THE WORLD AS WILL AND
REPRESENTATION

by
ARTHUR SCHOPENHAUER

Translated from the German
by
E. F. J. Payne

In two volumes:

VOLUME I

Dover Publications, Inc.
New York

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



Translator’s Introduction

Arthur Schopenbauer was born in the Hanseatic
City of Danzig in 1788. His father was a well-to-do merchant of
rugged independence and wide cultural interests, and his mother a
woman of considerable intellectual gifts who in her duy won fame as
an authoress. At an early age, the son showed outstanding mental
qualities, and soon embarked on an intensive study of the humanities,
the empirical sciences, and philosophy at the Universities of Géttingen
and Berlin. In 1813 he wrote his first work, On the Fourfold Root of
the Principle of Sufficient Reason, a thesis which gained for him the
degree of doctor of philosophy of Jena University, and in which he
expounded his epistemology based on the Kantian doctrine of the
ideality of space, time, and the categories.

From 1814 to 1818 Schopenhauer lived in Dresden, where his
creative gemius conceived and gave birth to a philosophical work
which, for its depth and range of thought as well as for the clarity and
brilliance of its style, was an outstanding achievement for so young a
man. It was the more remarkable in that, during the forty-one years
he was still to live after its publication, he did not consider it neces-
sary to modify or recast in any way the basic idea underlying this
work. Like Plato, he was deeply stirred by 8«0, by the wonder that
tmpels men to philosophize, and he instinctively viewed the world
with the objective eye of the genuine thinker. In his youth, he began
to keep note-books in which from time to time throughout his life he
recorded ideas as they occurred to him. Thus all such notes stemmed
from the original fundamental conception round which the whole of
his philosophical structure was built.

In 1844 a second edition of this main work was published in two
volumes, the first of which was virtually a reprint of the first edition
of 1819, whilst the second contained in fifty chapters supplementary
discussions on the theme of the first. The encyclopaedic range of
this supplementary volume is an indication of the depth and maturity
of Schopenhauer’s thought, and stamps it as one of the most eminent

[v]
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[vi] Translator's Introduction

works in the whole province of philosophical literature. Like the ficst
a quarter of a century earlier, this second edition evoked little or no
response from the learned world of that time, which was still under
the influence of Hegel and other post-Kantian philosophers. After
1851, when his last major work was published, Schopenhauer ulti-
mately acquired fame, and the interest that was now awakened in his
philosophy stimulated a demand for new editions of his works. In
1859, the year before his death, a third edition of Die Welt als Wille
und Vorstellung was published.

Schopenhauer himself has stated that his philosophy is the natural
continuation and completion of the Kantian, for he has taken as the
foundation of his own system of thought the ideality of space and
time and the Kantian thing-in-itself as expounded in the Critique of
Pure Reason.

In his essay On the Fourfold Root of the Principle of Sufficient
Reason, to which Schopenhauer frequently refers in this major work,
he discusses in detail the intellectual nature of perception and shows
that, from the meagre data supplied by our senses, our faculty of
cognition creates immediately and automatically a mental picture
of the external world in all its variegated wealth of detail. This mental
picture is a “re-presentation™ of the data of the senses, a Vorstellung
of the intellect, and is something totally different from a mere figment
of the imagination. Of the twelve Kantian categories, Schopenhauer
rejects eleven as redundant, and retains only the category of causality.
He then discusses the a priori nature of time, space, and causality, and
shows that they are essentially the three innate functions of our in-
tellect, inasmuch as they enter inevitably and inseparably into the
framework of all possible experience, and are, in fact, the prerequisite
of all knowledge of this. Our knowing consciousness, says Schopen-
hauer, is divisible solely into subject and object. To be object for the
subject and to be our representation or mental picture are one and the
same. All our representations are objects for the subject, and all ob-
jects of the subject are our representations. These stand to one another
in a regulated connexion which in form is determinable a priori, and
by virtue of this connexion nothing existing by itself and independent,
nothing single and detached, can become an object for us. It is this
connexion which is expressed by the principle of sufficient reason in
general. All our representations are divisible into four classes which
impart to the principle of sufficient reason itg fourfold root. The first
aspect of this principle is that of becoming, where it appears as the
law of causality and is applicable only to changes. Thus if the cause
is piven, the effect must of necessity follow. The second aspect
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Transiator's Introduction [ vii]

deals with concepts or abstract representations, which are themselves
drawn from representations of intuitive perception, and here the
principle of sufficient reason states that, if certain premisses arc given,
the conclusion must follow. The third aspect of the principle is con-
cerned with being in space and time, and shows that the cxistence of
one relation inevitably implies the other, thus that the equality of the
angles of a triangle necessarily implies the equality of its sides and
vice versa. Finally, the fourth aspect deals with actions, and the prin-
ciple appears as the law of motivation, which states that a definite
course of action inevitably ensues on a given character and motive.
Thus the principle of sufficient reason deals only with our representa-
tion in the widest sense, that is to say, with the form in which things
appear to us, not with that inscrutable metaphysical entity which ap-
pears through this form, and which Kant calls the “thing-in-itself.”
Because this “thing-in-itself”’ transcends the physical framework of
time, space, and causality, and therefore of our cognitive functions,
Kant regarded a knowledge of it as impossible. Schopenhauer ad-
mitted this up to a point, although, by identifying the Kantian thing-
in-itself with the will in ourselves, he maintained that experience itself
as a whole was capable of explanation; yet he did not imply by this
that no preblems remained unsolved.

The first volume of this work contains the basic idea of Schopen-
hauer’s system divided into four bocks and followed by an appendix
consisting of a masterly criticism of the Kantian philosophy which
greatly facilitates the study of the three Critiques, and in which
Schopenhauer readily acknowledges his indebtedness to his master,
and just as readily subjects to a searching criticism those points in
which he considers that Kant has gone astray. The picture emerging
from a study of this first volume is that of an organically consistent
structure of thought based on inner and outer experience, and cul-
minating in three towers, in the metaphysics of nature, of art or
agsthetics, and of morality.

The second volume supplements the discussions in each of the four
books of the first, and represents the mature fruit of a lifetime’s re-
flection on the many problems raised by the main theme of Schopen-
hauer’s philosophy. The great all-embracing idea of the first volume
with all its ramifications is further investigated, developed and cor-
roborated in the second through the many references to art, life, and
the empirical sciences. On the one hand, we discern the shrewdness
of Schopenhauer’s observation of the world and its many relations, a
quality in which he is unique, and, on the other, we are struck by the
psychological force and even fierceness with which he reveals the
deepest recesses of the human heart. Many have complained that his
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[ viii ] Translator's Introduction

philosophy is sombre and pessimistic, but an impartial examination
will lead to the conclusion that it is neither more nor less pessimistic
than the teachings of Brahmanism, Buddhism, and Christianity, all of
which agree in preaching as the supreme goal deliverance from this
earthly existence.* In the history of philosophy Schopenhauer’s name
will always be associated with a correct distinction between knowledge
of perception and abstract knowledge, with a proper analysis of con-
sciousness, of the so-called psyche, into will and intellect, with the
correct interpretation and utilization of the Platonic Ideas, and finally
with a true insight into the real nature of Christianity from both the
religious and philosophical points of view.

Tt is universally acknowledged by all who have read Schopenhauer’s
works, even by those who do not share his views, that his prose is
second to none in beauty of style and in power and lucidity of expres-
sion. Long periods are occasionally met with in his works, but there
is never a doubt as to the precise meaning of what he wrote, He
thought clearly and concisely, and expressed himself in clear and con-
cise language. He was discriminating in the choice of words and ex-
pressions, and paid great attention even to punctuation. No translator
can take liberties with his prose without adversely affecting the trans-
lation, which should aim at being as faithful as possible to the author’s
original work, and yet avoid being too literal and therefore unread-
able. On the other hand, the translator must resist the temptation to
“correct” and touch up his author under the mistaken impression that
he is “improving” the work, a practice that was strongly condemned
by Schopenhauer.

One of the difficulties in rendering a German philosophical work
into English comes from the inability of the English language to re-
produce adequately and accurately some of the philosophical terms
and expressions of which there are so many in German, This language
is an admirable medium for the precise expression of abstract philo-
sophical ideas, and the translator must endeavour to keep as close as
possible to the meaning of the original. It is pertinent to the matter
to mention here one or two German words by way of showing that
the translator’s task is not always easy, despite the fact that Schopen-
hauer rarely resorted to the involved and long periods so characteristic
of the stvle of many German philosophers.

Anschauung is used by Schopenhauer to describe what occurs when
the eye perceives an external object as the cause of the sensation on
the retina. “Perception” has been selected as the nearest English

* (f. “East-West Fire . . . Schopenhauer's Optimism and the Lankavatara
Sutra,” C. A. Muses, 1955, passim.
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Translator’s Introduction [ix]

equivalent, although it may also be translated “intuition” in the scnse
of ar immediate apprehension.

Wahrnehmunyg is used to convey the idea of perception through any
or all of the five senses.

Vernehmen has no exact equivalent in English, and is philologi-
cally related te Vernunjt, the faculty of reason peculiar to man which
enables him to form concepts and words from the countless objects
perceived in the world of cxperience. Vernehmen means more than
mere sensuous hearing, and implies hearing by means of the faculty
of reason.

Grund and Vernunft are almost always translated by the word
“reason,” yet the two German words differ widely in meaning. The
context usually enables one to see in which sense the word “reason™
is used.

Willkiir means free will, free choice, arbitrary power, or caprice,
The expression “free wilP’” is likely to give risc to a misconception,
since Schopenhauer uses the word to indicate will with the power of
choice, will determined by motives, conscious will as opposed to
blind impulse. Such will, however, is not absolutely free in the meta-
physical sense, in as much as a will detcrmined by motives cannot be
free. Schopenhauer uses the expression liberiem arbitrium indifferentiae
to convey the meaning of a will that is absolutely free in the meta-
physical sense before it has assumed the phenomenal form. He em-
phatically denies the existence of such a frecdom in the world of
phenomena.

Vorsteliung is important, for it occurs in the German title of this
work. Its primary meaning is that of “placing before,” and it is used
by Schopenhauer to express what he himself describes as an “exceed-
ingly complicated physiological process in the brain of an animal, the
result of which is the consciousness of a picture there.” In the present
translation “representation” has been selected as the best English
word to convey the German meaning, a selection that is confirmed by
the French and Italian versions of Die Welt als Wille und Vorstellung,
The word “idea” which is used by Haldane and Kemp in their English
translation of this work clearly fails to bring out the meaning of
Vorstellung in the sense used by Schopenhaver. Even Schopenhauer
himself has translated Vorsiellung as “idea” in his criticism of Kant’s
philosephy at the end of the first volume, although he states in his
essay, On the Fourfold Root of the Principle of Sufficient Reason,
that “idea” should be used only in its original Platonic sense. More-
over, confusion results in the translation of Haldane and Kemp from
printer’s errors in the use of “Idea™ with a capital letter to render the
German ldee in the Platonic sense and of “idea™ for the translation

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



[x] Transiator's Introduction

of Vorstellung as used by Schopenhauer. In the present translation
Idee has been rendered by the word “ldea” with a capital letter.

After the publication of each of his works, Schopenhauer was in
the habit of recording in an interleaved copy additions and modifica-
tions for incorperation in future editions. In the last ten years of his
life, he was engaged cn these interleaved copies the blank pages of
which were gradually filled with additions and amendments. In many
instances these were completely edited and incorporated into the
original text. In some cases, however, they were fragmentary and in-
definite in form, whilst in others a brief refcrence was made to a
passage in Schopenhauer’s manuscript-books which formed the store-
house of his ideas and furnished cssential material for all his works
after 1819,

In his last years, Schopenhauer had considered the possibility of a
complete edition of his works, but the rights of the six publishers
ruled out the realization of such a plan during his lifetime. Not till
1873 was it possible for Julius Frauenstidt, the philosopher's literary
exccutor, to publish an edition of the works which for many years
remained the standard, a reprint of it appearing as recently as 1922,

Until Schopenhauer’s works were out of copyright, scholars had to
rely on Frauenstadt's edition as the standard, but with the suggestion
that it contained a number of errors, attempts were made to replace
it by a better and more reliable edition. By this time, however, editors
no loenger had at their disposal all the material that Frauenstddt had
had as Schopenhauer’s literary exccutor, After Frauenstiidt’s death
in 1879, Schopenhauer’s manuscript-books went to the Berlin Li-
brary, but by an oversight the interleaved copies of the works were
sold and for many years were not accessible to scholars, Only gradu-
ally and by stages was it possible for them to complete their task of
the textual criticism and emendation of Schopenhauer’s works.

The first stage was the publication in 189! of Eduard Grisebach’s
edition. At the time, scholars were surprised to learn from him that
the edition of Frauenstidt contained many hundreds of errors,
whereas his own gave not only the correct order of the works, in
accordance with Schopenhauer’s wishes, but also a text that had been
compared with Schopenhauer’s final editions and with the manuscript-
books. However, it was not long before G, F. Wagner discovered that
Grisebach himself had incorporated in his own edition many textual
inaccuracies from the edition of Frauenstidt.

The second stage came when the interleaved copies of the works
were again accessible to scholars. In 1911 Paul Deussen and his col-
laborators were able to begin their fine edition of Schopenhauer's
works, and full advantage was taken of the possibility of obtaining
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Translator's Introduction [xi]

an accurate text from the interleaved copies and the manuscript-books.

The third and final stage in the work of textual criticism and cor-
rection was taken up with an examination of the original manuscripts
of most of the works. In 1937 Dr. Arthur Hiibscher was able for the
first time to use such manuscripts for the production of a new edition
with a text representing the last word in accuracy. By carefully com-
paring these manuscripts with the traditional texts, he succeeded in
eliminating many errors and inaccuracies from the earlier editions,
and in producing a text that would have accorded with Schopen-
hauer’s views. A reprint of this edition appeared between 1946 and
1950, and it is the text of this which has been used in making the
present translation.

Reference has already been made to the only other English trans-
lation of Die Welt als Wille und Vorstellung, which was made by R.
B. Haldane (later Lord Haldane) and J. Kemp between 1883 and
1886, and was freely consulted in the preparation of this new English
version of Schopenhauer’s main work. However, the interests of truth
and the importance of this work in the history of philosophy require
that attention be drawn to the many errors and omissions in their
translation, over a thousand of which came to light when it was com-
pared with the German text, and which seriously detract from its
merit as a work of scholarship.

In conclusion, the translator would like to express his deep appre-
ciation and gratitude to his many friends who, by their kindness and
encouragement, have sustained him in the long task of translation,
and in particular to his friend Dr. Arthur Hiibscher of Munich, the
President of the Schopenhauer-Gesellschaft and one of the most emi-
nent living authorities on Schopenhauer and his philosophy, for his
valuable advice always so generously given, and for the benefits of
his wide scholarship in this field which have contributed so much to
the work of translation.

Lonpon, 1957,
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Preface to the First Edition

I propose to state here how this book is to be read,
in order that it may be thoroughly understood. What is to be im-
parted by it is a single thought. Yet in spite of all my efforts, I have
not been able to find a shorter way of imparting that thought than
the whole of this book. I consider this thought to be that which has
been sought for a very long time under the mame of philosophy,
and that whose discovery is for this very reason regarded by those
versed in history as just as impossible as the discovery of the phi-
losophers’ stone, although Pliny had already said to them: Quam
muita fieri non posse, priusquam sint facta, judicantur? (Historia
naturalis, 7, 1)1

According as we consider under different aspects this one thought
that is to be imparted, it appears as what has been called meta-
physics, what has been called ethics, and what has been called aes-
thetics; and naturally it was bound to be all these, if it is what I
have already acknowledged it to be.

A system of thought must always have an architectonic connexion
or coherence, that is to say, a connexion in which one part always
supports the other, though not the latter the former; in which the
foundation-stone carries all the parts without being carried by them;
and in which the pinnacle is upheld without upholding. On the other
hand, a single thought, however comprehensive, must preserve the
most perfect umty. If, all the same, it can be split up into parts for
the purpose of being communicated, then the connexion of these
parts must once more be organic, i.e., of such a kind that every part
supports the whole just as much as it is supported by the whole;
a connexion in which no part is first and no part last, in which the
whole pains in clearness from every part, and even the smallest part
cannot be fully understood until the whole has been first understood.
But a book must have a first and a last line, and to this extent will
always remain very unlike an orgamism, however like one jts con-

1%How many things are considered impossible until they are actually done!”
[Tr.]

