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LIBRARY OF PHILOSOPHY

As may be seen from the original programme printed in
Erdmann’s History of Philosopky under the date 18g9o, the
Library of Philosophy was designed as a contribution to the
History of Modern Philosophy under the heads: first of
different Schools of Thought—Sensationalist, Realist, Idealist,
Intuitivist ; secondly of different Subjects—Psychology, Ethics,
Zsthetics, Political Philosophy, Theology. While much had
been done in England 1n tracing the course of evolution m
nature, history, economics, morals and religion, little had
been done 1n tracing the development of thought on these
subjects. Yet “the evolution of opimion 1s part of the whole
evolution ”’

By the co-operation of different writers 1n carrying out this
plan 1t was hoped that a thoroughness and completeness of
treatment, otherwise unattainable, might be secured. It was
believed also that from writers mamnly British and American
fuller consideration of English Philosophy than 1t had hitherto
received might be looked for In the earlier series of books
containing, among others, Bosanquet’s Ifistory of :Zsthetscs,”
Pfleiderer’s Rational Theology since Kant, Albee’s History of
English Utilitarianism, Bonar’s Philosophy and Political Eco-
nomy, Brett’s History of Psychology, Rutchie’s Natural Rughts,
these objects were to a large extent effected.

In the meantime original work of a high order was bemng
produced both in England and America by such writers as
Bradley, Stout, Bertrand Russell, Baldwin, Urban, Montague
and others, and a new interest in foreign works, German,
French and Italian, which had either become classical or were
attracting public attention, had developed. The scope of the
Library thus became extended imto something more inter-



national, and it is entering on the fifth decade of its existence
in the hope that it may contribute in this highest field of
thought to that Intellectual Co-operation which is one of the
most sigmficant objects of the League of Nations and kindred
organizations.

GENERAL EDITOR

November 1, 1931.
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VOL. ONE MORAL PHENOMENA

After pomnting out the errors involved 1n ethical naturalism, the
author proceeds to refute Kant’s teaching that the moral law,
because discerned a priori, 1ssues from Reason and 1s a self-
legislation of the rational Swall Against this view Plata’s position
19 upheld, that all values and the Ought constitute an objective,
absolute realm of essences, which man discovers a priori, but
which no more emanate from Reason than do the principles of
mathematics and logic

VOL TWO MORAL VALUES

The author presents all values as forming 2 complex and, as yet,
imperfectly known system The actualization of the non-moral and
of the elementary moral values 18 a necessary condition for the
actualization of the higher On this account the rudimentary values
have a prior claiam The author then gives in outline the maimn
features of the chief virtues, and shows that the moral disposition
required 1n any exigency 158 always a specific synthesis of various
and often conflicting virtues.

VOL. THREE MORAL FREEDONM

This volume 1s devoted to the thesis that morality 1s possible only
n a world determined throughout, mentally as well as physically,
by the law of cause and effect. But as organic life, although de-
pendent upon mechanical laws, cannot be explained by them, so
moral life cannot be explained by physiological and psychological
processes Responsibility, imputability, and the sense of guilt
immply that man 1s free to do otherwise than he actually does. If
man 1s not free in this sense, then his consciousness of respon-
stbility and of guilt 1s a delusion He 1s 1n fact determined neither
by the moral law nor by the laws of nature, but is self-determined.
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PART I1I

THE PROBLEM OF THE FREEDOM
OF THE WILL

(THE METAPHYSIC (QF MORALS)

Section I

PRELIMINARY CRITICAL QUESTIONS

Ethws—111 B






CHAPTER I (1xv)

THE CONNECTIONS OF THE PROBLEM

(@) Man’s PowEr TO' CHOOSE

'THE table of values is only one half of the ethical problem.
The other half is the metaphysic of moral acts. In the centre of
this stands the problem of the freedom of the will.

Morality is not merely one among other values. It is some-
thing entirely different: it is real human life, man’s fulfilment
of values. But as this can take place only in human conduct, a
new question comes to the front: what power in man decides
his conduct 1n relation to values?

This power 1s not the discerning or sensing of values. It
is not at all a power of comprehending, but 1s one of deciding,
of taking up an attitude towards what is comprehended. If 1t
consisted of comprehending, the proposition of Socrates would
hold good, that virtue is knowledge. But knowledge is far from
being virtue—not to mention the fact that we cannot arrive
even at knowledge without an orientation which rests upon a
more fundamental and inner attitude. If one penetrates deeper
into this matter, one finds in the spiritual life a swarm of powers
both of outward and inner origin, and in their own way deter-
minative of a person’s real conduct. Even inner conduct, the
mere disposition, is itself real behaviour. Certainly values, being
felt, also directly bring about an attitude of mund favourable
to the value discerned or adverse to the disvalue; but this
element in determuning the attitude is only one among many,
and by no means the most elemental.

