my experience, is at first sight
1mp(3551ble to say. Each object must first be studied ingits
relation to others before we can’ detersitine in what sense it
can be sald.to exist. An experienced event may be a set of
percepts or it may be a dream, an hallucination, or somethin,
else. In short, I am unable to say in what sense it exists %
cannot gather this from the event in itself, but I shall ﬁm{ it
out when I c.onsider the event in its relation to other things
But }.1ere again I cannot know more than just how it stands ix;
relation to these other things. My investigation touches firm
grO}xnd only when I find an object which exists in a sense
which I can derive from the object itself. But I am myself
such an object in that I think, for I give to my existence the
definite, self-determined content of the thinking activity.
From here I can go on to ask whether other things exist i '
the same or in some other sense. )
. \tNhher:h we make thinking an object of observation, we add
e other observed contents of the world something which
usua-lly escapes our attention. But the way we sfand in
relation to the other things is in no way altered. We add to
the number of objects of observation, but not to the number
of methods. While we are observing the other things, there

30

THINKING IN THE SERVICE OF KNOWLEDGE

enters among the processes of the world—among which 1
now include observation—one process which is overlooked.
Something is present which is different from all other
processes, something which is not taken into account. But
when I observe my own thinking, no such neglected element
is present. For what now hovers in the background is once
more just thinking itself. The object of observation is
qualitatively identical with the activi directed upon it. This
is another characteristic feature of thinking. When we make
it an object of observation, we are not compelled to do so
with the help of something qualitatively different, but can
semain within the same element.

When I weave an independently given object into my
thinking, 1 transcend my observation, and the question
arises: What right have I to do this? Why do I not simply let
the object impress jtself upon me? How is it possible for my
thinking to be related to the object? These are questions
which evéryone must put to himself who reflects on his own
thought processes. But all these questions cease t0 exist
when we think about thinking itself. We then add nothing to
our thinking that is foreign to it, and therefore have no need
to justify any such addition.

Schelling says, “To know Nature means to create Nature.”
If we take these words of this bold Nature-philosopher
literally, we shall have to renounce for ever all hope of
gaining knowledge of Nature. For Nature is there already,
and in order to create it 3 second time, we must first know
the principles according to which it has originated. From
the Nature that already exists we should have to borrow or
crib the fundamental principles for the Nature we want to
begin by creating. This borrowing, which would have to
precede the creating, would however mean knowing Nature,
and this would still be so even if after the borrowing no
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creation were to take place. The only kind of Nature we
could create without first having knowledge of it would be a
Nature that does not yet exist.

What is impossible for us with regard to Nature, namely,
creating before knowing, we achieve in the case of thinking.
Were we to refrain from thinking until we had first gained

- knowledge of it, we would never come to it at all. We must
resolutely plunge right into the activity of thinking, so that
afterwards, by observing what we have done, we may gain
knqwledge of it. For the observation of thinking, we ourselves
first create an object; the presence of all other objects is

taken care of without any activity on our part.

My contention that we must think before we can examine
thinking might easily be countered by the apparently equally
valid contention that we cannot wait with digesting until
we have first observed the process of digestion. This objec-
tion would be similar to that brought by Pascal aga.inst -
Descartes, when he asserted that we might also say, “I walk,
therefore I am.” Certainly I must go straight ahead with
digesting and not wait until I have studied the physiological
process of digestion. But I could only compare this with the
study of thinking if, after digestion, I set myself not to study
it by thinking, but to eat and digest it. It is after all not
without reason that, whereas digestion cannot become the
object of digestion, thinking can very well become the object
of thinking.

This then is indisputable, that in thinking we have got
hold of one corner of the whole world process which requires
our presence if anything is to happen. And this is just the
point upon w}’xich everything turns. The very reason why
things confront me in such a puzzling way is just that I play
no part in their production. They are simply given to me,
whereas in the case of thinking I know how it is done.
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Hence for the study of all that happens in the world there
can be no more fundamental starting point than thinking
itself. .

I should now like to mention a widely current error which
prevails with regard to thinking. It is often said that thinking,
as it is in itself, is nowhere given to us: the thinking that
connects our observations and weaves a network of concepts
about them is not at all the same as that which we subse-
quently extract from the objects .of observation in order to
make it the object of our study.’ What we first weave un-

- consciously into the things is said to be quite different from

what we consciously extract from them again.

Those who hold this view do not see that it is impossible in
this way to escape from thinking. I cannot get outside
thinking when I want to study it. If we want to. distinguish
between thinking before we have become conscious of it, and
thinking of which we have subsequently become aware, we
should not forget that this distinction is a purely external
one which has nothing to do with the thing itself. I do not in
any way alter a thing by thinking about it. I can'well imagine
that a being with quite differently constructed sense organs
and with a differently functioning intelligence, would have 2
very different mental picture of a horse from mine, but I
cannot imagine that my own thinking becomes something
different through the fact that I observe it. I myself observe
what I myself produce. Here weare not talking of how my
thinking looks to an intelligence other than mine, but of how
it looks to me. In any case the picture of my thinking which
another intelligence might have cannot be a truer one than
my own. Only if I were not myself the being doing the
thinking, but if the thinking were to confront me as the
activity of a being quite foreign to me, might I then say that
although my own picture of the thinking may arise in a
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particular way, what the thinking i i
in itself, I am quite unable to knov?.f that being may be ke
So far, there is not the slightest reason why I should
regard my own thinking from any point of view other than
:ﬁa :)\;vn.fAtfl:i:l;lll, I v::’ontemplate the rest of the world by
o i
e on? g. Why should I make my thinking an
1 belie.ve I have give sufficient reasons for making thinkin
the starting point for my study of the world. When Archf
medes had discovered the lever, he thought he could lift the
whole cosmos from its hinges, if only he could find a point of
support for his instrument. He needed something that was
s_,upgort.ed by itself and by nothing else. In thinking we have
a principle which subsists through itself. Let us try, there-
forg, to undeg;gmd the world starting from this ba;is. We
can grasp thinking by mcans‘df itself. The question is,
whether we can also grasp anything else through it. ’
) I haYe so far spoken of thinking without taking account of
its vehicle, human consciousness. Most present-day philoso-
phers would object that before there can be thinking, there
must .be consciousness. Hence we ought to start, no;t from -
thmkmg, but from consciousness. There is nio thinking, the
say, without consciousness. To this I must reply tl;at u};
orfl(;r to clear up the relation between thinking and con-
sciousness, I must think about it. Hence 1 presuppose
thinking. Nevertheless one could still argue that although,
when the philos.opher tries to understand consciousness h;
fnakes use ?f thinking and to that extent presupposes it, yet
in tht.i ordinary course of life thinking does arise within
consciousness and therefore presupposes conscigusness
Now if this answer were given to the world cr?;tor wixen
he.was about to create thinking, it would doubtless be to the
point. Naturally it is not possible to create thinking before
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consciousness. The philosopher, however, is not concerned
with creating the world but with understanding it. Accord-
ingly he has to seek the starting points not for the creation
of the world but for the understanding of it. It seems to me
very strange that the philosopher should be reproached for
troubling himself first and foremost about the correctness of

. his principles instead of turning straight to the objects which

he seeks to understand. The world creator had above all to
know how to find a vehicle for thinking, but the philosopher
has to seek a secure foundation for his attempts to under-
stand what already exists. How does it help us to start with
consciousness and subject it to the scrutiny of thinking, if
we do not first know whether thinking is in fact able to give
us insight into things at all? ‘
" We must first consider thinking quite impartially, without
reference to a thinking subject or a thought object. For both
subject and object are concepts formed by thinking. There
is no denying that before anything else can be understood,
thinking must be understood. Whoever denies this!'K fails to
realize that man is not the first link in the chain of creation
but the last. Hence, in order to explain the world by means of
concepts, wWe cannot start from the elements of existence
-which came first in time, but we must begin with that element
.which is given to us as the nearest and most intimate. We
:cannot at one bound transport ourselves back to the begin-
‘ning of the world in order to begin our studies from there,
‘but we must start from the present moment and see whether
‘we can ascend from the later to the earlier. As long as
Geology invented fabulous catastrophes to account for the
present state of the earth, it groped in darkness. It was only
when it began to study the processes at present at work on
the earth, and from these to argue back to the past, that it
gained a firm foundation. As long as Philosophy goes on
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Author's addition, 1918

In the preceding discussion [ have pointed out the signifi-
cant difference between thinking and all other activities of
the soul, as a fact which presents itself to genuinely unpre-
judiced observation. Anyone who does not strive towards
this unprejudiced observation will be tempted to bring
against my arguments such objections as these: When 1
think about a rose, this after all only expresses 2 relation of
my “I” to the rose, just as when I feel the beauty of the
rose. There is a relation between “1" and object in the case
of thinking just as much as in the case of feeling or perceiving.
Such an objection leaves out of account the fact that only in
the thinking activity does the «1” know itself to be one and
the same being with that which is active, right into all the
ramifications of this activity. With no other soul activity is
this so completely the case. For example, in a feeling of
pleasure it is perfectly possible for a more delicate observa-
tion to discriminate between the extent to which the “1”
knows itself to be one and the same being with what is active,
and thé extent. to which there is something passive in the
“1”* to which the pleasure merely presents itself. The same
applies to the other soul activities. Above all one should not
confuse the “having of t_hought-images” with the elaboration
of thought by thinking. Thought-images may appear in the
soul after the fashion of dreams, like vague intimations. But
this is not thinking. True, someone might now say: 1f this is
what you mean by “thinking”, then your thinking involves
willing and you have to do not merely with thinking but also
with the will in the thinking. However, this would simply
justify us in saying: Genuine thinking must always be willed.
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But this is quite irrelevant to the characterization of thinking
as this has been given in the preceding discussion. Granted
that the nature of thinking necessarily implies its being
willed, the point that matters is that nothing is willed which,
in being carried out, does not appear to the “I” as an
activity completely its own and under its own supervision.
Indeed, we must say that owing to the very nature of think-
ing as here defined, it must appear to the observer as willed
through and through. If we really make the effort to grasp
everything that is relevant to a judgment about the nature of
thinking, we cannot fail to see that this soul activity does have
the unique character we have here described.

A person whom the author of this book rates very highly
as a thinker has objected that it is impossible to speak about
thinking as we are doing here, because what one. believes
oneself to have observed as active thinking is nothing but an
illusion. In reality one is observing only the results of an
unconscious activity which lies at the basis of thinking. Only
because this unconscious activity is not observed does the
illusion arise that the observed thinking exists in its own
right, just as when in an illumination by means of a rapid
succession of electric sparks we believe that we are seeing a
continuous madvement. This objection, too, rests only on an
inaccurate view of the facts. In making it, one forgets that it
is the “I” itself which, from its standpoint inside the thinking,
observes its own activity. The “I"” would have to stand
outside the thinking in order to suffer the sort of deception
which is caused by an illumination with a rapid succession of
electric sparks. It would be much truer to say that precisely
in using such an analogy one is forcibly deceiving oneself,
just as if someone seeing a moving light were to insist that{it
is being freshly lit by an unknown hand at every point where
it appears. No, whoever is determined to see in thinking
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hypothetical activity as the basis of thinking. If he does not

thus blind himself, he will have to recognize that f:verytbltxl:i
which he “thinks up” in this way as an addition ‘;o
thinking only leads him away from its real nature. Unpre-

judiced observation shows that nothing is to be counted as

the nature of thinking except what is found in
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t}:izkigrlxlglgitself. One will never arrive at some ng-wl'ncl;hin is
the cause of thinking if one steps outside the realm of thinking
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CHAPTER FOQUR
The World as Percept
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mention of -this, because it is here that 1 differ from Hegel,
who regards the concept as something primary and original.)

Concepts cannot be gained through observation. This
follows from the simple fact that the growing human being
only slowly and gradually forms the concepts corresponding
to the objects which surround him. Concepts are added to
observation.

A philosopher widely read at the present day—Herbert
Spencer—describes the mental process which we carry out:
with respect to observation as follows:

If, when walking through the fields some day in September,
you hear a rustle a few yards in advance, and on observing the
ditch-side where it occurs, see the herbage agitated, you will
probably turn towards the spot to learn by what this sound and
motion are produced. As you approach there flutters into the
ditch a partridge; on seeing which your curiosity is satisfied—
"you have what you call an explanation of the appearances. The
explanation, mark, amounts to this; that whereas throughout
life you have had countless experiences of disturbance among
small stationary bodies, accompanying the movement of othet
bodies__z},m'ong them, and have generalized the relation between

such disturbanceés and such movements, you consider this
particular disturbance explained on finding it to present an
instance of the like relation.*

A closer analysis shows matters to stand very differently
from the way described above. When 1 hear a noise, I first
look for the concept which fits this observation. It is this
concept which first leads me beyond the mere noise. If one
thinks no further, one simply hears the noise and is content
to leave it at that. But my reflecting makes it clear to me that
I have to regard the noise as an effect. Therefore not until 1
have connected the concept of effect with the perception of

* First Principles, Part 1, 23.
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the noise, do I feel the need to go beyond the solitary
observation and look for the cause. The concept of effect
calls up that of cause, and my next step is to look for the
object which is being the cause, which I find in the shape of
the partridge. But these concepts, cause and effect, I can
never gain through mere observation, however many
instances the observation may cover. Observation evokes
thinking, and it is thinking that first shows me how to link

- one separate experience to another,

If one demands of a “strictly objective science” that it
should take its content froin observation alone, then one
must at the same time demand that it should forgo all
thinking. For thinking, by its very nature, goes beyond what
is observed.

We must now pass from thinking to‘the bging that thinks;
for it is through the thinker that thinking is combined with
observation. Human consciousness i the -s?ﬁge upon which
concept and observation meet and%become linked to one
another. In saying this we have in|fact characterized this
(human) consciousness. It is the mediator between thinking
and observation. In'as far as we observe a thing it'appears to
us as given; in as far as we think, we appear to ourselves as
being active. We regard the thing as object and ourselves as
thinking subject. Because we direct our thinking upon our
observation, we have consciousness 6!’ objects; because we
direct it upon ourselves, we have consciousness of ourselves,
or self-consciousness. Human consciousness must of necessity
be at the same time self-consciousness because it is a con-
sciousness which thinks, For when thinking contemplates its
own activity, it makes its own essential being, as subjeict,
into a thing, as object. {

It must, however, not be overlooked that only with the
help of thinking am I able to determine myself as subject
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and contrast myself with objects. The?refore‘ thmkmg must
never be regarded as a merely subjective activity. Thm}gng
lies beyond subject and object. It produces thesg two concepts
just as it produces all others. When, therefore, 1, as thmkx}r:ig
subject, refer a concept to an object, we must not regard this
reference as something purely subjective. Itis not the subject
that makes the reference, but thinking. The subject does not
think because it is a subject; rather'it. appears to itself as
subject because it can think. The activity exf:rcnsed by man
asa thinking being is thus not m‘erely. sul')Jectxve. Rather is c;t
something neither subjective nor objective, that t.ran.sc_en T
both these concepts. I ought never to say t.hat' my mdxvxd‘ua
subject thinks, but much more tlfat my 'md1v1dua1 subject
lives by the grace of thinking. Thinking is thus an elem(fr;
which leads me out beyond myself and connects me Wi
the objects. But at the same time it s?paratcs me fr.om
them, inasmuch as it sets ‘me, -as _subject, over against
th‘;rtni.s just this which constitutes the double nature of man.
He thinks, and thereby embraces both himself and the rcst of
the world. But at the same time it is by means of t}.unkmg
that he determines himself as an individual confronting the
thl\nNg: must next ask ourselves how that other element., which
we have so far simply called the object of observation 'and
which meets the thinking in our consciousness, comes into
iousness at all.
ou;nczx:zz'oto answer this question we must elimixtete from
our field of observation everything that has been imported
by thinking. For at any moment the content of our con-
sciousness will already be interwoven with concepts in the

most varied ways. _
We must imagine that a being with fully developed human
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intelligence originates out of nothing and confronts the
?vorld. '\Vhat it would be aware of, before it sets its thinking
In motion, would be the pure content of observation Th:
w'orld would then appear to this being as nothing but a. mere
disconnected aggregate of objects of sensation: colourAs
sounds, sensations of pressure, of warmth, of tuste and smell"
also feelings of pleasure and pain. This aggregate is thé
content of pure, unthinking observation. Ovér against it
stands thinking, ready to begin its activity as soon as a point
of attack presents itself. Experience shows at once thét this
does happen. Thinking is able to draw threads from one
elfament of observation to another. It links definite concepts
with these elements and thereby establishes a relations}i\
between them. We have already seen how a noise which wi
.hear becomes connected with another observation by our
identifying the former as the effect of the latter. ’

If now we recollect that the activity of thinking is on-no
account to be considered as merely subjective, th:n we shall
also not be tempted to believe that the relationships thus
established by thinking have merely subjective validity ‘

Our. next task is to discover by means of thoug};tful
reﬂectxox.l what relation the immediately given content of
observation mentioned above has to the conscious subject

The ambiguity of current speech makes it necessary f;sr
me to come to an agreement with my readers concerning the

‘use of a word which I shall have to emplov in what follows
I shall a;?ply the word “percept” to the immediate ob'ecgs'
of sensation enumerated above, in so far as the conscjious
subject apprehends them through observation. It is, then
not the process of observation but the object of obsex"vat' y
which I call thé “percept”. o

I ‘f‘o not cboose the term “sensation”, since this has a
definite meaning in physiology which is narrower than that
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of my concept of “‘percept”’. I can speak of a feeling. in
myself (emotion) as percept, but not as sensation in the
physiological sense of the term. Even my feeling becomes
known to me by becoming a percept for me. And the way in
which we gain knowledge of our thinking through observa-
tion is such that thinking too, in its first appearance for our
consciousness, may be called a percept.

The naive man regards his percepts, such as they appear

to his immediate apprehension, as things having an existence
wholly independent of him. When he sees a tree he believes
in the first instance that it stands in the form which he sees,
with the colours of its various parts, and so on, there on the
spot towards which his gaze is directed. When the same
man sees the sun in the morning appear as a disc on the
horizon, and follows the course of this disc, he believes that
all this actually exists and happens just as he observes it. To
thi¢ belief he clings until he meets with further percepts
which contradict his former ones. The child who as yet has
no experience of distance grasps at the moon, and only
corrects its picture of the reality, based on first impressions,
when a second ;}ercept contradicts the first. Every extension
of thecircle of my percepts compels me to correct my picture
of the world. We see this in everyday life, as well as in the
spiritual development of mankind. The picture which the
ancients made for themselves of the relation of the earth to
the sun and other heavenly bodies had to be replaced by
another when Copernicus found that it was not in accordance
with some percepts, which in those early days were unknown.
A man who had been born blind said, when operated on by
Dr Franz, that the picture of the size of objects which he
had formed by his sense of touch before his operation, was a
very different one. He had to correct his tactual percepts by
his visual percepts.
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How. is it that we are compelled to make these contir;nual
corrections to our observations?

A simple reflection gives the answer to this question. When
I stand at one end of an avenue, the trees at the other end
away from me, seem smaller and nearer together than thosc;
where I stand. My percept-picture changes when I change
the‘ place from which I am looking. Therefore the form in
whfch 'it presents itself to me is dependent on a condition
which is due not to the object but to me, the perceiver. It is
all the same to the avenue wherever I stand. But the ;;icture

I have of it depends essentially on just this viewpoint. In the.

same way, it makes no difference to the sun and the planetary
system that human beings happen to look at them from the
earth;. but the percept-picture of the heavens presented to
thefn is determined by the fact that thiey.inhabit the earth
This dependence of our percépt-picture on our place o%
observation is the easiest one to understand. The matter
becomes more difficult when we realize how our world of
percepts is dependent on our bodily and spiritual organiza-
tion. The physicist shows us that within the space in which
we hear a sound there are vibrations of the air, and also that
tl}c bo'dy in which we seck the origin of the sound exhibits a
vibrating movement of its parts. We perceive this movement
as.sound only if we have a normally constructed ear. Without
this the world would be for cyer silent for us. Physiology
tells us that there are people who perceive nothing of the
magmﬁcefxt splendour of colour which surrounds us. Their
percept-picture has only degrees of light and dark. Others
are blind only to one colour, for example, red. Their world
picture lacks this hue, and hence it is actually 2 different one'
from that of the average man. I should like to call the
dependence of my percept-picture on my place of observa-

tion, “mathematical”, and its dependence on my organiza-

THE WORLD AS PERCEPT

tion, “qualitative”. The forrer determines the proportions
of size and mutual distances of my percepts, the latter their
quality. The fact that I see a red surface as red—this
qualitative determination—depends on the organization of
my eye. '

"My percept-pictures, then, are in the first instance sub-
jective. The recognition of the subjective character of our
percepts may easily lead us to doubt whether there is any
objective basis for them at all. When we realize that a
percept, for example that of a red colour or of a certain tone,
is not possibl= without a specific structure of our organism,
we may easily be led to believe that it has no permanency
apart from our subjective organization and that, were it not
for our act of perceiving it as an object, it would not exist’

-in any sense. The classical representative of this view is
George Berkeley, who heid that from the moment we realize
the importance of the subject for perception, we are no
longer able to believe in the existence of a world without a
constious Spirit.

Some truths there are so near and obvious to the mind that
man need only open his eyes to see them. Such I take this
important one to be, to wit, that all the choir of heaven and
furniture of the earth, in a word, all those bodies which compose
the mighty frame of the world, have not any subsistence
without a mind, that their betng is to be perceived or known;
that, consequently, so long as they are not actually perceived
by me, or do not exist in my mind or that of any other created
spirit, they must either have no existence at all, or else subsist
in the mind of some Eternal Spirit.*

On this view, when we take away the fact of its being
perceived, nothing remains of the percept. There is no
colour when none is seen, no sound when none is heard.

® Berkeley, Principles of Human Knowledge, Part 1, Section 6.
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Extension, form, and motion exist as little as colour and
sound apart from the act of perception. Nowhere do we see
bare extension or shape, but these are always bound up with
-colour or some other quality unquestionably dependent upon
our Sl:lb_]CCtiVity. If these latter disappear when we cease to
perceive them, then the former, being bound up with them
must disappear likewise. ,
To the ob_jection that there must be things that exist apart
fr.om consciousness and to which the conscious percept-
pictures are similar, even though figure, colour, sound, and
so on, have no existence except within the act of percei,\’in
the above view would answer that a colour can be simil'i)
only'to'a colour, a figure only to a figure. Our percepts ca‘n
be similar only to our percepts and to nothing else. Even
wh?t we call an object is nothing but a collection of pcfce ts
which are connected in a particular way. If I strip a téblepof

its shape, extension, colour, etc,—in short, of all that is-

merely my percept—then nothing remains over. This view
followed up logically, leads to the assertion that the objects,
f’f my perceptioqs exist only through me, and indeed onlv
in as far as, and as'long as, I perceive them; they disappea}
Xlth my perceiving and have no meaning apart from it.
. ,foa;,t of;'o;;lyfny percepts, -I know of no objects and cannot
No objection can be made to this assertion as long as I am
merely ‘referring to the general fact that the percept is partl\'
determined by the organization of myself as subject The
matter ?vould appear very different if we were in a po‘sition
to.say Just what part is played by our perceiving in the
bringing forth of a percept. We should then know what
happens to a pefcept while it is being perceived, and \:e
should also be able to determine what characte’

; r It must
already possess before it comes to be perceived, '
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This leads us to turn our attention from the object of
perception to the subject of perception. I perceive not only
other things, but also myself. The percept of myself contains,
to begin with, the fact that I am the stable element in cou-
trast to the continual coming and going of the percept-
pictures. The percept of my “I” can always come up in my
consciousness while I am having other percepts. When I am
absorbed in the perception of a given object 1 am for the
time being aware only of this object. To this the percept of
my self can be added. I am then conscious not only of the
object but also of my own personality which confronts the
object and observes it. I do not merely see a tree, but I also
know that #t & I who am seeing it. I know, morcover, that
something happens in me while I am observing the tree.
When the tree disappears from my field of vision, an after-
effect of this process remains in my consciousness—a picture
of the tree. This picture has become associated with my self
during my observation. My self has become enriched; its
content has absarbed a new element. This element I call my
mental picture of the tree. I should never have occasion to
speak of mental pictures did I not experience them in the
percept of my own-self. Percepts would come and go; I
should let them slip by. Only because I perceive my self,
and observe that with each percept the content of my self,
too, is changed, am [ co}mpelled to connect the observation
of the object with the changes in my own condition, and to
speak of my mental picture.

I perceive the mental picture in my self in the same sense
as I perceive colour, sound, etc., in other objects. I am now
also able to distinguish these other objects that confront me,
by calling them the outer world, whereas the content of my
percept of my self I call my inner world. The failure to
recognize the true relationship between mental picture and

49



THE PHILOSOPHY OF FREEDOM

object has led to the greatest misunderstandings in modern
philosophy. The perception of a change in me, the modifica-
tion my self undergoes, has been thrust into the foreground,
while the object which causes this modification is lost sight
of altogether. It has been said that we perceive not objects
but only our mental pictures. I know, so it is said, nothing
of the table in itself, which is the object of my observation,

but only of the change which occurs within me while I am |

perceiving the table. This view should not be confused with
the Berkeleyan theory mentioned above. Berkeley maintains
the subjective nature of the content of my percepts, but he
does not say that my knowledge is limited to my mental
pictures. He limits my knowledge to my mental pictures
because, in his opinion, there are no objects apart from
mental picturing. What I take to be a,table no longer exists,
according to Berkeley, when Lcease to look &t it. This is why
Berkeley holds that my perceptsarise ditectly through the
omnipotence of God. I see a table because God calls up this
percept in me. For Berkeley, therefore, there are no real
beings other than God and human spirits. What we call the
“world” exists only in these spirits. What the naive man calls
the outer world, or corporeal nature, is for Berkeley non-
existent. This theory is confronted by the now predominant
Kantian view which limits our knowledge of the world to
our mental pictures, not because it is convinced that things
cannot exist beyond these mental pictures, but because it
believes us to be so organized that we can experience only
the changes of our own selves, but not the things-in-them-
selves that cause these changes. This view concludes from
the fact that I know only my mental pictures, not that there
is no reality independent of them, but only that the gubject
cannot directly assimilate such reality. The subject can
merely, “through the medium of its subjective thoughts,
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) - 3 . - . . haps -

. aine it, invent it, think it cognize it, of perha

:::rgxl fail ,to cognize it.”"* This (‘Kantmn) c;mceptt::

believes it gives expression to somethxr.xg absolute! y cer m,)

something which is immediately evident, requiring

proof. .

The first fundamental proposition which tht? 'pluk;lsopher
must bring to clear consciousness is the recognmtc;: th ::u::
knowledge, to begin with, is limxte.d to our men ;21 o .
Our mental pictures are the only things that we know dir 'enZ;
experience directly; and just because we have direct exper; e
of them, even the most radical doubt cannot rob c\lxs o o
knowledge of them. On the other ha.nfl, the knowlf’. ge where
goes beyond my mental pictur.es—tak.mg.mental ;;;:mra nere
in the widest possible sense, so 33 to include ps;t);c

" processes—is not proof against doubt. H(j,n.ce, at :1 veg;

beginning of all philosophizing we must e.xphcxtly set down

knowledge which goes beyond mental pu:tm'mi as being open
to doubt. :

These are the opening sentences of Vollgcelt.’s book on
Immanuel Kant's Theory of Knowle«?ge. Wh?t is pere ;;iut
forward as an immediate ax}d self-e\fxdcnt truth is in rfaaT }ti
the result of a thought operation xfrhxch runs as follf)jws;h
naive man believes that things, just as we perceive em‘i
exist also outside our consciousness. Physics, physiology, ants
psychology, however, seem to teach us that for our percep X
our organization is necessary, and tl.xat there:fore wehc:nzzr
know anything about external objects except W a(_ﬁﬁca-
organization transmits to us. Our pf.rcepfs are thus mo e
tions of our organization, not thmgs-m-tl%emselv&s}::d his
train of thought has in fact been characterized by Edu

von Hartmann as the one which must lead to the comnctlor;
that we can have direct knowledge only of our menta

# O. Liebmann, Zur Analysis der Wirklichkeit, p 28.
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object has led to the greatest misunderstandings in modern
philosophy. The perception of a change in me, the modifica-
tion my self undergoes, has been thrust into the foreground,
while the object which causes this modification is lost sight
of altogether. It has been said that we perceive not objects
but only our mental pictures. I kniow, so.it is said, nothing
of the table in itself, which is the object of my observation,
but only of the change which occurs within me while I am
perceiving the table. This view should not be confused with
the Berkeleyan theory mentioned above, Berkeley maintains
the subjective nature of the content of my percepts, but he
does not say that my knowledge is limited to my mental
pictures. He limits my knowledge to my mental pictures
because, in his opinion, there are no objects apart from
mental picturing. What I take to be a table no longer exists,
according to Berkeley, when I cease to look at it. This is'why

Berkeley holds that my percepts arise directly through the ..

omnipotence of God. I see a table because God calls up this
percept in me. For B{erkeley, therefore, there are no real
beings other than God and human spirits. What we call the
“world” exists only'in these spirits. What the naive man calls
the outer world, or corporeal nature, is for Berkeley non-
existent. This theory is confronted by the now predominant
Kantian view which limits our knowledge of the world to
our mental pictures, not because it is convinced that things
cannot exist beyond these mental pictures, but because it
believes us to be so organized that we can experience only
the changes of our own selves, but not the things-in-them-
selves that cause these changes. This view concludes from
the fact that I know only my mental pictures, not that there
is no reality independeént of them, but only that the subject
cannot directly assimilate such reality. The subject can
merely, “through the medium of its subjective thoughts,
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pictures.* Because, outside our organism, we find vibrations

of physical bodies and of the air which are perceived by us as
sound, it is concluded that what we call sound is nothing
more than a subjective reaction of our organism to these
motions in the external world. Similarly, it is concluded that
colour and warmth are merely modifications of our organism.
And, further, these two kinds of percepts are held to be
produced in us through processes in the external world
which are utterly different from what we experience as
warmth or as colour. When these processes stimulate
the nerves in my skin, I have the subjective percept of
warmth; when they stimulate the optic nerve, I perceive
light and colour. Light, colour, and warmth, then, are the
responses of my sensory nerves to external stimuli. Even
the sense of touch reveals to me, not.the objects of the outer
world, but only statés ‘of my own body. In the sense of
modern physics one could somehow think that bodies
corsist of infinitely small particles called molecules, and that
these molecules are not in direct contact, but are at certain

_ distances from one another. Between them, therefore, is

empty space. Across this space they act on dne another by
forces of attraction and repulsion. If I put my hand on a
body, the molecules of my hand by no means touch those of
the body directly, but there remains a certain distance be-
tweenbodyand hand, and what I experience as the body’s resis-
tance is nothing but the effect of the force of repulsion which
its molecules exert on my hand. I am absolutely external
to the body and perceive only its effects on my organism.