[xii]
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Preface to the First Edition [ xiii j

tents may be. Consequently, form and matter will here be in contra-
diction.

It is self-evident that in such circumstances, in order that the
thought expounded may be fathomed, no advice can be given other
than fo read the book twice, and to do so the first time with much
patience. This patience is to be derived only from the belief, volun-
tarily accorded, that the beginning presupposes the end almost as
much as the end the beginning, and that every earlier part presup-
poses the later almost as much as the later the earlier. I say “almost,”
for it is by no means absolutely so; and whatever it was possible
to do to give priority to that which is in any case explained by what
follows, and generally whatever might contribute to the greatest pos-
sible comprehensibility and clearness, has been honestly and consci-
entiously done. Indeed, I might to a certain extent have succeeded,
were it not that the reader, as is very natural, thinks when reading
not merely of what is at the moment being said, but also of its pos-
sible consequences. Thus besides the many contradictions of the
opinions of the day, and presumably of the reader also, that actually
exist, as many others may be added that are anticipated and im-
aginary. That, then, which is mere misunderstanding, must show
itself as lively disapproval, and it is the less recognized as misun-
derstanding because, while the laboriously attained clearness of ex-
planation and distinctness of expression never leave one in doubt
about the direct meaning of what is said, yet they cannot express
its relations to all that remains. Therefore, as I have said, the first
reading demands patience, derived from the confidence that with
a second reading much, or all, will appear in quite a different light.
Moreover, the earnest desire for fuller and even easier comprehen-
sion must, in the case of a very difficult subject, justify occasional
repetition. The structure of the whole, which is organic and not like
& chain, in itself makes it necessary sometimes to touch twice on
the same point. This construction and the very close interconnexion
of all the parts have not allowed of that division into chapters and
paragraphs which I usually value so much, but have obliged me to
be content with four principal divisions, four aspects, as it were, of
the one thought. In each of these four books we have spectally to
guard against losing sight, among the details that must needs be dis-
cussed, of the principal thought to which they belong, and of the
progress of the exposition as a whole. And thus is expressed the
first, and like those that follow, absolutely necessary, demand on
the reader, who is unfriendly towards the philosopher just because
he is one himself.

The second demand is that the introduction be read before the
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book itself, although this is not a part of the book, but appeared
five years previously under the title On the Fowrfold Root of the
Principle of Sufficient Reason: a Philosophical Essay. Without an
acquaintance with this introduction and propaedeutic, it is quite im-
possible to understand the present work properly, and the subject-
matter of that essay is always presupposed here as if it were included
in the book. Moreover, if it had not preceded this work by several
years, it would not be placed at the front of it as an introduction,
but would be incorporated in the first book, since this book lacks
what was said in the essay, and exhibits a certain incompleteness
because of these omissions, which must always be made good by
reference to that essay. However, my dislike of quoting myself, or of
laboriously expressing once again in different words what had al-
ready been said adequately once, was so great that I preferred this
course, despite the fact that I could now give the subject-matter of
that essay a somewhat better presentation, particularly by clearing
it of many conceptions which arose from my excessive preoccupa-
tion at that time with the Kantian philosophy, such as categories,
outer and inner sense, and the like. But even there those concep-
tions occur only because I had as yet never really entered deeply
into them, and therefore only as a secondary affair quite uncon-
nected with the principal matter. For this reason, the correction of
such passages in that essay wili come about quite autematically in
the reader’s thoughts through his acquaintance with the present
work. But only if through that essay we have fully recognized what
the principle of sufficient reason is and signifies, where it is valid
and where it is not, that it is not prior to all things, and that the
whole world exists only in consequence of and in conformity to
it, as its corollary so to speak; that rather it is nothing more than
the form in which the object, of whatever kind it may be and always
conditioned by the subject, is everywhere known in so far as the
subject is a knowing individual; only then will it be possible to
enter into the method of philosophizing which is here attempted for
the first time, differing completely as it does from all previous
methods.

But the same dislike to quote myself word for word, or to say
exactly the same thing a second time in other and less suitable terms,
after T had already made use of better ones, has been the cause of
yet a second omission in book one of this work. For 1 have left out
all that is to be found in the first chapter of my essay On Vision and
Colours, which otherwise would have found its place here, word for
word. Therefore an acquaintance with that short earlier work is also
presupposed.
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Finally, the third demand to be made on the reader might even
be taken for granted, for it is none other than an acquaintance with
the most important phenomenon which has appeared in philosophy
for two thousand years, and which lies so close to us, I mean the
principal works of Kant. Irtdeed, I find, as has already been said on
other occasions, that the effect those works produce in the mind to
which they really speak is very like that of an operation for cataract
on a blind man, If we wish to continue the simile, my purpose can
be described by saying that I wanted to put into the hands of those
on whom that operation has been successful a pair of cataract spec-
tacles, for the use of which that operation itself is the most necessary
condition. Therefore, while 1 start in large measure from what was
achieved by the great Kant, serious study of his works has neverthe-
less enabled me to discover grave errors in them. I had to separate
these and show them to be objectionable, in order that I might pre-
suppose and apply what is true and excelient in his doctrine, pure
and clarified of them. But in order not to interrupt and confuse my
own exposition by frequent polemics against Kant, I have put this into
a special appendix. And just as, according as I have said, my work
presupposes an acquaintance with the Kantian philosophy, so too
does it presuppose an acquaintance with that appendix. Therefore,
in this respect, it would be advisable to read the appendix first, the
more so as its subject-matter has special reference to book one of
the present work. On the other hand, it could not from the nature
of the case be avoided that even the appendix should refer now and
again to the main text. The result of this is simply that the appendix,
as well as the main part of the work, must be read twice.

Kant's philosophy is therefore the only one with which a thorough
acquaintance is positively assumed in what is to be here discussed.
But if in addition to this the reader has dwelt for a while in the
school of the divine Plato, he will be the better prepared to hear
me, and the more susceptible to what I say. But if he has shared
in the benefits of the Vedas, access to which, opened to us by the
Upanishads, is in my view the greatest advantage which this still
young century has to show over previous centuries, since I surmise
that the influence of Sanskrit literature will penetrate no less deeply
than did the revival of Greek literature in the fifteenth century; if,
I say, the reader has also already received and assimilated the divine
inspiration of ancient Indian wisdom, then he is best of all prepared
to hear what I have to say to him. It will not speak to him, as to
many others, in a strange and even hostile tongue; for, did it not
sound too conceited, I might assert that each of the individual and
disconnected utterances that make up the Upanishads could be de-
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rived as a consequence from the thought I am to impart, although
conversely my thought is by no means to be found in the Upani-
shads.

* L] *

But most readers have already grown angry with impatience, and
have burst into a reproach kept back with difficulty for so long. Yet
how can I dare to submit a book to the public under demands and
conditions of which the first two are presumptuous and quite im-
modest, and this at a time when there is so general an abundance
of characteristic ideas that in Germany alone such ideas are made
common property through the press every year, in three thousand
substantial, original, and absolutely indispensable works, as well as
in innumerable periodicals, and even daily papers; at a time when
in particular there is not the slightest deficiency of wholly original
and profound philosophers, but in Germany alone there are more
of them living simultaneously than several successive centuries have
had to show? How are we to reach the end, asks the indignant
reader, if we must set to work on a book with s0 much trouble and
detail?

As I have not the least thing to say in reply to such reproaches,
I hope only for some gratitude from such readers for having warned
them in time, so that they may not waste an hour on a book which
it would be useless for them to read unless they complied with the
demands I make, and which is therefore to be left alone, especially
as on other grounds one could wager a great deal that it can say
nothing to them, but on the contrary will always be only paucorum
hominum, and must therefore wait in calm and modesty for the few
whose unusual mode of thought might find it readable. For apart
from its intricacies, difficulties, and the efforts it demands of the
reader, what cultured man of this age, whose knowledge has almost
reached the magnificent point where the paradoxical and the false
are all one and the same to him, could bear to meet on almost every
page thoughts which directly contradict what he himself has never-
theless established once for all as trie and settled? And then how
unpleasantly disappointed will many a man find himself, when he
comes across no mention of what he thinks he must look for just in
this place, because his way of speculating coincides with that of a
great philosopher still living.2 This man has written truly pathetic
books, and his single trifling weakness is that he regards as funda-
mental inborn ideas of the human mind everything that he learnt

*F. H. Jacobi.
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and approved before his fifteenth year., Who could endure all this?
Therefore, my advice is simply to put the book aside,

I am afraid, however, that cven so T shall not be let off. The
reader who has got as far as the preface and is put off by that, has
paid money for the book, and wants to know how he is to be com-
pensated. My last refuge now is to remind him that he knows of
various ways of using a book without precisely reading it. It can,
like many another, fill a gap in his library, where, neatly bound, it
is sure to look well. Or he can lay it on the dressing-table or tea-
table of his learned lady friend. Or finally he can review it; this is
assuredly the best course of all, and the one I specially advise.

¥ L] L

And so, after allowing myself the joke to which in this generally
ambivalent life hardly any page can be too serions to grant a place,
I put my book forth in profound seriousness, confident that, sooner
or later, it will reach those to whom alone it can be addressed. For
the rest, I am resigned in patience to the fact that the same fate
will befall it in full measure which has always fallen to the lot of
truth in every branch of knowledge, in the most important branch
most of all. To truth only a brief celebration of victory is allowed
between the two long periods during which it is condemned as para-
doxical, or disparaged as trivial. The author of truth also usually
meets with the former fate, But life is short, and truth works far and
lives long: let us speak the truth.

Dresden, August 1818
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Not to my contemporaries or my compatriots, but
to mankind I consign my now complete work, confident that it will
not be without value to humanity, even if this value should be
recognized only tardily, as is the inevitable fate of the good in
whatever form. It can have been only for mankind, and not for the
quickly passing generation engrossed with its delusion of the mo-
ment, that my mind, almost against my will, has pursued its work
without interruption throughout a long life. As time has passed, not
even lack of sympathy has been able to shake my belief in its value.
I constantly saw the false and the bad, and finally the absurd and
the senseless,? standing in universal admiration and honour, and I
thought to myself that, if those who are capable of recognizing the
genuine and right were not so rare that we can spend some twenty
years looking about for them in vain, those who are capable of
producing it might not be so few that their works afterwards form
an exception to the transitoriness of earthly things. In this way, the
comforting prospect of posterity, which everyone who sets himself
a high aim needs to fortify him, would then be lost. Whoever takes
up and seriously pursues a matter that does not lead to material
advantage, ought not to count on the sympathy of his contempo-
raries. But for the most part he will see that in the meantime the
superficial aspect of such matter becomes current in the world and
enjoys its day; and this is as it should be, For the matter itself also
must be pursued for its own sake, otherwise there can be no success,
since every purpose or intention is always dangerous to insight. Ac-
cordingly, as the history of literature testifies throughout, everything
of value needs a long time to gain authority, especially if it is of
the instructive and not of the entertaining sort; and meanwhile the
false flourishes. For to unite the matter with the superficial aspect
of the matter is difficult, if not impossible. Indeed, this is just the
curse of this world of want and need, that everything must serve and
slave for these, Therefore it is not so constituted that any noble and

! The Hegelian philosophy.
[ xviii }
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sublime endeavour, like that after light and truth, can thrive in it
unhindered, and exist for its own sake. But even when such an
endeavour has once been able to assert itself, and the idea of it is
thus introduced, material interests and personal aims will at once
take possession of it to make it their tool or their mask. Accord-
ingly, after Kant had brought philosophy once more into repute, it
was bound to become very soon the tool of political aims from
above, and of personal aims from below: though, to be accurate,
not philosophy, but its double that passes for it. This should not
even surprise us, for the incredibly great majority of men are by their
nature absolutely incapable of any but material aims; they cannot
even comprehend any others. Accordingly, the pursuit of truth alone
is a pursuit far too lofty and eccentric for us to expect that all or
many, or indeed even a mere few, will sincerely take part in it.
But if we see, as we do for instance in Germany at the moment, a
remarkable activity, a general bustling, writing, and talking on
matters of philosophy, then it may be confidently assumed that,
in spite of all the solemn looks and assurances, only real, not ideal,
aims are the actual primum mobile? the concealed motive, of such
a movement; that is, that it is personal, official, ecclesiastical, politi-
cal, in short material interests which are here kept in view, and that
in comsequence mere party ends set in such vigorous motion the
many pens of pretended philosophers. Thus intentions, not intelli-
gence, are the guiding star of these disturbers; and truth is cer-
tainly the last thing thought of in this connexion. It finds no partisans;
on the contrary, it can pursue its way as silently and unheeded
through such philosophical contention and tumult as through the
winter night of the darkest century, involved in the most rigid faith
of the Church, where it was communicated only as esoteric doctrine
to a few adepts, or even entrusted only to parchment. In fact, I
might say that no time can be more unfavourable to philosophy than
that in which it is shamefully misused as a political means on the
one hand, and a means of livelihood on the other. Or are we to
belicve that, with such effort and turmoil, the truth, by no means
their aim, will also come to light? Truth is no harlot who throws
her arms round the neck of him who does not desire her; on the
contrary, she is so coy a beauty that even the man who sacrifices
everything to her can still not be certain of her favours.

Now, if governments make philosophy the means to their political
ends, then scholars see in professorships of philosophy a trade that
nourishes the ouvter man just as does any other. They therefore
crowd after them in the assurance of their good way of thinking,

*“First motive.” [Tr.]
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in other words, of the purpese or intention to serve those ends.
And they keep their word; not truth, not clarity, not Plato or
Aristotle, but the aims and ends they were appointed to serve are
their guiding star; and these at once become the criterion both of what
is true, valuable, and worthy of consideration, and of its opposite.
Therefore whatever does not comply with these aims, be it even the
most important and extraordinary thing in their department, is
either condemned, or, where this seems precarious, suppressed by
being unanimously ignored. Look only at their concerted indignation
at pantheism; will any simpleten believe that this proceeds from
conviction? How could philosophy, degraded to become a means of
earning one’s bread, generally fail to degenerate into sophistry? Just
because this is bound to happen, and the rule “I sing the song of
him whose bread I eat” has held good at all times, the making of
moeney by philosophy was among the ancients the characteristic
of the sophist. We have still to add that, since everywhere in this
world nothing is to be expected, nothing can be demanded, and
nothing is to be had for money except mediocrity, we have to put
up with this here also. Accordingly, in all the German universities we
see the cherished mediocrity straining to bring about fromr its own
resources, and indeed in accordance with a prescribed standard and
aim, the philosophy that still does not exist at all; a spectacle at
which it would be almost cruel to mock.

While philosophy has long been obliged to serve to such an extent
generally as a means to public ends on the one hand, and to private
ends on the other, I have followed my course of thought, undis-
turbed by this fact, for more than thirty years. This I have done
simply because I was obliged to, and could not do otherwise, from
an instinctive impulse which, however, was supported by the con-
fidence that anything true that a man concetves, and anything obscure
that he elucidates, will at some time or other be grasped by another
thinking mind, and impress, delight, and console it. To such a man
we speak, just as those like us have spoken to us, and have thus
become our consolation in this wilderness of life. Meanwhile, the
matter is pursued on its own account and for its own sake. Now it
is a strange thing as regards philosophical meditations that only
that which a man has thought out and investigated for himself is
afterwards of benefit to others, and not that which was originally
destined for those others. The former is conspicuously nearest in
character to perfect honesty, for we do not try to deceive ourselves,
or offer ourselves empty husks. In this way, all sophistication and alk
idle display of words are then omitted, and as a result every sentence
that is written at once repays the trouble of reading. Accordingly,
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my writings bear the stamp of honesty and openness so distinctly on
their face, that they are thus in glaring contrast to those of the
three motorious sophists of the post-Kantian period. T am always
to be found at the standpoint of reflection, in other words, of rational
deliberation and honest information, never at that of inspiration,
called intellectual intuition or even absolute thought; its correct names
would be humbug and charlatanism. Therefore, working in this
spirit, and meanwhile constantly secing the false and the bad held
in general acceptance, indeed humbug® and charlatanism?® in the
highest admiration, 1 long ago renounced the approbation of my
contemporaries, It is impossible that an age which for twenty years
has extolled a Hegel, that intellectual Caliban, as the greatest of
philosophers so loudly that the echo was heard throughout Europe,
could make the man who looked at this eager for its approbation.
No longer has it any crowns of honour to bestow, its applause is
prostituted, its censure signifies nothing. I mean what I say here, as
is obvious from the fact that, if I had in any way aspired to the
approbation of my contemporaries, I should have had to strike out
twenty passages that wholly contradict ail their views, and indeed
must in part be offensive to them. But I should reckon it a crime on
my part to sacrifice even a single syllable to that approbation. My
guiding star has in all seriousness been truth. Following it, I could
first aspire only to my own approval, entirely averted from an age
that has sunk low as regards all higher intellectual efforts, and from
a national literature demoralized but for the exceptions, a literature
in which the art of combining lofty words with low sentiments has
reached its zenith. Of course, I can never escape from the errors
and weaknesses necessarily inherent in my nature as in that of
everyone else, but I shall not increase them by unworthy accommo-
dations.