What then gives direction to real conduct, in so far as it
lies in the power of man to decide for or against a felt value?

This something in man is precisely what we mean by “free
will”’; and in this sense the proposition 1s to be understood that
moral values are essentially bound up with freedom of will.
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By this statement is meant that they appear only in acts in
which such a decisive power somehow participates.* It is the
peculiarity of moral value and disvalue, that these are attributed
to the person, that upon him fall guilt, responsibility, merit.
The person is not simply marked by the value (or disvalue);
he is also accounted to ke the originator of its fulfilment or of
the failure to fulfil it. By this origination we mean something
quite definite: whoever does wrong could just as well have
acted rightly; whoever tells a lie or breaks his word could
nevertheless have done otherwise; he was not constrained; he
was in a position to tell the truth and to keep his promise. And
only 1n so far as this was possible for him is there any question
as to a real lie or a breaking of his word. In the same way,
whoever does right, whoever speaks the truth, and so on, is
only in so far actually just and truthful as it was possible for
him to do otherw:se.

In all this of course we may immediately see that the ex-
pression ‘‘freedom of the will” is too narrow. Moral values by
no means attach only to the phenomena distinctive of the will.
The concept of the freedom of the will, by which a whole
group of problems is indicated, was adequate for an ethics
concerned only with the Ought and with ends. In such an
ethics conduct and the will are the basic phenomena. But in
the attitude of mind, prior to all volitions proper, decision and
disposition are manifest. Indeed all behaviour, whether mani-
festing 1itself outwardly or not, all taking of sides, direction,
bearing, fall under the same moral standards of value, and
are therefore connected in the same way with freedom.

Hence the question does not concern freedom of the “will”’
alone as literally understood; it concerns the freedom of every
inner attitude and tendency. In the following pages the term
“freedom of the will’’—it has once for all to be sanctioned and
no substitute for 1t can easily be found—is to be understood in
the larger sense. But this will not at all obscure the fact that the
most conspicuous phenomena are none the less will and conduct.

* Cf, Chapter X111 (a), Vol. I1.
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(6) MaN As THE MEDIATOR BETWEEN VALUE AND ACTUALITY

There is still a second line of investigation which leads to
the problem of freedom. It is found in the metaphysic of the
Ought.! The essence of values is such that, unlike categories,
they do not directly determine the acgual, but only express an
Ought-to-Be which everywhere becomes positive, when the
actual is not in harmony with it. Values do not, like ontological
laws, irresistibly force their way through, subjecting everything
actual to themselves; their ideal Ought-to-Be subsists quite
independently of fulfilment and non-fulfilment., Of itself it’
has no real power to execure itself. Only where a being is
found which takes hold upon the requirement of the Ought
and commuts itself thereto, does the ideal law begin to press
into the realm of the actual.

Now the distinctive attitude of man to values is precisely
this, that he is such a being. He 1s such, as a personal subject,
by virtue of his peculiar qualities and capacities as a person, by
virtue of his sensing of the realm of values, by virtue of his
activity, foresight, capacity to decide and purposive energy.
As one may easily see, these are the characteristics of a subject,
which exalt him into a person, and constitute in him the valua-
tional bases of his acts.?

- Among these 1t 18 the ability to decide, in which the element
of freedom 1s most conspicuously contained. This abihity is
especially essential to the metaphysical situation. If the person
were constramned to follow the requirement of the Ought in
regard to all apprehended values, he would indeed still be a
mediator between value and actuality, a pivot of the Ought in
the real world, but he would be a passive pivot, a forced media-'
tor. He would not be an entity in which the distinctive valua-
tional qualities could manifest themselves; he could very well
actualize situational values beyond himself, but not moral
values in himself. Man would then be without will as regards
the values apprehended.

* Cf. Chapter XIX (), Vol. I. 3 Cf. Chapter XI (b—p), Vol. I1.