In amplification of this discussion, there is the theory of
the so-called Specific Nerve Energies, advanced. by J.
Miiller (1801-1858). It asserts that each sense {has the
peculiarity that it responds to all external stimuli in one
* See his Das Grundproblem der Erkenntnistheorie, pp. 16-40.
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barticular way only. If the optic nerve is stimulated., percep-
tion of light results, irrespective of whether the. stimulation
is due to what we call light, or whether mechanical pressure
or an electric current works upon the nerve.'.On the other
hand, the same external stimulus applied to t‘hfferent senses
gives rise to different percepts. The conclusxor.x from @ae
facts seems to be that our senses can transmit only ‘what
occurs in themselves, but nothing of the e:xtemal'world.
They determine our percepts, each a;ccordmg to its own
na;;:;iology'shows that there can be no direct knowledge
even of the effects which objects produce on our sense
organs. Through following up the processes w}u.ch occur in
our own bodies, the physiologist finds that; even in the sense
organs, the effects of the external movement are trans-
formed in the most manifold ways. We can see thxs_ mos;
clearly in the case of eye and ear. Both ',z‘u'e very com.phca:::1
organs which modify the external stn.nulus consxderathy
before they conduct it to the corr&ponfhng nerve. I:‘ror{x e
peripheral end of the nerve the already modified stimulus 1s
then conducted to the brain. Only now can the central organs
be stimulated. Therefore it is concluded th§t the extermfl
process undergoes a series of transf?nnatlons .be.fore it
reaches consciousness. What goes on in tl.le brain is con-1
nected by so many intermediate linlfs with the externa
process, that any similarity to the latter is out of the question.
What the brain ultimately transmits to the soul is neither
external processes, nor processes in the sense organs, but
only such as occur in the brain. But even these are n?t
perceived directly by the soul. What we finally have' in
consciousness are not brain processes at all., l?ut .sensatzotrllls.
My sensation of red has absolutely no similarity to he
process which occurs in the brain when I sense red. The
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redp&ss, again, only appears as an effect in the soul, and the
Eram process is merely its cause. This is why Hartm;nn says
Wh‘at the subject perceives, theréfore, are always onl ,
modifications of his own psychical states and nothing else "z
When I have the sensations, however, they are as yet v;ar
far from being grouped into what I perceive as “thin s”y
‘Onl.y single sensations can be transmitted to me bygthe.
br'am. The sensations of hardness and softness are trans-
mitted tQ me by the sense of touch, those of colour and light
by the sense of sight. Yet all these are to be found unitedgin
one and the same object. This unification, therefore, can
only F)e brought about by the soul itself; that is the, soul
corr'lbxr%es the separate sensations, mediated thr’ough the
bl:am, into bodies. My brain conveys to me singly, and b
wxdel)i different paths, the visual, tactile, and ’audito d
se'nsatxons which the soul then combines into the ment?;
picture of a trumpet. It is just this very last link in a process-
(the fnental picture of the trumpet) which for my conicious~:
ness is the very first thing that is given. In it nothing can an |
longer be' found of what exists outside me and originally
;)nade an.}xrlxpr'é‘ssion on_my senses. The external object hai
een entir in
peen entis ;eys{.ojlt' on the way to the brain and through the
It would' be hard to find in the history of human culture
another 'e’dlﬁce. of thought which has been built up with
greater' mggenuxty, and which yet, on closer analysis, col-
lapses into nothing. Let us look a little closer at the \’va it
. has bt.aen constructed. One starts with what is given in na};ve
consciousness, with the thing as perceived. Then one shows
th.at none of the qualities which we find in this thing would
exist. for us had we no sense organs. No eye—no colour
Therefore the colour is not yet present in that which affect;
* Das Grundproblem der Erkenntnistheorie, p. 37.
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the eye. It-arises first through the interaction of the eye and

the object. The latter is, therefore, colourless. But neither

is the colour in the eye, for in the eye there is only a chemical

or physical process which is first conducted by the optic

nerve to the brain, and there initiates another process. Even

this is not yet the colour. That is only produced in the soul

by means of the brain process. Even then it does not yet

enter my consciousness, but is first transferred by the soul to
a body in the external world. There, upon this body, I
finally believe myself to" perceive it. We have travelled in a
complete circle. We became conscious of a coloured body.
That is the first thing. Here the thought operation starts. If
1 had no eye, the body would be, for me, colourless. I
cannot therefore attribute the colour to the body. I start on
the search for it. I look for it in the eye—in vain; in the
nerve—in vain; in the brain—in vain once more; in the
soul-—here I find it indeed, but not attached to the body. I
find the coloured body again only on returning to my starting
point. The circle is completed. I believe that I am cognizing
as a product of my soul that which the naive man regards as
existing outside him, in space.

As long_as.one stops here everything seems to fit beauti-
fully. But we must go over the whole thing again from the
beginning. Hitherto I have been dealing with something—
the external percept—of which, from my naive standpotnt,
I have had until now a totally wrong conception. 1 thought
that the percept, just as I perceive it, had objective existence.
But now 1 observe that it disappears together with my
mental picture, that it is only a modification of my inner state
of soul. Have I, then, any right at all to start from it in my
arguments? Can I say of it that it acts on my soul? I must
henceforth treat the table, of which formerly I believed that
it acted on me and produced a mental picture of itself in me,
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as itself a mental picture. But from this it follows logically
that my sense organs and the processes in them are also
merely subjective. I have no right to speak of a real eye but
only of my mental picture of the eye. Exactly the same is
true of the nerve paths, and the brain process, and no less of
the process in the soul itself, through which things are
supposed to be built up out of the chaos of manifold sensa-
tions. If, assuming the truth of the first circle of argumenta-
tion, I run through the steps of my act of cognition once
more, the latter reveals itself as a tissue of mental pictures
which, as such, cannot act on one another. I cannot say that
my mental picture of the object acts on my mental picture
of the eye, and that from this interaction my mental picture
of colour results. Nor is it necessary that I should say this.
For as soon as I see cleatly.that'my sense organs and their
activity, my nervé ‘and soul processes, can also be known to
me only through perception:, the train of thought which 1
have outlined reveals itself in its full absurdity. It is quite
true that I can have no percept without the corresponding
sense organ, But just as little can I be aware of a sense organ
without perlteption. From the percei)'f‘of a table I can pass to
the eye which sees it, or the nerves in the skin which touch
it, but what takes place in these I can, in turn, learn only~
from perception. And then I soon notice that there is no
trace of similarity between the process which takes place in
the eye and the colour which I perceive. I cannot eliminate
my colour percept by pointing to the process which takes
place in the eye during this perception. No more can I
rediscover the colour in the nerve or brain processes. I only
add new percepts, localized within the organism, to the first
percept, which the naive man localizes outside his organism.
I merely pass from one percept to another. :
Moreover there is 2 gap in the whole argument. I can
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follow the processes in my organism up to those in my
brain, even though my assumptions become more and more
hypothetical as I approach the central processes .of the
brain. The path of external observation- Ceases with the
process in my brain, more particularly with the _process
which I should observe if I could deal with the brain using
the instruments and methods of physics and chemis'try. The
path of inner observation begins with the sensatxon,. and
continues up to the building of things out'of th.e material of
sensation. At the point of transition from brain process to
sensation, the path of observation is interrupted. -
The way of thinking here described, known as critical
idealism, in contrast to the standpoint of naive consciousness
known as naive realism, makes the mistake of charactenzu}g
the one percept as mental picture while taking the other in

. the very same sense as does the naive realism which it

apparently refutes. It wants to prove that percepts have the
character of mental pictures by naively accepting the percepts
connected with one’s own organism as objecti'vely valid
facts; and over and above this, it fails to s:ee that it confuses
two spheres of observation, between which ‘it can -ﬁnd no
connection. .
Critical idealism can refute naive realism only by 1t§elf
assuming, in naive-realistic fashion, that ?ne’s‘ own organism
has objective existence. As soon as the 1de:ahst realizes that
the percepts connected with his own organism are exactly of
the same nature as those which naive realism assumes to
have objective existence, he can no longer use those percepts
as a safe foundation for his theory. He would have to regard
even his own subjective organization as a mere complex' of
mental pictures. But this removes the possibility of regarding
the content of the perceived world as a product of our
spiritual organization. One would have to assume that the
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mental picture ‘“colour’” was only a modification of the
mental picture “eye”. So-called critical idealism cannot be
proved without borrowing from naive realism. Naive realism
can be refuted only if, in another sphere, its own assumptions
are accepted without proof as being valid.

This much, then, is certain: Investigation within the
world of percepts cannot establish critical idealism, and
consequently, cannot strip percepts of their objective
character.

Still less can the principle ‘“‘the perceived world is my
mental picture’’ be claimed as obvious and needing no proof.
Schopenhauer begins his chief work* with the words:

The world is my mental picture—this is a truth which holds
good for everything that lives and cognizes, though man alone
can bring it into reflective and abstract consciousness. If he
really does this, he has attained to philosophical discretion. It
then becomes clear and certain to him that he knows no sun
and no earth, but only an eye that sees a sun, a hand that feels
an earth; that the world which surrounds him is there only as
mental picture, that is, only in relation to something else, to
the one who pictures it, which is he himself. If any truth can
be asserted a pi’ibri;‘it is this one, for it is the expression of that
form of all possible and thinkable experience which is more
universal than all others, than time, space, or causality, for all
these presuppose it . . .

This whole theory is wrecked by the fact, already men-
tioned, that the eye and the hand are percepts no less than
the sun and the earth. Using Schopenhauer’s expressions in
his own sense, we could reply: My eye that sees the sun, my
hand that feels the earth, are my mental pictures just as much
as the sun and the earth themselves. That with this the
whole theory cancels itself, is clear without further argu-

* Die Welt uls Wille und Vorsteilung.
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ment. For only my real eye and my real ha.n~d C(?uld havg the
mental pictures “sun’ and “earth” as mod1ﬁc:1‘t’mr‘n: of thexTT-
selves; the mental pictures “‘eye” and “hand” cannot .h‘aw:
them. Yet it is only of these mental pictures that critical
idealism is allowed to speak. N
Critical idealism is totally unfitted to form an opinion
about the relationship between percept and n?cmal picture.
It cannot begin to make the distinction, mt.mtloned on pag(;
48, between what happens to the percept in the.process o
perception and what must be inherer.lt_ in it prior to p;:r-
ception. We must, therefore, tackle this problem in another

way.
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CHAPTER FIVE
The Act of Knowing

FroMm the foregoing considerations .it follows that it is
impossible to prove by investigating the content of our
observation that our percepts are mental pictures. Such proof
is supposed to be established by showing that, if the process
of perceiving takes place in the way in which—on the basis

of naive-realistic assumptions about our psychological and .

physiological constitution—we imagine that it does, then
we have to do, not with things in themselves, but only with
our mental pictures of things. Now if naive realism, when
consistently thought out; leads “to results’ which directly
contradict its presuppositions, then these: presuppositions
must be discarded as unsuitable for the foundation of a
universal philosophy. In any-case, it is not permissible to

reject the presuppositions and yet accept the consequences, -

as the critical idealist does when he bases his assertion that
the world is my mental picture on the line of argument
already described. (Eduard von Hartmann gives a full
account of this line of argument in his work Das ‘Grund-
problem der Erkenntnistheorie.)

The truth of critical idealism is one thing, the force of its
proof another. How it stands with the former will appear
later on in the course of this book, but the force of its proof
is exactly nil. If one builds a house, and the ground floor
collapses while the first floor is being built, then the first
floor collapses too. Naive realism and critical idealisq{ are
related as the ground floor to the first floor in this simile.

For someone who believes that the whole perceived world
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is only an imagined one, a mental picture, and is in fact the
effect upon my soul of things unknown to me, the real
problem of knowledge is naturally concerned not with the
mental pictures present only in the soul but with the things
which are independent of us and which lie outside our
consciousness. He asks: How much can we learn about
these things indirectly, seeing that we cannot observe them
directly? From this point of view, he is concerned not with
the inner connection of his conscious percepts with one
another but with their causes which transcend his -con-
sciousness and exist independently of him, since the
percepts, in his opinion, disappear as soon as he turns his
senses away from the things. Our consciousness, on this
view, works like a mirror from which the pictures of definite
things disappear the moment its reflecting surface is not
turned towards them. If, now, we do not see the things
themselves but only their reflections, then we must learn
indirectly about the nature of the things by drawing con-
clusions from the behaviour of the reflections. Modern
science takes this attitude in that it uses percepts only as a
last resort in obtaining information about the processes of
matter which lie behind them, and which alone really “are”.
If the philosopher, as critical idealist, admits real existence
at all, then his search for knowledge through the medium of
mental pictures is directed solely towards this existence. His
interest skips over the subjective world of mental pictures
and goes straight for what produces these pictures. '
The critical idealist can, however, go even further and
say: I am confined to the world of my mental pictures and
cannot escape from it. If T think of a thing as being behind
my mental picture, this thought is again nothing but a mental
picture. An idealist of this type will either deny the thing-
in-itself entirely or at any rate assert that it has no significance
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for human ‘beings, in other words, that it is as good as
non-existent since we can know nothing of it.

To this kind of critical idealist the whole world seems a
dream, in the face of which all striving for knowledge would
be simply meaningless. For him there can be only two sorts
of men: victims of the illusion that their own dream struc-
tures are real things, and wise men who see through the
nothingness of this dream world and who must therefore
gradually lose all desire to trouble themselves further about
it. From this point of view, even one’s own personality may

become a mere dream phantom. Just as during sleep there
appears among my dream images an image of myself, so in
waking consciousness the mental picture of my own I is
added to the mental picture of the outer world. We have then
given to us in consciousness, not our real I, but only our
mental picture of our I. Whoever denies that things exist, or
at least that we can know anything of them, must also deny.-
the existence, or at least the knowledge, of one's own
personality. The critical idealist then comes to the con-
clusion that “All reality resolves itself. into a wonderful
dream, without a life which the dream is about, and without
a spirit which is having the dream; into a dream which hangs
together in a dream of itself.”*

For the person who believes that he recognizes our imme-
diate life to be a dream, it is immaterial whether he postulates
nothing more behind this dream or whether he relates his
mental pictures to actual things. In both cases life must lose
all academic interest for him. But whereas all learning must
be meaningless for those who believe that the whole of the
accessible universe is exhausted in dreams, yet for others
who feel entitled to argue from mental pictures to things,
learning will consist in the investigation of these “things-in-.

* See Fichte, Die Bestimmung des Menschen.
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themselves.” The first of these theories may be called
absolute illusionism, the second is called transcendental

‘realism by its most rigorously logical exponent, Eduard von

Hartmann.* .

Both these points of view have this in common with naive
realism, that they seek to gain a footing in the world by
means of an investigation of percepts. Within this sphere,
however, they are unable to find any firm foundation. _

One of the most impértant questions for an adherent of
transcendental realism would have to be: How does the Ego
produce the world of mental pictures out of itselfz A world
of mental pictures which was given to us, and which dis-
appeared as soon as we shut our senses to the cxtgmal
world, might kindle an earnest desire for khowledge, 1n so
far as it was a means for investigating indirectly the world of
the I-in-itself. If the things of our experience were “mental
pictares” then our everyday life would be like a dream, and
the discovery of the true state of affairs like waking. Now our
dream images interest us as long as we dream and conse-
quently do not detect their dream character. But as soon as
we wake,-we no longer look for the inner connections of our
dream jm_gges amo.hg' themselves, but rather for the physical,
;)h)'siolééié'ﬁl,:' and: psychological processes which underlie
them. In the same way, a philosopher who holds the world
to be his mental picture%cannot be interested in the mutual

1

* Knowledge is called transcendental in the sense of this theory
when it believes itsclf to be conscious that nothing can be asserted
ditectly about tie thing-in-itself, but makes indircct inferences
from the subjective, which is known, to the unknown which ligs
beyond the subjective (transcendental). The thing-in-itself 1s,
accordirg to this view, beyond the sphere of the directly knowable
world; in— other words, it is transcendent. OQur world can, however,

be transcendentally related to the transcendent. Harumaun’s

theory is called realism because it proceeds from the subjective,
the ideal, to the transcendent, the real.

63




THE PHILOSOPHY OF FREEDOM

relations of the details within this picture. If he allows the
existence of a real Ego at all, then his question will be, not
how one of his mental pictures is linked with another, but
what takes place in the independently existing soul while a
certain train of mental pictures passes through his consci-
ousness. If I dream that I am drinking wine which makes my
throat burn, and then wake up with a cough,* I cease, the
moment I wake, to be interested in the progress of the dream
for its own sake. My attention is now concerned only with
the physiological and psychological processes by means of
which the irritation which causes me to cough comes to be
symbolically expressed in the drearn picture. Similarly, once
the philosopher is convinced that the given world consists of
‘nothing but mental pictures, his interest is bound to switch
at once from this worldto the real soul Which lies behind.
The matter is more serious, however, .for-the adherent of
illusionism who denies altogether the existence of an Ego-in-
itself behind the mental pictures, or at least holds this Ego
to be unknowable. We might very easily be led to such a
view by the observation that, in contrast to dreaming, there
is indeed the waking state in which we have the opportunity
of seeing through our dreams and referring them to the real
relations of things, but that there is no state of the self which
is related similarly to our waking conscious life. Whoever
takes this view fails to see that there is, in fact, something
which is related to mere perceiving in the way that our
waking experience is related to our dreaming. This something
is thinking.

The naive man cannot be charged with the lack of insight
referred to here. He accepts life as it is, and regards things
as real just as they present themselves to him in experic{nce.
The first step, however, which we take beyond this stand-

* See Weygandt, Entstehung der Traume, 1893.
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point can be only this, that we ask how thinking is related to
percept. It makes no difference whether or no the percept,
in the shape given to me, exists continuously before and
after my forming a mental picture; if I want to assert any-
thing whatever about it, I can do so only with the help of
thinking: If I assert that the world is my mental picture, 1
have enunciated the result of an act of thinking, and if my
thinking is not applicable to the world, then this result is
false. ggtgveen' a percept and _every kind of assertion 3!19}11_%
there intervenes thinking. ,

e teasorr why wé generally overlook thinking in our
consideration of things has already been given (see page 26).
It lies in the fact that our attention is concentrated only on
the object we are thinking about, but not at the same time on
the thinking itself. The naive consciousness,. therefore,
treats thinking as something which has nothing ito do with
things, but stands altogether aldof from them aiild contem-
plates them. The picture which the thinker makes of the
phenomena of the world is regarded not as i something
belonging to the things but as .existing only in the human
head. The world is complete in itself without this picture. It
is finished and complete with all its substances and forces,
and of this ready-made world man makes a picture. Whoever
thinks thus need only be asked one question. What right
have you to declare the world to be complete without
thinking? Does not the world produce thinking in the heads
of men with the same necessity as it produces the blossom
on a plant? Plant a seed in the earth. It puts forth root and
stem, it unfolds into leaves and blossoms. Set the plant
before yourself. It connects itself, in your mind, with a
definite concept. Why should this concept belong any less to
the whole plant than leaf and blossom? You say the leaves
and blossoms exist quite apart from a perceiving subject,
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but the concept appears only when a human being con-
fronts the plant. Quite so. But leaves and blossoms also
appear on the plant only if there is soil in which the seed
can be planted, and light and air in which the leaves
and blossoms can unfold. Just so the concept of a plant
arises when a thinking consciousness approaches the
plant.

It'is quite arbitrary to regard the sum of what we experi-
ence of a thing through bare perception as a totality, as the
whole thing, while that- which reveals itself through
thoughtful contemplation is regarded as a mere accretion

" which has nothing to do with the thing itself. 1f I am given
a rosebud today, the picture that offers itself to my percep-
tion is complete only for the moment. If I put the bud into
water, I shall tomorrow get a very different picture of my
object. If I watch the rosebud without interruption, I shall
see today’s state .change continuously into tomorrow's
through an infinit¢ number of intermediate stages. The
picture which presents itself to me at any one moment is
only a chance cross-section of an object which is in a
cohtinual process of development. If I do not put the bud
into water, a whole series of states which lay as possibilities
within the bud will not develop. Similarly I may be pre-
vented tomorrow from observing the blossom further, and
will thereby have an incomplete picture of it.

It would be a quite unobjective and fortuitons kind of
opinion that declared of the purely momentary appearance
of a thing: this is the thing.

Just as little is it legitimate to regard the sum of perceptual
characteristics as the thing. It might be quitc possible for a
spirit to receive the’concept at the same time as, and united
with, the percept. It would never occur to such a spirit that
the concept did not belong to the thing. It would have to
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ascribe to the concept an existence indivisibly bound up
with the thing.

I will make myself clearer by an example. 1f 1 throw a
stone horizontally through the air, I perceive it in different
places one after the other. I connect these places so as to
form a line. Mathematics teaches me to know various kinds
of lines, one of which is the parabola. I know the parabola to
be a line which is produced when a point moves accordi'ng
to a particular law. If I examine the conditions under thc.h
the stone thrown by me moves, I find the path traversed is
identical with the line I know as a parabola. That the stone
moves just in a parabola is a result of the given conditions
and follows necessarily from them. The form of the parabola

-belongs to the whole phenomenon as much as any other

feature of it does. The spirit described above who has no need
of the detour of thinking would find itself presented not only

‘with a sequence of visual percepts at different points but, as

part and parcel of these phenomena, also w ith the parabolic
form of the path which we add to the phenomenon only by
thinking.

It is not due to the objects that they are given to us at first
without, thelr corresponding concepts, but to our mental
organiZition. - Our whole being functions in such a way that
from every real thing the relevant elements. come to us from
two sides, from perceiving and from thinking.

The way I am organized for apprehending the things has
nothing to do with the nature of the things themselves. The
gap between perceiving and thinking exists only from 'The _
moment that I as spectator confront the things. Which
elements do, and which do not, belong to the things cannot
depend at all on the manner in which I obtain my knowledge
of these elements. . ]

Man is a limited being. First of all, he is a being among
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other beings. His existence belongs to space and time. Thus
only a limited part of the total universe can be given to him
at any one time. This limited part, however, is linked up
with other parts in all directions both in time and in space. 1f
our ‘existence were so linked up with the things that every
occurrence in the world were at the same time also an
- occurrence in us, the distinction between ourselves and the
things would not exist. But then there would be no separate.
things at all for us. All occurrences would pass continuously

one into another. The cosmos would be a unity and a whole, '

complete in itself. The stream of events would nowhere be
interrupted. It is owing to our limitations that a thing appears
to us as single and separate when in truth it is not a separate
thing at all. Nowhere, for example, is the single ‘quality
“red” to be found by itself.in isolation- It is surrounded on
all sides by other qualitfés to which.it belongs, and without
which it could not subsist. For us',' however, it is necessary
to isolate certain sections of the world and to consider them
by themselves. Our eye can grasp only single colours one
after another out of a manifold totality of colour, and our
understanding can grasp only single cb;ftfepts out of a
connected conceptual system. This separating off is a
subjective act, which is due to the fact that we are not
identical with the world process, but are a single being
among other beings.

The all important thing now is to determine how the
being that we ourselves are is related to the other entities.
This determination must be distinguished from merely
becoming conscious of ourselves. For this latter self-
awareness we depend on perceiving just as we do for our
awareness of any other thing. The perception of nﬁ'self
reveals to m: a number of qualities which I combine into my
personality as a whole, just as I combine the qualities

68

THE ACT OF KNOWING

yellow, metallic, hard, etc., in the unity “gold”. The per-
ception of myself does not take me beyond the sphere of
what belongs to me. This perceiving of myself must be
distinguished from determining myself by means of thinking.
Just as, by means of thinking, I fit any single external percept
into the whole world context, so by means of thinking I
integrate into the world process the percepts I have made .of
myself. My self-perception ‘confines me within dc?ﬁmte
limits, but my thinking is not concerned with these limits. In
this sense I am a two-sided being. 1 am enclosed within the
sphere which I perceive as that of my personality, but I am
also the bearer of an activity which, from a higher sphere,
defines my limited existence. Our thinking is not individual
like our sensing and feeling; it is universal. It receives an
individual stamp in each separate human being only because
it comes to be related to his individual feelings and sensa-
tions. By means of these particular colourings of the universal
thinking, individual men differentiate themselves from one
another. There is only one single concept of “triangle”. Itis
quite immaterial for the content of this concept whether it is
grasped in A’s consciousness or in B’s. It will, however, be
grasped by each of the two in his own individual way.
This thought is opposed by a common prejudice very hard
to overcome. This prejudice prevents one from seeing that
the concept of a triangle that my head ;grasps is the same as
the concept that my neighbour’s head grasps. "The naive man
believes himself to be the creator of his concepts. Hence he
believes that each person has his own concepts. Itis a
fundamental requirement of philosophic thinking that it
should overcome this prejudice. The one uniform concept of
“triangle” does not become 2 multiplicity because i‘t .is
thought by many persons. For the thinking of the many is in
itself a unity.
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In thinking we have that element given us which welds
our separate individuality into one whole with the cosmos.
In so far as we sense and feel (and also perceive), we are single
beings; in so far as we think, we are the all-one being that
pervades everything. This is the deeper meaning of our
two-sided nature: We see coming into being in us a force
complete and absolute. in jtself, a force which is universal
but which we learn to know, not as it issues from the centre
of the world, but rather at a point in the periphery. Were we
to know it at its source, we should understand the whole
riddle of the universe the moment we became conscious. But
since we stand at a point in the periphery, and find that our
own existence is bounded by definite limits, we must explore
the region which lies outside our own being with the help of

thinking which projects into us from the universal world
existence.

The fact that thinking, in us, reaches out beyond our
separate existence and relates itself to the universal world

existence, gives rise to the fundamental desire for knowledge
in us. Beings without thinking do not have this desire. When
they are faced with other things no question§ arise for them.
These other things remain external to such beings. But in
thinking beings the concept rises up when they confront the
external thing. It is that part of the thing which we receive
not from without but from within. To match up, to unite the
two elements, inner and outer, is the task of knowledge.

The percept is thus not something finished and self-
contained, but only one side of the total reality. The other
side is the concept. The act of knowing is the synthesis of

percept and concept. Onlyuthesperceptand ¢ oncept together

constitute the whole thi A

The foregoing arguments show that it is senseless to look
for any common element in the separate entities of the
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world other than the ideal content that thinking oﬂer§ us. All
attempts to find a unity in the world othFr than this ;nter-
nally coherent ideal content, which we gain by a th?u'ghtful
contemplation of our percepts, are bound to fail. I\exthﬁr a
humanly personal God, nor force, nor matter, nos the ble}d
will (Schopenhauer), can be valid for us as a universal world
unity. All these entities belong only to h{mted sp,herés of Qur
observation. Humanly limited personality we perceive only
in ourselves; force and matter in external things. As far as
the will is concerned; it can be regarded only as the expres-
sion of the activity of our finite personality. Schopenhauer
wants to avoid making “abstract” thinking the.b_b_earerlof
unity in the world, and seeks instead som.ethm.g which
presents itself to him immediately as real. This philosopher
believes that we can never approach the world so long as we
regard it as “‘external” world.

“In point of fact, the sought-for meaning of the‘\‘\‘«)r}d which
confronts me as nothing more than my mental piciure, Or $hc
passage from the world as mere mental pictu{c of the knqwxn%
subject to whatever else it may be besides this, could' never be
found at all if the investigator himself were no.thm‘g more
than the:;‘fSﬁrély lin'owi_r}g subject (a winggd cherub y’xtl}out a
body): But.he himself is rooted in that world:vhe ﬁnd§ hxfnselvf
in it as an indiz}id:ﬁzl, that is to say, his knowledge, whxch is the
determining factor supporting the whole wo'r]d as mental
picture, is thus always given though the mcdxu‘m of a body
whose affections are, for the intellect, the starting point for
the contemplation of that world, as we hax;e shown. Fo'r the
purely knowing subject as such, this body isa mental picture
like any other, an object among objects: its movements and
actions are so far known to him in precisely the same way as
the changes of all other perceived objec.ts, an.d would be just
as strange and incomprehensible to him if their sense were not
made clear for him in an entirely different way. ... To the
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subject of knowledge, who appears as an individual through
his identity with the body, this body is given in two entirely
different ways: once as a mental picture for intelligent contem-
plation, as an object among objects and obeying their laws;
but at the same time, in quite a different way, namely as the
thing immediately known to everyone by the word will.
Every true act of his will is at once and without exception
also a movement of his body: he cannot will the act without
at the same time perceiving that it appears as a movement of
the body. The act of will and the action of the body are not
two things objectively. known to be different which the bond
of causality unites; they do not stand in the relation of cause
and effect; they are one and the same, but they are given in
two entirely different ways: once quite directly and once in
contemplation for the intellect.*

Schopenhauer considers himself entitled by-.these argu-
ments to find in the human body ‘the “objectivity”™ of the
will. He believes that in the activities of the budy he feels an
immediate reality—the. thing-inritself in the concrete.
Against these arguments it must be said that the activities of
our body come ta our consciousness only through percepts of
the self, and that, as such, they are in no way superior to
other percepts. If we want to know their real nature, we can
do so only by a thinking investigation, that is, by fitting them
into the ideal system of our concepts and ideas. .