Now, as regards this second edition, in the first place I am glad
that after twenty-five years I find nothing to retract; my fundamental
convictions have been confirmed, at any rate as far as I myself am
concerned. Accordingly, the alterations in the first volume, which
contains only the text of the first edition, nowhere touch what is
essential, but relate to matters of only secondary importance. For
the most part, indeed, they consist of very short explanatory addi-
tions inserted here and there. The criticism of the Kantian philosophy
alone has received important corrections and lengthy additions, for
these could not be brought into a supplementary book, like those
that have been received in the second volume by each of the four

" Fichte and Schelling.
* Hegel.
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books representing my own teaching. In the case of these, I have
chosen the latter form of enlargement and improvement, because the
twenty-five years that have elapsed since they were written have
produced so marked a change in my method of presentation, and in
the tone of my exposition, that it would not do to amalgamate the
contents of the second volume with those of the first into one whole,
as both would inevitably have suffered from such a fusion. I therefore
present the two works separately, and in the earlier exposition, even
in many places where I should now express myself quite differently,
1 have altered nothing, This I have done because I wanted to guard
against spoiling the work of my earlier years by the carping criticism
of old age. What might need correction in this respect will set itself
right in the reader’s mind with the aid of the second volume. Both
volumes have, in the full sense of the word, a supplementary relation
to each other, in so far as this is due to one age in man’s life being,
in an intellectual regard, the supplement of another. We shall there-
fore find that not only does each volume contain what the other
does not, but also that the merits of the one consist precisely in
what is wanting in the other, If therefore the first half of my work
excels the second half in what can be vouchsafed only by the fire
of youth and the energy of first conception, then the second will
surpass the first in the maturity and complete elaboration of the
ideas, which belongs only to the fruit of a long life, and of its ap-
plication and industry. For when I had the strength originally to
grasp the fundamental idea of my system, to pursue it at once into
its four branches, to return from these to the unity of their stem,
and then to make a clear presentation of the whole, I could not yet
be in a position to work through all the parts of the system with
that completeness, thoroughness, and fulness which are attained only
by many years of meditation on it. Such meditation is required to
test and illustrate the system by innumerable facts, to support it by
proofs of the most varied nature, to throw a clear light on it from
all sides, and then to place in bold contrast the different points of
view, to separate the manifold materials clearly and present them
in a sysiematic order. Therefore, although it was certainly bound
to be more pleasant for the reader to have the whole of my work in
one piece, instead of its consisting as now of two halves to be
brought together in use, let him reflect that this would have required
my achieving at one period of my life what is possible only in
two, since for this 1 should have had to possess at one period of life
the qualities which nature has divided between two quite different
periods. Accordingly, the necessity for presenting my work in two
halves supplementing each other is to be compared to the necessity
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by which an achromatic object-glass, since it cannot be made out of
one piece, is produced by making it up out of a convex lems of
crown-glass and a concave lens of flint-glass, the combined effect
of which above all achieves what was intended. On the other hand,
the reader will find some compensation for the inconvenience of
using two volunes at the same time in the variety and relief afforded
from the treatment of the same subject by the same mind, in the
same spirit, but in very different years. For the reader who is not
yet acquainted with my philosophy, however, it is generally advisable
to read first of all through the first volume without dragping in the
supplements, and to use these only on a second reading. For other-
wise it would be too difficult for him to grasp the system in its
continuity, as only in the first volume is it presented as such, while
in the second the principal doctrines are established individually in
greater detail, and developed more completely. Even the reader who
might not decide on a second reading of the first volume will find it
better to read through the second volume by itself, and only after
the first volume. This he can do in the ordinary sequence of its
chapters, which certainly stand to one another in a looser connexion,
and the gaps in this will be completely filled by recollection of the
first volume, if the reader has really grasped that, Moreover, he will
everywhere find reference to the corresponding passages of the first
volume. For this purpose, in the second edition of the first volume
I have furnished with numbers the paragraphs which in the first
edition were divided only by lines.

1 have already explained in the preface to the first edition that
my philosophy starts from Kant’s, and therefore presupposes a
thorough knowledge of it; I repeat this here. For Kant's teaching
produces a fundamental change in every mind that has grasped it.
This change is so great that it may be regarded as an intellectual
rebirth, It alone is capable of really removing the inborn realism
which arises from the original disposition of the inteliect. Neither
Berkeley nor Malebranche is competent to do this, for these men
remain too much in the universal, whereas Kant goes into the par-
ticular. And this he does in a way which is unexampled either be-
fore or after him, and one which has quite a peculiar, one might say
immediate, effect on the mind. In consequence of this, the mind
undergoes a fundamental undeceiving, and thereafter looks at all
things in another light, But only in this way does a man become
susceptible to the more positive explanations that I have to give.
On the other hand, the man who has not mastered the Kantian
philosophy, whatever eise he may have studied, is, so to speak, in
a state of innocence; in other words, he has remained in the grasp
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of that natural and childlike realism in which we are all born, and
which qualifies one for every possible thing except philosophy. Con-
sequently, such a man is related to the other as a person under age
is to an adult. That nowadays this truth sounds paradexical, as it
certainly would not have done in the first thirty vears after the ap-
pearance of the Critique of Reason, is due to the fact that there bas
since grown up a generation that does not really know Kant. It has
never done more than peruse him hastily and impatiently, or listen
to an account at second-hand; and this again is due to its having,
in consequence of bad guidance, wasted its time on the philosophemes
of ordinary, and hence officious and intrusive, heads, or even of
bombastic sophists, which have been irresponsibly commended to it.
Hence the confusion in the first conceptions, and generally the un-
speakable crudity and clumsiness that appear from under the cloak
of affectation and prefentiousness in the philosophical attempts of
the generation thus brought up. But the man who imagines he can
become acquainted with Kant's philesophy from the descriptions of
others, labours under a terrible mistake. On the contrary, I must
utter a serious warning against accounts of this kind, especially those
of recent times, In fact in the most recent years in the writings of the
Hegelians 1 have come across descriptions of the Kantian philosophy
which really reach the incredible. How could minds strained and
ruined in the freshness of youth by the nonsense of Hegelism still be
capable of following Kant's profound investigations? They are early
accustomed to regard the hollowest of verbiage as philosophicat
thoughts, the most miscrable sophisms as sagacity, and silly craziness
as dialectic; and by accepting frantic word-combinations in which
the mind torments and exhausts itself in vain to conceive something,
their heads are disorganized. They do not require any Crifique of
Reason or any philosophy; they need a medicina mentis, first as a
sort of purgative, un petit cours de senscommunologie5 and after
that one must sce whether there can still be any talk of philosophy
with them. Thus the Kantian doctrine will be sought in vain elsewhere
than in Kant's own works; but these are instructive throughout, even
where he errs, even where he fails. In consequence of his originality,
it ts truc of him in the highest degree, as indeed of all genuine
philosophers, that only from their own works does one come to
know them, not from the accounts of others. For the thoughts of
those extraordinary minds cannot stand filtration through an ordinary
head. Born behind the broad, high, finely arched brows from under
which becaming eyes shine forth, they lose ali power and life, and
no longer appear like themselves, when moved into the narrow

5“A short course in common sense.” [1T.]
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ledging and low roofing of the confined, contracted, and thick-walled
skulls from which peer out dull glances directed to personal ends.
In fact, it can be said that heads of this sort act like uneven mirrors
in which everything is twisted and distorted, loses the symmetry of
its beauty, and represents a caricature. Only from their creators them-
selves can we receive philosophical thoughts. Therefore the man who
feels himself drawn to philosophy must himself seek out its im-
mortal teachers in the guiet sanctuary of their works, The principal
chapters of any cne of these genuine philosophers will furnish a
hundred times more insight into their doctrines than the cumbersome
and distorted accounts of them produced by commonptace minds that
are still for the most part deeply entangled in the fashionable phi-
losophy of the time, or in their own pet opinions, But it is astonish-
ing how decidedly the public prefers to grasp at those descriptions
at second-hand. In fact, an elective affinity seems to be at work
here by virtue of which the common nature is drawn to its like, and
accordingly will prefer to hear from one of its kind even what a
great mind has said. Perhaps this depends on the same principle as
the system of mutual instruction according to which children learn
best from other children,

Now one more word for the prefessors of philosophy. I have al-
ways felt compelled to admire not only the sagacity, the correct and
fine tact with which, immediately on its appearance, they recognized
my philesophy as something quite different from, and indeed danger-
ous to, their own attempts, or in popular language as something that
did not suit their purpose; but also the sure and astute policy by
virtue of which they at once found out the only correct procedure
towards it, the perfect unanimity with which they applied this, and
finaily the determination with which they have remained faithful to it.
This procedure, which incidentally commended itself also by the ease
with which it can be carricd out, consists, as is well known, in wholly
ignoring and thus in secreting—according to Goethe’s malicious ex-
pression, which really means suppressing what is of importance and
of significance. The effectiveness of this silent method is enhanced by
the corybantic shouting with which the birth of the spiritual children
of those of the same mind is reciprocally celebrated, shouting which
forces the public to look and to notice the important airs with which
they greet one another over it. Who could fail to recognize the pur-
pose of this procedure? Js there then nothing to be said against the
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maxim primum vivere, deinde philosophari? ¢ The gentlemen want
to live, and indeed to live by philosophy. To philosophy they are
assigned with their wives and children, and in spite of Petrarch’s
povera e nuda vai filosofia,” they have taken a chance on it. Now
my philosephy is certainly not so ordered that anyone could live by
it. It lacks the first indispensable requisite for a well-paid professorial
philosophy, namely a speculative theology, which should and must be
the principal theme of all philesophy—in spite of the troublesome
Kant with his Critique of Reason; although such a philosophy thus
has the task of for ever talking about that of which it can know
abselutely nothing. In fact, my philosophy does not allow of the
fiction which has been so cleverly devised by the professors of phi-
losophy and has become indispensable to them, namely the fiction of
a reason that knows, perceives, or apprehends immediately and
absolutely. One need only impose this fiction on the reader at the
very beginning, in order to drive in the most comfortable manner
in the world, in a carriage and four so to speak, into that region
beyond all possibility of experience, wholly and for ever shut off
from our knowledge by Kant. In such a region, then, are to be found,
immediately revealed and most beautifully arranged, precisely those
fundamental dogmas of modern, Judaizing, optimistic Christianity.
My meditative philosophy, deficient in these essential requisites,
lacking in consideration and the means of subsistence, has for its
pele star truth alone, naked, unrewarded, unbefriended, often per-
secuted truth, and towards this it steers straight, looking neither to
the right nor to the left. Now what in the world has such a philoso-
phy to do with that alma mater, the good, substantial university phi-
losophy, which, burdened with a hundred intentions and a thousand
considerations, proceeds on its course cauntiously tacking, since at all
times it has before its eyes the fear of the Lord, the will of the
ministry, the dogmas of the established Church, the wishes of the
publisher, the encouragement of students, the goodwill of colleagues,
the course of current politics, the momentary tendency of the public,
and Heaven knows what else? Or what has my silent and serious
search for truth in common with the yelling school disputations of
the chairs and benches, whose most secret motives are always per-
sonal aims? On the contrary, the two kinds of philosophy are funda-
mentally different. Therefore with me there is no compromise and
there is no fellowship, and no one derives any advantage from me,
except perhaps the man who is looking for nothing but the truth;
none, therefore, of the philosophical parties of the day, for they all

S “First live, then philosophize.™ [Tr.]
T “Philosophy, thou goest poor and nude!” [Tr.]
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pursue their own aims. ¥, however, have only insight and discern-
ment to offer, which suit none of those aims, because they are simply
not modelled on any of them. But if my philosophy itself were to
become susceptible to the professor’s chair, there would have to be
a complete change in the times. It would be a fine thing, then, if
such a philosophy, by which no one can live at all, were to gain light
and air, not to mention universal regard! Consequently, this had to
be guarded against, and all had to oppose it as on¢ man. But a man
has not so easy a game with disputing and refuting; moreover, these
are precarious and uncertain means, for the very reason that they
direct public attention to the matter, and reading my works might
ruin the public’s taste for the lucubrations of the professors of phi-
losophy. For the man who has tasted the serious will no longer relish
the comic, especially when it is of a tedious nature. Therefore the
system of silence, se unanimously resorted to, is the only right one,
and I can only advise them to stick to it, and go on with it as long
as it works—in other words, until ignoring is taken to imply igno-
rance; then there will still just be time to come round. Meanwhile,
everyone js at liberty to pluck a little feather here and there for his
own use, for the superfluity of ideas at home is not usually very
oppressive, Thus the system of ignoring and of maintaining silence
can last for a good while, at any rate for the span of time that I
may yet have to live; in this way much is already gained. If in the
meantime an indiscreet voice here and there has allowed itself to
be heard, it is soon drowned by the loud talking of the professors
who, with their airs of importance, know how to entertain the
public with quite different things, But I advise a somewhat stricter
observance of the unanimity of procedure, and, in particular, super-
vision of the young men, who at times are terribly indiscreet. For
even so, [ am unable to guarantee that the commended procedure
will last for ever, and I cannot be answerable for the final result.
It is a ticklish question, the steering of the public, good and docile
as it is on the whole, Although we see the Gorgiases and Hippiases
nearly always at the top; although as a rule the absurd culminates,
and it seems impossible for the voice of the individual ever to pene-
trate through the chorus of foclers and the fooled, still there is left
to the genuinc works of all times a quite peculiar, silent, slow, and
owerful influence; and as if by a miracle, we sce them rise at last
out of the turmoil like a balloon that floats up out of the thick
atmosphere of this globe into purer regions. Having once arrived
there, it remains at rest, and no one can any longer draw it down

again.
Frankfurt a. M., February 1844.
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’I;ne true and the genuine would more easily obtain
a footing in the world, were it not that those incapable of producing
it were at the same time pledged not to let it gain ground. This
circumstance has already hindered and retarded, if indeed it has not
stifled, many a work that should be of benefit to the world. For me
the consequence of this has been that, although I was only thirty
years of age when the first edition of this book appeared, I live to
see this third edition not until my seventy-second year. Nevertheless,
I find consolation for this in the words of Petrarch: Si quis tota die
currens, pervenit ad vesperam, satis est (De Vera Sapientia, p.
140).2 If I also have at last arrived, and have the satisfaction at
the end of my life of secing the beginning of my influence, it is with
the hope that, according to an old rule, it will last the longer in
proportion to the lateness of its beginning.

In this third edition the reader will miss nothing that is contained
in the second, but will receive considerably more, since, by reason
of the additions made to it, it has, though in the same type, 136
pages more than its predecessor.

Seven years after the appearance of the second edition, I pub-
lished the two volumes of the Parerga and Paralipomena, What is
to be undersiood by the latter name consists of additions to the
systematic presentation of my philosophy, which would have found
their rightful place in these volumes. At that time, however, I had
to fit them in where I could, as it was very doubtful whether I
should live to see this third edition. They will be found in the second
volume of the aforesaid Parerga, and will be easily recognized from
the headings of the chapters.

Frankfurt a. M., September 1859,

' “If anyone who wanders all day arrives towards evening, it is enough.” [Tr.]
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FIRST BOOK

THE WORLD AS REPRESENTATION

FIRST ASPECT

The Rcepresentation subject to the Principle of Sufficient
Reason: The Object of Experience and of Science.

Sors de lenfance, ami, réveille-toil!
Jean-Jacques Rousscau

(“Quit thy childhood, my friend, and wake up.” {T1.])
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§ 1.