22 'THE FREEDQM OF THE WILL

Such 18 not in fact the mediation which falls to man. He
is by no means an absolutely faithful mediator. He does not
act under valuational points of view as under some necessity.
Even if he possessed complete insight into values and unlimited
power, he would not make the world perfect. For every single
issue which to him is clearly of value he must commit himself
with his own person, in so far as the issue is to become actual
through him. But it 1s precisely this, to which he is never
necessitated by the mere fact of his discernment. Hence,
although he 1s the only being which mediates between the
Ought and Iife, he is a highly imperfect mediator. An auto-
maton—if 1t could assume such a function—would be more
nearly perfect. But such perfection 1s not morality, but merely
utility ; it could possess only the value of a means. Precisely the
deficiency of man in respect to this great gift which falls to him
in the world, is his superiority. For solely thus is he a moral
being; imperfection is his freedom. It consists in this, that he,
unlike an automaton, is not forced to do what is laid down for
him beforehand—even if it be prescribed by the highest values
—but always retains at least in principle the possibility of
doing the opposite.

(¢) FrReEEDOM INDEPENDENT OF DECISIONS IN SINGLE CASES |

Evidently this metaphysical concept of freedom is exactly
the same as that which was manifested in the nature of a mental
attitude. Thereby the two fields of investigation in Volumes I
and II of this book coincide. Although on different lines, both
lead to the view that freedom is a fundamental condition of
the possibility of all moral phenomena. The metaphysical
nature of a person depends upon it no less than does the
meaning of morality. But in this its existence is not yet proved.
For there is a long series of difficulties which adheres to it. To
analyse and overcome these difficulties is the task now before us.

For 1nstance, if 1t be proved that the condition is not ful-
filled, everything which has been built upon it falls to the
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ground; moral values, then, are not properly moral; their
specific difference from situational values vanishes. Man then
is not a moral being; what seems to be morality in him consists
simply of certain useful and otherwise valuable qualities which
adhere to him, or do not adhere, according to the confluence of
ontological relationships—just as valiational qualities adhere
to things, or do not adhere, according to their constitution.
But these qualities could no more call forth disapproval,,
contempt, indignation, or acceptance, respect, admiration than
could the qualities of things. In a word, the whole significance
of morality is abolished, if freedom be proved to be an illusion.

This has been again and again controverted by those who
make little of the question of freedom—and many a famous
name has been mentioned among them—, and even to this
day it is controverted by them. Indeed concerning no problem
has the technique of brilliant formulations which cover up
what is not understood, had a more misleading and distorting
effect than concerning this question. And perhaps concerning
none is man so predisposed to be misguided. To this emo-
tional predisposition must be added the circumstance that
it is much easier and more satisfactory to yield place to a
solution that is intuitively longed for, than to pursue stead-
fastly a line of mvestigation without rushing to conclusions,
‘and- without knowing whither the arguments are leading.
Indeed, to many a one it may seem unnecessary to stake the
greatest problems of life upon a single Either-Or. But one
forgets that i1t 1s not man who makes the problems, but that 1t
is precisely life itself, whose riddle he cannot solve, which
imposes them upon him.

For the understanding of ethical phenomena it is absolutely
necessary in this matter to pursue the consequences with rigid
exactitude, not to exaggerate them, and yet not to be satisfied
with any half-way thinking.

In connection with freedom of the will the appearance and
disappearance of moral phenomena—as moral—are not to be
understood as if there would be no justice, brotherly love,
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truthfulness and so on, if there were no freedom; rather would
these phenomena exist without exception and without diminu-
tion, except that they would not be, in the proper sense, moral.
Ontologically, the quality of personal conduct is plainly quite
independent of whether the person could, or could not, do
otherwise. But morally the quality of the conduct is not inde-
pendent of this. Justice is a virtue only in so far as the person,
at least in principle, had before him the possibility of being
unjust ; brotherly love, only 1n so far as he had been able to be
without love. This by no means signifies that the moral value
of love is so much the greater, the greater the person’s tempta-
tion was not to love. That would completely invert the meaning
of moral value. On the contrary, the more fixed 2 man 1s in a
virtue, so much the greater is his moral value. But this means
that the less he is in need of a special “free” decision of the
will in any single case in order to do right, so much the higher
does he stand morally.