Rooted most deeply in the méﬁve consciousness is the
opinion that thinking is abstract, without any concrete
content; it can at most give us an “ideal” counterpart of the
unity of the world, but never that unity itself. Whoever
judges in this way has never made it clear to himself what a
percept without a concept really is. Let us see what this;’
world of percepts is like: a mere juxtaposition in space, 1/
mere succession in time, a mass of unconnected details—

® Die Welt als Wille und Vorstellung, Book 2, par. 18.
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that is how it appears. None of the things which come and
go on the stage of perception has any direct connection,
that can be perceived, with any other. The world is thus a
multiplicity of objects of equal value. None plays any
greater part in the whole machinery of the world than any
other. If it is to become clear to us that this or that fact has
greater significance than another, we must consult our
thinking. Were thinking not to function, the rudimentary
organ of an animal which has no significance in its life would
appear equal in value to the most important limb of its body.
The separate facts appear in their true significance, both in
themselves and for the rest of the world, only when thinking
spins its threads from one entity to another. This activity of
thinking is one full of content. For it is only through a quite
definite concrete content that I can know why the snail
belongs to a lower level of organization than the lion. The
mere appearance, the percept, gives me no content which
could inform me as to the degree”of perfection of the
organization.

Thinking offers this content to the percept, from man’s
world of concepts and ideas. In contrast to the content of
the percept which is given to us from without, the content
of thinking appears inwardly. in_which this first

makes its appearance we will call intuition. Intt{tl_t;g_ng_@%

observation are the sources of our kno;ilgge, An observed
‘ﬁem;ﬁmﬁ ¢ to us until we have
within ourselves the corresponding intuition which adds
that part of the reality which is lacking in the percept. To
anyone who is incapable of finding intuitions corresponding
to the things, the full reality remains inaccessible. Just as the
colour-blind person sees only differences of brightness
without any colour qualities, so can the person without
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intuition observe only unconnected perceptual fragments.

To explain a thing, to make it tntelligible, means nothing
else than to place it into the context from which jt has been
torn by the peculiar character of our organization as already
described. A thing cut off from the world-whole does not
exist. All isolating has only subjective validity for our
organization. For us the universe divides itself up into
above and below, before and after, cause and effect, thing
and mental picture, matter and force, object and subject,
etc. What appears to us in observation as separate parts
becomes combined, bit by bit, through the coherent,

" unified world of our intuitions. By thinking we fit together
again into one piece all that we have taken apart through

perceiving. , :

The enigmatic character of an object consists in its
separateness. But this separation is our own méking and can,
within the world of concepts, be overcome again.

Except through thinking and perceiving nothing is given
to us directly. The question now arises: What is the signi-
ficance of the percept, according to our line of argument?
We have learnt that the proof which critical idealism offers
of the subjective nature of percepts collapses. But insight
into the falsity of the proof is not alone sufficient to show
that the doctrine itself is erroneous. Critical idealism does
not base its proof on the absolute nature of thinking, but
relies on the argument that naive realism, when followed to
its logical conclusion, cancels itself out. How does the matter
appear when we have recognized the absoluteness of
thinking?

Let us assume that a certain percept, for example; red,
appears in my consciousness. To continued observation,
this percept shows itself to be connected with other percepts,
for example, with a definite figure and with certain tempera-

74

THE ACT OF KNOWING .

ture- and touch-percepts. This combination I call an object
belonging to the sense-perceptible world. I can now ask
myself: Over and above the percepts just mentioned, what
else is there in the section of space in which they appear? I
shall then find mechanical, chemical, and other processes in
that section of space. I next go further and study the pro-
cesses which I find on the way from the object to my
sense organs. I can find movements in an elastic medium,
which by their very nature have not the slightest in common
with the percepts from which I started. I get the same
result if I go on and examine the transmission from sense
organs to brain. In each of these fields I gather new per-
cepts, but the connecting medium which weaves through'all .
these spatially and temporally separated percepts is thinking.
The air vibrations which transmit sound are given to me as
percepts just like the sound itself. Thinking alone l.inks a-ll
these percepts to one another and shows them to us in their
mutual relationship. We cannot speak of anything existing
beyond what is directly perceived except what can l?e
recognized;through the ideal connections of percepts, that is,
connections~accessible to thinking. The way objects as
percepts a,('g::el_z‘g.téd_to the subject as percept—a relationship
that goes ‘beyond what is merely perceived—is therefore
purely ideal, that is, it can be expressed only by means of
concepts. Only if I could perceive how the percept object
affects the percept subject, or, conversely, could watch the
building up of the perceptual pattern by the subject, w'o.uld
it be possible to speak as modern physiology and the critical
idealism based on it do. Their view confuses an ideal
relation (that of the object to the subject) with a process
which we could speak of only if it were possible to perceive
it. The proposition, “No colour without a colour-sensing

eve,” cannot be taken to mean that the eye produces the
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colour, but only that an ideal relation, recognizable by
thinking, subsists between the percept “colour” and the
percept “‘eye””. Empirical science will have to ascertain how
the properties of the eye and those of the colours are related
to one another, by what means the organ of sight transmits
the perception of colours, and so forth. I can trace how one
percept succeeds another in time and is related to others in
space, and I can formulate these relations in conceptual
terms, but I can never perceive how a percept originates out

_of the non-perceptible. All attempts to seek any relations

between percepts other than thought relations must of
necessity fail. '

What then is a percept? The question, asked in this
general way, is absurd. A pércept emerges always as some-
thing perfectly definite, as a concréte-content. This content
is directly given and is completely cggtained‘ in what is
given. The only question one can ask "concerning the given
content is what it is apart from perception, that is, what it is
for thinking. The question concerning the “what” of a
percept can, therefore, only refer to the conceptual intuition
that corresponds to this percept. From this point of view,
the question of the subjectivity of percepts, in the sense of
critical idealism, cannot be raised at all, Only what is per-
ceived as belonging to the subject can be termed ‘‘subjec-
tive”. To form a link between something subjective and

something objective_Is_impossible for any process that is

~&P 1n the naive sense, that is, one that can be perceived;

Tt is possible only for thinking. Therefore what appears for

ot perception to be external to the percept of myself as
subject is for us “objective”. The percept of mysglf as
subject remains perceptible to me after the table which now
stands before me has disappeared from my field of observa-
tion. The observation of the table has produced in me 2
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modification which. likewise persists. 1 retain the faculty to
produce later on an image of the table. This faculty of
producing an image remains connected with me. Psychology
calls this image 2 memory-picture. It is in fact the only
thing that can justifiably be called the mental picture of the
table. For it corresponds to the perceptible modification of
my own state through the presence of the table in my visual
field. Moreover, it does not mean 2 modification of some
“Ego-in-itself”” standing behind the percept of the subject,
but the modification of the perceptible subject itself. The
mental picture is, therefore, a subjective percept, in contrast
with the objective percept which occurs when the object is
present in the field of vision. Confusing the subj%c_t'_'t})_f > per-,
cept with the objective POrCopt. 8 “fo fhe pusconception.
Sontamed in idealism—that the world is my mental picture.

sk Tast be to define the concept of “mental
picture” more closely. What we have said about it so far
does not give us the concept of it'but only shows us where-
abouts in the perceptual field the mental picture is to be
found. The exact concept of “mental picture” will make it
possible for us also to obtain a satisfactory explanation of the
way that mental picture and object are related. This will
then lead us over the border line where the relationship
between the human subject and the object belonging to the
world is brought down from the purely conceptual field of
cognition into concrete individual Zife. Once we know what
to make of the world, it will be 2 simple matter to direct
ourselves accordingly. We can only act with full energy
when we know what it is in the world to which we devote our
activity.
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Author’s addition, 1918

The view I have outlined here may be regarded as one to
which man is at first quite naturally driven when he begins
to reflect upon his relation to the world. He then finds
himself caught in a system of thoughts which dissolves for
him as fast as he frames it. The thought formation is such
that it requires something more than mere theoretical
refutation. We have to Jive through it in order to understand

' the aberration into which it leads us and thence to find the
way out. It must figure in any discussion of the relation of
man to the world, not for the sake of refuting others whom
one believes to be holding mistaken views about this relation,
but because it is ﬁec&ssary to understand the confusion to

which every first effort at reflection about such a relation is”"

apt to lead. One needs to arrive at just that insight
which will enable one to refute oneself with respect to
these first reflections. This is the point of view from
which the arguments- of the preceding chapter are put
forward,

Whoever tries to work out for himself a view of the
relation of man to the world becomes aware of the fact that
he creates this relation, at least in part, by forming mental
pictures about the things and events in the world. In conse-
quence, his attention is deflected from what exists outside in
the world and is directed towards his inner world, the life
of his mental pictures. He begins to say to himself: It is
impossible for me to have a relationship to any thing or
event unless a mental picture appears in me. Once we have
noticed this fact, it is but a step to the opinion: After all, I
experience only my mental pictures; I know of a world
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outside me only in so far as it is a mental pic?ure m}_‘r.nei.
With this opinion, the standpoint of naive: rcahs.m, w. ‘;;1
man takes up prior to all reflection about his rclatxon.‘to the
world, is abandoned. So long as he keeps.that standpomt,' ‘e
believes that hé is dealing with real things, b}n reflection
about himself drives him away from it. Reflection preve?ts
him from turning his gaze towards a real world such as naive
consciousness believes it has before it; ‘it allows him to glaze
only upon his mental pictures—these interpose themsehves
between his own being and a supposed,ly. real world, such as
the naive point of view believes itself entitled to a.fﬁrmj Man
can no longer see such a real world through the mterverlx.mﬁ
world of mental pictures. He must suppose that }:? is b ind:
to such a reality. Thus arises the thought of a th‘mg-m-
itself’” which is inaccessible to knowled:ge. . u
So long as we consider only the relationship to t.he worh‘,
into which man appears to enter through‘ the life of hlS
mental pictures, we cannot escape from t'hxs form of thoulg it
Yet one cannot remain at the standpoint of naive rea 1§m
except by closing one’s mind artiﬁcxal'ly to t‘be cf:awﬁg oi
knowledge. The véry existence of this craving orhanol\la&{Q
ledge abgiit-the relation of man to the world shov-vs t t tt ;f
naive point of view must be abandoned. If the nzu\ve po;]n o
view yielded anythi:ng we coul(_i ackr}owledge as truth, w
could never experierice this craving. ‘

But we do not arrive at anything else which we .could
regard as truth if we merely abandon the naive po;lrjltho-f
view while unconsciously retaining the type of thought which1i
necessitates. This is just the mistake made by th.e man th
says to himself, “I experience only my me.n.tal pictures, zll
thl)ugh I believe that I am dealing with reahues, .I‘am aIctu );
conscious only of my mental pictures of realities. I mus
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thercforc suppose that the true realities, the ‘things-in-
themselves’, exist only beyond the horizon of my conscious-
ness, that I know absolutely nothing of them directly, and
that they somehow approach me and influence me so that
my world. of mental pictures arises in me.” Whoever thinks
in this way is merely adding another world in his thoughts
to the world already spread out before him. But with regard
to this additional world, he ought strictly to begin his
thinking activity all over again. For the unknown “thing-in-
itself””, in its'relation to man’s own nature, is conceived in
exactly the same way as is the known thing in the sense of
naive realism.

One only avoids the confusion into which one falls through
the critical attitude based on this naive standpoint, if one
notices that, nside everything we canexpefjence by means
of perceiving, be it within’ ourselvm or outside in the world,
there is something which cannot suffer the fate of having a
mental picture interpose itself between the process and the
person observing it. This something is thinking. With regard

to thinking we can maintain the point of view of naive

realism. If we fail to do so, it is only because we have learnt
that we must. abandon it in the case of other things, but
overlook that what we have found to be true for these other
things does not apply to thinking. When we realize this, we
open the way to the further insight that #n thinking and
through thinking man must recognize the very thing to which
he has apparently blinded himself by having to interpose his
life of mental pictures between the world and himself.
From asource greatly respected by the author of this book
comes the objection that this discussion of thinking remai
at the level of a naive realism of thinking, just as one might
object if someone held the real world and the world of
mental pictures to be one and the same. However, the

8o

THE ACT OF KNOWING

author believes himself to have shown in this very discussion
that the validity of this “‘naive realism’ for thinking results
inevitably from an unprejudiced observation of thinking;

" and that naive realism, in so far as it is invalid for other

things, is overcome through the recognition of the true nature

“of thinking.
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CHAPTER SIX
Human Individuality

IN explaining mental pictures, philosophers have found the
ch.ief difficulty 1n the fact that we ourselves are not the outer
things, and yet our mental pictures must have a form
corresponding to the things. But on closer inspection it turns
out that this difficulty does not really exist. We cértainly
are not the external things, but we belong together with them
to one and the same world. That section of the world which 1
perceive to be myself as subject is permeated by the stream of
the ufliversal cosmic process. To my perception I am, in the
ﬁr.st instance, confined within the limits bounded by my
skin. But all that is contained within this skin belongs to the

‘
cosmos as a whole. Hence, for a relation to subsist between™"

my organism and an object external to me, 1t is by no means
necessary that something of the object should slip into me,
or make an impression on my mind, like a signet ring on
wax. The question: “How do I get information about that
tree ten feet away from me?” is utterly misleading. It springs
from the view that the boundaries of my body are absolute
barriers, through which information about things filters into
me. The forces which -are at work inside my body are the
same as those which exist outside. Therefore I really am the
things; not, however, “I” in so far as I am a percept of
my-self as subject, but “I” in so far as I am a part of the
universal world process. The percept of the tree belongs to
the same whole As my I. This universal world process
produces equally the percept of the tree out there and the
percept of my I in here. Were I not a world knower, but
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world creator, object and subject (percept and I) would
originate in one act. For each implies the other. In so far as
these are entities that belong-together, I can as world
knower discover the common element in both only through
thinking, which relates one to the other by means of con-
cepts.

The most difficult to drive from the field are the so-called
physiological proofs of the subjectivity of our percepts. When
1 exert pressure on my skin I perceive it as a pressure -
sensation. This same pressure can be sensed as light by the
eye, as sound by the ear. An electric shock is perceived by the
eye as light, by the ear as noise, by the nerves of the skin as
impact, and by the nose¢ as a phosphoric smell. What follows
from these facts? Only this: I perceive an electric shock (or 2
pressure, as the case may be) followed by an impression of
light, or sound, or perhaps a certain smell, and so on. If there
were no eye present, then no perception. of light would
acconipany the perception of the mechanical disturbance in
my environment; without the presence of the ear, no
perception of sound, and so on. But what right have we to
say that in the absence of sense organs the whole process
would not. exist' at. all? Those who, from the fact that an
electrieal-process calls forth light in the eye, conclude that
what we sensé as light is only a mechanical process of
motion when outside our organism, forget that they are only
passing from one percept to another, and not at all to some-
thing lying beyond percepts. Just as we can say that the cye
perceives a mechanical process of motion in its surroundings
as light, so we could equally well say that a regular and
systematic change in an object is perceived by us as a process
of motion. If I draw twelve pictures of a horse on the
circumference of a rotating disc, reproducing exactly the
attitudes which the horse’s body successively assumes when
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galloping, I can produce the illusion of movement by rotating
the disc. I need only look through an opening in such a way

that, in the proper intervals, I see the successive positions of

the horse. I do not see twelve separate pictures of a horse
but the picture of a single galloping horse.

The physiological fact mentioned above cannot therefore
throw any light on the relation of percept to mental picture.
We must go about it rather differently.

The moment a percept appears in my field of observation,

- thinking also becomes active through me. An element of my
thought system, a definite intuition, a concept, connects
itself with the percept. Then, when the percept disappears
from my field of vision, what remains? My intuition, with the
reference to the particular percept which it acquired in the
moment of perceiving. The degree of Vividnesy With which
I can subsequently recall this referenoe depends on the
manner in which my mental and bodily « organism is working.
A mental picture is nothing but an intuition related to a
particular percept; it'is a concepfvthat was once connected
with a certain percept, and which retains the refcrence to

HUMAN INDIVIDUALITY

percept. In this individualized form, which carries the
reference to the percept as a characteristic feature, the con-
cept lives on in us and constitutes the mental picture of the
thing in question. If we come acrossa second thing with which.
the same concept connects itself, we recognize the second as
belonging to the same kind as the first; if we come across the
same thing a second time, we find in our conceptual system,
not merely a corresponding concept, but the individualized
concept with its characteristic relation to the same object,
and thus we recognize the object again. _

Thus the mental picture stands between percept and con-
cept. It is the particularized concept which points to the
percept. ) »

The sum of those things about which I can form mental
pictures may be called my total experience. The man who
has the greater number of individualized concepts will be the
man of richer experience. A man-whe lacks all power of
intuition is not capable of acquiring experience. He loses the
objects again when they disappear from his field of vision,
because he lacks the concepts which he should bring into

this percept. My concept of a lion is not formed out of my
percepts of lions; but my mental picture of a lion is very

relation with them. A man whose faculty of thinking is well
.developed, but whose perception functions badly owing to

definitely formed according to a percept. I can convey the
 concept of a lion to someone who has never seen a lion.
I cannot convey to him a vivid mental picture without the
help of his own perception.

Thus the mental picture is an individualized concept. And
now we can see how real objects can be represented to us by
mental pictures. The full reality of a thing is given to us in

the moment of observation through the fitting together of /

concept and percept. By means of a percept, the concept
acquires an individualized form, a relation to this particular
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his clumsy sense organs, will just as little be able to gather
experience. He can, it is true, acquire concepts by one means
or’ another; but his intuitions lack the knvxd reference to
definite things. The unthinking traveller and the scholar
living in abstract conceptual systems are alike incapable of
acquiring a rich sum of experience.

Reality shows itself to us as percept and concept; the
subjective representative of this reality shows itself to us
as mental picture.

If our personality expressed itself only in cogmtwn, the
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totality of all that is objective would be given in percept,
concept and mental picture.,

However, we are not satisfied merely to refer the percept,
by means of thinking, to the concept, but we relate them also
to our particular subjectivity, our individual Ego. The
expression of this individual relationship is feeling, which
manifests itself as pleasure or displeasure.

- Thinking and JSeeling correspond to the two-fold nature of
our being to which reference has already been made. Thinking
is the element through which we take part in the universal
cosmic process; feeling is that through which we can
withdraw ourselves into the narrow confines of our own
being.

Our thinking links us to the world; our feeling leads us
back into ourselves and thus makes us individuals. Were we
merely thinking and perceiving beings, our whole life would

flow along in monotonous indifference. Were we able merely

to know ourselves as selves, we should be totally indifferent to
ourselves. It is only because we experience self-feeling with
self-knowledge, and pleasure and pain with the perception of

objects, that we live as individual beings whOse existence is_

not limited to the conceptual relations between us and the
rest of the world, but who have besides this a special value
for ourselves,

One .mig"ht be tempted to see in the life of feeling an
element that is more richly saturated with reality than is the
contemplation of the world through thinking. But the reply
to this is that the life of feeling, after all, has this richer
meaning only for my individual self. For the universe as a
whole my life of feehng can have value only if, as a percept of
my self, the feeling’enters into connection with a concept and
in this roundabout way links itself to the cosmos.

Our life is a continual oscillation between living with the
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universal world process and being our own individual selves.
The farther we ascend into the universal nature of thinking
where in the end what is individual interests us only as an
example or specimen of the concept, the more the character
of the separate being, of the quite definite single personality,
becomes lost in us. The farther we descend into the depths
of our own life and allow our feelings to resound with our
experiences of the outer world, the more we cut ourselves off
from universal being. A true individuality will be the one who
reaches up with his feelings to the farthest possible extent into
the region of the ideal. There are men.in whom even the
most general ideas that enter their heads still bear .that
peculiar personal tinge which shows unmistakably the
connection- with their author. There are others whose
concepts come before us without the least trace of individual
character as if they had not been produced by a man of
flest and blood at all.

Making mental pictures gives our conceptual life at once
an individual stamp. Each one of us has his own particular
place from which he surveys the world. His concepts link
themselvésto his percepts. He thinks the general concepts in
his own- specxal way: This ‘special determination results for
each of us from the place where we stand in the world, from
the range of percepts peculiar to our place in life.

Distinct from this determination is another which depends
on our particular organization. Our organization is indeed a
special, fully determined entity. Each of us combines
special feelings, and these in the most varying degrees of
intensity, with his percepts. This is just the individual
element in the personality of each one of us. It is what
remains over when we have allowed fully for all the deter-
mining factors in our surroundings.
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A life of feeling, wholly devoid of thinking, would gradu-
ally lose all connection with the world. But man is meant to
be a whole, and for him knowledge of things will go hand in
hand with the development and education of the life of
feeling. -

Feeling is the means whereby, in the first instance,

. concepts gain concrete life.

CHAPTER SEVEN
Are There Limits to Knowledge?

’ WE have established that the elements for the explanation of
reality are to be found in the two spheres: perceiving and
thinking. It is due, as we have seen, to our organization that
the full, complete reality, including our own selves as
subjects, appears at first as a duality. The act of knowing
overcomes this duality by fusing the two elements of reality,
the percept and the concept gained by thinking, into the

. complete thing. Let us call the manner in which the world

. - presents itself to us, beforé it has taken on its true nature

a ‘ through our knowing it, “the world of appearance,” in

: contrast to the unified whole compesed of percept and con=

' cept. We can then say: The world is given to us as a duality,

! - ' and knowledge transforms it into 2 unity. A philosophy

! RO Lo which starts from this basic principle may be called a
: monistic philosophy, or monism. Opposed to this is the two-

‘ world theory, or dualism. The latter does not assume just

. : that there are two sides of a single reality which are kept

| apart merely by our organization, but that there are two

: worlds absolutely distinct from one another. It then tries to

find in one of these two worlds the principles for the ex-
planation of the other.

. Dualism rests on a false conception of what we call know-
ledge. It divides the whole of existence into two spheres,

/‘. each of which has its own laws, and it leaves these two worlds

t standing apart and opposed.

' It is from a dualism such as this that there arises the

distinction between the perceptual object and the thing-in-
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itself, which Kant introduced into philosophy, and which,
to the present day, we have not succeeded in eradicating.
According to our line of argument, it is due to the nature of
our mental organization that a particular thing can be given
to us only as a percept. Thinking tlen overcomes this
particularity by assigning to each percept its_rig}};ful‘_placc in
the world as a whole. As léng as we designate the se;;:ifated
parts of the world as percepts, we are simply following, in
this separating out, a law of our subjectivity, If, however, we
regard the-sum of all percepts as the one part, and contrast
with this a second part, namely, the things~in-themselves,
then we are philosophizing into the blue. We are merely
playing with concepts. We construct an artificial pair of
opposites, but we can gain no content for the second of these
opposites, since such content for a particular thing can be
drawn only from perception. '

Every kind of existence that is assumed outside the realm

of percept and concept must be relegated to the sphere of
Unjustined hypotheses. To this category Eeiongs The “thing

1N=ISel™. Its quite natural that a dualistic thinker should be
unable to find the connection between the world principle
which he hypothetically assumes and the things given in
experience. A content for the hypothetical world principle
can be arrived at only by borrowing it from the world of:
experience and then shutting one’s eyes to the fact of the
borrowing. Otherwise it remains an empty concept, a non- !
concept which has nothing but the form of a concept. Here -
the dualistic thinker usually asserts that the content of this
concept is inaccessible to our knowledge; we can know only
that such a content exists, but not what it is that exists. In .
both cases it is impossible to overcome dualism. Even though "
one were to import a few abstract elements from the world
of experience into the concept of the thing-in-itself, it

Q0

S P

A e e

A,

ARE THERE LIMITS TO KNowLaDGE?

p et Ilfc
W()llld Stlll remain 1m OSSLble to dexlve t.he rlCh concrete

i 1 aiter all
f xpenence floﬂl tllese fe\/\’ qualltles W hlch are, &f € .
01 €

‘ 1 1s-Reymond
hemselves taken from perception. Du Bois Rc;;()duce
t nsiders that the imperceptible atoms of‘ .matterdp oduc
. tion and feeling by means of théir position an mﬁ ° ;

sa . : t
5_""(11 then comes to the conclusion that we can fxever n 2
" i d motion produ
i f how matter an
factory explanation o W ce
- tionr);nd feeling, for “it is absolutely and Hfor et\:,'
nsa , and over
'secompreh‘ensible that it should be other than indt Zrzo -«
. itrogen, an ,
f carbon, hydrogen, ni
number of atoms o soor
;ow they lie and move, how they lay and mov;d, or hoSCiousy
't is 1 1 ow con -

ill i i re. It is impossible to see ho ious-
ili lie and will move. hov ou
wess could come into existence through their mteracnd »

n . . . R n
This conclusion is characteristic of this whole trﬁ o
h , ht, ‘/Position and motion are abstracted from t e.rx 1
ol of » \ ferred to the notiona
They are then transfe '
world of percepts. : ' . he notlons
shment arises t
o gnd th;?tl?'sstzrelif made principle borrowed
t ofitht - {

cannot be evolved out of; i

fron : epts.

from the world of percept . vorld
A That the dualist can reach no explanation of thet vorld

l i concep
ing th a completely empty F e
working as he does wi of the
“in itseglf” of a thing, follows at once from the very defi
i inci i bove.
his principle given a - :
OfI e}\)lery case the dualist finds himself compelle? 1tlo se
. 4 ollower
impassable barriers to our faculty of knowl;dge. Tt:jthing N
1 s that eve
isti nception knows ythir
of a monistic world co . rhing he
needs for the explanation of any gwei;\ ;\)i/m;n;)meevems Jhe
ie within thi itself. What prev
world must lie within thx_s world. i e B space
from r\eéching it can be only acc1denta- imi > in space
and time, or defects of his organization, that is, ot of
t 2N . ) . :

human organization in general, but only of his own par

.0“;; follows from the concept of the act of knowing as we

91



THE PHILOSOPHY OF FREEDOM

have defined it, that one cannot speak of limits to knowledge.
Knowing is not a concern of the world in general, but an
. affair which man must settle for himself, Things demand no
explanation. They exist and act on éne another according to
laws which can be discovered through thinking. They exist
in indivisible unity with these laws. Our ‘Egohood confronts
them, grasping at first only that péft of them we have called
percepts. Within our Egohood, however, lies the power to
discover the other part of the reality as well. Only when the
Egohood has taken the two elements of reality which are
indivisibly united in the world and has combined them also
for itself, is our thirst for knowledge satisfied—the I has then
arrived at the reality once more. '

" “Thus the conditions necessary for an act of knowledge to
take place are there ﬁg@% L The I sets
itself the problems o nowledge; and moreover jt takes them
from an element that is absolutely clear and transparent in
itself: the element of thinking. If we set ourselves questions
which we cannot answer, it must be because the con-

tent of the questions is not in all respects clear and distinct.

It is not the world which sets us the questions, but we|
ourselves. :

I can imagine that it would be quite impossible for me to
answer a question which I happened to find written down

somewhere, without knowing the sphere from which the
content of the question was taken.

In our knowledge we are concerned
arise for us through the fact that
conditioned by place, time,
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spheres, with both of which I am well acquainted, Here one

cannot speak of a limit to knowledge. It may be that, at any
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place outside consciousness, whereas the other, the com-
bination of percept with concept and the: reference of the
concept to the object, takes place, according to him, within
consciousness.

With these presuppositions, it is clear why the dualist
believes his concepts to be merely subjective representatives
of what is there prior to his consciousness. The objectively
real process in the subject by means of which the percept
comes about, and still more the objective relations between
_things-in-themselves, remain for such a dualist inaccessible
to direct knowledge; according to him, man can obtain only
conceptual representatives of the objectively real. The bond
of unity which connects things with one another and also
objectively with the individual mind of each of us (as thing-
in-itself) lies beyond our consciousness in a being-in-itself of
whom, once more, we can have in our consciousness merely a
conceptual representative.

The dualist believes that he would dissolve away the whole
world into a mere abstract scheme of concepts, did he not
insist on real connections between the objects besides the
conceptual ones. In other words, the ideal principles
which thinking discovers seem too airy for the dualist, and
he seeks, in addition, real principles with which to support
them.

Let us examine these real principles a little more closely.
The naive man (naive realist) regards the objects of external
experience as realities. The fact that his hands can grasp
these objects, and his eyes see them, is for him sufficient
proof of their reality. “Nothing exists that cannot be per-
ceived’’ is, in fact, the first axiom of the naive man; and it is
held to be equally valid in its converse: “Everything which
can be perceived exists.” The best evidence for this assertion
is the naive man’s belief in immortality and ghosts. He thinks
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of the soul as refined material substance which may, in
special circumstances, become visible even to the ordinary
man (naive belief in ghosts). v .

In contrast with this real world of his, the naive realist
regards everything else, especially the \\'oFld of ide.as,A as
unreal or “merely ideal”’. What we add to objects by thinking
is nothing more than thoughts about the things. Thought
adds nothing real to the percept. v .

But it is not only with reference to the existence of things
that the naive man regards sense perception as the sole proof
of reality, but also with reference to events. A thing, accord-
ing to him, can act on another only when a force acxu?lly
present to sense perception issues from the one and seizes
upon the other. In the older physics it was thought that very
fine substances emanate from the objects and penetrate
through the sense organs into the soul. The actual seeing of
these substances is impossible only because of the coarseness
of our sense organs relative to the fineness of these substances.
In principle, the reason for attributing reality to these
substances was the same as for attributing it to the objects of
the sense-perceptible world, namely because of their mode
of existence, which was thought to be'analogous to that of
sense-perceptible reality.

The self-contained nature of what can be experienced
through ideas is not regarded by the naive mind as being real
in the same way that sense experience is. An object grasped
in “mere idea” is regarded as a chimera until conviction of
its reality can be given through sense perception. In short,
the naive man demands the real evidence of his senses in
addition to the ideal evidence of his thinking. In this need of
the naive man lies the original ground for primitive forms of
the belief in revelation. The God who is given through
thinking remains to the naive mind always 2 merely “‘notional”
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God. The naive mind demands a manifestation that is
accessible to sense perception. God must appear in the flesh,
and little value is attached to the testimony of thinking, but
only to proof of divinity such as changing water into wine in
a way that can be testified by the senses.

Even the act of knowing itself is pictured by the naive man

as a process analogous to sense perception. Things, it is
thought, make an impression on the soul, or send out images
which enter through our senses, and so on. _
- What the naive man can perceive with his senses he re-
gards as real, and what he cannot thus perceive (God, soul,
knowledge, etc.) he regards as analogous to what he does
perceive.