The world is my representation”: this is a truth
valid with reference to every living and knowing being, although
man alone can bring it into reflective, abstract consciousness. If he
really does so, philosophical discernment has dawned on him. It then
becomes clear and certain to him that he does not know a sun and
an earth, but only an eye that sees a sun, a hand that feels an earth;
that the world around him is there conly as representation, in other
words, only in reference to another thing, namcly that which
represents, and this is himself. If any truth can be expressed a priori,
it is this; for it is the statement of that form of all possible and
conceivable experience, a form that is more general than ail others,
than time, space, and causality, for all these presuppose it. While
each of these forms, which we have recognized as so many particular
modes of the principle of sufficient reason, is valid only for a
particular class of represcntations, the division into object and subject,
on the other hand, is the common form of all those classes; it is
that form under which alone any representation, of whatever kind
it be, abstract or intuitive, pure or empirical, is generally possible and
conceivahle. Therefore no truth is more certain, more independent
of all others, and less in need of proof than this, namely that
gverything that exists for knowledge, and hence the whole of this
world, is only object in relation to the subject, perception of the
perceiver, in a word, representation. Naturally this holds good of
the present as well as of the past and future, of what is remotest as
well as of what is nearest; for it holds good of time and space
themselves, in which alone all these distinctions arise. Everything
that in any way belongs and can belong to the world is inevitably
associated with this being-conditioned by the subject, and it exists
only for the subject. The world is representation.

This truth is by no means new. It was to be found already in the
sceptical reflections from which Descartes started. But Berkeley was
the first to enunciate it positively, and he has thus rendered an im-
morial service to philosophy, although the remainder of his doctrines
cannot endure. Kant’s first mistake was the neglect of this principle,
as is pointed out in the Appendix. On the other hand, how early this
basic truth was recognized by the sages of India, since it appears as

[31]
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[4] The World As Will and Representation

the fundamental tenet of the Vedanta philosophy ascribed to Vyasa,
is proved by Sir William Jones in the last of his essays: “On the
Philosophy of the Asiatics” (Asiatic Researches, vol. 1V, p. 164):
“The fundamenta! tenet of the Vedénta school consisted not in deny-
ing the existence of matter, that is, of solidity, impenetrability, and
extended figure (to deny which would be lunacy), but in correcting
the popular notion of it, and in contending that it has no essence in-
dependent of mental perception; that existence and perceptibility are
convertible terms.” These words adequately express the compatibility
of empirical reality with transcendental ideality.

Thus in this first book we consider the world only from the above-
mentioned angle, only in so far as it is representation. The inner re-
luctance with which everyone accepts the world as his mere represen-
tation warns him that this consideration, quite apart from its truth,
is nevertheless one-sided, and so is occasioned by some arbitrary
abstraction. On the other hand, he can never withdraw from this
acceptance, However, the one-sidedness of this consideration will be
made good in the following book through a truth that is not so im-
mediately certain as that from which we start here. Only deeper
investigation, more difficult abstraction, the separation of what is
different, and the combination of what is identical can lead us to this
truth. This truth, which must be very serious and grave if not terrible
to everyone, is that a man also can say and must say: “The world is
my will.”

But in this first book it is necessary to consider separately that
side of the world from which we start, namely the side of the know-
able, and accordingly to consider without reserve all existing objects,
nay even cur own bodies (as we shall discuss more fully later on),
merely as representation, to call them mere representation. That from
which we abstract here is invariably only the will, as we hope will
later on be clear to everyone. This will alone constitutes the other
aspect of the world, for this world is, on the one side, entirely repre-
sentation, just as, on the other, it is entirely will. But a reality that is
neither of these two, but an object in itself (into which also Kant’s
thing-in-itself has unfortunately degenerated in his hands), is the
phantom of a dream, and its acceptance is an ignis faruus in phi-
losophy.
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The World As Will and Representation [51]

§2.

’I;lat which knows all things and is known by none
is the subject. It is accordingly the supporter of the world, the univer-
sal condition of all that appears, of all objects, and it is always pre-
supposed; for whatever exists, exists only for the subject. Everyone
finds himself as this subject, yet only in so far as he knows, not in so
far as he is object of knowledge. But his body is already object, and
therefore from this point of view we call it representation. For the
body is object among objects and is subordinated to the laws of
objects, although it is immediate object.! Like all objects of percep-
tion, it lies within the forms of all knowledge, in time and space
through which there is plurality. But the subject, the knower never
the known, does not lie within these forms; on the contrary, it is
always presupposed by those forms themselves, and hence neither
plorality nor its opposite, namely unity, belongs to it. We never
know 1t, but it is precisely that which knows wherever there is
knowledge.

Therefore the world as representation, in which aspect alone we
are here considering it, has two essential, necessary, and inseparable
halves. The one half is the object, whose forms are space and time,
and through these plurality. But the other half, the subject, does not
lie in space and time, for it is whole and undivided in every repre-
senting being. Hence a single one of these beings with the object com-
pletes the world as representation just as fully as do the millions that
exist. And if that single one were to disappear, then the world as
representation would no longer exist. Therefore these halves are in-
separable even in thought, for each of the two bas meaning and
existence only through and for the other; each exists with the other
and vanishes with it. They limit each other immediately, where the
object begins, the subject ceases. The common or reciprocal nature
of this limitation is seen in the very fact that the essential, and hence
universal, forms of every object, namely space, time, and causality,
can be found and fully known, starting from the subject, even with-
out the knowledge of the object itself, that is to say, in Kant's language,
they reside a priori in our consciousness, To have discovered this is

' On the Principle of Sufficient Reason, 2nd ed., § 22.
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[6] The World As Will and Representation

one of Kant's chief merits, and it is a very great one, Now in addition
to this, I maintain that the principle of sufficient reason is the com-
mon expression of all these forms of the object of which we are
a priori conscious, and that therefore all that we know purely a priori
is nothing but the content of that principle and what follows there-
from; hence in it is really expressed the whole of our a priori certain
knowledge. In my essay On the Principle of Sufficient Reason 1 have
shown in detail how every possible object is subordinate to it, that is
to say, stands in a necessary relation to other objects, on the one
hand as determined, on the other as determining, This extends so far
that the entire existence of all objects, in so far as they are objects,
representations, and nothing else, is traced back completely to this
necessary relation of theirs to one another, consists only in that rela-
tion, and hence is entirely relative; but more of this later. I have
further shown that this necessary relation, expressed in general by the
principle of sufficient reason, appears in other forms corresponding
to the classes into which objects are divided according to their possi-
bility; and again that the correct division of those classes is verified
by these forms. Here 1 constantly assume that what was said in that
essay is known and present to the reader, for had it not already been
said there, it would have its necessary place here.

§3.

’I.l‘ae main difference among all our representations
is that between the intuitive and the abstract. The latter constitutes
only one class of representations, mamely concepts; and on earth
these are the property of man alone. The capacity for these which
distinguishes him from all animals has at all times been called reason
(Vernunft).? We shall consider further these abstract representations
by themselves, but first of all we shall speak exclusively of the intuitive
representation. This embraces the entire visible world, or the whole
of experience, together with the conditions of its possibility. As we
have said, it is one of Kant’s very important discoveries that these very
conditions, these forms of the visible world, in other words, the most

#Only Kant bas confused this conception of reason, and in this conaexion I
refer to the Appendix as well as to my Grundprobleme der Erhik, “Grundlage
der Moral,” § 6, pp. 148-154 of the first edition (pp. 146-151 of the second}.
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The World As Will and Representation [71

universal element in its perception, the common property of all its
phenomena, time and space, even by themselves and separated from
their content, can be not only thought in the abstract, but also directly
perceived. This perception or intuition is not some kind of phantasm,
borrowed from experience through repetition, but is so entirely inde-
pendent of experience that, on the contrary, experience must be
thought of as dependent on it, since the properties of space and time,
as they are known in a priori perception or intuition, are valid for all
possible expericnce as laws. Everywhere experience must turn out in
accordance with these laws. Accordingly, in my essay On the Princi-
ple of Sufficient Reason, 1 have regarded time and space, in so far as
they are perceived purc and empty of content, as a special class of
representations existing by itsclf. Now this quality of those universal
forms of intuition, discovered by Kant, is certainly very important, the
quality, that is, that they are perceivable in themselves and inde-
pendently of experience, and are knowable by their entire conformity
to law, on which rests mathematics with its infallibility. Not less re-
markable, however, is the quality of time and space that the principle
of sufficicnt reason, which determines experience as the law of causal-
ity and of motivation, and thought as the law of the basis of judge-
ments, appears in them in quite a special form, to which I have given
the name ground of being. In time this is the succession of its mo-
ments, and in space the position of its parts, which reciprocally deter-
mine one another to infinity.

Anyone who has clearly seen from the introductory essay the com-
plete identity of the content of the principle of sufficient reason, in
spite of all the variety of its forms, will also be convinced of the im-
portance of the knowledge of the simplest of its forms as such for an
insight into his own inmost nature, We have recognized this simplest
form to be time. In time each moment is, only in so far as it has
effaced its father the preceding moment, to be again effaced just as
quickly itself. Past and future (apart from the consequcnces of their
content) are as empty and unreal as any dream; but present is only
the boundary between the two, having neither extension ner duration.
In just the same way, we shall also recognize the same emptiness in
all the other forms of the principle of sufficient reason, and shall see
that, like time, space also, and like this, everything that exists simul-
tancously in space and time, and hence everything that proceeds from
causes or motives, has only a relative existence, is only through and
for another like itself, i.e., only just as enduring. In essence this view
is old; in it Heraclitus lamented the eternal flux of things; Plato spoke
with contempt of its object as that which for ever becomes, but never
is; Spincza called it mere accidents of the sole substance that alone
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[8] The World As Will and Representation

is and endures; Kant opposed to the thing-in-itself that which is known
as mere phenomenon; finally, the ancient wisdom of the Indians
declares that “it is May4, the veil of deception, which covers the eyes of
mortals, and causes them to see a world of which one cannot say
either that it is or that it is not; for it is like a dream, like the sun-
shine on the sand which the traveller from a distance takes to be
water, or like the piece of rope on the ground which he regards as a
snake.” (These similes are repeatedly found in innumerable passages
of the Vedas and Puranas.) But what all these meant, and that of
which they speak, is nothing else but what we are now considering,
namely the world as representation subordinated to the principle of
sufficient reason.

§4.

He who has recognized the form of the principle
of sufficient reason, which appears in pure time as such, and on which
all counting and calculating are based, bhas thereby also recognized
the whole essence of time. It is nothing more than that very form of
the principle of sufficient reason, and it has no other quality or at-
tribute, Succession is the form of the principle of sufficient reason in
time, and succession is the whole essence and nature of time. Further,
he who has recognized the principle of sufficient reason as it rules in
mere, purely perceived space, has thereby exhausted the whole nature
of space. For this is absolutely nothing else but the possibility of the
reciprocal determinations of its parts by one another, which is called
position. The detailed consideration of this, and the formulation of
the results flowing from it into abstract conceptions for convenient
application, form the subject-matter of the whole of geometry. Now
in just the same way, he who has recognized that form of the prin-
ciple of sufficient reason which governs the content of those forms (of
time and space), their perceptibility, i.e., matter, and hence the law
of causality, has thereby recognized the entire essence and nature of
matter as such; for matter is absolutely nothing but causality, as any-
one sees immediately the moment he reflects on it. Thus its being is
its acting; it is not possible to conceive for it any other being. Only as
something acting does it fill space and time; its action on the immedi-
ate object {which is itself matter} conditions the perception in which
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The World As Will and Representation [9]

alone it exists. The consequence of the action of every material object
on another is known only in so far as the latter now acts on the
immediate object in a way different from that in which it acted previ-
ously; it consists in this alone. Thus cause and effect are the whole
essence and nature of matter; its being is its acting. (Details of this
are to be found in the essay On the Principle of Sufficient Reason,
§ 21, p. 77.) The substance of everything material is therefore very
appropriately called in German Wirklichkeit® a word much more
expressive than Realitidt, That on which it acts, again, is always
matter; thus its whole being and essence comsist only in the orderly
and regular change produced by one part of it in another; conse-
quently, its being and essence are entirely relative, according to a
relation that is valid only within its limits, and hence just like time
and space.

Time and space, however, each by itself, can be represented in
intuition even without matter; but matter cannot be so represented
without time and space. The form inseparable from it presupposes
space, and its action, in which its entire existence consists, always
concerns a change, and hence a determination of tfime. But time and
space are not only, each by itself, presupposed by matter, but a com-
bination of the two constitutes its essential nature, just because this,
as we have shown, consists in action, in causality. All the innumera-
ble phenomena and conditions of things that can be conceived could
thus lie side by side in endless space without limiting one another,
or even follow one another in endless time without disturbing one
another, Thus a necessary relation of these phenomena to one an-
other, and a rule determining them according to this relation, would
then not be at all needful, or even applicable. Thus, in the case of
all juxtaposition in space and of all change in time, so long as each of
these two forms by itself, and without any connexion with the other,
had its course and duration, there would be no causality at all, and as
this constitutes the real essence of matter, there would also be no
matter. But the law of causality receives its meaning and necessity
only from the fact that the essence of change does not consist in the
mere variation of states or conditions in themselves. On the contrary,
it consists in the fact that, at the same place in space, there is now
one condition or state and then another, and at one and the same
point of time there is here this state and there that state. Only this

*Mira in quibusdam rebus verborum proprietas est, et consuetudo sermonis
antigul guaedam efficacissimis notis signat. Scneca, Epist. 81.

“The appropriateness of expression for many things is astonishing, and the
usage of language, handed down from the ancients, expresses many things in
the most effective manner.” {Tr.]
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[10] The World As Will and Representation

mutual limitation of time and space by each other gives meaning, and
at the same time necessity, to a rule according to which change must
take place. What is determined by the law of causality is therefore
not the succession of states in mere time, but that succession in re-
spect of a particular space, and not only the existence of states at a
particular place, but at this place at a particular time. Thus change,
i.e., variation occurring according to the causal law, always concerns
a particnlar part of space and a particular part of time, simultane-
ously and in union. Consequently, causality upites space and time,
But we found that the whole essence of matter consists in action, and
hence in causality; consequently, space and time must also be united
in this, in other words, matter must carry within itself simultangously
the properties and qualities of time and those of space, however much
the two are opposed to each other. It must unite within itself what is
impossible in each of those two independently, the unstable flight of
time with the rigid unchangeable persistence of space; from both it
has infinite divisibility. Accordingly, through it we find coexistence
first brought about. This could not be either in mere time, that knows
no juxtaposition, or in mere space, that knows no before, after, or
now. But the coexistence of many states constitutes in fact the essence
of reality, for through it permanence or duration first becomes possi-
ble. Permanence is knowable only in the change of that which exists
simultanecusly with what is permanent; but also only by means of
what is permanent in variation does variation receive the character
of change, i.e., of the alteration of quality and form in spite of the
persistence of substance, i.e., of matter. In mere space, the world
would be rigid and immovable, with no succession, no change, no
action; but with action arises also the representation of matter, Again,
in mere time everything would be flesting, with no persistence, no
juxtaposition, and therefore no coexistence, consequently no perma-
nence or duration, and thus also once more no matter, Only through
the combination of time and space arises matter, that is to say, the
possibility of coexistence, and so of duration; and again, through
duration the possibility of persistence of substance with change of
states and conditions.* As matter has its essential nature in the union
of time and space, it bears in all respects the stamp of both. It shows
its origin from space partly through the form that is inseparable from
it, and particularly through its persistence {substance), (since vari-
ation belongs to time alone, but in it alone and for it nothing is per-

*It is explained in the Appendix that matter and substance are one.

*This shows the ground of the Kantian explanation of matter “that it is
what is movable in space,” for motion consists only in the union of space and
time.
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manent). The ¢ priori certainty of persistence or substance is there-
fore to be wholly and entirely derived from that of space.® Matter
reveals its origin from time in quality (accident), without which it
ncver appears, and which is positively always causality, action on
other matter, and henee change (a concept of time). The conformity
to law of this action, however, always has reference to space and
time simultaneously, and only thus has meaning. The legislative force
of causality relates solely and entirely to the determination as to what
kind of state or condition must appear at this time and in this place.
Or this derivaticn of the basic determinations of matter from the
forms of ocur knowledge, of which we are a priori conscious, rests our
knowledge a priori of the sur¢ and certain properties of matter. These
are space-occupation, i.e., impenetrability, i.e., cffectiveness, then ex-
tension, infinite divisibility, persistence, i.e., indestructibility, and
finally mobility. On the other hand, gravity, notwithstanding its uni-
versality, 1s to be attributed to knowledge a posteriori, although Kant
in his Metaphysical Rudiments of Natural Science (p. 71: Rosen-
kranz’s edition, p. 372) asserts that it is knowable g priori.