The freedom which we are now discussing therefore does
not refer to the momentary conflict of motives. It subsists
even where no moral conflict at all is at hand, where no dis-
tinctive decision 1s made. It subsists singly in the fundamental
possibility, in the fact of not being constrained. But this essen-
tial basis must perdure. Without 1t, one’s moral being, even
in its highest perfection, becomes completely transformed-into
a state of moral neutrality; yet evidently not into a state of
neutrality towards values in general—for the qualities of human
conduct in their situational value (their goods-value for others)
remain unaffected—but only into moral neutrality, wheremn no
accountability, no responsibility, no guilt, no merit, can be
attributed to the person,

The relation between freedom and moral value may be
compared to that between a conditioming goods-value and
a moral value. This also is not quantitative. The height of the
moral value does not increase or decrease with that of the
goods-value ;' nevertheless, the latter 1s the valuational basis of

* Cf. Chapter I (a), Vol. II.
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the former, and with it the moral value stands and falls.
Mutatis mutandis, in regard to freedom and morality, the case
is similar. It is only in principle that moral value is connected
with freedom; the person must in general have the possibility
of behaving either way. The amount of his conflict, the strength
of the opposing motives, are irrelevant. Of course a man
becomes most quickly conscious of his freedlom when he is
confronted with an actual decision. Yet in principle his state
of freedom does not consist in his consciousness of it, but is
evidently independent of such consciousness. And his moral
value is so much the higher, the less he is in need of making a
special deciston and the more stable his basic attitude is. But
the fundamental disposition itself, which is the carrier of his
moral value, 1s based upon freedom; the disposition in itself
could have been different. And, if one traces back the chain
of actions i which the disposition has evolved, one comes
somewhere unconditionally upon a primal attitude. That the
latter as an act does not generally permit of being discerned
psychologically is of as little significance as 1s the psychological
lack of evidence concerning cognitive conditions in the problem
of knowledge.

From this point of view it can be seen how entirely un-
psychological 1s the ethical problem of freedom, and how great
must be one’s error if one seeks in the domain of psychic events
for a point of contact with it.

(d) ExTREME Cases As A TEsT

One loses insight into this matter as soon as one either over-
refines or foreshortens the problem. The principle that morality
is based on freedom applies unrestrictedly to all moral values,
but it looks highly suspicious, 1f one sees in it more than is
really contained in it; if, for instance, one asserts that there are
special acts of freedom that can be pointed out. There are
moral values which directly prove such an interpretation to
be false,
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Of this kind are purity and everything related to it, like inno-
cence, simplicity, straightforwardness, frankness of nature and
the like. A resolution on the part of a man to be pure 18 indeed
not an impossibility; and it can show itself in many of the
phenomena of moral conversion, or change of spirit (even,
indeed, in repentance). But never does the conversion bring
again the purity that once has been lost, nor does one who is
really pure know of such a conversion. Not only does purity
not permit of being striven for; in general it does not permit
of being actualized.

If now, on the other hand, one asks where the element of
freedom is to be found in it, or whether, as 1t were, it con-
stitutes an exception and cannot be at all referred to freedom,
one shows by the very question that one misunderstands the
meaning of moral freedom. For purity can be lost, and is lost,
the moment 1t comes in question as a moral value of the person
or is even in danger of being questioned. It 1s in the preserva-
tion of purity against moral guilt that the element of freedom
lies disguised within it. For, even in its perfection, the purity
of a being who did not at all have the possibility of moral
transgression, would still be purity, but not a moral value.
And such purity would stand on the level of the innocence of
an animal.

The value of personality 1s misleading in another way.-At
all events, a man does not choose the uniqueness of his indi-
vidual ethos; he finds it at hand along with everything else

*which belongs to his humanity. Indeed, he cannot even con-
vert the personality, which he finds as a value, into an object
of volition. He would thereby be most liable to miss it. Never-
theless he bears the responsibility of fulfilling or falling short
of this value. He misses it, for example, if he loses himself
entirely in the uniformity of general moral requirements, or
falls under the tyranny of single values; likewise if, in the imi-
tation of another’s qualities, he overlooks his own, or if, in
striving after originality, he tries to give himself a quality
which he does not possess. In all these cases he incurs the
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guilt of failure to actualize his own essential character. He
could have done otherwise. And even where in a special case
he could not have actually willed otherwise, it still holds true
that in general, and on principle, he could have been different.
It is not at all necessary that his ideal ethos in any way should
have stood clearly before his eyest or could have been the
goal of his effort; it is sufficient that he somehow has inwardly
the sense that there is in him a determining power not different
from other discerned values. Everything here depends upon
the existence of this power. Whether and in how far a man
gives scope to it—indeed, he can easily do too much, to the
disadvantage of the general values—, must somehow or other
rest with him, and also whether or not 1t is a matter of reflection
and deliberate choice.

But herein 1s found the element of freedom which even in
personality 1s tacitly presupposed.