A science based on naive reahsm would have to be nothing
but an exact description of the content of perception. For
naive realism, concepts are only the means to an end. They
exist to provide ideal counterparts of percepts, and have no
significance for the things themselves. For the naive realist,
only the individual tulips which he sees (or could see) are
real; the single idea of the tulip is to him an abstraction, the
unreal thought-picture which the soul has put together out
of the characteristics common to all tulips:

Naive realism, with its fundamental principle of the
reality of all perceived things, is contradicted by experience,
which teaches us that the content of percepts is of a transitory
nature. The tulip I see is real today; in a year it will have
vanished into nothingness. What persists is the species tulip.
For the naive realist, however, this species is “only” an
idea, not a reality. Thus this theory of the world finds itself in
the position of seeing its realities arise and perish, whil
what it regards as unreal, in contrast with the real, persxstz
Hence naive realism is compelied to acknowledge, in addi-
tion to percepts, the existence of something ideal. It must
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admxt entities which cannot be perceived by the senses. In-

doing so, it justifies itself by conceiving their existence as
being analogous to that of sense-perceptible objects. Just

“such hypothetical realities are the invisible forces by means

of which the sense-percepnble objects act on one another.
Another such’ thing is heredity, which works on beyond
the individual and is the reason why a new being which
develops from the individual is similar to it, thereby serving
to maintain the species. Such a thing again is the life-

principle permeating the organic body, the soul for which the

naive mind always finds a concept formed in analogy with
sense realities, and finally the naive man’s Divine Being.
This Divine Being is thought of as acting in a manner exactly

‘corresponding to the way in which man himself is seen to

act; that is, anthropomorphically.

Modern physics traces sensations back to procssm of the
smallest particles of bodies and of an mﬁmtely fine sub-
stance, called ether, or to other such thmgs For example,
what we experience as warmth is, within theispace occupied
by the warmth-giving body, the movement of its parts. Here
again something imperceptible is conceived in analogy with
what is perceptible. In this sense, the perceptual analogue
to the concept “body” would be, shall we say, the interior
of a totally enclosed space, in which elastic spheres are
moving in all directions, impinging one on another, bouncmg
on and off the walls, and so on.®

Without such assumptions the world would fall apart for
the naive realist into an incoherent aggregate of percepts
without mutual relationships and with no tendency to unite.

® That is, movements of & kind similar to those which.can be
perceived are supposed to occur imperceptibly within the body and
to account for the warmth which is perceived directly but as
something quite different.—Translator’s footnote.
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It is clear, however, that naive realism can make these

assumptions only by an inconsistency. If it would remain
true to its fundamental principle that only what is perceived
is real, then it ought not to assume a reality where it per-
ceives nothing. The imperceptible forces which proceed
from the perceptible things are in fact unjustified hypotheses
from the standpoint of naive realism. And because naive
realism knows no other realities, it invests its hypothetical
forces with perceptual content. It thus ascribes a form of
existence (perceptible existence) to a sphere where the only
mears of making any assertion about such existence, namely,
sense perception, is lacking. ‘

This self-contradictory theory leads to ‘metaphysical
realism. This constructs, in addition to the perceptible
reality, an imperceptible reality which it conceives on the
analogy of the: perceptible one. Therefore metaphysical
realism is of negessity dualistic.

Wherever theimetaphysical realist observes a relationship
between perceptible things (such as when two things move

.towards each other, or when something objective enters
“consciousness), there he sees a reality. However, the relation-
ship which he notices can only be expressed by means of
thinking; it cannot be perceived. The purely ideal relation-
ship is then arbitrarily made into something similar to a
perceptible one. Thus, according to this theory, the real
world is composed of the objects of perception which are in
ceaseless flux, arising and disappearing, and of imperceptible
forces which produce the objects of perception, and are the
things that endure.

Metaphysical realism 1s a contradictory mixture of naive
realism and idealism. Its hypothetical forces are imper-
ceptible entities endowed with the qualities of percepts. The
metaphysical realist has made up his mind to acknowledge,
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" in addition to the sphere which he is able to know through

perception, another sphere for which this means of know-

‘ledge fails him and which can be known only by medns of

thinking. But he cannot make up his mind at the same ti.me
to acknowledge that the mode of existence which thinking
reveals, namely, the concept (idea), is just as important a
factor as the percept. If we are to avoid the cont,radi.ction' of
imperceptible percepts, we must admit that the relationships
which thinking eéstablishes between the percepts can have
no other mode of existence for us than that of concepts. If
we reject the untenable part of metaphysical realism, th.c
world presents itself to us as the sum of percepts. and their
conceptual (ideal) relationships. Metaphysical reahsrr} would
then merge into a view of the world which requires the
principle of perceivability for percepts and that of con-
ceivability for the relationships between the percepts. This
view of the world can admit no third sphere—in addition to
the world of percepts and the world of concepts—in which
both the so-called ‘real” and ‘‘ideal” principles are
simultaneously valid.

When the metaphysical realist asserts that, besides the
ideal relationship between the percept of the object and.the
percept of the subject, there must also exist a real relation-
ship between the ‘“‘thing-in-itself” of the percept and the
“thing-in-itself” of the perceptible subject (that is, of the
so-called individual spirit), he is basing his assertion on the
false assumption of a real process, analogous to the processes
in the sense world but imperceptible. Further, when the
metaphysical realist asserts that we enter into a conscious
ideal relationship to our world of percepts, but that to the
real world we can have only a dynamic (force) relationship,
he repeats the mistake we have already criticized. One can
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talk of a dynamic relationship only within the world of
percepts (in the sphere of the sense of touch), but not
outside that world.

Let us call the view which we have characterized above,
into which metaphysical realism merges when it discards its
contradictory elements, monism, because it combines one-
sided realism with idealism into a higher unity.

For naive realism, the real world is an aggregate of
perceived objects (percepts); for metaphysical realism, not
only percepts but also imperceptible forces are real; monism
replaces forces by ideal connections which are gained
through thinking. The laws of nature are just such connec-
tions. A law of nature is in fact nothing but the con-
ceptual expression of the connection between certain
percepts. )

Monism never finds it necessary to ask for any principles
of explanation for reality other than percepts and concepts.
It knows that in the whole field of reality there is 70 occasion
for this question. In the perceptual world, as it presents

itself directly to perception, it sees one half of the reality; in
the union of this world with the world of concepts it finds
the full reality.

The metaphysical realist may object to the adherent of
monism: It may be that for your organization, your know-
ledge is complete in itself, with no part lacking; but you do

-mot know how the world is mirrored in an intelligence

organized differently from your own. To this the monist will
reply: If there are intelligences other than human, and if
their percepts are different from ours, all that concerns me is
what reaches me from them through perception and concept.
Through my perceiving, that is, through this specififally
human mode of perceiving, I, as subject, am confronted
with the object. The connection of things is thereby inter-
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Aumd. The subject restores this connection by means of

thinking. In doing so it puts itself back into the context of
the world as a whole. Since it is only through the subject
that the whole appears cut in two at the plac_e'betwe.en our
percept and our concept, the uniting of .those two gives 1:;
true knowledge. For beings with a different perceptu:

world (for example, if they had twice our x_xumbt.ar of set;:se
organs), the continuum would appear bx:qken in another
place, and the reconstruction wouldvaccorc.lmgly have to take
a form specific for such beings. The question concerning .the
limits of knowledge exists only for naive and metaphysical
realism, both of which see in the contents of the soul o‘nly
an ideal representation of the real world. For t.h&se theories,
what exists outside the subject is . somet.inng al_)s.olut?,
founded in itself, and what is contained within the su.bject is
a picture of this absolute, but quite external to it. The
completeness of knowledge depends on the greater or lesser
degree of resemblance between the picture and the absolute

object. A being with fewer senses than man will perceive -

less of the world, one with more senses will perceive more.
The former will accordingly have a less complete knowledge
the latter. o ]
thﬂé‘or monism, the situation is different. The manner in
which the world continuum appears to be rent 'g:rundex into
subject and object depends on tht? organization of the
ivi i ject is not! absolute, but merely
perceiving being. The object is not. ) mer
relative, with reference to this particular subject. Bndgu?g
over the antithesis, therefore, can again .take place ox}ly in
the quite specific way that is characteri.stlc of the particular
human subject. As soon as the I, which is sepafated from the
world in the act of perceiving, fits itself back into the wqud
continuum through thoughtful contemplation, all further
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qu&etio-m'n'g ceases, having been but a consequence of the
separation. :

A differently constituted being would have a different!
constituted knowledge. Our own knowledge suffices tz
answer the questions put by our own nature.

Metaphysical realism has to ask: By what means are our
percepts given? What is it that affects the subject?

Monism holds that percepts are determined through
Fhe subjeg:t. But at the same time, the subject has in think-
;rtxig the means for cancelling this self-produced determin.

on, |

The metaphysical realist is faced by a further difficulty
w'hen he seeks to explain the similarity between the world
pictures of different human individuals. He has to ask
hxr.nself : How is it that the picture of the world which I
build up out of my subjectively determined percepts and my
concepts turn‘s out to be the same as the one which another
individual is also building up out of the same two subjective
factors? How can I, in any case, draw cohclusions from my

- own subjective picture of the world about that of another

hm being? The fact that people can understand and get
on w.mth one another in practical life leads the inetaphysim.l
rcall§t to conclude that their subjective world pictures must
be similar. From the similarity of these world pictures he
then .further concludes that the “individual spirits” behind
the 'smgle human subjects as percepts, or the “I-in-itself”
behm_d Fhe subjects, must also be like one another,

This is an inference from a sum of effects to the character
of th? underlying causes. We believe that we can understand
Fhe situation well enough from a sufficiently large number of
Instances to knoWw how the inferred causes will behave in
other instances. Such an inference js called an inductive

inference. We shall be obliged to modify its resultSif further

102

S

" ARE THERE LIMITS TO KNOWLEDGE?'

observation yields some unexpected element, because the
character of our conclusion 1s, after all, determined only by
the particular form of our actual observations. The meta-
physical realist asserts that this knowledge of causes, though
conditional, is nevertheless quite sufficient for practical
life.
Inductive inference is the method underlying modern
metaphysical realism. At one time it was thought thit we
could evolve something out of concepts that is no longer a
concept. It was thought that the metaphysical realities,
which metaphysical realism after all requires, could be
known by means of concepts. This kind of philosophizing is
now out of date. Instead it is thought that one can infer
from a sufficiently large number of pérceptual facts the
character of the thing-in-itself which underlies these facts.
Whereas formerly it was from concepts, now it is from
percepts that people seek to evolve the metaphysical. Since
oie has concepts before oneself in transparent clearness, it
was thought that one might be able to deduce the meta-
physical from them with absolute certainty. Percepts-are not
given with the same transparent clearness. Each subsequent
one is a little different from others of the same kind which
preceded it. Basically, therefore, anything inferred from past
percepts will be somewhat modified by ‘each subsequent
percept. The character of the metaphysical thus obtained
can, therefore, be only relatively true, since it is subject to
correction by further instances. Eduard von Hartmann’s
metaphysics has a character determined by this basic method,
as expressed in the motto on the title page of his first im-
portant book: ““Speculative results following the inductive
method of Natural Science.”
The form which the metaphysical realist nowadays gives to
his things-in-themselves is obtained by inductive inferences.
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Th{-ough considerations of the process of knowledge
he is convinced of the existence of an objectively real woer
continuum, over and above the “subjective” world con-
tinuum which we know through percepts and concepts. The

nature of this reality he thinks he can determine by inductive
‘inferences from his percepts.
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Author’s addition, 1918

For the unprejudiced observation of what is experienced
through percept and concept, as we have tried to describe it
in the foregoing pages, certain ideas which originate in the
field of natural science are repeatedly found to be disturbing.
Thus it is said that in the spectrum of light the eye perceives
colours from red to violet. But in the space beyond the violet
there are forces of radiation for which there is no corres-
ponding colour-perception in the eye, but instead there is a
definite chemical effect; in the same way, beyond the limit of
the red there are radiations having only an effect of warmth.
By studying these and other similar phenomena, one is led
to the view that the range of man’s perceptual world is
determined by the range of his senses, and that he would be
confronted by a very different world if he had additional, or
altogether different, senses. Anyone who chooses to indulge
in the extravagant flights of fancy for which the brilliant
discoveries of recent scientific research offer such tempting
opportunities, may well arrive at the conclusion that nothing
enters man’s field of observation except what can affect the
senses which his bodily organization has evolved. He has no
right to regard what is perceived, limited as it is by his
organization, as in any way setting a standard for reality..
Every new sense would confront him with a different
picture of reality.

Within its proper limits this view is entirely justified. But
if anyone allows this view to confuse him in his unprejudiced
observation of the relationship of percept and concept as set
out in these chapters, then he will bar his own way to any
realistic knowledge of man and of the world. To experience
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the essential nature of thinking, that is, to work one's way

into the world of concepts through one’s own activity, is an
entirely different thing from experiencing. something per-
ceptible through the senses. Whatever senses man might
possibly have, not one would give him reality if his thinking
did not permeate with concepts whatever he perceived by
means of it. And every sense, however constructed, would,
if thus permeated, enable him to live within reality. This
question of how he stands in the world of reality is untouched
by any speculations he may have as to how the perceptual
world might appear to him if he had different 'senses. We
must clearly understand that every perceptual picture of the
world owes its form to the organization of the perceiving
being, but also that the perceptual picture which has been
thoroughly permeated by the experience of thinking leads us
into reality. What causes us to enquire into our relationship
to the world is not the fanciful pictures of how different the
world would appear to other than human senses, but the
realization that every percept gives us only a part of the
reality concealed within it, in other words, that it directs us
away from its inherent reality. Added to this is the further
realization that thinking leads us into that part of the reality
which the percept conceals within itself.

Another difficulty in the way of the unprejudiced observa-
tion of the relationship between the percept and the concept
wrought by thinking, as here described, arises when, for
example, in the field of experimental physics it becomes
necessary to speak not of immediately perceptible elements,
but of non-perceptible quantities as in the case of lines of
electric or magnetic force, It may seem as if the elements of
reality of which physicists speak had no connection ejther
with what is perceptible or with the concepts which active
thinking has wrought. Yet such a view would be based on
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_deception. The main point is that all the results‘ of
:);l;scii‘::;fcsearch, apart from unjusti.ﬁa.ble hy})Otl{eses which
ought to be excluded, have been obtal.ne'd through percept
and concept. Elements which are see@ng]y nop-perceptx(:)lc
are placed by the physicist’s sound instinct for knowlef ge
into the field where percepts lie, and t.hcy‘are t‘}xogght o l11n
terms of concepts commonly used in t}us. field. 'Ivhe_strcngt. ]
of electric or magnetic fields and such like are arrived at, in .
the very nature of things, by no other process of knowledge
than the one which occurs between percept and concept.

An increase or a modification of human senses would
yield a different perceptual picture, an enrxchmefxt or a
modification of human experience. But even with : this
experience one could arrive at real knowledgg o.nly thrf)ugh
the interplay of concept and percept. Th}t’.{leep;(tztzg of know-
ledge depends on the powers of intuition ~w.}uch express
themselves in thinking (see page 73). In .thc {z?mg experzer;tce
which develops within thinking, this 1.mumon ‘may dive
down to greater or to lesser depths dof rcah;ty. Ag.extensxonhcj\f
the perceptual picture may provide. ‘sqmulatxon for t is
diving down of intuition, and thus m.d;‘rect'ly promote it.

But under no circumstances should this diving into the depths
to reach reality be confused with being confro‘gted‘by a
percebtual picture of greater or lesser breadth, v?'hxch tn any
case can only contain half the reality, as determined: by the
organization of the cognizing being. If one does not lose
oneself in abstractions, one will realize that for a.knowledge of
human nature it is a relevant fact that in physics one has to
fnfer the existence of elements in tl.le perceptual field for
which no sense organ is tuned as it 1s for. colour or sound.
Man’s being, quite concretely, is deterx-nmed not only by
what his organization presents to him as 1memate percept,
but also by the fact that from this immediate perception
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other things are excluded. Just as it is necessary for life that
in addition to the conscious waking state there should be an
unconscious sleeping state, so for man’s experience of him-
self it is necessary that in addition to the sphere of his sense

perception there should be another sphere—in fact a far

larger one—of elements not perceptible to the senses but
belonging to the same field from which the sense percepts
come. All this was already implied in the original presentation

of this work. The author adds these extensions to the argu-

ment because he has found by experience that many a reader
‘has not read accurately enough. '

It is to be remembered, too, that the idea of percept
developed in this book is not to be confused with the idea of
external sense percept which is but a special instance of it.
The reader will gather from what has gone before, but even
more from what will follow, that “percept” is here taken to
be everything that approaches man through the senses or
through the spirit, before it has been grasped by the actively
elaborated concept. ““Senses”, as we ordinarily understand
the term, are not necessary in order to have percepts in soul-
or spirit-experience. It might be said that this extension of
our ordinary usage is not permissible. But such extension is
absolutely necessary if we are not to be'prevented by the
current sense of a word from enlarging our knowledge in
certain fields. Anyone who uses “perceptjion”. to mean only
“sense perception” will never arrive at a concept fit for the

purposes of knowledge—even knowledge of this same sense

perception. One must sometimes enlarge a concept in order
that it may get its appropriate meaning in a narrower field.
Sometimes one must also add to the original content of a
concept in order that the original concept may be justified
or, perhaps, readjusted. Thus we find it said here in this
book (page 84): “The mental picture is an individualized
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concept.” It has been objected that this is an unusual use of
words. But this use is necessary if we are to find out what.a
mental picture really is. How can we ex'ipcc‘:t any progress in
knowledge if everyone who ﬁnds hxmself cox\pel‘lec‘l to
readjust concepts is to be met by the objection, This is an
unusual use of words”?
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éHAPTER EIGHT
The Factors of Life

LeT us recapitulate what we have achieved in the previous
chapters. The world faces man as a multiplicity, as a mass of
separate details. One of these separate things, one entity
among others, is man himself. This aspect of the world we
simply call the given, and inasmuch as we do not evolve it by
conscious activity, but just find it, we call it percept. Within
this world of percepts we perceive ourselves. This percept of
self would remain merely one among many other percepts, if

something did not arise from the midst of this percept of

self which proves capable of connecting all percepts with
one another and, therefore, the sum of all other percepts
with the percept of our own self. This something which
emerges is no longer merely percept; neither 'is it, like
percepts, simply given. It is prpduced by our activity. To
begin with, it appears to be bound up with what we per-
ceive as our own self. In its inner significance, however, it
transcends the self. To the separate percepts it adds ideally
determined elements, which, however, are related to one
another, and are rooted in a totality. What is obtained by
perception of self is ideally determined by this something in
the same way as are all other percepts, and is placed as
subject, or “I”, over against the objects. This something is
thinking, and the ideally determined elements are the con-
cepts'and ideas. Thinking, therefore, first reveals itself in the
percept of the self. But it is not merely subjective, for the self
characterizes itself as subject only with the help of thinking.
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This relationship in thought of the self to itself is what, in
life, determines our personality. Through it we lead a purely
' ideal existence. Through it we feel ourselves to be thinking
beings. This determination of our life would remain a purely
conceptual (logical) one, if no other determinations of our
self were added to it. We should then be creatures whose
life was expended in establishing purely ideal relationships
between percepts among themselves and between them and
ourselves. If we call the establishment of such a thought
connection an ‘“‘act of cognition”, and the resulting condition
of ourself “knowledge”, then, assuming the above supposi-
tion to be true, we should have to constder ourselves as
beings who merely cognize or know.
The supposition, however, does not meet the case. We
relate percepts to ourselves not merely ideally, through
concepts, but also, as we have already seen, through feeling.
Therefore we are not beings with a merely conceptual
content to our life. In fact the naive realist holds that the
personality lives more genuincly in the life of feeling than in
the purely ideal element of knowledge. From his point of
view he i§ quite right when he describes the matter in this
way. To begin with, feeling is exactly the same, on the
subjective side, as the percept is on the objective side. From
the basic principle of naive realism—that everything that can
be perceived is real—it follows that feeling' must be the
guarantee of the reality of one’s own.personality. Monism,
however, as here understood, must grant the same addition
to feeling that it considers necessary for percepts, if these are
to stand before us as full reality. Thus, for monism, feeling
is an incomplete reality, which, in the form in which it first
appears to us, does not yet contain its second factor, the
concept or idea. This is why, in actual life, feelings, like
percepts, appear prior to knowledge. At first, we have merely
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feeling of existence; and it is only In thet course .Of our
e “;gd elopment that we attain to the point at which the
radee (;'vselfpemerges from within the dim feeling of our
Concept's(:ehce. However, what for us appears onl)f late'r‘, is
(f):‘rlni’}‘:e first indissolubly bound up \\iith ou.r feeh'ng. I h}s
. why the naive man comes to believe that in feeling he 1s
; er)':ted with existence directly, in .kn(.)wledg.e only
i;;?recfly. The cultivation of the life of 1§§lmgl, th;eefix:ﬁi
appears to him more important than anything e;e.» e il
only believe that he has grasped th.e pattern of the uni e
when he has received it into his fee.lmg. He attemits to‘lr)rzi e
feeling, rather than knowing, the: mstr:um.ex‘u of know Lhi .
Since a feeling is something entirely mdu'l-du:'il, s.ometk% g
equivalent to a percept, the philoso;?her of teelmg. 1s 'rga ing
a universal principle out of something that has sigm car:}cle
only within his own personality. He attempts to pf:rm;ate Z
whole world with his own self. What the mOﬂrlSt, in the sen}s1
we have described, strives to grasp through C(?ncepts,dthe
philosopher of feeling tries to attai‘n througb fcelmgs},lan rz
regards this kind of connection with the objects as the mo
dlr’;;:; tendency just described, the philosthy of feeling, 1cs1
often called mysticism. The error in a mystical o.utlook .basel
upon mere feeling is that it wants fo experience dzrvect ty
what it ought to gain through knowledg_e; that 1t .wansi
to raise feeling, which is individual, into a universa
pnlx“l:il)il:g is a purely individual aﬁaif; it 15 the relation h(i)f
the external world to ourself as sub}ect,. m.so far as. this
relation finds expression in a merely subjective experxen‘c%‘
There is yet another expressign of h'uman persona(ljxt.).
The I, through its thinking, shares the life of the world in
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general. In this manner, in a purely ideal way (that is,
conceptualfy), it relates the percepts to itself, and itself to
the percepts. In feeling, it has direct experience of a relation
of the objects to itself as subject. In the will, the case is
reversed. In willing, we are concerned once more with a
percept, namely, that of the individual relation of our self
to what is objective. Whatever there is in willing that is not a

* purely ideal factor, is just as much mere object of perception

as is any object in the external world.

Nevertheless, the naive realist believes here again that he
has before him something far more real than can be attained
by thinking. ‘He sees in the will an element in which he is
directly aware of an occurrence, a causation, in contrast with
thinking which only grasps the event afterwards in con-
ceptual form. According to such a view, what the I achieves
through its will is a process which is experienced directly.
The adherent of this philosophy believes that in the will he
has really got hold of the machinery of the world by one
corner. Whereas he can follow other occurrences only from
the outside by means of perception, he is confident that in
his will he experiences a real process quite directly. The
mode of existence in which the will appears within the self
becomes for him a concrete principle of reality. His own
will appears to him as a special case of the general world
process; hence the latter appears as universal will. The will

becomes the principle of the universe Just as, in mysticism,
feeling becomes the principle of knowledge. This kind of
theory is called the Dbhilosophy of will (thelism). It makes
something that can be experienced only individually into a
constituent factor of the world. K

The philosophy of will can as little be called sq{cntiﬁc as
can the mysticism based on feeling. For both assert that the
conceptual understanding of the world is inadequate. Both
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| inciple of exi which is real, in addition to a
de’m a.ﬂC: ; g:iz;‘ieizzj.u'?zn: ecertau'n extent this is ?'ustiﬁed.
R e “erceiving is our only means of apprehendxng thae
'B . Sﬁ“: feal principles, the assertion of both the mysticism
o fo lie and the philosophy of will comes to the same thfng
o ing that we have two sources of knowledge: th.m.kllng
- ;ay:ar:geiving,'the latter presenting itself as an individual
et nce in feeling and will. Since the results .tha‘t flow |
Cxpeﬂt; one source, the experiences, cannot on this view be
Chen up directly into those that flow from the og.her. source,
tahl:;:x:; the two modes of knowledge, pe::rceivmg anti‘
e kin ’ remain side by side without any hx-ghe'r form'o
:nh:zr:ﬁ;tii,n between them. Besides the ideal prm;xlple w:;l:
i ible to knowledge, there is said to be a réal prin
:l?icc;&:}:llr‘\aot be appreiended by th.in'king buthrnn y;tt::
experienced. In other words, the myschsﬁm of fe'e ng ;m the
}Sloso hy of will are both forms of naive .reahsm, eca y
: Il;scribe to the doctrine that what is dxrectl)t perceive
?he};:lu Compared with naive realism in its primitive fox:m,
;sh:y a.re guilty of the yet further inconsistency :ti'l laci:);ncg
¢ particular form of perceiving (feelu.xg or w L
:itel;,) as the one and only means of knovlvsn.g retl::: ;a;vltx:r::
they can only do this at all if t}}ey ho . “:1 8 el o the
fundamental principle that what is perccswe is dx; .u e in
that case they ought to attzxc:1 eqqal v:'lur,f, for the purp
, also to external perception. ) .
of'l[(‘xll,zw;:lgozophy of will turns into me.taphyt::cal :;;l:s;:
when it places the element of will even mt: di::ct g
of existence where it cannot be experience e s;b-ect
in the individual subject. It assumes, out§1de e subject,
:m}lx)lr;othctiml principle for whose real em;enwmtl';eyssio;
criterion is subjective experience. As a form of metap.
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r . 1 - . :

n::ix:ni)r,l ::: ;;};::lo;_ophy of w1ll. is subject to the criticism

Tacein ih pst eding chapte.r,_ in that it has to get over the

comr ;y age inherent in every form of metaphysical
m, and must acknowledge that the will is a universal

world process only in so R
of the world. y in so far as it is ideally related to the rest
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Author’s addition, 1918

The difficulty of grasping the essential nature of thinking
by observation lies in this, that it has all too easily eluded the
introspecting soul by the time the soul tries to bring it into
the focus of attention. Nothing then remains to be inspected
but the lifeless abstraction, the corpse of the living thinking.
If ‘we look only at this abstraction, we may easily find our-
selves compelled to enter into the mysticism of feeling or
perhaps the metaphysics of will, which by contrast appear so
«full of life”. We should then find it strange that anyone
should expect to grasp the essence of reality in “mere
thoughts”. But if we once succeed in really finding life in
thinking, we shall know that swimming in mere féelings, or
being intuitively aware of the will element, canrot even be
compared with the inner wealth and the self-sustaining yet
ever moving experience of this life of thinking, let alone be
ranked -above it. It is owing precisely to this wealth, to this
inward abundance of experience, that the counter-image of
thinking which presents itself to our ordinary attitude of
soul should appear lifeless and abstract. No other activity of
the human soul is so easily misunderstood as thinking. Will
and feeling still fill the soul with warmth even when we live
through the original event again in retrospect. Thinking all
too readily leaves us cold in recollection; it is as if the life
of the soul had dried out. Yet this is really nothing but the
strongly marked shadow of its real nature—warm, luminous,

and penetrating deeply into the phenomena of the world.
This penetration is brought about by a power flowing
through the activity of thinking itself—the power of love in
its spiritual form. There are no grounds here for the
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objection that to discern love in the activity of thinking is to
project into thinking a feeling, namely, love. For in truth this
objection is but a confirmation of what we have been saying.
If we turn towards thinking #n its essence, we find in it both
feeling and will, and these in the depths of their reality; if
we turn away from thinking towards “mere” feeling and will,
we lose from these their true reality. If we are ready to
experience thinking #ntuitively, we can also do justice to the
experience of feeling and of will; but the mysticism of feeling
and the metaphysics of will are not able to do Jjustice to the
penetration of reality by intuitive thinking—they conclude
all too readily that they themselves are rooted in reality, but
that the intuitive thinker, devoid of feeling and a stranger to

reality, forms out of “‘abstract thoughts” a shadowy, chilly
picture of the world. ;

i
i

120

CH.A?TER NINE
The Idea of Freedom

For our cognition, the concept of the tree is condit?oned
by the percept of the tree. When faced with a particular
percept, I can select only one particular concept from the

. general system of concepts. The connection of concept and

percept is determined by thinking, ix?directly a.nd objec-
tively, at the level of the percept. 'Ijhns connection of the
percept with its concept is recognized aftfr 'fhe act of
perceiving; but that they do belong together lies in the very
nature of things. .
The process looks different when we examine Ifnowlque,
or rather the relation of man to the world which arises
within knowledge. In the preceding chapters the atfempt
has been made to show that an unprejudiced observation of
this relationship is able to throw light on its nature. A proper
understanding of this observation leads to the 1.n51ght t‘hat
thinking can be directly discerned as a self-contained entity. -
Those who find it necessary for the explanation of: thmerfg
as such to invoke something else, such as physxca! brain
processes or unconscious spiritual processes lying behind ;.he
conscious thinking which they observe, fail to recognize
what an unprejudiced observation of thinking yields. W}.xen
we observe our thinking, we live during this observa?mn
directly within a self-supporting, spiritual web of bem.g.
Indeed, we can even say that if we would grasp tht_a essential
nature of spirit in the form in which it presents 1tse1f-m.ost
immediately to man, we need only look at the self-sustaining
activity of thinking.
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When ‘we are contémplating' thinking itself, two things
coincide which otherwise must always appear apart, namely,
concept and percept. If we fail to see this, we shall be unable
to regard the concepts which we have elaborated with respect

copies of these percepts

othing but building up a
¥, after the pattern of our
ecognize what is present in
the percept we have only
e other part which belongs
e full reality to appear, is
eation of the percept by

metaphysical world hypotheticall
own world of percepts. But if we r
thinking, we shall realize that in
one part of the reality and that th
to it, and which first allows th
experienced by us in the perm
thinking. We shall see in this element that appears in our
consciousness ag thinking, not a shadowy copy of some
reality, but a self-sustaining spiritual essence. And of this
we shall be able to say that it is brought into consciousness
for us through intuition. Intuition is the conscious experience
—in pure spirit—of a purely spiritual content. Only through
i e of thinking be grasped.