But as the object in general exists only for the subject as the repre-
sentation thercof, so does every special class of representations exist
only for an equally special disposition in the subject, which is called
a faculty of knowledge. The subjective correlative of time and space
in themselves, as empty forms, was called by Kant pure sensibility,
and this expression may be retained, as Kant was the pioneer here,
although it is not quite suitable; for sensibility presupposes matter.
The subjective correlative of matter or of causality, for the two are
one and the same, is the understanding, and it is nothing more than
this. To know causality is the sole function of the understanding, its
only power, and it is a great power embracing much, manifold in its
application, and yet unmistakable in its identity throughout all its
manifestations. Conversely, all causality, hence all matter, and conse-
quently the whole of reality, is only for the understanding, through
the understanding, in the understanding. The first, simplest, ever-
present manifestation of understanding is perception of the actual
world. This is in every way knowledge of the cause from the effect,
and therefore all perception is intellectual. Yet one could never arrive
at perception, if some effect were not immediately known, and thus
served as the starting-point. But this is the action or effect on animual
bodies. To this extent these bodies are the immediate ohjects of the
subject; through them the perception of all other objects is brought
about. The changes experienced by every animal body are immedi-

*Not, as Kant holds, from the knowledge of time, as is explained in the
Appendix,
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ately known, that is to say, felt; and as this effect is referred at once
to its cause, there arises the perception of the latter as an object. This
relation is no conclusion in abstract concepts, it does not happen
through reflection, it is not arbitrary, but is immediate, necessary,
and certain. It is the cognitive method of the pure understanding,
without which perception would never be attained; there would re-
main only a dull, plant-like consciousness of the changes of the
immediate object which followed one another in a wholly meaningless
way, except in so far as they might have a meaning for the will either
as pain or pleasure, But as with the appearance of the sun the visible
world makes its appearance, so at one stroke does the understanding
through its one simple function convert the dull meaningless sensation
into perception. What the eye, the ear, or the hand experiences is not
perception; it is mere data. Only by the passing of the understanding
from the effect to the cause does the world stand out as perception
extended in space, varying in respect of form, persisting through all
time as regards matter. For the understanding unites space and time
in the representation of matter, that is to say, of effectiveness. This
world as representation exists only through the understanding, and
also only for the understanding. In the first chapter of my essay On
Vision and Colours, 1 have explained how the understanding pro-
duces perception out of the data furnished by the senses; how by
comparing the impressions received by the different senses from the
same object the child learns perception; how this alone throws light
on so many phenomena of the senses, on single vision with two eyes,
on double vision in the case of squinting, or in the case where we
look simultaneously at objects that lie behind one another at unequal
distances, and on every illusion produced by a sudden alteration in
the organs of sense. But I have treated this important subject much
more fully and thoroughly in the second edition of my essay On the
Principle of Sufficient Reason (§ 21). All that is said there has its
necessary place here, and therefore ought reailly to be said again. But
as 1 am almost as reluctant to quote myself as to quote others, and as
I am unable to explain the subject better than it is explained there, I
refer the reader to that essay instead of repeating it, and here assume
that it is known.

The process by which children, and persons who are born blind
and have been operated on, learn to see; single vision of whatever is
perceived with two eyes; double vision and double touch, occurring
when the organs of sense are displaced from their usual position; the
upright appearance of objects, whereas their image in the eye is in-
verted; the attributing of colour to external objects, whereas it is
merely an inner function, a division, through polarization, of the
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activity of the eye; and finally also the stereoscope; ali these are solid
and irrefutable proofs that all perception is not only of the senses, but
of the intellect; in other words, pure knowledge through the under-
standing of the cause from the effect. Consequently, it presupposes
the law of causality, and on the knowledge of this depends all percep-
ticn, and therefore all experience, by virtue of its primary and entire
possibility. The converse, namely that knowledge of the causal law
results from experience, is not the case; this was the scepticism of
Hume, and is first refuted by what is here said. For the independence
of the knowledge of causality from all experience, in other words, its
a priori character, can zlone be demonstrated from the dependence
of all experience on it. Again, this can be done only by proving, in
the manner here indicated, and explained in the passages above
referred to, that the knowledge of causality is already contained in
perception generally, in the domain of which all experience is to be
found, and hence that it exists wholly a prieri in 1espect of experi-
ence, that it dees not presuppose experience, but is presupposed
thereby as a condition. But this cannot be demonstrated in the man-
ner atternpted by Kant, which I criticize in the essay On the Principle
of Sufficient Reason (§ 23).

§5.

an we must guard against the grave misunder-
standing of supposing that, because perception is brought about
through knowledge of causality, the relation of cause and effect exists
between object and subject. On the contrary, this relation always oc-
curs only between immediate and mediate object, and hence always
only between objects, On this false assumption rests the foolish con-
troversy about the reality of the external world, a controversy in
which dogmatism and scepticism opposc cach other, and the former
appears now as realism, now as idealism. Realism posits the object as
cause, and places its cffect in the subject. The idealism of Fichte
makes the object the effect of the subject. Since, however—and this
cannct be sufficiently stressed-—absolutely no relation according to
the principle of sufficient reason subsists between subject and object,
neither of these two assertions could ever be proved, and scepticism
made triumphant attacks on both. Now just as the law of causality
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already precedes, as condition, perception and experience, and thus
cannot be learnt from these (as Hume imagined), so object and sub-
ject precede all knowledge, and hence even the principle of sufficient
reasen in general, as the first condition. For this principle is only the
form of every object, the whole nature and manner of its appearance;
but the object always presupposes the subject, and hence between the
two there can be no relation of reason and consequent. My essay On
the Principle of Sufficient Reason purports to achieve just this: it
explains the content of that principle as the essential form of every
object, in other words, as the universal mode and manner of all ob-
jective existence, as something which pertains to the object as such.
But the object as such everywhere presupposes the subject as its
necessary correlative, and hence the subject always remains outside
the province of the validity of the principle of suificient reasen. The
controversy about the reality of the external world rests precisely on
this false extension of the validity of the principle of sufficient reasen
to the subject also, and, starting from this misunderstanding, it could
never understand itself, On the one hand, realistic dogmatism, re-
garding the representation as the effect of the object, tries to separate
these two, representation and object, which are but one, and to as-
sume a cause quite different from the represcntation, an object-in-
itself independent of the subject, something that is wholly incon-
ceivable; for as object it presupposes the subject, and thus always
remains only the representation of the subject. Opposed to this is
scepticism, with the same false assumption that in the representation
we always have only the cffect, never the cause, and so never real
being; that we always know only the action of objects. But this, it
supposes, might have no resemblance whatever to that being, and
would indeed generally be quite falsely assumed, for the law of
causality is first accepted from experience, and then the reality of
experience 1s in turn supposed to rest on it. Both these views arc
open to the correction, firstly, that object and representation are the
same thing; that the true being of objects of perception is their action;
that the actuality of the thing consists exactly in this; and that the
demand for the existence of the object outside the representation of
the subject, and also for a real being of the actual thing distinct from
its action, has no meaning at all, and is a contradiction. Therefore
knowledge of the nature of the cffect of a perceived object exhausts
the object itself in so far as it is object, i.e., representation, as beyond
this there is nothing left in it for knowledge. To this ¢xtent, therefore,
the perceived world in space and time, proclaiming itsclf as nothing
but causality, is perfectly real, and is absclutely what it appears to
be; it appears wholly and without reserve as representation, hanging
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together according to the law of causality. This is its empirical reality.
QOn the other hand, all causality is only in the understanding and for
the understanding. The entire actual, i.e., active, world is therefore
always conditioned as such by the understanding, and without this is
nothing, Not for this reason only, but also because in general no
object without subject can be conceived without involving a contra-
diction, we must absolutely deny to the dogmatist the reality of the
external world, when he declares this to be its independence of the
subject. The whole world of objects is and remains representation,
and is for this reason wholly and for ever conditioned by the subject;
in other words, it has transcendental ideality. But it is not on that
account falsehood or illusion; it presents itself as what it is, as repre-
sentation, and indeed as a series of representations, whose common
bond is the principle of sufficient reason. As such it is intelligible to
the healthy understanding, even according to its innermost meaning,
and to the understanding it speaks a perfectly clear language. To
dispute about its reality can occur only to a mind perverted by over-
subtle sophistry; such disputing always occurs through an incorrect
application of the principle of sufficient reason. This principle com-
bines all representations, of whatever kind they be, one with another;
but it in no way connects these with the subject, or with something
that is neither subject nor object but only the ground of the object;
an absurdity, since only objects can be the ground of objects, and
that indeed always. If we examine the source of this question about
the reality of the external world more closely, we find that, besides
the false application of the principle of sufficient reason to what lies
cutside its province, there is in addition a special confusion of its
forms, Thus that form, which the principle of sufficient reason has
merely in reference to concepts or abstract representations, is ex-
tended to representations of perception, to real objects, and a ground
of knowing is demanded of objects that can have no other ground
than one of becoming. Over the abstract representations, the concepts
connected to judgements, the principle of sufficient reason certainly
rules in such a way that each of these has its worth, its validity, its
whole existence, here called 7ruth, simply and solely through the rela-
tion of the judgement to something outside it, to its ground of knowl-
edge, to which therefore there must always be a return. On the other
hand, over real objects, the representations of perception, the prin-
ciple of sufficient reason rules as the principle not of the ground of
knowing, but of becoming, as the law of causality. Each of them has
paid its debt to it by having become, in other words, by having
appeared as eflect from a cause. Therefore a demand for a ground of
knowledge has no validity and no meaning here, but belongs to quite
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another class of objects, Thus the world of perception raises no ques-
tion or doubt in the observer, so long as he remains in contact with
it. Here there is neither error nor truth, for these are confined to the
province of the abstract, of reflection. But here the world lies open
to the senses and to the understanding; it presents itself with naive
truth as that which it is, as representation of perception that is de-
veloped in the bonds of the law of causality.

So far as we have considered the question of the reality of the
external world, it always arose from a confusion, amounting even to
a misunderstanding, of the faculty of reason itself, and to this extent
the question could be answered only by explaining its subject-matter.
After an examination of the whole nature of the principle of sufficient
reason, of the relation between object and subject, and of the real
character of sense-perception, the question itself was bound to dis-
appear, because there was no longer any meaning in it. But this
question has yet another origin, quite different from the purely
speculative one so far mentioned, a really empirical origin, although
the guestion is always raised from a speculative point of view, and in
this form has a much more comprehensible meaning than it had in
the former. We have dreams; may nct the whole of life be a dream?
or more exactly: is there a sure criterion for distinguishing between
dream and reality, between phantasms and real objects? The plea that
what is dreamt has less vividness and distinctness than real perception
has, is not worth considering at all, for no one has held the two up
to comparison; only the recollection of the dream could be compared
with the present reality. Kant answers the question as follows: “The
connexion of the representations among themselves according to the
law of causality distinguishes life from the dream.” But even in the
dream every single thing is connected according to the principle of
sufficient reason in all its forms, and this connexion is broken only
between life and the dream and between individual dreams. Kant's
answer might therefore run as follows: the long dream (life) has
complete connexion in itself according to the principle of sufficient
reason; but it has no such connexion with the shorr dreams, although
each of these has within itself the same connexion; thus the bridge
between the former and the latter is broken, and on this account the
two are distinguished. To institute an inguiry in accordance with this
criterion as to whether something was dreamt or really took place
would, however, be very difficult, and often impossible. For we are
by no means in a position to follow link by link the causal connexion
between any experienced event and the present moment; yet we do
not on that account declare that it is dreamt. Therefore in real life
we do not usually make use of that method of investigation to dis-
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tinguish between drcam and reality, The only certain criterion for
distinguishing dream from reality is in fact none other than the wholly
empirical one of waking, by which the causal connexion between the
dreamed events and those of waking life is at any rate positively and
palpably broken off. An excellent proof of this is given by the re-
mark, made by Hobbes in the second chapter of Leviathan, that we
easily mistake dreams for reality when we have unintentionally fallen
asleep in our clothes, and particularly when it happens that some
undertaking or scheme occupies all cur thoughts, and engrosses our
attention in our dreams as well as in our waking moments. In these
cases, the waking is almost as little observed as is the falling asleep;
dream and reality flow into one another and become confused. Then,
of course, only the application of Kant’s criterion is left. If subse-
quently, as is often the case, the causal connexion with the present,
or the absence of such connexion, cannot possibly be ascertained,
then it must remain for ever undecided whether an event was drecamt
or whether it really occurred, Here indeed the close relationship be-
tween life and the dream is brought out for us very clearly, We will
not be ashamed to confess it, after it has been recognized and ex-
pressed by many great men, The Vedas and Puranas know no better
simile for the whole knowledge of the actual world, called by them
the web of Miy4, than the dream, and they use none more frequently.
Plato often says that men live only in the dream; only the philosopher
strives tc be awake. Pindar says (Pyth. vili, 135): owde fvap
dvlipwreg (umbrae somnium homo),” and Sophocles:

'Opd yvap fude oddey dvtag drhe, TATy

- .3 - »
Eifwd, fsumnep Louev, T nebgny onir
Ajax, 125.

(Nos enim, quicunque vivimus, nihil aliud esse comperio, quam
simulacra et levemn umbram.)® Beside which Shakespeare stands most
worthily:
"We arc such stuff
As dreams are made on, and our little life
Is rounded with a sleep.”
The Tempest, Act IV, Sc. 1,

Finally, Calderdn was so deeply impressed with this view, that he
sought to express it in a kind of metaphysical drama, Life a Dream
{*La Vida es Sucfio’),

"*Man is the dream of a shadow.” [Tr.]
"“I see that we who arc alive are nothing but deceptive forms and a
fleeting shadow-picture.” [Tr.]
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After these numerous passages from the poets, I may now be per-
mitted to express myself by a metaphor, Life and dreams are leaves
of one and the same book. The systematic reading is real life, but
when the actual reading hour (the day) has come to an end, and we
have the period of recreation, we often continue idly to thumb over
the leaves, and turn to a page here and there without method or
connexion. We sometimes turn up a page we have already read, at
others one still unknown to us, but always from the same book. Such
an isolated page is, of course, not connected with a consistent reading
and study of the book, vet it is not so very inferior thereto, if we
note that the whole of the consistent perusal begins and ends also on
the spur of the moment, and can therefore be regarded merely as a
larger single page,

Thus, although individual dreams are marked off from real life
by the fact that they do not fit into the continuity of experience that
runs constantly through life, and waking up indicates this difference,
yet that very continuity of experience belongs to real life as its form,
and the dream can likewise point to a continuity in itself. Now if we
assume a standpoint of judgement external to both, we find no dis-
tinct difference in their nature, and are forced to concede to the
poets that life is a long dream,

To return from this entirely independent empirical origin of the
question of the reality of the external world to its speculative origin,
we have found that this lay firstly in the false application of the prin-
ciple of sufficient reason, namely between subject and object, and
then again in the confusion of its forms, since the principle of suffi-
cient reason of knowing was extended to the province where the
principle of sufficient reason of becoming is valid. Yet this question
could hardly have occupied philosophers so continuously, if it were
entirely without any real content, and if some genuine thought and
meaning did not lie at its very core as its real source. Accordingly,
from this it would have to be assumed that, first by entering reflection
and seeking its expression, it became involved in those confused and
incomprechensible forms and questions. This is certainly my opinion,
and I reckon that the pure expression of that innermost meaning of
the guestion which it was unable to arrive at, is this: What is this
world of perception besides being my representation? Is that of which
I am conscious only as representation just the same as my own body,
of which I am doubly conscious, on the one hand as representation,
on the other as will? The clearer explanation of this question, and its
answer in the affirmative, will be the content of the sccond book, and
the conclusions from it will occupy the remaining part of this work.
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§6.