(¢) THE ProBLEM oOF FREEDOM, ITs METHODOLOGICAL
PosrrioNn

These extreme cases show that the question of freedom extends
along the whole frontier of ethical investigation. Without the
foundation of freedom, moral values as moral acts lose their
distinctive meaning. In principle, they are the values and acts
of a free being. If man is not such a being, his acts possess
neither moral worth nor its opposite, and he himself is neither
good nor bad.

Thus the question of freedom once more reverts to the
primal foundations. It opens up the problem of the first basic
condition of moral existence. Hence, if i1t were possible mn
ethics to follow simply the ratio essendi, the question of freedom
would need to be investigated quite at the begmning; and
when it is not investigated at the beginning, all that follows,
any research into the essence of value, of the Ought, of the
person, of will, of action, of disposition, indeed even any
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analysis of moral values, is in reality based upon the presupposi-
tion of freedom.

That our investigation has pursued ancther route, that it
has had to postpone the fundamental metaphysical problem
to the last, has solely methodological grounds. The problem of
freedom is the most difficult problem of ethics, its distinctive
exempium crucis. In order rightly to understand the very con-
cept of freedom, we must presuppose an orientation along the
whole line of concrete problems. Hence in fact one first
arrives at the question of freedom, after one has the subject-
matter throughout before one’s mind, but especially after one
has attained lucidity in regard to the nature and content of
moral principles. But these principles are the values, and this
is why the table of values needed to be elaborated before¢hand
—even at the risk of its bemng 1illusory, in case afterwards its
metaphysical basis should not permit of being proved.

Thus then it is an inner necessity that, with a backward
glance at the fundamental problem, we should again subject
to question everything thus far considered, and examine
whether or not it is to be justified. Every embarrassing diffi-
culty—ultimately metaphysical—can be analysed only on the
basis of a survey of the phenomena. But in this connection a
survey of the phenomenais the most that the first two volumes
of this book have furnished. All theoretical outlooks have
hitherto been only surmises, anticipations. In the nature of the
case they are all so constructed that the positive concept of
freedom, in case it permits of being justified, needs only to
be introduced mto them in order to give them inward support.
Then of itself the remainder falls into place.

Whether this support be forthcoming is now the question.



CHAPTER II (Lxvi)

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROBLEM
OF FREEDOM

(@) PReLIMINARY HISTORY

FroMm the point of view of freedom it makes no difference
whether we can accept a single moral law or a whole realm of
values as the principle of moral appraisement. Every single
moral value, purely in itself and independently of all others,
is dependent upon freedom. Hence the presupposition of
freedom is, 1n fact, common to every moral system, irrespective
of which value 1s selected as its standard. Of course not every
value can be cast into an imperative form—mnot every Ought-
to-Be has a corresponding Ought-to-Do, and commandments
can be expressive only of an Ought-to-Do—, but behind every
Ought-to-Do there stands an Ought-to-Be, behind every wise
imperative, a mass of values. Hence, so far as 1t was rightly
conceived, what Kant maintained concerning the question of
freedom on the basis of the categorical imperative must hold
good for every treatment of the questicn on the basis of every
vanaety.of value.

This is of importance, in so far as the Kantian philosophy
for the first time set forth the problem of freedom in distinct
outline. Kant’s presentation of the problem is independent of the
kind of solution which he offered. We may reject the solution
or regard it as inadequate, and yet at the same time accept
the presentation as valid. The service which Kant rendered
in the mere exposition of his “third antinomy” was a turning-
point in the history of philosophical ethics. What has since
been done on the question of freedom falls, in comparison,
quite into the background. Accordingly it follows of itself
that the point of departure taken by Kant must also constitute
our starting-point.
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The older ethics was astonishingly superficial in treating the
question of freedom. Ancient thinkers took freedom for
granted as something self-evident, which clearly shows how
little they knew of the metaphysical difficulties which they
passed over in so doing. They rightly felt that without freedom
nothing avails, that it is imperatively involved in the meaning
of moral qualities, of virtue, approval, disapproval; and they
reckoned with this intuited state of the case, in that they simply

,allowed it to be accepted that man is free. But they did not

see that the actual existence of his freedom is not by any
means thereby proved. For in itself the contrary has indeed
been the case; the meaning of virtue and approval was a mere
assumption. Of course morality itself would then fall away and
ethics would be exposed to scepticism. But this tremendous
alternative, in which everything fundamental is at stake, is
precisely what the problem of freedom deals with.