nprejudiced observation, one has
recognition of this truth of the
g will one succeed in clearing the
€ psycho-physical organization of
his organization can have no effect
f thinking. At first sight this seems

way for an insight into th
man. One will see that ¢t

to be contradicted by p

experience, human thinking makes jts appearance only in
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i v‘vith and by means of, this organization. T}.mf‘
o i ;,arance comes so much to the fore .that 1ts
form 'oi\i;tis iﬁ:i cannot be grasped unless we recognize that
e Cace of thinking this organization plays no part
in the ess%‘ ce we appreciate this, we can no lol}ger fail to
Wh:?tev:/r}.lat: peculiar kind of relationship there is between
notice

“the human organization and the thinking itself. For this
the v

. . ¢
ganization contributes nothing to the ess@txalfnﬂ;i :g
o ' he activity o
thinking, but recedes whenever t y of thin!
tlunklnigt’s appearance; it suspends its own activity, 1}t1i yt}ds
mak%d‘ and on the ground thus left empty, the thin 1Vng
grmlmrs, The essence which is active in thmkmfg };las ;: two-
i fur i the activity of the human
ction: first, it repr&ssm. :
foixfiuz!;tion' secondly, it steps into its place. }?‘or .eyenfsth:
?::mer the repression of the physical or(giamz::o:;mcu
’ . . . 4 mo -
tivity of thinking, an ‘
consequence of the ac i of ving, and more particy
pares
f that part of this activity which p :
1ar:itzm of t}I:inking. From this oneican see in wha't sense
{;:inking finds its counterpart in the physmalhorgangi;);.
i longer misjudge the signi
n we see ths,wpcan no. : sjud ; nee
rfntl;is counterpart of the activity of thml.ung. .V\ ltx;:.n wcizl \\We
over soft ground, our feet leave imprcsilons lflts fm s:)c b We
that these footprin
1 not be tempted to say .
:::r]ner;l from below by the forces of the grounc;. Wfa shalt} r:;l);
hare in the production o
attribute to these forces any s cuion of the
i i the essential nature
ints. Just as little, if we observe ' .
::i)ntlrgr: s\¢v1']thout prejudice, shall we attribute any shar}tii 1;
. . c
that nature to the traces in the ph?'swal orgamszxs ::1 ch
arise through the fact that the thinking prepares i
festation by means of the body.*

* The way in which the above view }}x‘as ir;ﬂuer;idfg:ty:};’o;oz
i i ious directions, has been :
p\}:ty::)t:ki’ngy':v;::s’ ::ﬂ:lias!;xed after this book. Here he is concerned
a
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An important question, however, emerges here. If the
human organization has no part in the essential nature of
thinking, what is the significance of this organization within
the whole nature of man? Now, what ‘happens .in this
organization through the thinking has indeed nothing to do
with the essence of thinking, but it has a great deal to do-
with the arising of the ego-consciousness out of this thinking.

i iti it.. The conceptual factor, or
- 'dlre‘agec;’::ntel:::; :Ztermining factor of the will; the
Fiving lfs rce is the permanent determining factor of the
d.m'mg cl) A motive for the will may be a pure concept, or
e oont ept with a particular reference to a percept, that
?lse ‘ co:;lppicture. Both general concepts e.md mdxvxd}xal
:)81’1; ?rlxzental pictures) become motives of will by affecting

jinre

A Ve

Thinking, in its own essential nature, certainly contains the
real I or ego, but it does not contain the ego-consciousness.
To see this we have but to observe thinking with an open
mind. The “I” is to be found within the thinking; the
“ego-consciousness” arises through the traces which the
activity of thinking engraves upon our general consciousness,
in the sense explained above. (The ego-consciousness thus
arises through the bodily organization. However, this must
not be taken to imply that the ego-consciousness, once it has
arisen, remains dependent on the bodily organization. Once
arisen, it is taken up into thinking and shares henceforth in
thinking’s spiritual being.) _

The ‘“‘ego-consciousness” is built upon the human
organization. Out of the latter flow our acts of will. Following
the lines of the preceding argument, we can gain insight into
the connections between thinking, conscious I, and act of
will, only by observing first how an act of will issues from the
human organization.® ; Co

In any particular act of will we must take into account the
motive and the driving force. The' motive is a factor with
the character of a concept or a mental picture; the driving
force is the will-factor belonging to the human organization

only with characterizin
thinking itself.

g the results of an unbiased observagon of
t

® The passage from the beginning of the chapter down to this
point was added or rewritten for the 1918 edition.
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ini i tion in a
individual and determining him to ac
o 'hurl::nd:ection. But one and the same concept, or one
Pamct;c same mental picture, affects diﬁerf:nt_mdxvxquals
zt':icflerently They stimulate different men to different act;o:xhs;
will i ' he outcome o
will is therefore not merely t me of
- aCtto(f)r the mental picture but also of the mdxwdu;.l
‘::::ﬁxp of the person. Here we may well‘ fol.lo.w the example
of Eduard von Hartmann and. call this mdl“dual'mafv:i‘:g
the characterological disposition. The manner m‘1 ik
nce; ; and mental picture affects the char'actero:;gll -
(c:l(i)spofit'ion of a man gives to his life 2 definite mo
ical stamp. ] |
Cﬂ:;‘c:: :harax::terological disposition is form.ed by th.e m‘:rc t;r
less permanent content of our subjective hfe, tha:NI;, tzcr :
content of our mental pictures and .fe(;:lmtgs;his !;omcm
icture which enters my mind af Y
:ic:xtjét: me to an act of will or not, depends on ?owr :
relateslitself to the content of all my .other mental p;lcltuthe
and also to my idiosyncrasies of fcehng.. put aftetdiﬁ,o the
| general content of my mental picmrhcis l:s 1;:,‘ts::lfincotx}; toned
. ve,
the sum total of those conicepts which ha
:? my individual life, come into contact with pe.rce;:lts, ::Z:
is, have become mental pictures. This .sun},.agam,d e;; s
0;1 my greater or lesser upacity. for mtt\;ltxc:llb?:cﬁ :e e
of my observations, that is, on e
:Z?gzﬁve faztors of experience, on my inner nature and
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situation 'in life, My chéracterological disposition is deter-
mined especially by my life of feeling. Whether I shall make
a particular mental picture or concept into a motive of action
or not, will depend on whether it gives me joy or pain.
These are the elements which we have to consider in an
act of will. The immediately present menta] picture or
concept, which becomes the motive, determines the aim or
the purpose of my will; my characterological disposition
determines me to direct my activity towards this aim. The
mental picture of taking a walk in the next half-hour deter-
mines the aim of my action. But this mental picture is raised
to the level of a motive for my-will only if it meets with a
suitable characterological disposition, that is, if during my
past life I have formed the mental pictures of the sense and
purpose of taking a walk, of the value of health, and further,
if the mental picture of taking a walk is acc
by a feeling of pleasure.

We must therefore distinguish (1) the possible subjective
dispositions which are capable of turning certain mental
pictures and concepts into motives, and (2) the possible
mental pictures and concepts which are in a position te
influence my characterological disposition so that an act of
will results. For our moral life the former represent the
driving force, and the latter, its aims.

The driving force in the moral life can be discovered by
finding out the elements of which individual life is composed.

The first level of individual life js that of perceiving, more
particularly perceiving through the senses. This is the region
of our individual life in which perceiving translates jtself
directly into willing, without the intervention of either a
feeling or a contept. The driving force here involved is
simply called #nstinct. The satisfaction of our lower, purely
animal needs (hunger, sexual intercourse, etc.) comes about

ompanied in me
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i eristic of instinctive life is the
in (b Wa)): .w'Ii‘t}lllevrvr}l:lcr;li}l'l:Z;:gle percept releases ;h; T:t of
is ki ination of the will, which belongs
Wﬂ l'. Tﬁls k:lld t(;ft‘}i\:tfirf':‘t)f the lower senses, may however
et (:en):ied also to the percepts of the .}ugher senses.
et ct to the percept of a certain event in the egterrllal
we may'.r::)ut reflecting on what we do, with'out any special
WOf}d o ecting itself with the percept, as in f.act happens
foclin o tional social behaviour. The driving force of
o c'orwiesncalled tact or moral good taste. Thg: more often
i ?cuo:di'ate reactions to a percept occur, the more the
O erned will prove himself able to act purely under
p}:rszzi‘;zrr‘;e of tact; that is, tact becomes his charactero-
the ;
IOg%i gg::lnl‘::l of human life is feeling. Definite feeixings
accompany the percepts of the external wo.rld. These f;:_e ng:
v e the driving force of an action. When see
i 'beconr?an my pity for him may become the driving
sf:'::tgf my a,ction. Such feelings, for example., are shamz,
pride, sense of honour, humilizly;1 rerr:orse, pity, revenge,
i 1 and duty. )
gr?lt“l.:u d;;if(;etlye:/}:y(?}q{;fl:‘;:ounts tt(z, thinking and forming
mentaj pictures. A mental picture or a concept may l;\(:[ceclyltrr;
the motive of an action through‘ mere reﬂectxon% penta!
pictures become motives becax;se,; in .tlille _ct(})lu;:c(e)pts :,’h e
regularly connect certain aims of our wi wd:iﬁ  perceps which
recur again and again in more or less modifie 2 nee
i ot wholly devoid of experience it ppens
X:h ofzsﬁ'tn:e of certZin percepts is always accompanied by

* A complete catalogue of the principles of mo‘xj‘a_lit)l'3 é&':rrg :::i
int of view of metaphysical realism) may be foun in
?lo:mm’s Phaenomenologie des sittlichen Bewusstseins.
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the appearance in consciousness of mental pictures of actions
that they themselves have carried out in a similar case or
have seen others carry out. These mental pictures float
before their minds as patterns which determine all subse-
* quent decisions; they become parts of their characterological
disposition. The driving force in the will, in this case, we
can call practical experience. Practical experience merges
gradually into purely tactful behaviour. This happens when
definite typical pictures of actions have become so firmly
connected in our minds with mental pictures of certain
situations in life that, in any given instance, we skip over all
deliberation based on experience and go straight from the
percept to the act of will, -

- The highest level of individual life is that of conceptual
thinking without regard to any definite perceptual content,
We determine the content of a concept through pure intui-
tion from out of the ideal sphere. Such a concept contains,
at first, no reference to any definite percepts. If we enter
upon an act of will under the influence of a concept which
refers to a percept, that is, under the influence of a mental
picture, then it is this percept which determines our action
. indirectly by way of the conceptual thinking. But if we act
under the influence of intuitions, the driving force of our
action is pure thinking. As it is the custom in philosophy to
call the faculty of pure thinking “reason”, we may well be
justified in giving the name of practical reason to the moral
driving force characteristic of this level of life. The clearest
account of this driving force in the will has been given by
Kreyenbiihl.* In my opinion his article on this subject is one
of the most important contributions to ; present-day
philosophy, more especially to Ethics. Kreyenbihl calls the
driving force we are here discussing, the practical a prior,

* Philosophische Monatshefte, Vol. xviii, No. 3.
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that is, an impulse to action issuing directly from my

y &
intuition.
mt;tx is clear that such an impulse can no longer be coun.ted
in the strictest sense as belonging to the cha{a?terologxce}l
disposition. For what is here effective as the driving fox:ce x.e;
no longer something merely individual in me, but the 1.deaI
and hence universal content of my intuition. As soon as

ificati i i the basis and

the justification for taking this content as .
: s::rtingj point of an action, I enter upon the act of will
5 ;—rspective of whether I have had the concept beforehand

or whether it only enters -my consciousness nnmec'ixately
before the action, that is, irrespective of whether it was

" already present as a disposition in me or not.

. Since a real act of will results only when a momentary

impulse to action, in the form of a concept or mental picture,
acts on the characterological disposition, such an impulse
i the will. i
then becomes the motive of |
The motives of moral conduct are mental pictures and

Philosophers who see a motive

. concepts. There are Moral. .

" for moral behaviour also in the feelings; they assert, for
instance, that the aim of moral action is to promote the

| greatest possible quantity of pleasure for the acting mdx-

: -vidual. Pleasure itself, however, cannot become a motive;

only an imagined pleasure can. The mental picture }of a future
feeling, but not the feeling itself, can act on my cha.ractex:o-
logical disposition. For the feeling itself does not yet exist
in the moment of action; it has first to be produced by the
a‘:t’;?l’; mental picture of one’s own or another’s We:lfare is,
however, rightly regarded as a motive ‘of the will. Tfhe
principle of producing the greatest quantity of ple.:astxrfz u(:i
oneself through one’s action, that is, of attmmng mdxwgual
happiness, is called egoism. The attainment of this indivi
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happiness is sought either by thinking ruthlessly only of one’s
own good and striving to attain it even at the cost of the
happiness of other individuals (pure egoism), or by pro-
moting the good of others, ecither because one anticipates
a favourable influence on one’s own person indirectly through
the happiness of others, or because one fears to endanger
one’s own interest by injuring others (morality of prudence).
The special content of the egoistical principles of morality
will depend on the mental pictures which we form of what
constitutes our own, ‘or others’, happiness. A man will
determine the content of his egoistical striving in accordance
with what he regards as the good things of life (luxury, hope
of happiness, deliverance from various evils, and 5o on).
The purely conceptual content of an action is to be
regarded as yet another kind of motive. This content refers
not to the particular action only, as with the mental picture
of one’s own pleasures, butf to the derivation of an action
from a system of moral principles. These moral principles,
in the form of abstract concepts, may regulate the individual’s
moral life without his worrying himself about the origin of
the concepts. In that case, we simply feel that submitting to
a moral concept in the form of a commandment overshadow-
ing our actions, is a moral necessity. The establishment of
this necessity we leave to those who demand moral subjection
from us, that is, to the moral authority that we acknowledge
(the head of the family, the state, social custom, the authority
of the church, divine revelation). It is a special kind of these
moral principles when the commandment is made known to us
not through an external authority but through our own inner
,ife (moral autonomy). In this case we hear the voice to
which we have o submit ourselves, in our own souls. This
voice expresses itself as conscience.

It is a moral advance when a man no longer simply accepts
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uter or inner authority as the mogvc of
. 2ction, but tries to understand the reason \\’}.\y a paftxfutlhar
hus ac t: of’behaviour should act as a motive in him. Thxs 1$ ef
ce froxﬁ morality based on authority to action oufti od
adva;]l insight. At this level of morality a man will try to fin
morth 1J::ec?uirem«:ms of the moral life and will let his actions
e -
[.;Utd termined by the knowledge of them. Such requirements
e de ‘
ar? ) the'greatcst possible good of mankind purely for its
1 .
n sake; S i .
0“22) the progress of civilization, or the moral evolution o
nkin | ater perfection;
d towards ever gre | ' )
m?:;) the realization of individual moral aims grasped by
intuition. A . .
pu’rl?he greatest possible good of mankind will natulrallzlr:)‘e
in di 1 t people. This
fferent ways by differen _
understood in di - . e
axim tal picture
i to any particular men .
m refers not pictt this
“good” but to the fact that everyone who a(.:k‘novu ledgis :
finciple strives to do whatever, in his opinion, most pr
p -
kind. .
tes the good of man
m?I‘ he progress of civilization, for those to whom the l:ltess;r;g:
i 0
ivilizati i feeling of pleasure, turns ou
of civilization bring a ‘ T O e they
i he foregoing moral principle. » th
P o 1 line and destruction
i i bargain the decline a
will have to take into the : destruction
€ thi that also contribute to g
of a number of things 1 el
i 1 hat some people reg
Iso possible, however, t . :
B cograns izati 1 ssity quite apart
ivilization as a moral necessity .
the progress of civiliza oral 1 ) part
frorr? the feeling of pleasure that it brings. korhthem,v this
P .o e pre
becomes a special moral principle in addition to the p
one. LIRS B . . of
The principle of the progress of civilization, 11k:e t:hatthe
the general good, is based on a mental picture, that is, o.rcxular
way we relate the content of our moral ideas to parti
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experiences (percepts). The highest conceivable moral
principle, however, is one that from the start contains no
such reference to particular experiences, but springs from
the source of pure intuition and only later seeks any reference
to'percepts, that is, to life. Here the decision as to what is to
be willed proceeds from an authority very different from that
of the foregoing cases. If a man holds to the principle of the
general good, he will, in all his actions, first ask what his
ideals will contribute to this general good. If a man upholds
the principle of the progress of civilization, he will act
similarly. But there is a still higher way which does not
start from one and the same particular moral aim in each
case, but sees a certain value in all moral principles and
always asks whether in the given case this or that principle
is the more important. It may happen that in some circum-
' stances a man considers the right aim to be the progress of
; civilization, in others the promotion of the general good, and
lin yet another the promotion of his own welfare, and in each
icase makes that the motive of his action. But if no other
ground for decision claims more than second place, then
conceptual intuition itself comes first and foremost into
consideration. All other motives now give way, and the idea
behind an action alone becomes jts motive,

Among the levels of characterological disposition, we have
singled out as the highest the one that works as pure thinking
or practical reason. Among the motives, we have just singled
out conceptual intustion as the highest. On closer inspection
it will at once be seen that at this level of morality driving
force and motive coincide; that is, neither a predetermined
characterological disposition nor the external authorityjof an
accepted moral principle influences our conduct, Theaction
is therefore neither a stereotyped one which merely follows
certain rules, nor is it one which we automatically perform in
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| e to an external impulse, but it is an action deter-
t&?po:s urely and simply by its own ideal content. »
mmeChP an action presupposes the capacity for moral
i Sl'l ions. Whoever lacks the capacity to experience for hfm-
:letl;n;c; p.a.rticular moral principle for each single situation,
will never achieve truly ind.xwdual willing. e basi of your
Kant's principle of morahty—Act.so that the of your
ction may be valid for all men—is the exact opp! ite of
Vacnonms rinciple means death to all individual impulses o
:::Etn. Foz me, the standard can never be the way all men

' ould act, but rather what, for me, is to be_ done in each
Wi ]

mﬁ:ﬁ::lrﬁca'sec@. judgment might raise the follgl?vi.x;g :lllajecmt;z
: an action be individually
o th&:l:' a:iu;?ain;::zz $: special situation, and.yct at the |
o tix:xepbe determined by intuition in a purely ideal w'a.ly?
s";g: objection rests upon a confusit?n ofr t:e;:t:a,l,,go:::
i i t of an action. The
::;:::5 ::iric?:ubalﬁ;o : t:illc in the case of(';he fp::f’r;stg
ilizati m egoism, and so fo t
d“hzﬁﬁ: r;;a::: 2:“;::::1::; i.netlgxition it is not the motive.
:)nft(;uu‘:'se, my “I” takes notice of these pf:rceptual conttii\;;
but it does not allow itself to be deten{u.ned by tl:et:ut he
content is used only to construct a cognitive cont;ep g s the
onding moral concept is not denv.ed by. e’ g
°ﬂ‘::f ;lj)ect The cognitive concept of a given sm.xat;?::k :ctulxli
me is at the same time a moral cqnc'ept onI); if ke the
standpoint of a particular moral p.rmfnple. If :erdo bse
my conduct only on the general pnnaPle of th:;. be\;i edpdown
of civilization, then my way through life w?ul ' e ¢ dom
to a fixed route. From every occurrence which I?er:ea eand
which concerns me, there spring? at the same tim Seligrin
duty: namely, to do my little bit towards seeing
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occurrence is made to serve the development of civilization.
In addition to the concept which reveals to me the connec-

tions of events or objects according to the laws of natgre, -

there is also a moral |
a moral person, giv
conduct myself. Su
ground; at a highe
reveals itself to m

abel attached to them which for me, as
es ethical directions as to how I have to
ch a moral label is justified on its own
r level it coincides with the idea which
e when I am faced with the concrete

Men vary greatly. in their capacity for intuition. In one,
ideas just bubble up; another acquires them with much
labour. The situations in which men live and which provide
the scenes of their actions are no less varied. The conduct of 2
man will therefore depend on the manner in which his
faculty of intuition works in a given situation,
ideas which are effective in us,
intuitions, constitutes what is
withstanding the universality
as this intuitive content app

The sum of
the concrete content of our
individual in each of us, not-
of the world of ideas. In so far
lies to action, it constitutes the
moral content of the individual. To let this content express
itself in life is both the highest moral driving force and the
highest motive a man can have, who sees that in this content
all other moral principles are in the end united. We may call
this point of view ethical individualism,

The decisive factor of an intuitivel
any concrete instance is the dis
purely individual intuition. At
only speak of general concepts of morality (standards, laws)
in so far as these result from the generalization of the indi-

vidual impulses. General standards -always presuppose

concrete facts frém which they can be derived. But the facts

have first to be created by human action,
If we seek out the rules (conceptual principles) underlying
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) ‘e obtain a
_ . C e les, and epochs, we 0

. f individuals, peoples, Y ral laws
the acno?s:\ics which is not so much a science of n;o 2o
e otal history of morality. It s only the laws obtai

as a natura human action as the laws of

ted to . ,

. that are rela ! These laws

this . way related to a particular phenomenon. I ’
nature are

by no means identical with the.impgls;:s or;
e b c);ur actions. If we want to understand de
Whic’h ‘we‘baSZrises from his moral will,_ we must first s{(ucy _
e a‘ft“m f this will to the action. Abovc'a.ll, we musz1 e }i
the relauonl e actions in which this relation is the deter
o Y et osIf 1, or someone else, reflect upon S‘l\.lC!l 1zm
mining e ds ,wc can discover what moral principles
action. afterwartio,n with regard to it. While I am pex{fomunigt
o on ?lf:n influenced by a moral maxim in so fz;r asthe
the a‘cno'n intuitively; it is bound up with my love 011'( ©
obi hv’e . that 1 want to realize through my actl?n. Iaskn
e s le, ““‘Shall I perform this action?’ —fbv:xt c?rry
T e oo 20 I have grasped the idea-of it. Thxs,z‘a one
it out 2 soox;ci?on. If a man acts only because hg acc;e;:;z
mak& p ’Z.:’al standards, his action is the outcogig 0 o
e neiples hich compose his moral code. He merely car jes
pa wH is a superior automaton. Inject some stxmfu [:s
o Or'ders: te his mind, and at once the cloc?cwor,k o .b,d
o eel prindi C;& will set itself in motion and run its prescri € !
T o to result in an action which is Christian, E
b, ot & x(')nin ly unselfish, or calculated to promote the
S 0; sf:e'lizatgion. Only when I follow my love forumy
e otive i 'm;nm elf who act. I act, at this level of moral t:yi
o e ltI acyk;owledge a lord over me, or an externa
t be_@“se a so-called inner voice; I acknowlcdged n:)‘
::tt?:;xr:ly ;)r(i)r:ciple for my action, becausle 1 1'1avleO j:u:f dx1 "
und for my action, namely, my love
;nc)t'iszrli ;h:o i:; work out mentally whether my action s good
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or bad; I carry it out because I loge it. My action will be
“good” if my intuition, steeped in love, finds its right place
within the intuitively experienceable world continuum; it
will be “bad” if this is not the case, Again, I do not ask
myself, “How would another man act in my position?”’'—but
Tactas I, this particular individuality, find I have occasion to
do. No general usage,
applying to all men, no moral standard is my immediate
guide, but my love for the deed. [ feel no compulsion,
neither the compulsion of nature which guides me by my
instincts, nor the compulsion of the moral commandments,
but I want simply to carry out what lies within me.

Those who defend general moral standards might reply to

these arguments that if everyone strives to live his own life
and do what he pleases, there can be no distinction between a
good deed and a crime; every corrupt impulse that lies
within me has as good a claim to express itself as has the
intention of serving the general good. What determines me as
2 moral being cannot be the mere fact of my having conceived
the idea of an action, but whether I judge it to be good or
evil. Only in the former case should | carry it out.
My reply to this very obvious objection, which is neverthe-
less based on a misapprehension of my argument, is this: If
Wwe want to understand the nature of the human will, we
must distinguish between the path which leads this will to a
certain degree of development and the unique character
which the will assumes as it approaches this goal. On the path
towards this goal the standards play their rightful part. The
goal consists of the realization of moral aims grasped by pure
intuition, Man attains such aims to the extent that he is able
to raise himself at all to the intuitive world of ideas: In any
particular act of will such moral aims will generally have
other elements mixed in with them, either as driving force
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- intuitio still be wholly or
tive. Nevertheless intuition may still
m;:?yntl}?e determining factor in the human will. What one

" should do, that one does; one provides the stage upon which -
$ ]

H ’ ion is what on
obligation becomes deed; one’s own action

impulse can only be
brings forth from oneself. Here the impu .
br;lnlgls individual. And, in truth, only an act of will tha;
jurind from intuition can be an individua}l one, To regar
si{lmfhse deed of a criminal, as an expression of the human
evil,

di-
“individuality in the same sense as one regards the embo

ent of pure intuition i ible if blind instincts are

m pure intuition 1s only possible if b :

: koned as part of the human individuality. But the blind
rec

instinct that drives 2 man to crime does not spring frf)m
S - - . »

fntuition and does not belong to what is md;vxdua.l in hxmll ,

g:xt rath;r to what is most general in him, to what is equally

i works his
> in all individuals and out of which a man work
5 sw:;s:;}rx:eans of what is individual in him. What is individual

i i ism with its instincts and its fee%mgs
b metlliexr“:;:‘ l)xrn';f{lin;'sorld of ideas which lights up thl}xn
bu't r:r anism. My instincts, urges and passions &.ta'bhsh
:::smori than that I belong to the general species man jitis it::
fact that something of the idea world comes to e.xl:)res.smnthat
articular way within these urges, passions and. fee‘lmgs that
Zstablish& my individuality. T;uol:lgh tx}xllyex::rs:rtl;:’t;ve v
avi e sort of man of whom there are
ctlivzi’nl; :}rxrr‘ot:lgh the particular form of the idea‘?):’ mIeanr:
of which I designate myself within the dozen afs I l,d ;is i
an individual. Only a being c:;lher ditf}fum r‘r:xzsierll :l;u et
inguish me from others by the differen i anima
: ﬁl:fl through my thinking, tha.t is, bX ac:txvelcylis gnr::s»pxlrs;g1
 what expresses itself in my organism as idea, If . agc'ltxi o
myself from others. Therefore one cannot say of | e seon
of a criminal that it proceeds from the .1d?a withir i
‘Indeed, the characteristic feature of criminal action
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precisely . that they spring from the p

on-ideal elements in
man.

of a moral standard, is felt to be unfree.

Man is free in so far as he js able to obey himself jn every

my deed only if it can be
- We have here considered what
conditions are required for an intentional action to be felt ag
a free one; how this purely ethically understood idea of
freedom comes to realization in the being of man will be
shown in what follows.

Acting out of freedom does not exclude the moral laws; it

includes them, but shows itself to be on a higher level than
those actions which are m

unity of the wosld of idea
ideas working in me js n
fellow man. Admitted]

s. He does not see that the world of
o other than the one working in my
Y, this unity js but ap outcome of
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. erience. But in fact it cannot be anyt'}xlr;geilw?::
p:actlcal expd be known in any other way than by obs A
For if.it,COUl its own sphere universal standards‘ rf‘xthe;. t az

ltsrience would be the rule. Individua 1tyh 1S
individus ‘expif very individual being knows of other
pasib ™ 'Orqy'd 'fobservation alone. I differ from_my‘ fellow
theovgh lncllv111 ttlacause we are living in two ent‘irely different
e ad (l:)ut because from the world of ideas common
spirtua or eive different intuitions. He wants to live
to ue b'Oth o recI mine. If we both really conceive out.of the
o mdm:lt;o;:’t obey any external impulses (physical or
an

tllal 1 l:}\e st i -

sp]r] y t}len we annot but meet one aﬂother %n il v

) on intent. }k m()lal mlSUnderStaﬂdlng) a Clash,
NI

mg, in CQ

are morally free. Only the
. imPOSSiblfe bet\‘:}iznf(r:llli)r:wwti(:ir natural »instincts' or th.e
O i oo ds of duty come into conﬂif:t with t}x;u
e coir?rtr}"laer;e do not obey the same instincts aqd the
g ds as themselves. To /ive in love towards our
o Com“;a’l slet live in the understanding of the Othei
S anill (i)s the fundamental maxim of free me. Théy
B o 0 h’ obligati ' than what their will puts 1t§e1f in
k“?wn“:i':; ier:mitively; how they will direct_thexr will in a
e e e
e atime, o ot would vbe able to implant
(')f 'humlm'mr(fr,ﬂno;:ct::::]}lmivr:an individuals are one in
wpicit that t1'1ls carf live out their lives side by side. The free
o 'that't eZnﬁdence that he and any other free man belong
0 o h"“"f‘ cal world, and that their intentions will harmorf-
b onczpuf,me man d,o&e not demand agreement from h_xs
oo m nrebut expects to find it because it is mher.erntfu:
. I not here referring to the nec§§1w o
thte o shat externa institution, but to the disposition, the
this or that external institution, bu 2i .
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attitude of soul, through which a man, aware of himself . 7‘1'3

among his fellows, most clearly expresses the ideal of human
dignity. '

There are many who will say that the concept of the free £

man which [ have here developed is a chimera nowhere to be

found in practice; we have to do with actual human beings, 3"

from whom we can only hope for morality if they obey some
moral law, that is, if they regard their moral task as a dutyand

do not freely follow their inclinations and loves. I do not -
doubt this at all. Only a blind man could do so. But if this is ‘

to be the final conclusion, then away with all this hypocrisy
about morality! Let us then simply say that human nature
must be driven to its actions as long as it is not free. Whether

his unfreedom is forced on him by physical means or by
moral laws, whether man is’ unfree because he follows K

his unlimited sexual desire or because he is bound by the
fetters of conventional morality, is quite immaterial from a
certain point of view. Only let us not assert that such a man
can rightly call his actions his own, seeing that he is driven to

them by a force other than himself. But in the midst of all ‘38

this framework of compulsion there arise men who establish

themselves as free spirits in all the welter of customs, legal EE 13
" codes, religious observances, and so forth. They are free 5iEE

in so far as they obey only themselves, unfree in so far as they
submit to control. Which of us can say that he is really free
in all his actions? Yet in each gof us there dwells a deeper
being in which the free man finds expression.