Meanwhilc for the present, in this first book we
are considering everything merely as representation, as object for the
subject. And our own body, which is the starting-point for each of us
in the perception of the world, we consider, like all other real objects,
merely from the stde of knowableness, and accordingly it is for us
only a representation. Now the consciousness of everyone, which is
already opposed to the explanation of other objects as mere repre-
sentations, is in even greater opposition when his own body is said to
be mere representation. Thus it happens that to everyone the thing-
in-itself is known immediately in so far as it appears as his own body,
and only mediately in so far as it is objectified in the other objects of
perception. But the course of our investigation renders necessary this
abstraction, this one-sided method of consideration, this forcible sepa-
ration of two things that essentially exist together. Therefore this re-
luctance must for the time being be suppressed, and set at rest by
the expectation that the following comsiderations will make up for
the one-sidedness of this one, towards a complete knowledge of the
nature of the world.

Here, therefore, the body is for us immediate object, in other
words, that representation which forms the starting-point of the sub-
ject’s knowledge, since it itself with its immediately known changes
precedes the application of the law of causality, and thus furnishes
this with the first data. The whole essence of matter consists, as we
have shown, in its action. But there are cause and effect only for the
understanding, which is nothing but the subjective correlative of
these. The understanding, however, could never attain to application,
if there were not something else from which it starts. Such a some-
thing is the mere sensation, the immediate consciousness of the
changes of the body, by virtue of which this body is immediate ob-
ject. Accordingly the possibility of knowing the world of perception is
to be found in two conditions; the first is, if we express it objectively,
the ability of bodies to act on one another, to bring about changes in
cne another. Without that universal property of all bodies no percep-
tion would be possible, even by means of the sensibility of animal
bodies. If, however, we wish to express this same first condition sub-
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jectively, we say that the understanding first of all makes perception
possible, for the law of causality, the possibility of effect and cause,
springs only from the understanding, and is valid also for it alone;
hence the world of perception exists only for it and through it. The
second condition, however, is the sensibility of animal bodies, or the
quality possessed by certain bodies of being directly objects of the
subject. The mere changes sustained from without by the sense-
organs through the impression specifically appropriate to them can
themselves be called representations, in so far as such impressions
sttmulate neither pain nor pleasure, in other words, have no immedi-
ate significance for the will, and vet are perceived, i.e. exist oily for
knowledge. To this extent, therefore, I say that the body is immedi-
ately known, is immediate object. The conception of object, however,
is not to be taken here in the fullest sense, for through this immediate
knowledge of the body, which precedes the application of the under-
standing and is mere sensation, the body itself does not exist really
as object, but first the bodies acting on it. For all knowledge of an
object proper, in other words, of a representation of perception in
space, exists only through and for the understanding, and thus not
before, but only after, the application of the understanding. There-
fore the body as object proper, in other words, as representation of
perception in space, is first known indirectly, like all other objects,
through the application of the law of causality to the action of one of
its parts on another, as by the eye seeing the body, or the hand
touching it. Censequently the form of our own body does not become
known to us through mere ordinary feeling, but only through knowl-
edge, only in the representation; in other words, only in the brain
does our own body first present itself as an extended, articulate,
organic thing. A person born blind receives this representation only
gradually through data afforded him by touch. A blind man without
hands would never get to know his form, or at most would infer and
construct it gradeally from the impression on him of other bodies.
Therefore, if we call the body immediate object, we are to be under-
stood as implying this restriction.

Moreover, it follows from what has been said that all animal bodies
are immediate objects, in other words starting-points in the percep-
tion of the world for the subject that knows all, and, for this very
reason, is never known, Knowledge, therefore, with movement con-
sequent on motives conditioned by it, is the proper characteristic of
animal life, just as movement consequent on stimuli is the character-
istic of the plant. But that which is unorganized has no movement
other than that produced by causes proper in the narrowest sense. I
have discussed all this at length in the essay On the Principle of
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Sufficient Reason (second ed., § 20), in the Ethics (first essay, iii),
and in my Vision and Colours (§1), to which therefore I refer the
reader.

It follows from what has been said that all animals, even the most
imperfect, have understanding, for they all know objects, and this
knowledge as motive determines their movements. The understanding
is the same in all animals and in all men; everywhere it has the same
simple form, that is to say, knowledge of causality, transition from
effect to cause and from cause to effect, and nothing else. But the
degree of its acuteness and the extent of its sphere of knowledge vary
enormeusly, with many different gradations, from the lowest degree,
which knows only the causal relation between the immediate object
and indirect ones, and hence is just sufficient to perceive a cause as
object in space by passing from the impression experienced by the
body to the cause of this impression, up to the higher degrees of
knowledge of the causal connexion among merely indirect objects.
Such knowledge extends to the understanding of the most complicated
concatenations of causes and effects in nature; for even this last de-
gree of knowledge still belongs always to the understanding, not to
the faculty of reason. The abstract concepts of reason can only serve
to handle what is immediately understood, to fix and arrange this, but
never to bring about understanding itself, Every force and law of
nature, every case in which such forces and laws are manifested,
must first be known immediately by the understanding, must be in-
tuitively apprehended, before it can pass into reflected consciousness
in abstracto for the faculty of reason. Hooke’s discovery of the law
of gravitation, and the reference of so many important phenomena
to this one law, were intuitive, immediate apprehension through the
understanding, and this was also confirmed by Newton's calculations.
The same may be said also of Lavoisier’s discovery of acids and their
important role in nature, and of Goethe’s discovery of the origin of
physical colours. All these discoveries are nothing but a correct im-
mediate return from the effect to the cause, which is at once followed
by recognition of the identity of the natural force which manifests
itself in all causcs of the same kind. This complete insight is an ex-
pression, differing merely in degree, of the same single function of
the understanding, by which an animal perceives as object in space
the cause affecting its body. Therefore all those great discoveries are,
just like perception and every manifestation of understanding, an
immediate insight, and as such the work of an instant, an apercu, a
sudden idea. They are not the product of long chains of abstract rea-
soning; these, on the contrary, serve to fix the immediate knowledge
of the understanding for the faculty of reason by setting down such
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knowledge in the abstract concepts of such reason, in other words, to
make it clear, to be in a position to point it out and explain it to
others, That keenness of the understanding in apprehending the
causal relations of pbjects indirectly known finds its application not
only in natural science (all the discoveries of which are due to it),
but also in practical life, where it is called good sense or prudence.
But in its first application it is better called acuteness, penetration,
sagacity. Strictly speaking, good sense or prudence signifies exclu-
sively understanding in the service of the will. However, the bound-
aries of these concepts are never to be drawn sharply, for it is always
one and the same function of the same understanding at work in
every animal when perceiving objects in space. In its greatest keen-
ness, it accurately investigates in natural phenomena the unknown
cause from the given effect, and thus provides the faculty of reason
with the material for conceiving general rules as laws of nature.
Again, it invents complicated and ingenious machines by applying
known causes to intended effects. Or, applied to motivation, it sees
through and frustrates subtle intrigues and machinations, or suitably
arranges even the motives and the men susceptible to each of them,
sets them in motion at will as machines are set in motion by levers
and wheels, and directs them to its ends. Want of understanding is
called in the proper sense stupidity, and it is just dulness in applying
the law of causality, incapacity for the immediate apprehension of the
concatenations of cause and effect, of motive and action. A stupid
person has no insight into the connexion of natural phenomena, either
when they appear of their own accord or when they are intentionally
controlled, in other words made to serve machines. For this reason,
he readily believes in magic and miracles. A stupid man does not
notice that different persons, apparently independent of one another,
are in fact acting together by agreement; he is therefore easily mysti-
fied and puzzled. He does not observe the concealed motives of
proffered advice, expressed opinions, and so on. But it is invariably
only one thing that he Jacks, namely keenness, rapidity, ease in ap-
plying the law of causality, in other words, power of the understand-
ing. The greatest and, in this respect, the most instructive example
of stupidity that I ever came across was that of a totally imbecile boy
of about eleven years of age in an asylum. He certainly had the
faculty of reason, for he spoke and comprehended, but in under-
standing he was inferior to many animals. When I came, he noticed
an eye-glass which I was wearing round my neck, and in which the
windows of the room and the tops of the trees beyond them were
reflected. Every time he was greatly astonished and delighted with
this, and was never tired of looking at it with surprise. This was
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because he did not understand this absolutely direct causation of re-
flection.

As the degree of acuteness of understanding varies a great deal as
between men, so does it vary even more as between the different species
of animals. In all species, even those nearest to the plant, there exists
as much understanding as is sufficient for passing from the effect in
the immediate object to the mediate object as cause, and hence for
perception, for the apprehension of an object. For it is just this that
makes them animals, since it gives them the possibility of movement
consequent on motives, and thus of seeking, or at any rate of grasp-
ing, nourishment. Plants, on the other hand, have only movement
consequent on stimuli, the direct influence of which they must await
or else droop; they cannot go after them or grasp them. In the most
accomplished animals we marvel at their great sagacity, such as the
dog, the elephant, the monkey, or the fox, whose cleverness has been
described by Buffon in so masterly a way. In these most sagacious
animals we can determine pretty accurately what the understanding
is capable of without the aid of reason, that is to say, without the aid
of abstract knowledge in concepts. We cannot find this out in our-
selves, because in us understanding and the faculty of reason are al-
ways mutually supported. Therefore we find that the manifestations
of understanding in animals are sometimes above our expectation,
sometimes below it. On the one hand, we are surprised at the sagacity
of that elephant which, after crossing many bridges on his journey
through Europe, once refused to go on one, over which he saw the
rest of the party of men and horses crossing as usual, because it
seemed to him too lightly built for his weight. On the other hand, we
wonder that the intelligent orang-utans, warming themselves at a fire
they have found, do not keep it going by replenishing it with wood;
a proof that this requires a deliberation that does not come about
without abstract concepis. It is quite certain that the knowledge of
cause and effect, as the universal form of the understanding, is «
priori inherent in animals, because for them as for us it is the pre-
liminary condition of all knowledge of the external world through
perception. If we still want a special proof of this, let us observe, for
example, how even a quite young dog does not venture to jump from
the table, however much he wants to, because he foresees the effect
of the weight of his body, without, however, knowing this particular
case from experience. Meanwhile, in judging the understanding of
animals, we must guard against ascribing to it a manifestation of
instinet, a quality that is entirely different from it as well as from
the faculty of reason; yet it often acts very analogously to the com-
bined activity of these two. The discussion of this, however, does not
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belong here, but will find its place in the second book, when we are
considering the harmony or so-called teleology of nature. The twenty-
seventh chapter of the supplementary volume is expressly devoted
to it.

Lack of understanding was called stupidity; deficiency in the appli-
cation of the faculty of reason to what is practical we shall later rec-
ognize as foolishness; deficiency in power of judgement as silliness;
finally, partial or even complete lack of memory as madness. But we
shall consider each of these in its proper place. That which is cor-
rectly known through the faculty of reason is truth, namely an ab-
stract judgement with sufficient ground or reason (essay On the
Principle of Sufficient Reason, § 29 seqq.); that which is correctly
known by understanding is reality, namely correctly passing from the
effect in the immediate object to its cause. Error is opposed to truth
as deception of reason; illusion is opposed to reality as deception of
understanding. The detailed discussion of all this is to be found in
the first chapter of my essay On Vision and Colours. Hlusion comes
about when one and the same effect can be brought to pass by two
entirely different causes, one of which operates very frequently, the
other very rarely. The understanding, having no datum for deter-
mining which cause operates in a given case, since the effect is identi-
cal, always presupposes the ordinary cause, and because the activity
of the understanding is not reflective and discursive, but direct and
immediate, such false cause stands before us as perceived object,
which is just the false illusion. I have shown, in the essay referred to,
how in this way double sight and double touch occur, when the
organs of sense are brought into an unusual position, and I have
thus given an irrefutable proof that perception exists only through the
understanding and for the understanding. Examples of such deception
of understanding, or illusion, are the stick that seems broken when
dipped in water, the images of spherical mirrors appearing with con-
vex surface somewhat behind them, with concave surface well before
them. To this class of examples also belongs the apparently greater
extension of the moon at the horizon than at the zenith. This is not
optical, for, as the micrometer proves, the eye apprehends the moon
at the zenith at an even greater angle of vision than at the horizon.
It is the understanding that assumes the cause of the feebler bright-
ness of the moon and of all stars at the horizon to be their greater
distance, treating them like earthly objects in accordance with atmos-
pheric perspective, Therefore it regards the moon at the horizon as
very much larger than at the zenith, and at the same time also con-
siders the vault of heaven to be more extended, and hence flattened
out, at the horizon. The same estimation, falsely applied according
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to atmospheric perspective, leads us to suppose that very high moun-
tains, whose summits are visible to us only in pure transparent air,
are nearer than they really are, to the detriment of their height; as for
example, Mont Blanc seen from Salenche. All such deceptive illu-
sions stand before us in immediate perception which cannot be re-
moved by any arguments of reason. Such arguments can prevent
merely error, that is to say, a judgement without sufficient ground or
reason, by forming an opposite judgement that is true; for instance,
knowing in the abstract that the canse of the weaker light of the moon
and stars in the case cited is not the greater distance, but the cloudier
atmosphere at the herizon. But the illusion remains unshakable in all
the cases mentioned, in spite of all abstract knowledge; for the under-
standing is completely and totally different from the faculty of reason,
a cognitive faculty that has been added to man alone; and indeed the
understanding is in itself irrational, even in man. Reason can always
only know; perception remains free from its influence, and belongs to
the understanding alone.

§7.

‘ -Nith regard to the whole of our discussion so far,
we must still note the following. We started neither from the object
nor from the subject, but from the representation, which contains and
presupposes them both; for the division into object and subject is the
first, universal, and essential form of the representation. We therefore
first considered this form as such; then (though here we refer mainly
to the introductory essay) the other forms subordinate to it, namely
time, space, and causality. These belong only to the object, yet be-
cause they are essential to the object as such, and as the object again
is essential to the subject as such, they can be found also from the
subject, in other words, they can be known a priori, and to this extent
are 10 be regarded as the boundary common to both. But they can
all be referred to one common expression, the principle of sufficient
reason, as is shown in detail in the introductory essay.

This procedure distinguishes our method of consideration wholly
and entirely from every philosophy ever attemapted. All previous sys-
tems started either from the object or from the subject, and therefore
sought to explain the one from the other, and this according to the
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piinciple of sufficient reason. We, on the other hand, deny the rela-
tion between object and subject to the dominion of this principle, and
leave to it only the object. One might regard the philosophy of iden-
tity, which has arisen and become generally known in our day, as not
coming within the contrast above mentioned, in so far as it makes
its real first starting-point neither object nor subject, but a third
thing, namely the Absolute, knowable through reason-intuition, which
is neither object nor subject, but the identity of the two. As I am
completely lacking in all reasomp-intuition, 1 shall not venture to
speak of the aforesaid revered identity and of the Absolute. Yet,
since I take my stand merely on the manifestoes of the reason-
intuiters, which are open to all, even to profane persons like us, I
must observe that the aforesaid philosophy cannot be excepted from
the above-mentioned antithesis of two errors. For it does not avoid
those two opposite errors, in spite of the identity of subject and
object, which is not thinkable, but is merely intellectually intuitable,
or is to be experienced through our being absorbed in it. On the con-
trary, it combines them both in itself, since it is itself divided into two
branches; first, transcendental idealism, that is Fichte's doctrine of the
ego; and consequently, according to the principle of sufficient reason,
the object can be produced from the subject or spun out of it; and
secondly, the philosophy of nature, which likewise represents the
subject as coming gradually out of the object by the application of a
method called construction, about which very little is clear to me,
though enough to know that it is a process according to the principle
of sufficient reason in various forms. I renounce the deep wisdom
itself contained in that construction, for as I wholly lack reason-
intuition. all those expositions which presuppose it must be to me like
a bock with seven seals. To such a degree is this the case that, strange
to relate, with those doctrines of deep wisdom it always seems to me
as if I were listening to nothing but atrocious and what is more ex-
tremely wearisome humbug.

The systems that start from the object have always had the whole
world of perception and its order as their problem, yet the object
which they take as their starting-point is not always this world or its
fundamental element, namely matter. On the contrary, a division of
these systems can be made in accordance with the four classes of pos-
sible objects set out in the introductory essay. Thus it can be said that
Thates and the Ionians, Democritus, Epicurus, Giordano Bruno, and
the French materialists started from the first of those classes, or from
the real world. Spincza (because of his conception of substance, as
merely abstract and existing only in his definition), and before him
the Eleatics, started from the second class, or from the abstract con-
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cept. The Pythagoreans and the Chinese philosophy of the I Ching
started from the third class, namely from time, and consequently from
numbers. Finally, the scholastics, teaching a creation out of nothing
through the act of will of an extramundane personal being, started
from the fourth class, namely from the act of will, motivated by
knowledge.

The objective method can be developed most consistently and car-
ried farthest when it appears as materialism proper. It regards mat-
ter, and with it time and space, as existing absolutely, and passes
over the relation to the subject in which alone all this exists. Further,
it lays hold of the law of causality as the guiding line on which it tries
to progress, taking it to be a self-existing order or arrangement of
things, veritas aeterna, and consequently passing over the understand-
ing, in which and for which alone causality is. It tries to find the first
and simplest state of matter, and then to develop all the others from
it, ascending from mere mechanism to chemistry, to polarity, to the
vegetable and the animal kingdoms. Supposing this were successful,
the last link of the chain would be animal sensibility, that is to say
knowledge; which, in consequence, would then appear as a mere
medification of matter, a state of matter produced by causality, Now
if we had followed materialism thus far with clear notions, then, hav-
ing reached its highest point, we should experience a sudden fit of the
inextinguishable laughter of the Olympians. As though waking from
a dream, we should all at once become aware that its final result,
preduced so labericusly, namely knowledge, was already presupposed
as the indispensable condition at the very first starting-point, at mere
matter. With this we imagined that we thought of matter, but in fact
we had thought of nothing but the subject that represents matter,
the eye that sees it, the hand that feels it, the understanding that
knows it. Thus the tremendous petitio principii® disclosed itself un-
expectedly, for suddenly the last link showed itself as the fixed
point, the chain as a circle, and the materialist was like Baron von
Miinchhausen who, when swimming in water on horseback, drew his
horse up by his legs, and himself by his upturned pigtail. Accordingly,
the fundamental absurdity of materialism consists in the fact that it
starts from the objective; it takes an objective something as the
ultimate ground of explanation, whether this be matter in the abstract
simply as it is thought, or after it has entered into the form and is
empirically given, and hence substance, perhaps the chemical ele-
ments together with their primary combinations. Some such thing
it takes as existing absolutely and in itself, in order to let organic

* “Begging of the question,” [Tr.]
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nature and finally the knowing subject emerge from it, and thus
completely to explain these; whereas in truth everything objective is
already conditioned as such in manifold ways by the knowing
subject with the forms of its knowing, and presupposes these forms;
consequently it wholly disappears when the subject is thought away.
Materialism is therefore the attempt to explain what is directly given
to us from what is given indirectly. Everything objective, extended,
active, and hence everything material, is regarded by materialism
as so solid a basis for its explanations that a reduction to this
(especially if it should ultimately result in thrust and counter-thrust)
can leave nothing to be desired. All this is something that is given
only very indirectly and conditionally, and is therefore only relatively
present, for it has passed through the machinery and fabrication of
the brain, and hence has entered the forms of time, space, and
causality, by virtue of which it is first of all presented as extended
in space and operating in time. From such an indirectly given thing,
materialism tries to explain even the directly given, the representa-
tion {in which all this exists), and finally even the will, from which
rather are actually to be explained all those fundamental forces
which manifest themselves on the guiding line of causes, and
hence according to law. To the assertion that knowledge is a
modification of matter there is always opposed with equal justice
the contrary assertion that all matter is only modification of the
subject’s knowing, as the subject’s representation. Yet at bottom, the
aim and ideal of all natural science is a materialism wholly carried
into effect. That we here recognize this as obviously impossible
confirms another truth that will result from our further consideration,
namely the truth that all science in the real sense, by which I under-
stand systematic knowledge under the guidance of the principle
of sufficient reason, can never reach a final goal or give an entirely
satisfactory explanation. It pever aims at the inmost nature of the
world; it can never get beyond the representation; on the contrary,
it really tells us nothing more than the relation of one representation
to another.

Every science invariably starts from two principal data, one of
which is always the principle of sufficient reason in some form as
organon; the other is its special object as problem. Thus, for example,
geometry has space as problem, the ground of being in space as
organon. Arithmetic has time as problem, and the ground of being
in time as organon. Logic has as problem the combinations of
concepts as such, the ground of knowledge as organon. History has
the past deeds of men as a whole as its problem, and the law of
motivation as organon. Now natural science has matter as problem,
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and the law of causality as organon. Accordingly, its end and aim
on the guiding line of causality is to refer all possible states of matter
to one another and ultimately to a single state, and again to derive
these states from one another, and ultimately from a single state.
Thus in natural science two states stand opposed as extremes, the
state of matter where it is the least direct object of the subject, and
the state where it is the most direct object, in other words, the most
dead and crude matter, the primary element, as one extreme, and
the human organism as the other. Natural science as chemistry looks
for the first; as physiology for the second. But as yet the two
extremes have not been reached, and only between the two has
something been gained. Indeed, the prospect is fairly hopeless. The
chemists, assuming that the qualitative division of matter is not,
like the quantitative, an endless process, are always trying to reduce
the number of their elements, of which there are still about sixty;
and even if they eventually reached two, they would want to reduce
these two to cne. For the law of homogeneity leads to the as-
sumption of a first chemical state of matter which belongs only to
matter as such, and which preceded ali others, these being not es-
sential to matter as such, but only accidental forms and qualities. On
the other hand, it cannot be seen how this state could cver experience
a chemical change, if there did not exist a second state to affect it.
Thus the same dilemma here appears in the chemical realm that
Epicurus met with in the mechanical, when he had to state how the
first atom departed from the original direction of its motion. In
fact this contradiction, developing entirefy of itself and not to be
avoided or solved, might quite properly be set up as a chemical
antinomy. Just as an antinomy is to be found in the first of the
two extremes sought in natural science, so will there appear in the
second a counterpart corresponding to it. There is also little
hope of reaching this other extreme of mnatural science, for we see
more and more clearly that what is chemical can never be referred
to what is mechanical, and that what is organic can never be referred
to what is chemical or eclectrical. But those who today once more
take this old misleading path will soon slink back silent and ashamed,
as all their predecessors have done. This will be discussed in more
detail in the next book. The difficulties mentioned here only casually,
confront natural science in its own province. Regarded as philosophy,
it would be materialism; but, as we have seen, it carries death
in its heart even at its birth, because it passes over the subject and
the forms of knowledge that are presupposed just as much with
the crudest matter from which it would like to start, as with the
organism at which it wants to arrive. For “No object without subject”
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is the principle that renders all materialism for ever impossible. Suns
and planets with no eye to see them and no understanding to know
them can of course be spoken of in words, but for the representation
these words are a sideroxylon, an iron-wood.'® On the other hand
the law of causality, and the consideration and investigation of
nature which follow on it, lead us necessarily to the certain as-
sumption that each more highly organized state of matter succeeded
in.time a cruder state. Thus animals existed before men, fishes
before land animals, plants before fishes, and the inorganic before
that which is crganic; comsequently the original mass had to go
through a long series of changes before the first eye could be opened.
And yet the existence of this whole world remains for ever dependent
on that first eye that opened, were it even that of an insect. For
such an eye necessarily brings about knowledge, for which and in
which alone the whole world is, and without which it is not
even conceivable. The world is entirely representation, and as such
requires the knowing subject as the supporter of its existence. That
long course of time itself, filled with innumerable changes, through
which matter rose from form to form, 6l finally there came into
existence the first knowing animal, the whole of this time itself is
alone thinkable in the identity of a consciousness. This world is the
succession of the representations of this consciousness, the form of its
knowing, and apart from this loses all meaning, and is nothing at all.
Thus we see, on the one hand, the existence of the whole world
necessarily dependent on the first knowing being, however imperfect
it be; on the other hand, this first knowing animal just as necessarily
wholly dependent on a long chain of causes and effects which has
preceded it, and in which it itself appears as a small link, These two
contradictory views, to each of which we are led with equal necessity,
might certainly be called an antinorny in our facuity of knowledge,
and be set up as the counterpart to that found in the first extreme
of natural science. On the other hand, Kant's fourfold antinomy
will be shown to be a groundless piece of jugglery in the criticism
of his philosophy that is appended to the present work. But the
contradiction that at last necessarily presents itself to us here
finds its solution in the fact that, to use Kant’s language, time, space,
and cansality do not belong to the thing-in-itself, but only to its
appearance or phenomenon, of which they are the form. In my
language, this means that the objective world, the world as representa-
tion, is not the only side of the world, but merely its external side,
so 1o speak, and that the world has an entirely different side which

® A word coined by Schopenhaver from two Greek words to express a
contradiction or absurdity. [Tr.]
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is its innermost being, its kernel, the thing-in-itself. This we shall
consider in the following book, calling it ‘will’ after the most im-
mediate of its objectifications. But the world as representation, with
which alone we are dealing here, certainly begins only with the
opening of the first eye, and without this medium of knowledge it
cannot be, and hence before this it did not exist. But without that
eye, in other words, outside of knowledge, there was no before, no
time. For this reason, time has no beginning, but all beginning is in
time. Since, however, it is the most universal form of the knowable,
to which all phenomena are adapted by means of the bond of
causality, time with its whole infinity in both directions is also present
in the first knowledge. The phenomenon which fills this first present
must at the same time be known as causally connected with, and
dependent on, a series of phenomena stretching infinitely into the
past, and this past itself is just as much conditioned by this first
present as, conversely, this present is by that past. Accordingly, the
past, out of which the first present arises, is, like it, dependent on
the knowing subject, and without this it is nothing. It happens of
necessity, however, that this first present does not manifest itself as
the first, in other words, as having no past for its mother, and as
being the beginning of time; but rather as the comsequence of the
past according to the principle of being in time, just as the
phenomenon filling this first present appears as the effect of
previous states filling that past according to the law of causality.
Anyone who likes mythological interpretations may regard the
birth of Chronos (Xpéveg), the youngest of the Titans, as the descrip-
tion of the moment here expressed, when time appears, although it
is beginningless. As he castrates his father, the crude productions
of heaven and earth cease, and the races of gods and men now
occupy the scene.

This explanation at which we have arrived by following material-
ism, the most consistent of the philosophical systems that start
from the cbject, helps at the same time to make clear the inseparable
and reciprocal dependence of subject and object, together with the
antithesis between them which cannot be eliminated. This knowledge
leads us to seek the inner nature of the world, the thing-in-itself, no
longer in either of those two elements of the representation, but
rather in something entirely different from the representation, in
something that is not encumbered with such an original, essential, and
therefore insoluble antithesis.

Opposed to the system we have discussed, which starts from
the object to make the subject result from it, is the system that
starts from the subject and tries to produce the object therefrom,
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The first has been frequent and general in all philosophy hitherto;
the second, on the other hand, affords us only a single example, and
that a very recent one, namely the fictitious philosophy of }. G.
Fichte. In this respect, therefore, he must be considered, however
little genuine worth and substance his teaching had in itself, Taken
on the whole, it was a mere piece of humbug, yet it was delivered
with an air of the profoundest seriousness, with a reserved tome and
keen ardour, and was defended with eloquent polemic against weak
opponents, so that it was able to shine, and to seem to be something.
But genuine earnestness, which, inaccessible to all external influences,
keeps its goal, truth, steadily in view, was completely lacking in
Fichte, as in all philosophers who like him adapt themselves to
circumstances. For him, of course, it could not be otherwise, The
philosopher always becomes such as the result of a perplexity from
which he tries to disengage himself. This is Plato’s favpatsw,!!
which he calls a uaha gihosogniy mabog.!! But what distinguishes
ungenuine from genuine philosophers is that this perplexity comes to
the latter from looking at the world itself, to the former merely from
a book, a philesophical system which lies in front of them. This was
alsc the case with Fichte, for he became a philosopher merely
over Kant’s thing-in-itself, and had it not been for this would most
probably have concerned hitmself with quite different things with
much greater success, for he possessed considerable rhetorical talent,
If he had penetrated only to some extent the meaning of the Critique of
Pure Reason, the book that made him a philosopher, he would have
understood that its principal teaching was in spirit as follows, The
principle of sufficient reason is not, as all scholastic philosophy
asserts, a veritas aeterna; in other words, it does not possess an
unconditioned validity before, outside, and above the world, but only
a relative and conditioned one, valid only in the phenomenon. It
may appear as the necessary nexus of space or time, or as the law
of causality, or as the law of the ground of knowledge. Therefore
the inner nature of the world, the thing-in-itself, can never be found
on the guiding line of this principle, but everything to which it
leads is always itself also dependent and relative, always only
phenomenon, not thing-in-itself. Further, this principle does not
concern the subject, but is only the form of objects, which are for
this very reason not things-in-themselves. With the object the subject
exists forthwith, and with the subject the object; hence the object
cannot be added to the subject or the subject to the object, merely
as a consequent to its ground or reason. But Fichte did not take up

1 “Astonishment—a very philosophical emotion,” [Theaeretus, 155D, Te.)
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the least fragment of all this, The only thing that interested him in
the matter was setting out from the subject, which Kant had chosen
in order to show the falsity of the previcus setting out from the
object, which had thus become the thing-in-itself. Fichte, however,
took this setting cut from the subject to be the chief thing, and, like
all imitators, imagined that if he were to outdo Kant in this, he
would also surpass him. Now in this direction he repeated the
mistakes which the previcus dogmatism had made in the opposite
direction, and which had thus been the cause of Kant's Critigue.
Thus in the main nothing was changed, and the old fundumental
mistake, the assumption of a relation of reason or ground and
consequent between object and subject, remained just the same as
before. Hence the principle of sufficient reason retained as before an
uncenditioned validity, and the thing-in-itself was now shifted into
the subject of knowing instead of into the object as previously. The
complete relativity of both subject and object, indicating that the
thing-in-itself, or the inner nature of the world, is to be sought not
in them, but outside both them and every other thing that exists
only relatively, still remained unknown. Fust as though Kant had
never existed, the principle of sufficient reason is for Fichte just
what it was for all the scholastics, namely an aeterna veritas. Just
as eternal fate reigned over the gods of the ancients, so over the God
of the scholastics reigned those aeternae veritates, in other words,
metaphysical, mathematical and metalogical truths, in the case of
some even the wvalidity of the moral law. These veritates alone
depended on nothing, but through their necessity both God and the
world existed. Therefore with Fichte, by virtue of the principle of
sufficient reason as such a veritas aeterna, the ego is the ground of the
world or of the non-ego, the object, which is just its consequent, its
product. He has therefore taken pood care not to examine further,
or to check the principle of sufficient reason. But if T am to state
the form of that principle, under the guidance of which Fichte
makes the non-ego result from the ego as the web from the spider,
I find that it is the principle of sufficient reason of being in space.
For it is only in reference to this that those tortuous deductions of
the way in which the ego produces and fabricates out of itself the
non-ego, forming the subject-matter of the most senseless and
consequently the most tedious book ever written, acquire a kind
of sense and meaning. This philosophy of Fichte, not otherwise even
worth mention, is therefore of interest to us only as the real opposite
of the old and original materialism, making a belated appearance.
Materialism was the most consistent system starting from the object,
as this system was the most consistent starting from the subject,
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Materialism overlooked the fact that, with the simplest object, it
had at once posited the subject as well; so Fichte too overlooked the
fact that with the subject (let him give it whatever title he likes)
he posited the object, since no subject is thinkable without object.
He also overlooked the fact that all deduction a priori, indeed
all demonstration in general, rests on a necessity, and that all
necessity is based simply and solely on the principle of sufficient
reason, since to be necessary and to follow from a given ground or
reason are convertible terms.!? But the principle of sufficient
reason is mothing but the universal form of the object as such;
hence it presupposes the object, but is not valid before and outside
it; it can first produce the object, and cause it to appear in accordance
with its legislative force. Therefore, generally speaking, starting from
the subject has in common with starting from the object the same
defect as explained above, namely that it assumes in advance what it
professes to deduce, that is to say, the necessary correlative of its
point of departure,

Now our method of procedure is toto genere different from these
two opposite misconceptions, since we start neither from the object
nor from the subject, but from the representation, as the first fact
of consciousness. The first, essential, fundamental form of this is
the division into object and subject; again, the form of the object is
the principle of sufficient reason in its different aspects. Each of
these rules its own class of representations so much that, as has been
shown, with the knowledge of that aspect or form the nature of the
whole class is known also, since this (as representation) is nothing
but this aspect or form itself. Thus time itself is nothing but the
ground of being in it, i.e., succession; space is nothing but the
principle of being in it, i.e., position; matter is nothing but causality;
the concept (as will appear at once) is nothing but reference to the
ground of knowledge. This complete and universal relativity of the
world as representation according to its most general form {subject
and object) as well as to the form that is subordinate thereto
(principle of sufficient reason) suggests to us, as we have said, that
we lock for the inner nature of the world in quite another aspect of
it which is entirely different from the representation. The next book
will demonstrate this in a fact that is just as immediately certain to
every living being.