Our life is made up of free and unfree actions. We cannot,
however, think out the concept of man completely without
coming upon the free spirit as the purest expression of
human nature. Indeed, we are men in the true gense only in
so far as we are free.

This is an ideal, many will say. Doubtless; but it is an
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‘ “element i ing i to the
- 1 is a real element in us working its way
ide wm‘;holjranature. It is no ideal just thought up or
surfece ® hich has life, and which announces

but one W, o
fk:l‘fmc:itlu'ljr'ueven in the least perfect form of its existence.
itsell

1d be no
ly a natural creature, ther? would
iy 'We: :';:":;mh for ideals, that is, for 1d.ws whlch for
such thmgnt are not effective but whose rmhzatxon. is re-
the‘ ﬁ:iom\eNith the things of the outer world, the idea is
quired.

determined by the percept; we have done our share when we
“de

od the connection between idea and percept.

ll;avte\;xet;oitz human being it is not so. The sum total of his
u

i ined without his own self; his
existencecéstﬂ:: afur:Zr:le:)eerirnn; (free spirit) is not o}zjectiv.ely
tm'ec(c:lo ?rori the start with the percept-picture “man needmgt
pors be confirmed by knowledge afterwards. Man mus!
onl.y t(;xisg concept with the percept of man by his n;)w?f
o (l:,:oncept and percept coincide in this case o .yh
aCUV‘g- celf makes them coincide. This he can do only if ;
r]::nfoux::di the concept of the free spirit‘, th.at is, if he hz;slfo:lnng
the concept of his own sclf. In the objective world a divi g

e 1 drawn by our organization betWecn percept axlx)
o Bt- knowledge overcomes this division. In our sub-
;::ucvef 1;an1rc this division is no less present; m:: ov:cc:;lzsf
i i nt by bringing the co:
itjn de;: :'zu:;:;::: ?xllell(:iiﬂ:xtwaz’d existence. Hen.cc not
?ntfys man’s intellectual but also his mora.l life ladsdtot:;kt:‘:
fold nature, perceiving (direct .cxpcncnce) an N
The intellectual life overcomes this two-i:l;dhrn::;::thy; means
knowl the moral life overcomes it u actual

:;ﬁzaﬁoe:i?thc free spirit. 'E.very existing th;nf ll:‘as e,:::r::l
‘born concept (the law of its being and domg),. t;:the p—
objects this concept is indivisibly bound up wi P oo
and separated from it only within our spiritual organiza
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In man concept and percept are, at first, actually separated,
to be just as actually united by him,

One might object: At ever

Y moment of a man’s life there js
a definite concept corres

ponding to our percept of him just
as with everything else. I can form for myself the concept of

a particular type of man, and I may even find such a man
given to me as a percept; if I now add to this the concept of
a free spirit, then I have two concepts for the same object.
Such an objection is one-sided. As object of perception [
am subjected to continual change. As a child | was one
thing, another as a youth, yet another as a man, Indeed, at
every moment the percept-picture of myself is different from
what it was the moment before. These changes may take
place in such a way that it is always the same man (the type)
who reveals himself in them, or that they represent the
expression of a free spirit. To such changes my action, as
object of perception, is subjected.

The perceptual object “man” has in it the possibility of
transforming itself, Jjust as the plant seed contains the
possibility of becoming a complete plant. The plant trans-

forms itself because of the objective law inherent in it; the
human being remains in his incomplete state unless
he takes hold of the material for transformation within him
and transforms himself through his own power. Nature
makes of man merely a natural being; society makes of him
a law-abiding being; only e himself can make of himself a
Jree man. Nature releases man from her fetters at a definjte
stage in his development; society carries this development
a stage further; he alone can give hi

mself the final polish,
The standpoint of free morality, then, does not declare
the free spirit to be the only form in which a man can exist.

It sees in the free spirit only the last stage of man’s evolution,
This is not to deny that conduct according to standards has
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established by definite men, and the laws of the state always -
originate in the head of a statesman. These leading spirits -
have set up laws over other men, and the only person who -

feels unfree is the one who forgets this origin and either
turns these laws into extra-human commandments, objective
moral concepts of duty independent of man, or else turns
them into the commanding voice within himself which he
supposes, in a falsely mystical way, to be compelling him.
On the other hand, the person who does not overlook this
origin, but seeks man within it, will count such laws as
belonging to the same world of ideas from which he, too,
draws his moral intuitions. If he believes he has better
intuitions, he will try to put them into the place of the
existing ones; if he finds the existing ones justified, he will
act in accordance with them as if they were his own.

We must not coin the formula: Man exists only in order to
realizeamoral world order which is quite distinct from himself,
Anyone who maintains that this is so, remains, in his know-
ledge of man, at the point where natural science stood when
it believed that a bull has horns in order to butt. Scientists,
happily, have thrown out the concept of purpose as a dead
theory. Ethics finds it more difficult to get free of this
concept. But just as horns do not exist for the sake of butting,
but butting through the presence of horns, so man does not
exist. for the sake of morality, but morality through the
presence of man. The free man acts morally because he has a
moral idea; he does not act in order that morality may come
into being. Human individuals, with the moral ideas belong-
ing to their nature, are the prerequisites of a moral world
order. /’

The human individual is the source of all morality and the
centre of earthly life. State and society exist only because
they have arisen as a necessary consequence of the life of
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CHAPTER TEN

Freedom-Philoso_phy and Monism
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FREEDOM-PHILOSOPHY AND MONISM

incamath Godhead and at the same time the way of redemp-
ified in the flesh; morality, however,

tion for Him who was cruci
is the collaboration in the shortening of this path of suffering and

. ,edgmption.’

Here man does

act, because it is
materialistic dualist makes man

not act because he wants 10, but he shall
God’s will to be redeemed. Whereas the
an automaton whose actions
ical system, the
one who sees the Absolute, the
Being-in-itself, as something spiritual in which man has no
ghare in his conscious experience) makes him a slave to the
sm, so also in one-sided

will of the Absolute. As in materiali
' fact ‘in any kind of metaphysical realism
ot experiencing something extra-human as

dualist (that is,

spiritualism, in

inferring but n
the true reality, freedom is out of the question.
1l as naive realism, consistently followed

Metaphysical as we
out, must deny freedom for one and the same reason: they

both see man as doing no more than putting into effect, or
carrying out, principles forced upon him by ‘necessity-
Naive realism destroys freedom by subjecting man to the
guthority of 2 perceptible being or of one conceived on the
analogy of 3 perceptible being, or eventually to the authority

of the abgtract inner voice which it interprets as “conscience”’;
the metaphysician, who merely infers the extra-human

reality, cannot acknowledge freedom because he sees man

as being . determined, mechanically or morally, by a
“Being-in-itself . ’ ?
Monism will have to recognize that naive realism is partially
justified because it recognizes the justification of the world
of percepts. Whoever is incapable of producing moral ideas
through intuition must accept them from others. Inso far as
a man receives his moral principles from without, he is in
® Hartmann, Phaenomenologie des sittlichen Bmus:zséins, p- 871.
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s will, but rather sees'that men, in so far as they realize
pursue only their own human ends.
his own particular ends.

to it
their intuitive ideas,
Moreover, each individual pursues
For the world of ideas comes to expression, not in a com-
munity of men, but only in human individuals. What appears
as the common goal of 2 whole group of people is only the
result of the separate acts of will of its individual members, .
and in fact usually of a few outstanding ones who, as their
authorities, are followed by the others. Each one of us has it

in him to be a free spirit, just as every rose bud has in it a

rose.

Monism, then, in the sphere of true moral action, is a
freedom philosophy. Since it is a philosophy of reality, it
rejects the metaphysical, unreal restrictions of the free

spirit as completely as it accepts the physical and historical

(naively real) restrictions of the naive man. Since it does not

consider man as a finished product, disclosing his full nature

in every moment of his life, it regards the dispute as to
“!rhether man as such s free or not, to be of no consequence..
It sees in man a developing being, and asks whether, in the
course of this development, the stage of the free spirit can
be reached. . .

Monism knows that Nature does not send man forth from
her arms ready made as a free spirit, but that she leads him
up to a certain stage from which he continues to develop
still as an unfree being until he comes to the point where he
finds his own self.

Monism is quite clear that a being acting under physical
or moral compulsion cannot be a truly moral being. It regards
the phases of automatic behaviour (following natural urges
and instincts) and of obedient behaviour (following moral
standards) as necessary preparatory stages of morality, but it
also sees that both these transitory stages can be overcome
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by the free spirit. Monism frees the truly moral world
conception both from the mundane fetters of naive moral
maxims and from the transcendental moral maxims of the
“speculative metaphysician. Monism ¢an no more eliminate
the former from the world than it can eliminate ‘percepts; it
rejects the latter because it seeks all the principles for the
elucidation of the world phenomena within that world, and
none outside it,

Just as monism refuses even to think of principles of
knowledge other than those that apply to men (see page 100),
so it emphatically rejects even the thought of moral maxims
other than those that apply to

men. Human morality, like
human knowledge, is conditioned by human nature., And

different order will understand knowledge
to mean something

so will other beings have a different mor'ality from ours.
Morality is for t

he monist a specifically human quality, and
spiritual freedom the human way of being moral,
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concept. It is a characteristic feature of the essential nature
of man that what can be intuitively grasped swings to and
fro within man, like- a living pendulum, between unj.
versally valid knowledge and the individual experience of it,
For those who cannot see the one half of the swing in jts

reality, thinking remains only a subjective human activity;

of thinker, it is the act of knowing that is an unintelligible
fact; for the second kind, it is the mora] life. Both will put
forward all sorts of imagined ways of explaining the one or
the other, all equally unfounded, ejther because they entirely
fail to grasp that thinking can be actually experienced, or
because they misunderstand it as a merely abstracting
activity, '
* * * * L
2. On page 147 I have spoken of materialism. I am wel]
aware that there are thinkers—such as Ziehen, mentioned
above—who do not call themselves Materialists at all, but
who must nevertheless be described as such from the point

Processes, but not to action or to being; and if he were to
think his concept through to the end, he could not help but
think materialistically. He avoids doing this only by the
same inconsistency that so often results from not thinking
one’s thoughts through to the end, }

It is often said nowadays that the materialism of the
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CHAPTER ELEVEN

World Purpose and Life Purpose
(The Ordering of Man’s Destiny)

AMONG the manifold currents in the spiritual life of
mankind, there is one to be followed up which can be
described as the overcoming of the concept of purpose B
in spheres where it does not belong. Purposefulness is
a special kind of sequence of phenomena. True purpose-
fulness really exists only if, in contrast to the relationship &
of cause and effect where the earlier event determines the % :
later, the reverse is the case and the later event influences !{
the earlier one. To begin with, this happens only in the case Y
of human actions. One performs an action of which one has -
previously made a mental picture, and one allows this mental

influences the earlier (the doer) with the help of the mental
picture. For there to be a purposeful connection, this detour
through the mental picture is absolutely necessary.

In a process which breaks down into cause and effect, we
must distinguish percept from' concept. The percept of the
cause precedes the percept of| the effect; cause and effect
would simply remain side by side in our consciousness, if -
we were not able to connect them with one another through
their corresponding concepts. The percept of the effect
must always follow upon the percept of the cause. If the
effect is to have a real influence upon the causd, it can do so
only by means of the conceptual factor. For the perceptual
factor of the effect simply does not exist prior to the per-
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monism. Nothing is Purposeful except what man has first
made so, for purposefulness arises only through the realiza.
tion of an idea. In a realistic sense, an idea can become
effective only in man. Therefore human life can only have
the pf;rpose and the ordering of destiny that man gives it. To
the question: What jg man’s task in life? there can be for
monism but one answer-: The task he sets himself. My
mission in the world is not predetermined, but is at every
moment the one I choose for myself. I do not set out upon
my journey through life with fixed marching orders,

Ideas are realized purposefully only by human beings.
Consequcntly it is not permissible to speak of the embodj-
ment of ideas by history. All such phrases as “history is the
evolution of mankind towards freedom,” or “. .. the
realization of the moral world order,’
monistic point of view, untenable.

The supporters of the concept of purpose beljeve that, by

" and so on, are, from a

As long as there are Instincts in nature, it is folly to deny
Purposes therein,

Just as the formation of a limb of the human body is not
determined and conditioned by an idea of this limb, ﬂoating
in the air, b}ft by its connection with the greater whole, the
body to which the Limb belongs, so the formation of every
natural object, be jt plant, anima! or man, is not determined
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or exxstmg ou

“mind of a world creator) tside the creature in the - B

ho . 3
are not determir, who must admit tha . : '
' ctermined by purpose and plan ffomt\v::;h bel{:gs M . No one who has followed the preceding argument with
i out ut B 4

an open mind will be able to conclude that the author, in
rejecting the concept of purpose for extra-human facts, takes
the side.of those thinkers who, by rejecting this concept,
enable themselves to regard everything outside human action
_and thence human action itself—as no more than a natural
process. He should be protected from this by the fact that in
this book the thinking process is presented as a purely
spiritual one. If here the concept of purpose is rejected even
for the spiritual world, lying outside human action, it is
because something is revealed in that world which is higher
than the kind of purpose realized in the human kingdom..
And when we say that the thought of a purposeful destiny foré
the human race, modelled on human purposefulness, isi
erroneous, we mean that the individual gives himsels
purposes, and that the outcome of the working of mankind
a8 2 whole is compounded of these. This outcome is then
‘something higher than its component parts, the purposes of
men.
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CHAPTER TWELVE
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(Dar l Imagination

winism and Morality)

MORAL IMAGINATION

«ants to Carry out, he does it as he has seen it done, or as he
pas been told to do it in the particular case. Hence authority
works best through examples, that is, through providing
quite definite particular actions for the consciousness of the
unfree spirit. A Christian acts not so much according to the
reaching 2s according to the example of the Saviour. Rules
have less value for acting positively than for refraining from
certain actions. Laws take on the form of general concepts
only when they forbid actions, but not when they prescribe
them. Laws concerning what he ought to do must be given
{0 the unfree spirit in quite concrete form: Clean the street
in front of your door! Pay your taxes, amounting. to the sum
here given, to the Tax Office at X! and so on. Conceptual
{orm belongs to laws for inhibiting actions: Thou shalt not
steall Thou shalt not commit adultery! These laws, too,
influence the unfree spirit only by means of a concrete
mental picture, for example, that of the appropriate secular
punishment, or the pangs of conscience, or eternal damnation,
and so on.

Whenever the impulse for an action is present in a general
conceptual form (for example, Thou shalt do good to thy
fellow men! Thou shalt live so that thou best promotest thy
welfare!) then for each particular case the concrete mental
picture of the action (the relation of the concept to a content
of perception) must first be found. For the free spirit who 1s
impelled by no example, nor fear of punishment or the like,
this translation of the concept into a mental picture is always
necessary.

Man produces concrete mental pictures from the sum of
his ideas chiefly by means of the imagination. Therefore
what the free spirit needs in order to realize his ideas, in
order to be effective, is moral imagination. This is the source
of the free spirit’s action. Therefore it is only men with
163
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moral imagination who are, strictly speaking, morally pro.
ductive. Those who merely preach morality, that s, people -
who merely spin out moral rules without being able to cop.
dense them into concrete

unproductive. They are like
very intelligibly what a work of art ought t,

0 be like, but whq’
are themselves incapable of even the sl

ightest productive
Moral Imagination,
must set to work in g

» In accordance with a moral mental
must have grasped

pictlure, that is, the way it has hitherto worked, t

We shall, therefore, look for it

general. Moral action, then, presupposes, in addition ¢
! the faculty of having moral ideas (moral intuition) and
| moral imagination, the ability to transform the world of p
cepts without violating the natural laws by which these are %
p connected.* This ability is moral technique. Tt can be learni

in the same sense in which any kind of knowledge can bé’
learnt. Generally speaking,

MORAL IMAGINATION

» isti 1d than to evolve productively,
concepts ff’f _th: exls::i “t_:: not-yet-existing aﬁ:tions of t!l:
out of (5F m’tgilsn:crfccﬂy possible for men without mo y
futur'c- }‘Ienctz lrc:ceivc such mental pictures from others, a;z'
: b?:i;nthem skilfully into the actual world. Conversely,
to enx

M t]lat men Wlth “loral unagmuo[l lack tcCh'
it Iﬂa9 happen

cal skill, and must make use of other men for the realization
nical skill,

i tal pictures. . o ]
of e ;n :I:;s kx!:owledge of the objects within our sl‘;he‘r:l :i)s
h I.n oy ecessary for acting morally, our action hc:pc nds
e lsclilknowledge. What we are con:;:rn.ed mthOt:rthi "
LA dealing with natural science, n thics.
lawl\fio{a';ait:::éir\z;zr: and the faculty of having moral ideas
= Mo

| become objects of knowledge only ve been
j nly after they have
‘ean f ledg
*“groduced by :he individual. By then, however, tiley no
' :.’.1 regulate life, for they have already regulated it. They
- longer s

i like all others
ded as effective causes,
pro :rzwp:r;;:eﬁ:)xﬂy for the subject). W? therefore deal
(qleythem as with a natural history of morle zdcas - chis
| m;ihthics as a science that sets standards, in addition ,

+ 3 /cannot exist.

" Some people have wanted to maintain the standard-setting

i
Y

" “character of moral laws, at least in so far as they have under-

thics in the sense of dietetics, which .deduces gc‘ne;'ai
By &:h organism’s requirements in life as a bas.xs h(;s
f‘-‘les ff°_m tlfe body in a particular way (e.g., Paulsen, :gom

‘ ‘5‘3323“35 Ethik). This comparison is false, becaus

" moral life is not comparable with the life .of the org‘ancltsi?;
: *?’ﬁ ' functioning of the organism occurs without any a

i in the world ready-made
art; we come upon its laws in d‘
::do‘;: ther‘:fore seek them and apply then: e:l;:; ::u‘r;, :
| first crea .
, on the other hand, are e
, g:n!tlt 1:;’;1)' them until we have created them. The err

165

4
g
Cod
Lo

’

&




MORAL IMAGINATION

Siﬁlilﬂfly’ evolutionists ought to picture to themselves that a
being could have watched the development of the 'solar

be given, lik

gencration wztuthe natural laws of the organi - system out of the Kant-Laplace primordial nebula, had he

if they were di‘ Cer.tamly not be justified j been able to remain in a suitable spot out in the cosmic
etetic rules. For the . world ether during that infinitely long time. That with such

mental pictures, the nature of both the proto-amniotes and
the Kant-Laplace cosmic nebula would have to be thought.of
d,ﬂ’g’ently from the way the materialist thinkgrs do, is here
irrelevant. But no evolutionist should ever dream of main-
taining that he could get the concept of the reptile, with all
its characteristics, out of his concept of the proto-amniotic
animal, if he had never seen a reptile. Just as little would it
be possible to derive the solar system from the concept of the
Kant-Laplace nebula, if this concept of a primordial nebula
is thought of as being directly determined only by the
percept of the primordial nebula. In other words, if the
evolutionist is to think consistently, he is bound to maintain
that later phases of evolution do actually result from earlier
ones, and that once we have been given the concept of the
imperfect and that of the perfect, we can see the connection;
but on no account should he agree that the concept at-
tained from the earlier is, in’itself, sufficient for evolvirig the
ater out of it. From this it follows for ethics that, though we
can certainly see the connection between later moral con-
cepts and earlier, we cannot get even a single new moral idea
out of the earlier ones. As a moral being, the individual
produces his own content. For the student of ethics, the
content thus produced is just as much a given thing as
reptiles are a given thing for the scientist. Reptiles have
developed out of proto-amniotes, but the scientist cannot
get the concept of reptiles out of the concept of the proto-
amniotes. Later moral ideas evolve out of earlier, but the
student of ethics cannot get the moral concepts of a later

This vie
W appears to
of mo d contr

ok mentioned a

iral endo ’
wments and different condit; bove) says,

ons of life
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civilization out of those of an earlier one. The confusion
arises because, as scientists, we start with the facts before us,
and then get to know them, whereas in moral action we
ourselves first create the facts which we then get to know,
In the process of evolution of the moral world order we .
accomplish something that, at a lower level, is accomplished %

- by nature: we alter something perceptible. The ethica] &
standard thus cannot start, like a law of nature, by being |
known, but only by being created. Only when it is there, can .}
it become an object of knowledge. i

But can we not then make the old a measure for the new}?

Is not every man compelled to measure the products of his
moral imagination

ey e el

by the standard of traditional mora]
doctrines? For something that should reveal itself as morally ol
productive, this would be just as absurd as to want to -
measure a new form in nature by an old one and say that, 3
because reptiles do not conform to the proto-amniotes, they
are an unjustifiable (pathological) form. A
Ethical individualism, then, is fhot in opposition to a i)
rightly understood theory of evolution, but follows directly 23]
from it. Haeckel’s i genealogical tree, from protozoa up to .¥zj%
man as an organic being, ought to be capable of being
continued without an interruption of natural law and without
a break in the unifo‘mxity of evolution, up to the individual
as a being that is moral in a definite sense. But on no account
could the nature of a descendant species be deduced from
the nature of an ancestral one. However true it is that the
moral ideas of ths individual have perceptibly developed out

of those of his ancestors, it is equally true that the individual . -

is morally barren unless he has moral ideas ‘of his own.

The same ethical individualism that 1 h_!we developed on
the basis of views already given could also be derived from
the theory of evolution. The final conviction would be the
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MORAL IMAGINATION

teristic quality. This freedom must be allowed to the human
will, in 80 far as the will realizes purely ideal intuitions. For
e intuitions are not the results of a necessity acting upon
from without, but are due only to themselves. If a man
hat an action is the image of such an ideal intuition,
feels it to be free. In this characteristic of an action

them
finds t
then he
lies its freedom.

What are we to say, from this standpoint, about the

distinction mentioned earlier (page 8) between the two-
ropositions, “To be free means to be able to do as one wills”
and, “To be at liberty to desire or not to desire is the real
proposition involved in the dogma of freewill”? Hamerling
pases his view of free will precisely on this distinction, by
"declaring the first statement to be correct but the second to
be an absurd tautology. He says, “I can do as I will. But to
say I can want as I will is an empty tautology.” Whether I
am able to do, that is, to translate into reality, what T will,
that is, what I have set before myself as my idea of action,
depends on external circumstances and on my technical
skill (see page 164). To be free means to be able of one’s own
accord to determine by moral imagination those mental
pictures (motives) which .underlie the action. Freedom is
impossible if anything other then myself (mechanical process
or merely inferred extra-mundane God) determines my
moral ideas. In other words, I am free only when I myself
produce these mental pictures, not when 1 am merely able to
carry out the motives which another being has implanted
in me. A free being is one who can want what he himself
considers right. Whoever does anything other than what he
wants must be impelled to it by motives which do not lie
within him. Such a man is unfree in his action. To be at
liberty to want what one considers right or what one con-
siders' wrong, would therefore mean to be at liberty to be
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25

 free or unfree. This is, of course, just as absurd as to se;
freedom in the ability to do what one is compelled to will
But this last is just what Hamerling maintains when he says::l
“It is perfectly true that the will is always determined by 1
motives, but it is absurd to -say that on this account it is < R
unfree; for a greater freedom can neither be desired ‘nor*
conceived than the freedom to realize oneself in proportio
to one’sown strength and determination.” Indeed it can! It 4
certainly possible to desire a greater freedom, and this for 1

the first time the true one: namely, to decide for oneself the
motives for one's will.

fit

Under certain conditions a man may be induced to abando
the execution of his will. To allow others to prescribe to him
what he ought to do—in other words, to want what another
and not he himself, considers right—to this a man will submit?
only to the extent that he does not feel free. :

External powers may prevent me from doing as I will,
Then they simply condemn me to do nothing or to be unfree
Not until they would enslave my spirit, drive my motives
out of my head, and put their own motives in the place of
mine, do they really aim at making me unfree. For this
reason the Church sets itself not only against the mere doing
but especially against the impure thoughts, that is, the motives
of my action. The Church makes me unfree if, for her, all
those motives she has not herself enunciated seem impure,
A Church or other community produces unfreedom when jts :

priests or teachers make themselves into keepers of con-
sciences, that is, when the faithful are oblig

ed to go to them !}
(to the confessional) for the motives of their actions.
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CHAPTER THIRTEEN

The Value of Life
(Opiimism and Pessimism)

A COUNTERPART 10 the question concerning the purpose of life,
or the ordering of its destiny (see pages 156 fF.), isthe question
concerning its value. We meet here with two mutually
oppOSCd views, and between them all conceivable attempts
at compromise. One view says that this world is the best that
could conceivably exist, and that to live and to act in it is a
blessing of untold value. Everything that exists displays
harmonious and purposeful co-operation and is worthy of
admiration. Even what is apparently bad and evil may, from
a higher point of view, be seen to be good, for it represents
an agreeable contrast with the good; we are the more able to
appreciate the good when it is clearly contrasted with evil.
Moreover, evil is not genuinely real; what we feel as evil is
only a lesser degree of good. Evil is the absence of good; it
has no significance in itself..

The other view maintains that life is full of misery and
want; everywhere pain outweighs pleasure, sorrow out-
weighs joy. Existenceis a burden, and non-existence would in
all circumstances be preferable to existence.

The chief representatives of the former view, optimism,
are Shaftesbury and Leibnitz; those of the latter, pessimism,
are Schopenhauer and Eduard von Hartmann.

Leibnitz believes the world is the best of all possible
worlds. A better one is impossible. For God is good and wise.
A good God wants to create the best possible world; a wise
God knmows which is the best possible—He is able to
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distinguish the best frop, o
an evil or an unwise God wi i aﬁd fortune before the tribunal of reason, in order
worse than the best possibl .ould be able to Create 3 ‘;:. ";; ' ::b:;zs:vngthat all alléged satisfaction turns out on closer
d in;peaim to be illusion. 1t is illusion when we believe that
in health, youth, freedom, sufficient income, love (sexual .
satisfaction), Pity, friendship and family life, self-respect,
ponour, fame, Ppower, religious edification, pursuit of
science and of art, hope of a life hereafter, participation in the
progress of civilization—that in all these we have sources of
happiness and.satisfaction. Soberly. considered, every enjoy-
ment brings much more evil and misery into the world than
pleasure. The disagreeableness' of the hangover is always
greater than the agreeableness of getting drunk. Pain far out-
weighs pleasure in the world. No man, even though relatively
the happiest, would, if asked, wish to live through this
miscrable life a second time. Now, since Hartmann does not
deny the presence of an ideal factor (wisdom) in the world, but
rather gives it equal standing with blind urge (will), he can;
credit his primal Being with the creation of the world only
if he allows the pain in the world to serve a wise world-
purpose. The pain of created beings is, however, nothing
but God’s pain itself, for the life of the world as a whole is
identical with the life of God. An all-wise Reing can, how-
ever, sec his goal only in release from suffering, and, since
all existence is suffering, in release from existence. To trans-
form existence into the far better state of non-existence is the
purpose fof all creation. The course of the world is a contin-
 dous battle against God’s pain, which ends at last with the
annihilation of all existence. The moral life of men, therefore,
will ‘consist in taking part in the annihilation of existence.
God has created the world so that through it He may free .
Himself from His infinite pain. The world is “to be regarded,
more or less, as an itching eruption upon the Absolute,” by
" means of which the unconscious healing power of the
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disappointed hope, and that thus, in the end,

i
4
fulfilment will eventually outweigh the possible pleasure off;._
fulfilment, we shall have to reply that the reverse may be the i
case, and that the recollection of past enjoyment at a time of 34
unfulfilled desire will just as often mitigate the pain of non. K
fulfilment. Whoever exclaims in the face of shattered hopes;

“I have done my part,” is a proof of this assertion. The

. blissful feeling of having tried one’s best is overlooked by

s
those who say of cvery unsatisfied desire that not only is the}s :
Jjoy of fulfilment absent but the enjoyment of the d%iringf‘ }
itself has been destroyed. :

vy

The fulfilment of a desire brings pleasure and its non.
fulfilment brings pain. But from this we mu
that pleasure is the satisfaction of a desir

& 3,
~3-

st not conclude;™

non-satisfaction. Both pleasure and pain can
without ‘being the consequence of desire. IlI
preceded by desire. If anyone were to main
is unsatisfied. desire for health, he would
mistake of regarding the unconscious wish not to fall ill;
which we all take for granted, as a positive desire. When"
someone receives a legacy from a rich relative of whose;
existence he had not the faintest idea, this fills him wj
pleasure without any preceding desire. G
Hence, if we set out to enquire whether the balance is on’§;
the side of pleasure or of pain, we must take into account the’¥
pleasure of desiring, the pleasure at the fulfilmen
and the pleasure which comes to us without any striving ¥4
On the other side of the account we shall have to enter the
displeasure of boredom, the pain of unfuliilled striving, and
lastly the pain which comes to us without any.desiring on our
part. Under this last heading we shall havg’ to put also the

displeasure caused by work, not chosen by ourselves, that has
been forced upon us.

be experience'd":
ness is pain not
tain that illnesg’
be making th,

tofa desire,3;

oy
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life—or, in other words‘, d.xat
with regard to his sub;ec:;::l
i i f1
would be correct.” With hﬂutalg;:o :‘;
i of feeling is once more made t ; ee o it of
e o who follows fairly closely the lin ough <
Anyone as Eduard von Hartmann may lete
net thmk'm’sorder to arrive at a correct vah.xanonro.udg";e"t
p ut ’o;'nthe way those factors W}}lch 1ialscaxfirl :)r\; tjo e
; d.i“: the balance of pleasure at}d pain. :; o nstinet,
e ways. Firstly by showing that 0
in two . »

. ing values in
. timation of feeling valu
will) interferes with our sober &insta.nce, we ought to say to

i i _ Whereas, for to 54 0
P v:?(;xual enjoyment is a source of evxls,tr\g;g e
ou'mlelc;m;‘yﬁtllale fact that the sexual instinct is very strc
misle

" © Philosophie des Unbewusster,
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the life of every pers
own subjective meast
rson is able to altnve at th
l:;e collected emotions in his
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th edition, Vol. II,d}:. 23;: o

7 hether the &
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us into conjuring up the
not there in that degree
hence we do not admit ¢
énjoyment. Secondly,
critical examination
whichour feelingsa

t. He can
_ i e o even furthet.
—1der-of_this view can g fnself that
But the Holder : mmmmleaﬂom?ﬁ =
ou ; ‘it 2
: The am.bm he pursues is a worthless t};ng.'ll come 1o
nition . hers, he w1
feeli the re;gg()r through the influence of oFtion by others counts
n'tg thee ll;l'gs o hlms;ét, for an intelligent man rccogmh matters, other than
at the objec . . “ uc '
désillusgonzs}:; B :ee iery little, seeing tha; hln all)\isstence or that arc already
3 of : sheer ex n
and that they are destroyed from the momeny those that are questlf’f:c: » one can be quite sure “that t};
that our ever growing intelligence sees through the illusions. finally settled by scfnd ’the minority right. ... Whoev
He can think of the matter in the following way, If ap majority 18 Wrong
ambitious man wa

A is life’s

life puts lus .