However, there must first be considered that class of representa-
tions which belongs to man alone. The substance of these is the
concept, and their subjective correlative is the faculty of reason, just

20n this see The Fourfold Root of the Principle of Sufficient Reason,
second edition, § 49.
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as the subjective correlatives of the representations so far considered
were understanding and sensibility, which are also to be attributed to
every animal.l®

§8.

As from the direct light of the sun to the bor-
rowed reflected light of the moon, so do we pass from the immediate
representation of perception, which stands by itself and is its own
warrant, to reflection, to the abstract, discursive concepts of reason
{(Vernunft), which have their whole content only from that knowl-
edge of perception, and in relation to it. As long as our attitude is
one of pure perception, all is clear, firm, and certain. For there
are neither questions nor doubts nor errors; we do not wish to go
farther, we cannot go farther; we have rest in perceiving, and
satisfaction in the present moment, Perception by itself is enough;
therefore what has sprung purely from it and has remained true
to it, like the genuine work of art, can never be false, nor can it be
refuted through any passing of time, for it gives us not opinion,
but the thing itseH. With abstract knowledge, with the faculty of
reason, doubt and error have appeared in the theoretical, care and
remorse in the practical. If in the representation of perception
illusion does at moments distort reality, then in the representation
of the abstract error can reign for thousands of years, impose its iron
yoke on whole nations, stiffie the noblest impulses of mankind;
through its slaves and dupes it can enchain even the man it cannot
deceive, It is the enemy against which the wisest minds of all times
have kept up an unequal struggle, and only what these have won
from it has become the property of mankind. Therefore it is a good
thing to draw attention to it at once, since we are now treading the
ground where its province lies. Although it has often been said that
we ought to pursue truth, even when no use for it can be seen, since
its use may be indirect and appear when not expected, I find T must
add here that we should be just as anxious to discover and eradicate
every error, even when no harm from it can be seen, because this
harm may be very indirect, and appear one day when not expected;

¥To these first seven paragraphs belong the first four chapters of the first
book of supplements.
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for every error carries a poison within itself. If it is the mind, if
it is knowledge, that makes man lord of the earth, then no errors are
harmless, still less venerable and holy. And for the consolation of
those who devote their strength and life in any way or concern to
the noble and difficult struggle against error, I cannot refrain from
adding here that, so long as truth does not exist, error can play its
game, just as owls and bats do at night. But we may sooner expect
that owls and bats will drive the sun back into the east than that any
truth that is known and expressed clearly and fully will again be
supplanted, so that the old error may once more occupy its extensive
position undisturbed. This is the power of truth, whose conquest is
difficult and laborious; but when victory for it is once gained, it can
never be wrested away again.

Besides the representations so far considered, namely those which
according to their construction could be referred to time, space, and
matter, if we see them with reference to the object, or to pure
sensibility and understanding (i.e., knowledge of causality) if we
see them with reference to the subject, yet another facuity of
knowledge has appeared in man alone of all the inhabitants of the
earth; an entirely new consciousness has arisen, which with very
appropriate and significant accuracy is called reflection. For it is in
fact a reflected appearance, a thing derived from this knowledge of
perception, yet it has assumed a fundamentally different nature and
character, It is not acquainted with the forms of perception, and
in its regard even the principle of sufficient reason, which rules over
every object, has an entirely different form. It is only this new con-
sciousness at a higher potential, this abstract reflex of everything
intuitive in the non-perceptive conception of reason, that endows
man with that thoughtfulness which so completely distinguishes his
consciousness from that of the animal, and through which his whole
behaviour on earth turns cut so differently from that of his irrational
brothers. He far surpasses them in power and in suffering. They live
in the present alone; he lives at the same time in the future and the
past. They satisfy the need of the moment; he provides by the most
ingenious preparations for his future, nay, even for times that he
cannot live to see. They are given up entirely to the impression of
the moment, to the effect of the motive of perception; he is
determined by abstract concepts independent of the present moment.
He therefore carries out considered plans, or acts in accordance with
maxims, without regard to his surroundings, and to the accidental
impressions of the moment. Thus, for example, he can with com-
posure take cunning measures for his own death, dissemble to
the point of inscrutableness, and take his secret with him to the grave.
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Finally, he has an actual choice between several motives, for only
in abstracto can such motives, simultaneously present in conscious-
ness, afford knowledge with regard to themselves that the one
excludes the other, and thus measure against one another their power
over the will. Accordingly, the motive that prevails, in that it decides
the matter, is the deliberate decision of the will, and it makes known
as a sure indication the character of the will. The animal, on the
contrary, is determined by the present impression; only the fear
of present compulsion can restrain his desires, until at last this fear
has become custom, and as such determines him; this is training.
The animal feels and perceives; man, in addition, thinks and knows;
both will. The animal communicates his feelings and moods by
gesture and sound; man communicates thought to another, or con-
ceals it from him, by language. Speech is the first product and the
necessary instrument of his faculty of reason. Therefore in Greek and
Italian speech and reason are expressed by the same word, & Wéyes,
il discorse. Vernunft (reason) comes from vernehmen, which is not
synonymous with hearing, but signifies the awareness of ideas com-
municated by words. Only by the aid of language does reason bring
about its most important achievements, namely the harmonious
and consistent action of several individuals, the planned cooperation
of many thousands, civilization, the State; and then, science, the
storing up of previous experience, the summarizing into one concept
of what is common, the communication of truth, the spreading of
error, thoughts and poems, dogmas and superstitions. The animal
learns to know death only when he dies, but man consciously draws
every hour nearer his death; and at times this makes life a precarious
business, even to the man who has not already recognized this char-
acter of constant annihilation in the whole of life itself. Mainly on
this account, man has philosophies and religions, though it is doubtful
whether that which we rightly esteem above all else in his conduct,
namely voluntary rectitude and nobility of feeling, have ever been
the fruit of them. On the other hand, there are on this path, as
certain creations belonging to them alone and as productions of
reason, the strangest and oddest opinions of the philosophers of
different schools, and the most extraordinary, and sometimes even
cruel, customs of the priests of different religions.

It is the unanimous opinion of all times and of all nations that
all these manifestations, so manifold and so far-reaching, spring from
a common principle, from that special power of the mind which
man possesses as distinct from the animal, and which has been
called Vernunft, reason, & Ayos, 16 Aoyiotindy, 10 Adyixov, ratio. All
men also know quite well how to recognize the manifestations of this
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faculty, and to say what is rational and what is irrational, where
reason appears in contrast to man’s other faculties and qualities,
and finally what can never be expected even from the cleverest
animal, on account of its lack of this faculty. The philosophers of
all times speak on the whole with one voice about this universal
knowledge of reason, and moreover stress some particalarly im-
portant manifestations of it, such as the control of the emotions and
passions, the capacity to make conclusions and to lay down general
principles, even those that are certain prior to all experience, and
so on. Nevertheless, all their explanations of the real nature of reason
are irresolute, vague, not sharply defined, diffuse, without unity or a
central point, stressing one or another manifestation, and hence often at
variance among themselves. Besides this, many start from the contrast
between reason and revelation, a contrast wholly foreign to philoso-
phy, and serving only to add to the confusion, It is very remarkable
that hitherto no philosopher has referred all these manifold expres-
sions of reason strictly to one simple function which could be
recopnized in all of them, from which they could all be explained,
and which would accordingly constitute the real inner nature of
reason, It is true that the eminent Locke in his Essay on the Human
Understanding (Book 11, chap. xi, §§ 10 and 11) very rightly states
that abstract, universal concepts are the characteristic that distin-
guishes animal from man, and that Leibniz in complete agreement
repeats this in the Nowveaux essais sur 'entendement humain (Book
11, chap. xi, §§ 10 and 11). But when Locke (Book 1V, chap, xvii,
§§ 2 and 3) comes to the real explanation of reason, he entirely
loses sight of that simple main characteristic, and also falls into an
irresolute, indefinite, incomplete account of piecemeal and derivative
manifestations of it. In the corresponding passage of his work,
Leibniz also behaves in just the same way, only with more confusion
and vagueness. In the Appendix I have discussed in detail how much
Kant confused and falsified the conception of the nature of reason.
But he who will take the trouble to go through in this respect the
mass of philosophical writings that have appeared since Kamt, will
recognize that, just as the mistakes of princes are expiated by whole
nations, so do the errors of great minds extend their unwholesome
influence over whole generations, centuries even, growing and
propagating, and finally degenerating into monstrosities. All this can
be deduced from the fact that, as Berkeley says, “Few men think; yet
all will have opinions.” 134

The understanding has one function alone, namely immediate
knowledge of the relation of cause and effect; and perception of the

A4 IThree Dialogues between Hylas and Philonous, no, 2, Tr]
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actual world, as well as all sagacity, good sense, and the inventive
gift, however manifold their application may be, are quite obviously
nothing but manifestations of that simple function. Reason also has
one function, the formation of the concept, and from this single
function are explained very easily and automatically all those
phenomena, previously mentioned, that distinguish man’s life from
that of the animal. Everything that has been called rational or ir-
rational everywhere and always points to the application or non-
application of that function 4

§9.

The concepts form a peculiar class, existing only in
the mind of man, and differing entirely from the representations of
perception so far considered. Therefore we can never attain to a
perceptive, a really evident knowledge of their nature, but only to an
abstract and discursive one. It would therefore be absurd to demand
that they should be demonstrated in experience, in so far as we
understand by this the real external world that is simply representa-
tion of perception, or that they should be brought before the eyves or
the imagination like objects of perception. They can only be con-
ceived, not perceived, and only the effects that man produces through
them are objects of experience proper. Such effects are language,
deliberate and planned action and science, and what results from
all these. As object of external experience, speech is obviously
nothing but a very complete telegraph communicating arbitrary signs
with the greatest rapidity and the finest difference of shades of
meaning. But what do these signs mean? How are they. interpreted?
While another person is speaking, do we at once translate his speech
into pictures of the imagination that instantaneously flash upon us
and are arranged, linked, formed, and coloured according to the
words that stream forth, and to their grammatical inflexions? What
a tumult there would be in our heads while we listened to a speech or
read a book! This is not what happens at all. The meaning of the
speech is immediately grasped, accurately and clearly apprehended,
without as a rule any conceptions of fancy being mizxed up with it.

*With this paragraph are to be compared §§ 26 and 27 of the second
edition of the essay On the Principle of Sufficient Reason.
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It is reason speaking to reason that keeps within its province, and
what it communicates and receives are abstract concepts, non-per-
ceptive represemtations, formed once for all and relatively few in
number, but nevertheless embracing, containing, and representing all
the innumerable objects of the actual world. From this alone is to be
explained the fact that an animal can never speak and comprehend,
although it has in common with us the organs of speech, and also
the representations of perception. But just because words express
this quite peculiar class of representations, whose subjective cor-
relative is reason, they are for the animal without sense and meaning.
Thus language, like every other phenomenon that we ascribe to
reason, and like everything that distinguishes man from the animal,
is to be explained by this one simple thing as its source, namely
concepts, representations that are abstract not perceptive, universat
not individual in time and space. Only in single cases do we pass
from concepts to perception, or form phantasms as representatives
of concepts in perception, to which, however, they are never ade-
quate. These have been specially discussed in the essay On the
Principle of Sufficient Reason (§28), and so I will not repeat this here.
What is there said can be compared with what Hume says in the
twelfth of his Philosophical Essays (p. 244), and Herder in the
Metracritic—otherwise a bad book (Part I, p. 274). The Platonic
Idea that becomes possible through the union of imagination and
reason is the main subject of the third book of the present work.
Now although concepts are fundamentally different from repre-
sentations of perception, they stand in a necessary relation to them,
and without this they would be nothing. This relation consequently
constitutes their whole nature and existence, Reflection is necessarily
the copy or repetition of the originally presented world of perception,
though a copy of quite a special kind in 2 completely heterogeneous
material. Concepts, therefore, can quite appropriately be called repre-
sentations of representations. Here too the principle of sufficient
reason has a special form. The form under which the principle of
sufficient reason rules in a class of representations also always
constitutes and exhausts the whole nature of this class, in so far
as they are representations, so that, as we have seen, time is
throughout succession and nothing else, space is throughout position
and nothing else, matter is throughout causality and nothing else, In
the same way, the whole nature of concepts, or of the class of
abstract representations, consists only in the relation expressed in
them by the principle of sufficient reason. As this is the relation
to the ground of knowledge, the abstract representation has its
whole nature simply and solely in its relation to another representa-
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tion that is its ground of knowledge. Now this of course can again be
a concept or an abstract representation in the first instance, and
even this again may have only such an abstract ground of knowledge.
However, this does not go on ad infinitum, but the series of grounds
of knowledge must end at last with a concept which has its ground
in knowledge of perception. For the whole world of reflection rests on
the world of perception as its ground of knowledge. Therefore the
class of abstract representations is distinguished from the others, for
in the latter the principle of sufficient reason always requires only a
relation to another representation of the same class, but in the case
of abstract representations it requires in the end a relation to a
representation from another class.

Those concepts which, as just mentioned, are related to knowledge
of perception not directly, but only through the medium of one or
even several other concepts, have been called by preference abstracta,
and on the other hand those which have their ground directly in
the world of perception have been called concrera. This last name,
however, fits the concepts denoted by it only in quite a figurative
way, for even these too are always abstracta, and in no way repre-
sentations of perception. These names have originated only from a
very indistinct awareness of the difference they indicate; yet they
can remain, with the explanation given here. Examples of the
first kind, and hence abstracta in the fullest sense, are concepts such
as “relatien,” “virtue,” “investigation,” “beginming,” and so on,
Examples of the latter kind, or those figuratively called concreta,
are the concepts “man,” “stone,” “horse,” and so on. If it were not
somewhat too pictorial 2 simile, and thus one that verges on the
facetious, the latter might very appropriately be called the ground
floor and the former the upper storeys of the edifice of reflection.’®

It is not, as is often said to be the case, an essential characteristic
of a concept that it includes much under it, in other words, that
many representations of perception, or even abstract representations,
stand to it in the relation of ground of knowledge, that is to say, are
thought through it. This is only a derived and secondary characteristic
of a concept, and does not always exist in fact, although it must
always do so potentially. This characteristic arises from the fact
that the concept is a representation of a representation, in other
words, has its whole nature only in its relation to another representa-
tion. But as it is not this representation itseif, the latter indeed
frequently belonging to quite a different class of representations, in
other words, being of perception, it can have temporal, spatial, and
other determinations, and in general many more relations that are

5 Cf. chaps. § and 6 of volume 2.
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not thought in the concept at all. Thus several representations
differing in unessential points can be thought through the same
concept, that is to say, subsumed under it. But this power of
embracing several things is not an essential characteristic of the
concept, but only an accidental one. Thus there can be concepts
through which only a single real object is thought, but which
are nevertheless abstract and general representations, and by no
means particular representations of perception. Such, for example, is
the concept one has of a definite town, known to one only from
geography. Although this one town alone is thought through it, yet
there might possibly be several towns differing in a few particulars,
to all of which it is suited. Thus a concept has generality not because
it is abstracted from several objects, but conversely because general-
ity, that is to say, non-determination of the particular, is essential
to the concept as abstract representation of reason; different things
can be thought through the same concept.

From what has been said it follows that every concept, just because
it is abstract representation, not representation of perception, and
therefore not a completely definite representation, has what is called
a range, an extension, or a sphere, even in the case where only a
single real object corresponding to it exists. We usually find that the
sphere of any concept has something in common with the spheres of
others, that is to say, partly the same thing is thought in it which
is thought in those others, and conversely in those others again
partly the same thing is thought which is thought in the first concept;
although, if they are really different concepts, each, or at any rate
one of the two, contains something the other does not. In this
relation every subject stands to its predicate. To recognize this
relation means to judge. The presentation of these spheres by figures
in space is an exceedingly happy idea. Gottfried Ploucquet, who had
it first, used squares for the purpose. Lambert, after him, made use
of simple lines placed one un