.. lode-star of his " N -

nts to determine clearly whether, up to the makes ambition the * 1f the ambi
moment of his enquiry,

ch a judgment..
there has been a surplus of pleasyre happiness 2t th‘-: mclrlctyhiosf ts: hims]elf, then he must rcgc:;r? Zi

or of pain in his life, then he has to free himself from two [B tious man admfts 2 bition had pictured as rcaln'y‘ and th
sources of error that may affect his judgment. Being ambi- illusion Whaf his am lhed to these illusions of his arr?bmon.f
tious, this fundamenta] feature of his character will make him also the feelings attac then be said that such feelings o
see the joys due to the recognition of his achievements l

. PO could be “trUCk out

n t_hls basis 1t . jon must also be S .

'7g glass, and the humiliations due to his gleasur§ as are prOdUCCdf b1?1’el'lius\:21lues; what then remains

diminishing glass. At the time when he of the ibalance sheet 0

suffered the rebuffs

life's pleasures stripped of all

he felt the humiliations just because he represe;"ts the sum to:;lm(l)lf compafed with the sum total (t)cf)
was ambitious; in recollection they appear to him in a milder illusion, ané thls %0 ioy and non-existence preferable
light, whereas the joys of recognition to which he js so pain that life is no Joy tion
susceptible leave a far deeper impression, Now, for an existence. immediately evident that the decep e
ambitious man it is an undeniable blessing that it should be But while it ¥ tinct of ambition leads to a false re1 .
so. The deception diminishes his pain in the moment of self- P"°d“ced. l.)y the 11r;sl-‘1nc¢: of pleasure, we must none thef :hc
analysis. None the less, his judgment is wrong. The sufferings { when striking th; abeen said about the recognition 2 tion
over which a veil isnow drawn were actually experienced by ‘ challenge what >an the objects of pleasure. "1 he “fllnun?h. T
him in all their intensity, ahd hence he enters them at a illusory character 0 £ Life of all pleasurable feclings W -Kl
wrong valuation in his life’s account book. In order to arrive from the credit side 0 osed illusions would positvely
at a correct estimate, an ambitious man would have to lay accompany actual 0; s;:l::ure and pain. For an amb}tlo: X
aside his ambition for the tj d falsifz'\ the :i:;;:; e(r)xjor;ed the acclamationsho.f thelfm‘;i—ms‘;r:e’:
man has ge ntly he himsell, or 59
irr;spectivznofr:::;?:; st\}l:ts ic}l:se accylamation is an 1llusion.
other person,

® Philosophie des Unbewussten, Vol. 11, p. 332.
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The pleasant sensation he has had is not in the least dimj.
nished by this recognition. The elimination of all sych
“illusory” feelings from life’s balance does not make 2
judgment’ about our feelings more correct, but rather *

obliterates from life feelings which were actually there,”
And why should these feelings be eliminated? For whoever

has them, they are certainly pleasure-giving; for whoever
has conquered them, a purely mental but none the leg
significant pleasure arises through the experience of self. e

 conquest (not through the vain emotion : What a noble fellow
I am! but through the objective sources of pleasure which lie
in the self-conquest). If we strike out feelings from the plea.
sure side of the balance on the ground that they are attached
to objecte which turn out to have been illusory, we make the
value of life dependent not on the quantity but on the quality’
of pleasure, and this, in turn, on the value of the objects -
which cause the pleasure. But if I want to determi;ne the
value of life in the first place by the quantity of pleasure or
pain which it brings, I may not presuppose something else
which already determines the positive or negative value of
the pleasure. If I say I want to compare the quantity of .
pleasure with the quantity of pain in order to see which is
greater, I am bound to bring into my account all pleasures
and pains in their actual intensities, whether they are base.
on illusions or not. Whoever ascribes a lesser value for life ;
to 4 pleasure which is based on an illusion than to one which
can justify itself before the tribunal of reason, makes the *
value of life dependent on factors other than pleasure. .
Whoever puts down pleasure as less valuable when it is
attached to a worthless object, resembles a merchant who ‘%
enters the considerable profits of a toy factory in his hccount '\
at a quarter of their actual amount on the ground that the °
factory produces nothing but playthings for children.

e 7Y ..
i 2o ol
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ig ity of pleasure against
s 0t is simply to weigh quantity oi p ‘
o 5“2}11213, the illusory character of t'he objects
gs of pleasure must be left right out of

1f the pof ‘
tity of pain,
g::ing certain feelin,

o v Yy hat is,
o h r:ethod recommended by von Hartmann, tha
The

iti ¢ and pain
. nal consideration of the quantities of‘ plea;l:;e an ki oin
ratlcéﬂ d by life has thus led us to the point W o e down
e , hat we are to
pre out our accounts, W
how we 816 2 - book and what on the other. But how

calculation now to be made? Is reason actually capable
is the calcu ‘ be

of sking bl?a:n:afde a mistake in his reckoning if l;ls
A meret does not agree with the demonstrab-le results
e oo (;ehis business. Similarly, the p}ulosc.)pher
nsdlo have made a mistake in his estlmate;'

t chnonstrate in actual feeling the sufrplus h(;s
0 hevcam;: pain, that he has somehow extracted from
pleasure, ’

B e 1 shall not look into the calculations of

e present . . tions ¢
i &Forp:sigxism whose opinion of the world is meas y
o0se

i i er to carry on the
resan; D e e mo thZe:gf f:::tet;cmand to be shown.
in is to be found. .
e anef:: ts:c?::isn:fw};trc reason is not in 2 pf)sxt{)or:
Here we tOb itself the surplus of pleasure or of pain, ﬁ;
o detefmmest );lemonstrate this surplus as a percept 10 bu;
For o m‘:aaches reality not through concepts alone o
o ma“hf interpenetration of concepts an.d percepts (a d
d‘m‘“gh e ercepts) which thinking brings 'f!bout. (s
oy :e f\ merchant, after all, will give up his busmess-
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exhc‘tly what a man w
philosopher wants to Prove to him that the
than the pleasure, but he himself does no
then he will reply, “You have gone astray j

think it ajl out again.” Byt should there
business when the losse

S are really so great that h
credit no longer suffices

involved. What follows from thig)
0 say that the quantity of pain {s
greater than the quantity of pleasure, or that we do not at 3]}

make the continuation. of ljfe dependent on the quantity of
Pleasure or pain that is felt,

In a very curious way,
comes to the conclusio
contains a surplus of p
going on with it. This p,

Eduard von Hartmann’s pessimism
n that life is valueless because it
ain and yet affirms the Decessity of
ecessity lies in the fact that the world

purpose mentioned above (page 177) can be achieved orly
by the ceaseless, devoted labour of human beings. But as

long as men stij] pursue their egotistica] cravings they are
unfit for such selfless labour. Not until they have convinced
themselves through experience and reason that the pleasures
of lifejpursued by egoism cannot be attained, do they devote
themselves to their proper tasks. In this way the pessimistic
conviction js Supposed to’be the source of unselfishness. An
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;on based on pessimism sho.uId exterminate egoism by
educa 2! the hopelessness of its case.. .1 s
making lt‘see this view, then, the striving for plea e

A_cCOl'd.mg i an nature from the outsct. OnAly. when fulf
inhefe?t 2 :m:;ml:e impossible does this striving retire in
ment fs:xs her tasks for mankind. e e s
favout 0 it aid that egoism is overcome in the ue sense

e n ethical world conception that expects f
of the Word_ o ?ﬁsh aims in life through the ac;egfance oh
v e he oral ideals are said not to be strong enqig

s e ['r'lill until man has learnt that selfish _sm}\-mg
o dumnine’e e v‘not lead to any satisfaction. Man, w 105(;
sher Pleasuée Frir; the grapes of pleﬁsurc,-ﬁnd'; t'hel;n 1s(o_(l)jn
e oo t reach them, and so he turns hlls alc\:/l i
e b e himself to an unselfish way of. life. Mor ,
thern 20 deVOtesrding to the opinion of p‘cssmnéts,. are }iu?r
ideals, then, b o overcome egoism; but they estgblxsh t ehx
Strong'enoug}iht: round previously cleared for them by the
domml'o'n g f theghopelessness of egoism. | e
e Emen by ¢ were to stfive after plmsu.re u e

I men by na}:uzt then ann‘ihilation of existence, ..mal
e on throws h nc’m-existence, would be the only ratxofl‘n
S t%‘rOUg Ids the view that the real bearer of ;}1? pai
B A a i ¥ jl then man’s task would cor_xs%st in
O et the a 1 God. Through the suicide of

bringing about the salvation of Go - Throug e

e i he realization of this aim is no :

e Miodored. T ions God can only have created men in

s Ranona“y" olvation t'hrough their actions.

oraise o _abo‘“ hll(i ts:e urposeless. And it is extra-

e oosss that o P 1d conception has in mind.

human purposes that such a \\;)lir e i i he

e e ok of sl 'perf(;;:e :'ithdraws from the task by

gefl?:lal ‘:'::r‘: ?}fesivl‘;i::o:iﬁch was intended for him must be
suicide,
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done by another. Somebody else must bear the torment of
existence in his stead. And since within every being it iy
God who actually bears al pain, the suicide does not i

h hger in"the world could be satisfied, we should
existing 1Y

1 j ttributable to thé
tal quantity of enjoyment attrid e
then V€ t;‘ il:: ne::ld for nourishment. To this would sti

N'the ence O : asure which the gourmet
least diminish the quantity of God’s pain, but rather imposeg h;: -to be addeq t}:.ensp‘;ci‘:l If:;:‘fe beyond the common
upon God the additional difficulty of providing a substitute ' gchieves by cultivating

All this presupposes that pleasure is the yardstick for the' measure- asure would reach the highest con-
value of life. Now life manifests jtself thro

ugh a number of?
li_fe depended on 38

n instinct which

. ity of pl _ oSt o
Thli qual?xi?f (x)fo i;d aiming at the kind of enjoyment
ceivable va

. 0 d if with the
A d unsatisfied, an
. onsideration remaine
under con

enjoyment we had not

instinctive desires (needs). If the value of
its producing more pleasure. than pain, a =
- brought to its owner a balance of pain would have to ‘%“’

called valueless. Let us, therefore, examine instinct

and‘f 3 the bargait. the view that nature produces more
pleasure to see whether the former can be measured by the <3 Modern science holds the

1

to accept a certain amount of pain into

; . ay, more hunger than»nt. is
latter. In order not to arouse the suspicion that we consider {flf life than it can sustain, ;l\::;;suti% ih{ls produced must perish
life to begin only at the level of “aristocracy of the intellect” ;K = gple tosatisfy- The s‘llrl;or existence. Admittedly the needs of
we shall begin with the “purely animal” need, hunger, it = in pain in the struggle the course of the world are greater

Hunger arises when our organs are unable to continue /3§ 3 life at every .moment o £ satisfaction, and that the enjoy-
their proper function without a fresh supply of food. What 3 3] ; than the available means o :
hungry man wants first of all is to sati i il

e]“ [v) () af{ected as . l y ly
fhf a xesult Suckl enjo ment as actual
m >

. ! Wherever a
: in thejleast reduced.

however, is not |
does occeur,

ire is satisfied, the corr&sponhing quantit‘y of ple?:uil;:
dc_ﬁll’e oo thm;xg’h in the desiring creature itself othlt -
O there e plenty of unsatisfied instincts. W a .
e thdxe'rxme 'ma’r h:d by all this is the value of the en_}oymegg
- hOW.CVCT» nl : art of the needs of a living creature ﬁn
. !lfe. I'f o experienc&s a corresponding degree of enjoy-
_Satle?CUOI}, ltlf:.as}:ue has a lower value, the smaller it fxs ﬁxlr;
mr:::or’:l‘:\s tlc)) the total demands of li}fs inal;};ebfyi??r :cﬁon
| . i t this v s
g&i‘cf y quesz:.eg::rc;snt;::?;i::ure actually ex?eriencfed
| th;:xt(;::: :lhe:x:minator is the sum total of I;feis. Tnhfnirta;c::):;
n the deno
oy valu'e : ‘:xlr:xna;? ;:cl:ir: ::t(f)villa;:atisﬁed. The fraction
::2:1, :a;rl:;::r than 1 when a creature experiences more
m

where hunger ceases, everything that the instinct for food
craves has been attained. The enjoyment that comes with 7
being satisfied consists primarily in putting an end to the
pain caused by hunger. But to the mere instinct for food (
further need is added. For man does not merely desire to
repair the disturbance in the functioning of his organs by thé
consumption of food, or to overcome the pain of huriger; he
seeks to cffect this to the accompaniment of pledsurable s
sensations of taste. If he feels hungry and is within half an
hour of an appetizing meal, he may even refuse inferior foo
which could satisfy him sooner, so as not to spoil his appetité
for the better fare to come, He needs hunger in order:to get ;
the full enjoyment from his meal. Thus for him hunger be::
comes at the same time a cause of pleasure. Now if all the: £)
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roportion it bears to the magnitude of the existing hﬁnger.
P Unfulﬁlled demands of our life throw their shadow even

ypon satisfied desires, and thus detract from the value of

Jeasurable hours. But we can also speak of the present value
ofa feeling of pleasure. This value is the lower, the smaller
the pleasure is in proportion to the duration and intensity of
our destre.

‘A quantity of pleasure has its full value for us when in
duration and degree it exactly coincides with our desire. A
quantity of pleasure which is smaller than our desire dimi-
nishes the value of the pleasure; a quantity which is greater
produces surplus which has not been demanded and which
;s felt as pleasure only so long as, whilst enjoying the pleasure,
we can increase the intensity of our desire. If the increase in’
our desire is unable to keep pace with the increase in pleasure,
then pleasure turns into displeasure. The thing that would
otherwise satisfy us now assails us without our wanting it
ond makes us suffer. This proves that pleasure has value for
us only to the extent that we can measure it against our
desires. An excess of pleasurable feeling turns into pain.
This may be observed especially in people whose desire for
a particular kind of pleasure is very small. In people whose
instinct for food is stunted, eating readily becomes nauseating.
This again shows that desire is the standard by which we
measure the value of pleasure. ;

Now the pessimist might say that an unsatisfied instinct
for food brings into the world not only displeasure at the lost
enjoyment, but also positive pain, misery and want. He can
base this statement upon the untold misery of starving people
and upon the vast amount of suffering which arises indirectly
for such people trom their lack of food. And if he wants to
extend his assertion to nature outside man as well, he can point
to the suffering of animals that die of starvation at certain
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times of the year. The pessimist maintains that
far outweigh the amount of

food brings into the world.

There is indeed no doubt that one can compare pleasy
and pain and can estimate the surplus of one or the othe;;
much as we do in the case of profit and loss. But if the pes-i
simist believes that because there is a surplus of pain he cgy
conclude that life is valueless, he falls into the error of ma.king*i
a calculation that in real life is never made, o

_Our desire, in any given case
object. As we have seen, the va

these evih E
pleasure that the instinct for+ Bt

v Mt

~ M‘,‘;gﬁ

, is. directed to a particu];;r"i“
lue of the pleasure of satig. 3.
faction will be the greater, the greater is the amount g
pleasure in relation to the intensity of our desire.* On thiy
intensity of desire also will depend how much pain we are
willing to bear as part of the price of achieving the pleasur'e‘qi :
We compare the quantity of pain not with the quantity of ¥’

pleasure but with the intensity of our desire. If someone 1}
takes great delight in eating, he will, by reason of his enjoy. =¥
ment in better times, find it easier to bear a period of hunger#”

than will someone for whom eating is no pleasure. A womag

who wants to have a child compares the pleasure that would

come from possessing it not with the amount of pain due to
pregnancy, childbirth, nursing and so on, but with her desire
to possess the child.

We never aim at a certain quantity of pleasure in the
abstract, but at concrete satisfaction in a perfectly deﬁnite}
way. If we are aiming at a pleasure which must be satisfied
by a particular object or a particular sensation, we shall n
be satisfied with some other object or some other
that gives us an equal amount of pleasure. If we

at satisfying our hunger, we cannot replace the pl

sensal:ion;:!f %
pre aiming
easure this _

* We disregard here the case where e

xcessive increase of pleasure _
turns pleasure into pain. £

i
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but produced by

i by a pleasure equally great, .

wouldfg“’: \::11(} Oni,y if our desire were, qu;lte gem;;al.lzr, dfic;r
ing > ‘ ity of pleasure as such, would 1 -

i d quantity of pleasure as s
s e oo ;ls the price of achieving it were seen to be a
o ty of pain. But since satisfaction ofha
; kind is being aimed at, fulfilment brfng; t t:

pamculaf en when, along with it, a still gr.eatc.:r pamf lias.
lea;:fe ?r‘:to the bargain. But because the instincts ol living

be taken I !

e . after concrete
: directions -and go
. move in definite
creatures

i in endured on the way to the .g_oal
s, O q‘t“:;:\:r): :sfalx)la:zu(:alent factor in our calcu}atxons.
e b; s}fe desire issufficiently intense to be present in sohme;
o having overcome the painf—'howev?r grt?at tha
dege a'fter be—then the pleasure of satisfaction can
e ltsclfdmtaoy the full. The desire, therefore: does not
il be ms}t:z ain directly to the pleastxre ac:hxeved},1 bu;
comzzrreestit ingirectly Ey relating its tt}):\vn x}x:tenttays ::et t:t ge
o ion is not whether the p
d“.: Pai?' Th:e:! :Z::Eelza?: but whether the d?sife fo; tl:le
gamc‘d > grte:r than the hindering effect of the pain mvc:l ved.
e lsgx:firance is greater than the desire, .then thef r::'re
If' the to the inevitable, weakens and smYes no fu thé
e o demand is for satisfaction in a particular way,th ¢
oot onnected with it acquires a significance such tia ,
g::l:: }:ave achieved, satisfaction, we :;:S' tta}i{; t:;; 3::1::11 t}:);
ily nt i
?fpai‘} imofa:::rmclite:ixi}. t;)fd;e :::ea passionate admirer of
mtms'lftyl t:*iéws I never calculate the am?unt of pleasuu:,
be}ili‘:; ‘tlhe view, from the mountain top gives me as tcoar::d
. d directly with the pain of the toxl§ome ascer;n g
33“’ . but I reflect whether, after havx‘ng overcom :
et desire for the view will still be sufﬁcxer} y
fh2&‘11&(‘;,x11§:}i[ndire(:tly, through the intensity of the desire,
intense.
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can pleasure and pain together lead to a re
question is not at a]l w

or of pain, but whether
to overcome the pain,

sult. Therefore the
hether there is a surplus of pleasl].,e

the will for pleasure is strong enoygy,

A proof for the correctness of this st
that we put a higher value on
purchased at the price of great
our lap like a gift from heaven,
have toned down our desire an
reached, then the

desire still left

atement is the facy
pleasure when it has to be B
pain than when it faljs intg
When suffering and Mmisg &
d yet after all our goal j§ M
Pleasure, in proportion to
y 18 all the greater,
(page 189), this Proportion repre
pleasure. A further proof is give
living creatures (including man)
. instincts as long as they are able 1o
involved. The struggle for existenc,
this fact, All existing life strives t
that part of it whose desires are
whelming weight of difficulties aba
living creature seeks food until lac
Man, too, does not turn his han
believes, rightly or' wrongly,
worth his striving are beyon
believes in the possibility of
worth striving for, he will bat
Philosophy would first have
will makes sense only when
pain; for by nature he wilj st
if he can bear the necessary

the amount of
Now, as I have showp
sents the value of the
n through the fact 'that
give expression to their
bear the pain and misery
e is but a consequence of
0 express itself, and only
smothered by the over.
ridons the struggle. Every
kiof food destroys its life,
d against himself untj] he
that those aims in life that are
d his reach. So long as he still
reaching what, in his view, is
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rive for the objects of his desire

pain, however great it may be,
But such a philosophy would be mistaken because it would

make the human wilj dependent on a circumstance (the
surplus ot? pleasure over pain) which is originally foreign to
man. The original measure of his will is desire, and desire
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on.whether the things to be calculated can be compared iy,
respect of their magnitudes, Every pain and every pleasuy,
has a definite magnitude (intensity and duration). Furthe,'
we can compare pleasurable feelings of different kinds ong
* with another, at least approximately, with regard to the;
magnitudes. We know whether we derive more entertaip.
ment from a good cigar or from a good joke. Therefore there
can be no objection to comparing different sorts of pleasy

and pain in respect of their magnitudes. And the investiga
who sets himself the task of determining the surplus
pleasure or pain in the world starts from fully justifieq &
assumptions. One may declare the conclusions of pessimis;

to be false, but one cannot doubt that quantities of pleasur,
and pain can be scientifically estimated, and the balance of!
pleasure thereby determined. It is, however, quite wrong g}
claim that the result of this calculation has any consequences :
for the human will, The cases where we really make the |
value of our activity dependent on whether pleasure or pain -
shows a surplus are those where the objects towards which
our activity is directed are all the same to us. If it is on]
a question whether, after the day’s work, I am to amuse
myself by a game or by light conversation, and if T amg
totally indifferent to what I do as long as it serves the s
purpose, then I simply ask myself: What gives me the|
greatest surplus of pleasure? And I shall most certainly

abandon the activity if the scales incline towards the side of :

displeasure. If we are buying a toy for a child we consider,
in selecting,

what will give him the greatest happiness. In
all other cases we do not base our

decision exclusively on'
the balance of pleasure, ' '

Therefore, if the pessimists believe thi{t by showing pain
to be present in greater qQuantity than pleasure they are
preparing the ground for unselfish devotion to the work of
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‘ ' ‘wanted to do gives
ry thing that map_; For the achievement of what one
» 1 t.

. t a man must do but
t need to be turned Insidg n;::sure. What we call gOfde ll:: r:;:v::; ihe true nature of
out by philosophy, he does' not need to discard his humay what he will want to do 1
nature, before he can be moral., M

orality lies in striving for a
goal that one recognizes as Justified;

; it is human nature to :R
pursue it as long as the pain incurred does not inhibit the
desire for it altogether. This is the essence of all genuine
will. Ethical behaviour is not based upon the eradication of y
all striving for pleasure to the end that bloodless abstragy

th i t
full. Anyone who does not acknowledge th(xisomusd
" . e 4 [

firs dwr' t:out of man all that man himself w.ams t(i)ve man.S

t fwome outside, prescribe the content he is to g hi
then, J7 ’ |

‘ i the desire

wxlhla- an lfilment of a desire because .

valuesh::l i)\i:\ being. What is achieved has its value

m

ideas may 'establish their dominjo
strong yearnings for the enjoyment of life, but rather upon 3
strong wnll sustained by ideal intuit;

ons, a will that reacheg
its goal even though the path be thorny,

Moral ideals spring from the moral imhagination of man,
Their realization depends on his desire for them being
intense enough to overcome pain and misery. They are ks
intuitions, the driving forces which his spirit harnesses: he
wants them, because their realization is his highest pleasure.
He needs no ethics to forbid him to strive for pleasure and
then to tell him what he shall strive for. He will strive for
moral ideals if his moral imaginatj

on is sufficiently active to
provide him with intuitions that give his will the strength to
make its way against all the obstacles inherent in his consti-

tution, including the pain that is necessarily involved.

If a man strives for sublimely great ideals, it is because
they are the content of his own being, and their realization
will bring him a Joy compared to which the pleasure that a
limited outlook gets from the gratification of commonplace
desires is a mere triviality, Idealists revel, spiritually, in the
translation of their ideals into reality.

Anyone;who would eradicate the pleasure brought by the
fulfilment' of human desires wiil first have to make man a
slave who acts not because he wants to but only because he
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his own personal will, are not aware that these ideals are~—
wanted by man just as he wants the satisfaction of the -§
so-called animal instincts. E
It cannot be denied that the views here outlined may °
easily be misunderstood. Immature people without mory] ...

' imagination like to look upon the instincts of their half.#%
developed natures as the fullest expression of the humap'
race, and reject all moral ideas which they have not them.

* selves produced, in order that they may “live themselveg
out” undisturbed. But it goes without saying that what iy =
right for a fully developed human being does not hold good
for half-developed human natures. Anyone who still needs

through ‘the husk of his lower passions, will not have theé
same things expected of him as of a mature person. How-#
ever, it was not my intention to show what needs'gto be .
impressed upon an undeveloped person, but what lies
within the essential nature of a mature human being. My »'{'§
intention was to demonstrate the possibility of freedom, and 528
freedom is manifested not in actions performed und¢:r“b'g»£“;‘;éé ‘
constraint of sense or soul but m’ actions sustained by.¢
-spiritual intuitions. e
The mature man gives himself his own value. He does not

part of Nature or of the Creator; nor does he fulfil an abstract
duty which he recognizes as such after he has renounced the
striving for pleasure. He acts as he wants to act, that is, in
accordance with the standard of his ethical intuitions; and he
finds in the achievement of what he wants the true enjoy-
ment of life. He determines the value of life py measuring ,
achievements against aims. An ethics which replaces .
“would” with mere “should”, inclination with mere duty, "%
will consequently determine the value of man by measuring ;£
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. CHAPTER FOURTEEN
Individuality and Genus

me a complete, self-
be contested by the
ber of a naturally
male or female

TyE view that man is destined to beco
contained, free individuality seems to
fact that he makes his appearance as a mem

jven totaiity (race, people, nation, family,
sex)and also works within a totality (state, church, and so on).
He bears the general characteristics of the group to which he
belongs, and he gives to his actions a content that is
determined by the positibn he occupies among many

others.
This being so,
regard man as a tota

is individuality possible at all? Can we |
lity in himself, secing that he grows out
of one totality and integrates himself into another?
Each member of a totality is determined, as regards its .
characteristics and functions, by the whole totality. A racial
group is a totality and all the people belonging to it bear the
characteristic features that are inherent in the nature of the
group. How the single member is constituted, and how he
will behave, are determined by the character of the racial
group. Therefore the physiognomy and conduct of the
individual have something generic about them. If we ask
.why some particular thing about a man is like this or like that,
we are referred back from the individual to the genus. The
genus explains why something in the individual appears in
the form we observe.
Man, however, makes himself free from what is generic.
For the generic features of the human race, when rightly
understood, do not restrict man’s freedom, and should not
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artificially be made to do so. A man develops qualities and
activities of his own, and the basis for these we can seek only
in the man himself. What is generic in him serves only as a
medium in which to express his own individual being. He
uses as a foundation the characteristics that nature has given
him, and to these he gives a form appropriate to his own -
being. If we seek in the generic laws the reasons for an ex-
pression of this being, we seek in vain. We are concerned
with something purely individual which can be explained
only in terms of itself. If a man has achieved this emancipa- -
tion from all that is generic, and we are nevertheless deter-
mined to explain everything about him in generic terms,
then we have no sense for what is individual.
It is impossible to understand a human being conipletely
if one takes the concept of genus as the basis of one’s judg-
ment. The tendency to judge according to the genus is at its -
most stubborn where we are concerned with differences of
sex. Almost invariably man sees in woman, and woman in - %
man, too much of the general character of the other sex and %
too little of what is individual. In practical life this does less
harm to men than to women. The social position of women
is for the most part such an unworthy one because in so many
respects it is determined not as it should be by the par--
ticular characteristics of the individual woman, but by the
general picture one has of woman’s natural tasks and needs. o
A man’s activity in life is governed by his individual capaci-
ties and inclinations, whereas a2 woman’s is supposed to be
determined solely by the mere fact that she is a woman. She
is supposed to be a slave to what is generic, to womanhood in
general. As long as men continue to debate wl}ether a woman
is suited to this or that profession “according to her natural
disposition”, the so-called woman’s question cannot advance 3
beyond its most elementary stage. What a woman, within -
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_ INDIVIDUALITY AND GENUS
act of knowing emancipate itself from the way in which we

understand what is generic.
Only to the extent that a man has emancipated himself in

ay from all that is generic, does he count as a free

this W
spirit within a human community. No man is all genus, none

is all individuality. But every man gradually emancipates a
eater or lesser sphere of his being, both from the generic
characteristics of animal life and from domination by the
decrees of human authorities. ’ .
As regards that part of his nature where a man is not able
to achieve this freedom for himself, he constitutes a part of
the whole organism of nature and spirit. In this respect he
lives by copying others or by obeying their commands. But
only that part of his conduct that springs from his intuitions
can have ethical value in the true sense. And those moral
instincts that he possesses through the inheritance of social
instincts acquire ethical value through being taken up into
his intuitions. It is from individual ethical intuitions and
their acceptance by human communities that all moral
activity of mankind originates. In other words, the moral life
of mankind is the sum total of the products of the moral
imagination of free human individuals. This is the conclusion

reached by monism.
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The Consequences of Monism

T'gE uniform explanation of the world, that is, the monism
we have described, derives the principles that it needs for
the explanation of the world from human experience. In the’
same way, it looks for the sources of action within the world
of observation, that is, in that part of human nature which is
accessible to our self-knowledge, more particularly in moral
jmagination. Monism refuses to infer in an abstract way that
the ultimate causes of the world that is presented to our
perceiving and thinking are to be found in a region outside
this world. For monism, the unity that thoughtful observa-
ion—which we can experience—brings to the manifold
multiplicity of percepts is the same unity that man’s need for
knowledge demands, and through which it seeks entry into
the physical and spiritual regions of the world. Whoever
seeks another unity behind this one only proves that he does
not recognize the identity of what is discovered by thinking
and what is demanded by the urge for knowledge. The single
human individual is not actually cut off from the untverse.
He is a part of it, and between this part and the totality of
the cosmos there exists a real connection which is broken
only for our perception. At first we take this part of the
universe as something existing on its own, because we do
not see the belts and ropes by which the fundamental forces
of the cosmos keep the wheel of our life revolving.

Whoever remains at this standpoint sees a part of the
whole as if it were actually an independently existing thing,
a monad which receives information about the rest of the
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world in some way from without. Monism, as here described,
shows that we can believe in this independence only so long
as the things we perceive are not woven by our thinking into
the network of the conceptual world. As soon as this happens,
all separate existence turns out to be mere illusion due 1 ‘-
percerving. Man can find his full and complete existence jn
the totality of the universe only through the experience of -
intuitive thinking. Thinking destroys the illusion due to
perceiving and integrates our individual existence into the
life of the cosmos. The unity of the conceptual world, which . B
contains all objective percepts, also embraces the content of |
our subjective personality. Thinking gives us reality in its 3
true form as a self-contained unity, whereas the multiplicity
of percepts is but a semblance due to the way we are organ-
ized (see page 67). To recognize true reality, as against the .
illusion due to perceiving, has at all times been the goal of
human thinking; Scientific thought has made great efforts to
recognize reality in percepts by discovering the systematic
connections between them. Where, however, it was believed
/that the connections ascertained by human thinking had
‘only subjective validity, the true basis of unity was sought in
some entity lying beyond our world of experience {an
inferred God, will, absolute spirit, etc.). On the strength of
this belief, the attempt was made to obtain, in addition to
the knowledge accessible to experience, a second kind of 3
knowledge which transcends experience and shows how the -
world that can be experienced is connected with the entities =y
that cannot (a metaphysics arrived at by inference, and not . X
by experience). It was thought that the reason why we can
grasp the connections of things in the wdrld through
disciplined thinking was that a primordial befng had built
the world upon logical laws, and, similarly, that the grounds
for our actions lay in the will of such a being. What was not
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he holds win h isolation, just as in the case of th.e per - ;:) .
R e e that one perceives has no exxst‘enc “S);
e ?“”th: t:(:\ It‘ exists only as a part of the 1mr:; s
e of t‘ re. and can only exist in real conn ton
mackinery o 8 ubst’ract concept taken by itself. has as Ir of
Wiﬁ_‘ s Aneat taken by itself. The percept is the i:;x;tt x
re Rt g . n objectively, the concept the part s
rey e gwley (through intuition—see page 73 )
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3 i take by itsel
ality but rather 2 disconnected chaos; if we v
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percepts, then vs;ha;rle
ity i ntained in the
thing but abstract concepts. Reality 18 r'\ot é:o
bste it i v taine
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observanon' “'h]Ch does not one Sldedljf const

der either
i £ the two.
t alone, but rather the union ©
concept or percep ,
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. That we live in reality (that we are rooted in it with our
real existence) will not be denied by even the most orthodoy
of subjective idealists. He will only deny that we reach the
same reality with our knowing,
actually live in. Monism, on the other hand,
thinking is neither subjective nor objective, but is
that embraces both sides of reality. When we obsefve with
our thinking, we carry out a process which itself belongs to
the order of real events. By means of thinking, within the
experience itself, we overcome the one-sidedness of mere

perceiving, We cannot argue out the essence of reality by
means of abstract conceptual hypotheses (through pure
conceptual reflection), but in so far as we find the ideas that
belong to the percepts, we are living in the reality. Monism
does not seek to add to experience something non-experi-
enceable (transcendental), but finds the full reality in
concept and percept. It does not spin a system of metaphysics
out of mere abstract concepts, because it sées in the concept
by itself only one side of the reality, namely, the side that
remains hidden from perception, and only makes sense in
connection with the percept. Monism does,
man the conviction that he lives in the world
has no need to Took beyond this world for a higher reality
that can never be experienced. It refrains from seeking
absolute reality anywhere else but in experience, because it is
just in the content of experience that it ref;ogniz&e reality,
Monism is satisfied by this reality, because it knows that
thinking has the power to guarantee it. What dualism seeks
only beyond the observed world, monism finds in this world
itself. Monism shows that with our act of knowing we grasp
reality in its true form, and not as a subjective image that
inserts itself between man and r

eality. For monism, the
conceptual content of the world is the same for all human

shows that
a principle

however, give

of reality and
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with our ideas, as the one we.
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world content expresses o
pecause the same .oy
itary world
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of concepts there‘afe noh'nk of a lion, but
ion as there are individuals who t kiis ercept of the
of the lion d the concept that A fits to iy hended by a
only one. An e that B fits to his, only 3Pp,;,ehmki'ng leads
. m :
hOff{‘ 1s‘ntth ;::ceiving subject (see pa‘%iia(l)g\)mify in all multi-
differe . he same 1 ’ .

ivi bjects to t itself in them as
all percex\gni:;‘aiy world of ideas expresses ‘t:‘l a;nprehénds
plicity- T- eiicity of individuals. As long as 3 r.nhe sees himself
in a multip ly by means of self-perception, he %6 ) ¥
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as this P”?’c:t:up within him, embracing ‘?l tha xnd shining
ideas that lights ! bsolute reality living-a :

sthi self the abso . : as that
he sees wmf-“:nmé:ﬂri% the divine primordial BRE B
forth, DUz ad lives in. all men. .M‘;;"SThe ideas of
wh’_Ch pery ommon to all, in reality 1tsell. e also, and I
divine life, Can being are in substance mmrceive’ but no
an°th§r }? o 2s different only as long 35 1 i his thinking
them embraces 1
1 think. Every man € nd to that extent
1d of ideas, and 10 "% *
f the total wor their thinking.
Onld)i, 'adli::lr: d(;ﬁer even in the actual coﬂt:{;t :sntained whole,
indivi ithin a seli-cont
tents are Wi . Hence
e }al“ th;i:c: r;he thought contents of all men
which em

i lprimor.d-
IR ‘hold of the universa ‘
in his thinking, lays ho o lity, filled
every fmm’ 1&2;,5 pervades all men. To live 12 kl:: ::,ylive o
ial Belgg wment of thought, is at th:n;amcd e coanot be
with the co : ely inferre
, that is merely 10i€ t of
God. A wo:da‘:syezn?rom a misconception on the pa
experienced,

‘e the foundation
ho believe that this world cannot have
those who

its exi ithin itself. They :
o}fxilr:ierf::}i:;eﬁ:; just what they require for t
t!

indivi‘duals (see page 68).
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of the percept. This is the reason why no speculation has

y content- that was not borroweq .

ever brought to light an

from the reality given to us. The God
through abstract inference is nothing but a human being
transplanted into the Beyond; Schopenhauer’'s Will jg
human will-power made absolute; Hartmann’s Unconscious,
a primordial Being made up of idea and will, is but a com.
pound of two abstractions drawn from experience. Exactly
the same is true of all other transcendental principles baseq
on thought that has not been experienced.

“The truth is that the human spirit never transcends the
reality in which we live, nor has it any need to do so,
that this world contains everything the human spirit re
in order to explain it. If philosophers eventually
themselves satisfied with the deduction of the worl
principles they borrow from experience and transplant into
an hypothetical Beyond, then it should be Jjust as possible to
be satisfied when the same content s allowed to remain in
this world, where for our thinking as experienced it does

belong. All attempts to transcend the world are purely
illusory, and the principles transplanted from this world into

the Beyond do not explain the world any better than those
which remain within it. If thinking understands itself it will
not ask for any such transcendence at all, since every content
of thought must look within the world and not outside it for a
perceptual content, together with which it fo
real. The objects of imagination, too, are no more than
contents which become justified only when transformed into
mental pictures that refer to a perceptual content. Through
this perceptual content they become an integral part of
reality. A concept that is supposed to be filled with a content
lying beyond our given world is an abstraction to which no
reality corresponds. We can think out only the concepts of
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THE CONSEQU’ENCES OF MONISM

. i ¢ reality itself, we must also'have
AT o‘:&d;rri:of:ijl worlgr being for which. we m'v;:i
ot i an impossible assumption for any thinking t :
: Conte“t: itself. Monism does not deny fdeal elcmf::l\ si
undefStaf: (s:onsiders a perceptual content without an dxu e::-
G- rt as not fully real; but in the whole realm of‘d rtxhe
‘_:out}:e{;i;s nothing that could require us to ste;:h iuf:j;t he
e inking’s experience by denying the obje
rez}l{n 0{ o::li?;“;?‘tr;g:kieng itself. Monism regar'ds a sc1etr1::
P it itself to a description of percepts W. thout get "
e e their ideal complements as incomplete. Bu )
e equally incomplete all abstract concepts thalt.l rc;
regafdsd i;ci? complements in percepts, and thgt fit now hz ©
x.mot o conceptual network that em'bracas the ;v c
e th;l world. Hence it knows no ideas that re ;rare
obfef\fa ;actors lying beyond our experience and. wiuc are
Objecuvfi to form the content of a purely hypothfznca sys -
T taphys All that mankind has produced in the w;y
2 me?aphyslcs-nism regards as abstractions borrowed ro]r)n
suc}:r;j;zz x:ll’?e fact of borrowing having been overlooked by
exp )
o ongmalti(:ilsé according to monistic principles, can tlzle
'JUStfas act;on be derived from an extra-human B;yonat;
oo far 2 we think them, they must stem from wm:
Fn i o al\jlan does not take the purposes of an ogjcct‘::le
.mtumon.dentzﬂ) primordial Being and make.them' sbo hi;
ot he rsues his own individual purposes given him Z“ oy
- hle g tion. The idea that realizes 1tse.lf in anda on
e de “;ag? man from the unitary world of ideas andmmams
; dt:ac' e:of lfis will. Therefore it is not the commands ehi$
Fh? asc;sinto this world from the Beyond tl.mt lxv:dlf:s o
oo but human intuitions belonging to this world 1 ami
;;:I?);Ii:m knows no such world-dictator who sets our aims
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‘directs our actions from outside. Man
ground of existence whose counsel
order to learn from it the aims to
actions. He is thrown back upon hi
must give content to hig action. If he looks outside the worlg
in which he lives for the grounds determining his will,
he will look in vain. If he js to go beyond merely satisfying
his natural instincts, for which Mother Nature has provided,
then he must seek these grounds in his own moral imagination,
unless he finds it more convenient to let himself be determin.
ed by the moral imaginations of others; in other words, either
he must give up action altogether, or else he must act for
reasons that he gives himself out of his-world of ideas or that
others select for him out of theirs. If he advances beyond
merely following his life of sensuous instincts or carrying
out the commands of others, then he will be determined by
nothing but himself. He must act out of an impulse given by
himself and determined by nothing else. It is true that this
impulse is determined ideally in the unitary world of ideas;
but in practice it is only by man that it can be taken from that
world and translated into reality. The grounds for the actual
translation of an idea into reality by man, monism can find
only in man himself. If an jdea is to become action, man must
first want it, before it can happen. Such an act of will there-

fore has its grounds only in man himself. Man is then the
ultimate determinant of his action. He is free.

finds no such primaj
s he might investigate in
which he has to direct hig
mself. It is he himself who
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1 the second part of this book .the atﬁtempt };asinbc—;;z

" strate that freedom 1s to be foun '
made 1 oman action. For this purpose 1t was necessary to
realilfy oxfxth ?xzmnthe whole sphere of human dcon;ifuclt) St:;gze
e i judiced self-o -
:::igons in whieh ::kt-}:)cf bf::'ilesd(())in‘fn%:ge are actions Fhat
o e the s;l)ization of ideal intuitions. No other fiCthnS
e & th:i rfeac by an unprejudiced observer. Y‘et just by
- be‘ Ca“e' r:if inyan unprejudiced way, man will have to
ot i hlmshxs nature to progress along the road F?W?rds
" that it and their realization. But this unpreju'dxced
ethica n']mmc:"tshe ethical nature of man cannot, b.y 1t§§1f,
S eataf oi nclusion about freedom. For were mtum.w?
a“i"e. . ﬁna' i ate in anything other than itself, were 1ts
o onﬁi:ustaining, then the consciousness of free-
?senct;ariozl:\is from morality would prl(:v;,:1 tci) l:tcs i ;:le::i
s is book finds 1ts.

- 'Bmhthgr::c :r:'?. ’P}‘at:s(;)fr::its intuitive thinliaing as
e i trc:l ex:erienced spiritual activity. To undc:r;l
eand this m t Z,e of thinking by experiencing it amounts to'
smndlﬂclluen:fl:he freedom of intuitive thinking. And ::C::I l\:;
l;?:z:r ethgat thi%s thinking is free, wecri:)r;dalxessc:an ol
s i ﬁ;eiefd(i)r: ‘:}‘;ybt:i:sof inner f:xperic?ncer we
ay at a_'f'“ agmlif-su,staining essence to the life of intuitive
i a'mlbuwt;aes:er cannot do this will never be able ;o
?mkmg. at(l)\ to the acceptance of freedom th:.at canno}:av:

allenged way. This expcrience, to w}.uch we ha

Cha“;ngeds;:haniymport.ance, discovers intuitive thinking
attache
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within consciousness, although the reality of this thinking is
not confined to consciousness, And with this it dj
freedom as the distinguishing feature of al] actions p
ing from the intuitions of consciousness.

2. The argument of this book js built upon intuitive thinking
which may be experienced in a purely spiritual way and °
through which, in the act of knowing, eévery percept is placeq

SCOverg
roceed.

than can be surveyed through the experience of intuitive
thinking. But we must also emphasize what kind of thought
formation this experience of thinking demands. It demands
that we shall not deny that intuitive thinking is a self.
sustaining experience within the process of knowledge. J¢
demands that we acknowledge that this thinking, in cop-
junction with the percept, is able to experience reality instead k3
of having to seek it in an inferred world lying beyond .~
experience, compared to which the activity of humag
thinking would be something purely subjective.
Thus thinking js characterized as that factor through
which man works hijs way spiritually into reality. (And,
actually, no one should confuse this world conception that ,.
is based on the direct experience of thinking with mere “¥°
rationalism.) On the other hand, it should be evident from ¥
the whole spirit of this argument that for human knowledge
the perceptual element only becomes a guarantee of reali;
when it is taken hold of jn thinking. Outside thinking therelis
nothing to characterize reality for wha
not imagine that the kind of reality
perception is the only one. Whatever comes to us by way of
percept is something that, on our journey through life, we
simply have to await. The only question Is, would it be
right to expect, from the point of view that this purely
intuitively experienced thinking gives us, that man could

tit is. Hence we must
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cetve spifitual things as well as those perceived \}alvith ttl}':
Perr;sesi It would be right to expect thls._ Fcfr alt}'mug , ontive
S:w hand, intuitively experienced thmkmgh 1st }:: hz;t;d ©
: ki i irit, on the o
king place in the human spirit, er
P oo 2 spir d without a physical sense
i spiritual percept graspe _physical
y a:jlo aIt I;'s a percept in which the perceiver is himself
Orfive' and a self-activity which is at t%le same time p}:’d
:zived’ In intuitively experienced thxnhng}nmarl:j;s c:xrr;:l <
‘a spiri iver. Within this sp
into a spiritual world also as percei :
$o:ld, \;:vhatever confronts him as perc;:ai;r)iim t};f) ::n;uw:);
iritual world of his own t ng ' \
thatt) Tizeng; him as a world of spiritual perception. Ttllzlz:
::rl%l of spiritual perception could be seen asf having the
ame relationship to thinking that the world o .scns; pthe
seption has on the side of the senses. Once experienced, e
N i ' ear to man
f spiritual perception cannot appear an.
W:;ledthiong sf}c))reign to him, because in his mtlluth.t?:xnliuilg
so . . - l ua
h is purely spir
dy has an experience whx(:: urely s| i
::llem:zlx:::r ySuch a world of spiritual perceptu:in is dls:;:iss;i :1:
: iti i blished since this
e e (‘1“ HY}; g;:zv}ll;j?pi; t}ef?rl:edom forms the philo-
t appeared. The Phi do the p
f;;hicif foundation for these later wntn}llgs. P:o;t;; tlr::;e:-o
i f thinking, when rig -
show that the experience o ng ghtly under-
' s 1 i f spirit. Therefore it app
stood, #s in fact an experience o : : pears
: all seriousness adop
the author that no one who can in lou
:l?xc pzint of view of The Philosophy of Freedom wxllﬁstop SI}:O;:
i iritual perception.
entering the world of spiri . . -
E:f::iily not possible to deduce what is descrtx}ll)ed mtet:;
ical inference from the con
author’s later books by logica ' : o
i ivi hension of what is mean
f this one. But a living compre _ \
:his book by intuitive thinking will lead quite .naturally to a
living entry into the world of spiritual perception.
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- APPENDIX
Added to the new edition, 1918

OBJECTIONS which were made from the philosophi(ial side
;mmediately upon the publication of this book induce me t0
add the following brief discussion t0 this new edition. .
1 can well understand that there are readers who are
interested in the rest of the book, but who will look upon
what follows as a remote and unnecessary tissue of abstract
concepts. They can leave this short statement unread. Butin
philosophy problems arise which have their origin more in
certain prejudices on the thinkers’ part thap in the natural
course of human thinking itself. Otherwise it seems to Me that
this book deals with a task that concerns cveryone Who 18
trying to get clear about the nature of man and his relation-
ship to the world. What follows is rather a problem which
certain philosophers insist should be discussed as part of the
subject matter of such a book, because, by their whole way of
thinking, they have created certain difficulties which do not
otherwise occur. 1f one were to pass by such problems alto-
gether, certain people would be quick to accuse one of
dilettantism and the like. And the impression would arise
that the author of the views set down in this book has not
come to terms with those points of View he has not discussed
in the book itself. o
The problem to which 1 refer is this: there are thinkers
who believe that a special difficulty arises when one tries to
understand how another person’s soul life can affect one’s
own. They say: my conscious world is enclosed within me;
in the same way, any other conscious world is enclosed
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within itself. I cannot see into the world of consciousness of
another person. How, then, do I know that he and I are both
in the same world? The theory which believes it possible to
infer from the conscious world an unconscious world which
can never enter consciousness, tries to solve this difﬁculty
in the following way. It says: the world I have in my con-
sciousness is the representative in me of a real world to which
I have no conscious access. In this real world lie the unknown
causes of my conscious world. In it also lies my own real
being, of which I have only a representative in my conscious-
ness. In it also, however, lies the being of my fellow man.
Now whatever is experienced in the consciousness of my
fellow man corresponds to a reality in his being which s
independent of his consciousness. This reality acts, in the
realm which cannot become conscious, upon my own real
being which is said to be unconscious; and in this way some-
thing is created in my consciousness representing what js
present in a consciousness that is quite independent of my
own conscious experience. It is clear that to the world
accessible to my consciousness an inaccessible one is here
being added hypothetically, since one believes that otherwise
one is forced to the conclusion that the whole external world,

" which I think is there in front of me, is nothing but the world

of my consciousness, and to the further—solipsistic—
absurdity that other people, too, exist only within my
consciousness.

This problem, which has been created by several recent
tendencies in epistemology, can be clarified if one tries to
survey the matter from the point of view of the spiritually
orientated observation adopted in this book. What is it, in the
first instance, that I have before me when I confront another
person? The most immediate thing is the bodily appearance.
of the other person as given to me in sense perception; then,
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i 7 is sayi nd
erhaps, the auditory perception of what he is sayn;g, Cim,
! . . . .
P on. I do not merely stare at all this, but it sets my t hrl\ N DI
O ’ . . - c
sctivity in motion. Through the thinking with w h e
: i mes
confront the other person, the percept of hm; bec:dmi; o
were, transparent to the mind. I am'bo}m 'to. e
her,: 1 grasp the percept with my thinking, 1t ;s n pae
& ses: In wha
i eared to the outer sense :
e e armee o ! iething else is indirectly
i the senses, something (
rect appearance to . ; v
(ri:,veale; pThe mere sense appearance exungmshels :;s:éi gh
. i ' t it reveals
i t confronts me. But wha !
the same time as 1 what i roueh
this extinguishing compels me as .a; thmkn;g t_:x;sﬂuence
inki nder 1 3
ingui ; thinking as longas l amu ‘
e th i f mine. I then grasp uts
s thinking in the place of mine.
nd to put its thinking 1 . : i
:hinking in my thinking as an experience like $Z_0\.rm. I giate ‘
i ’s thinking. The 1mme
;other person’s thin :
really perceived ano o e ped
inguishing itse nse appearance,
tinguishing itself as se 8r
D shin is 1 lying wholly within my
inki d this is a process lying :
by my thinking, an s is a proces hin my
cZnsc};ousness and consisting in this, tha;l tl;le otlleer )ainction
i self-e
inki lace of mine. Through the
thinking takes the p sgh the sel o v
ce, the separation D€
of the sense appearance, . - oo
spheres of consciousness is actually overcome. Thl: }:ip oy
itself in my consciousness through the’ fact hat
con \
ienci ntent of another person’s : .
experiencing the co . . o
i ciousness as little as P :
experience my OWn cOnscious o
inpdreamless sleep. Just as in dreamless sleep fm}? wa tengt
i 01 iving of the con
1 is eli ted, so in my perceiving n
« consciousness is eliminated, s¢ S
’ ciousness the conten y
of another person’s cons tess ' wo e
eliminated. The illusion that it 1s not sf(l) oilly ;om:inction
. i ' S the e
i i he other person, firstly, ,
because in percerving t 1 > o
of the content of one’s own consciousness gives p}l‘ace n:tem
1 co
unconsciousness, as it does in sleep, but todlt et oment
of the other person’s consciousness, and secon y, aher
nations between extinguishing and lighting up 2g |
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my. own self-consciousness { .
noticed. ss follow too rapidly to be generally

This whol is to be
o t;mlole problem is to be solved, not through artificial
e spth : structures with inferences from the conscious ta
at can never become consci v :
: . scious, but rzth :
ing , , ather thro
i o, 11;1: experience of what results from combining thinkligh
e percept. This appli -
h d _ plies to a great many
vt ] ] . . g many proble
i thappel:alr in philosophical literature. Thinkeri sho:i‘csi
. ) L.
seek ins;t):td tofope}il-m_mded, spiritually orientated observa
on; ad of which they inser ifici '
: v t an artificial ¢
str;ict\irc between themselves and the reality oneeprual
n a i 0
Ultimatetr;:atibslf3 by Eduzird von Hartmann entitled The
Pty o;?F m:i ofhEpzstemology and Metaphysics,* my
reedom has been classed wi floso
P . : with the philosophi
t d?nc?" wéuch would base itself upon an “epi)stemolp ic:.i
onism’’, j o
maniem - T(:l:ard von Hartmann rejects such a positiogn as
g th‘.nk‘ is is explained as follows. According to th
Oé o i mg exPressed in his treatise, there are onlvith .
p an e positions in the theory of knowledge S
1rst 1 . :
. rdsly, 'om.: remains at the naive, point of view, which
X ug:) perceived phenomena as real ‘things existin ’out :i
b :n Cc):onscu;.)usm:ss. This implies a lack of criticil knsl :
congsc.' ne fails to realize that with the content of 00“’1-
conéc;gusn&ss one remains, after all, only within one’s : -
. . ‘ w
Wid__l ) 1(1‘sm;ss. .Orie fails to perceive that one is dealin .
i ta le-in-itself”’, but only with an object ing’ “C”t
i ] o
o f:O:':onls]cmusness. ‘Whoever remains at this point of vi::e 5
this‘thl ateve‘r‘ reaéon returns to it, is a naive realist BW’
this W ole position is untenable for it fails to rewgniz' hUt
nsciousness has no other objects than its own ¢ .
- é contents,
tzten Fragen der E 1 7
Zeitschrift far Philo ] fociiuaceioliae ol
gen, 7 e Metaphysik”,
e phie und philosophische Kritik, Vol. 108
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Secondly, one appreciates this situation and admits it
fully to oneself. One would then be a transcendental idealist.
But then one would have to deny that anything of a “thing-
in-itself” could ever appear in human consciousness. In this
way, however, provided one 1s consistent enough, one will
not avoid absolute illusionism. For the world which con-
fronts one NOW transforms itself into a mere sum of objects
of consciousness, and, moreover, only- of objects of one's
own consciousness. One is then compelled—absurdly
enough—to regard other people too as Being present solely
in the content of one's OWN CONSCLOUSHESS.

The only possible standpoint is the third, transcendental
realism. This assumes that there are "things—in—theméeli'es”,
but that the consciousness can have no kind of dealings with
them in immediate experience. Beyond the sphere of human
consciousness, and in a way that does not enter it, they cause
the objects of our consciousness to arise in it. One can arrive
at these “things-in-themselves" only by inference from the
content of consciousness, which is all that is actually

experienced but is nevertheless merely pictured in the
mind.

Eduard von Hartmann maintains in the article mentioned
above that “epistemological monism’'—for such he takes
my point of view to be—must in reality accept one of these

three positions; and it fails to do so only because it does not
Jates. The article

draw the logical conclusions from its postu
goes on to say:

If one wants to find out which theoretical position a sup-
cal monist occupies, 0one need only put
certain questions to him and compel him to answer them.
For such a person will never willingly commit himself to an
expression of opinion on these points, and will, moreover,

seek by all means to evade answering direct questions, because

posed cpist_;mologi
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every answer would show that
claim to be different from one
These questions are as follows:
g;)thAre thmgs' c:ntinu‘oxu Or intermittent in their existence)
x e ;.nswer 1s “continuous”, then one is dealing with som,
rm of naive realism. If the answer is “interm; .
: m. If ermittent”’, th
ix:s tt}r:msccndental idealism. But if the answer is that th:; ::ee
consdz one hand, contmu?us (as contents of the absoluu:
<0 USNEss, or as unconscious mental pictures, or as possibil
1ties of perception), but on the other hand, ix;termitt .
contents of limited consciousness o
realism is established.
(2) When three people are sitti
ple are sitting at a table, how (stH;
tagles are there? Whoever answers “one” isa n";?:f f::fl:t
w €« L1 18 ;
v e:t::: ans“::rs f’llfee i8 a transcendental idealist; but who:
over wers “four lisa transcendental realist, Here, of courge
it is assumed tha it s legitimate 1) embrace such differen
ings as the one table as a thing-insitself and the three t:‘!;elnt
:.: H;l)ercep:iual objects in the three c‘bnsdousnesses under t}:
mon designation of “a table”, If this
. . . seems too
pberty to anyone, he will have toFanswer “one dgreat ’?
instead of “four”.: wal theee
(3) When two peopl
) ple are alone together in a
dz:tmct persons are there? Whoever answers l‘-?t:vm:’}um v
realist. Whoever answers “four” .

epistemological monism cannot
or other of the three positions

( : is a naive

- namely, one self and

m in each of the two consciousnesses) is a uans:::izt:t:;

et t. V\;hoe’w:er answers “six” (namely, two persons as “things-

i them.se ves x%nd four persons as mentally pictured objects

mIf € two consciousnesses) is a transcendental realist !

diﬂer::ty;)::mwants ;o tl]show that epistemological m;)rxism is
: : any of these three positions, he would ha

fwe a different answer to each of these three questions Yzm
would not know what this could be, g *

'.I‘he answers of the Philosophy of Freedom would have to

.
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(1) Whoever grasps only the perceptual contents of things
and takes these for reality, is a naive realist, and he does not
realize that, strictly, he ought to regard these perceptual
contents as existing only as long as he is looking at the things,
so that he ought to think of the things before him as inter-
mittent. As soon, however, as it becomes clear to him that
reality is present only in the percepts that are permeated by
thought, he will see that the perceptual contents which
appear as intermittent reveal themselves as continuous as
soon as they are permeated with the results of thinking.
Hence we must count as continuous the perceptual content
that has been grasped through the experience of thinking,
of which only that part that is merely perceived could be
regarded as intermittent, if—which is not the case—it were
real.
(z) When three people are sitting at 2 table, how many
distinct tables are there? There is only one table present; but
as long as the three people went no further than their
perceptual images, they would have to ‘say, ‘‘These per-
ceptual images are not a reality at all.” As soon as they pass
on to the table as grasped by their thinking, the one reality of
the table reveals itself to them; then, with their three contents
of consciousness, they are united in this reality.
(3) When two people are alone together in a room, how
many distinct persons are there? There are most certainly not
six—not even in the sense of the transcendental realists—
but only two. All one can say is that, at the first moment,
each person has nothing but the unreal perceptual image of
himself and of the other person. There are four of these
images, and through their presence in the thinking activity’
of the two people, reality is grasped. In this activity of
thinking each person transcends his own sphere of con-
sciousness; in it the consciousness of the other person as
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well as of himself comes to life. In thege moments of coming
to life the two people are as little enclosed within thejr own

‘the thinking that js experienced.:

The transcendental realist will have nothing whatever 1o
do with the true state of affairs regarding the process of
knowledge; he cuts himself off from the facts by a tissue of

which appears in The Philosophy of Freedom ought not to be
labelled “epistemological”, but, if an epithet js wanted,
then a “monism of thought”, All this has been misunder-
stood by Eduard von Hartmann, He has ignored all that js
specific in the argumentation of The Philosophy of Freedom,
and has stated that I have attempted to combine Hegel’s
universalistic Panlogism  with Hume’s individualistic
phenomenalism, * whereas in fact The Philosophy of Freedom

!

?

* Zeitschrift for Bhilosophie, Vol. 108, p. 71, note.
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Translator’s Note:

. . the
In the revised edition of 1918, a ;?:jo;i;:o:ooifwa
t/ d at t
iginal preface of 1894 was place . .
‘7"5:1" cf;zr;{ndmf In this edition, following normal Enfl:.;:
Serizctice it is placed immediately after the new preface a
ieginning of the book (see page xxvii).
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