All such undebated assertion of the freedom of the will is
naive. It does not know the depth of the difficulties which 1t
conjures up; on that account it gives no further thought to
the question. Such is the freedom of choice which Plato
proclaimed in mythological form;* such also is Aristotle’s
statement that man 1s free to know what is good and to be
virtuous.? Somewhat nearer to a consideration of the diffi-
culties is the ngidly defined Stoic concept of the £¢™4uiv
(that which it is 1n our power to do or not to do): to 1t the
motive of ogvyxardfeois can be referred, which signifies an
inner assent.3 Nevertheless, even with the Stoics these passages
are only sporadic; bound up with them are other lines of
thought of a far more superficial kind which entirely distort
the concept of freedom. Also unconnected and side by side

1 Plato’s Repubhic, X, 617e.

* Aristotle, Nicom. Eth. III, 11130 2~1114b 25.

3 Cf. Arnim, Stoicorum veterum fragmenta, I1. frg. 1006 and 1007.
Here 15 found a fragment of an entire dialectic concerning the meta-
physical contrast between divine providence and human freedom.
The passage is directed against a radical, sceptical, atheistic interpre-
tation of freedom.
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with the é¢’juiv is found the concept of a freedom from the
affections, or even a freedom in obedience to “Nature,” that
is, to the universal cosmic law (Adyos), which, more closely
examined, is seen to be the very opposite of freedom. Even
Plotinus is under the spell of the latter conception, although he
gives it other names.

The Church Fathers and the Scholastlcs had a firmer grasp
of the problem; but it was not so much moral as rehgious
freedom that they had in mind, not freedom in relation to the
course of the world, nor in relation to moral requirements as
such, but freedom as over against God. Where Providence and
infinite power prevail, how can man retain self-determination?

This question 1s in itself of importance, but 1t is a different
one. To introduce 1t into ethics 1s particularly unfortunate,
because moral freedom exacts far less than religious freedom,
that is to say, because over against an all-powerful and all-
knowing Being the question of scope for choice on the part of
a finite entity 1s much more unfavourably placed, than merely
over against commandments and values which as such exercise
no foresight whatever. But among the Church Fathers and
Scholastics the problem of ethical freedom as such remained
undebated, indeed unknown, although it is included in reli-
gious freedom.

. It_needed to be carefully extricated from metaphysical
entanglement with the relation between God and man, 1n order
finally to become purely ethical. Such separation has taken
place only in modern times, and indeed on the part of those
thinkers who sacrificed freedom to the causal nexus of the
cosmic process. Spinoza—and no crude Matenalist—was
recognized by later philosophers as the classical champion of
such a theory. According to him everything (the senes of the
modi) issues from the necessity of absolute substance; nothing
therefore can be otherwise than as 1t is. Even the will of man
cannot act differently. It also is only a modus, and stands
within the unalterable sequence of the modi. If at every moment
man knew all the real causes that determine his actions, it
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could never occur to him to imagine that he was free in his
decisions. But he does not know the causes, and so believes
in his own freedom.* That Spinoza, together with this deter-
minism (but scarcely bound organically to it), recognized a
freedom of the mind, which when correctly interpreted was
little more than the Steic freedom from the emotions, does
not at all detract from his principal thesis. For this kind of
freedom is evidently not the moral kind.

(b) THE DETACHMENT OF THE ETHICAL FROM THE RELIGIOUS
ProBLEM OF FREEDOM

The carrying over of the concept of freedom into the sphere
of religion nevertheless had indirectly the effect of exposing
to view for the first time the depth of the metaphysical diffi-
culties involved 1 it. When the problem again returned to the
sphere of ethics, the analysis which had been made of the
difficulties could not but be of service to the ethical concept
of freedom.

Drvine providence, which threatens man in his mndependence
and which when taken unconditionally (as in the theory of
predestination) must logically reduce him to nothing, is never-
theless thought of as prevailling in the very world against
whose natural course ethical freedom is to mamtain itself. If
now the personal divinity in the determining act of providence
fades away, if determination becomes secularized into a mere
law of nature, the religious antinomy between divine and
human efficacy passes over into the ethical antinomy between
natural necessity and human freedom. In Spinoza one can
clearly recogmize the transition. The personal character of
God 1s dropped; God and Nature—the latter pre-eminently
in the sense of natura naturans—are no longer distinguishable.
No finalistic purposes of Divimty now cramp the finite
creature. He stands only over agamnst the blind causality of
the world, the all-pervading determinism of which penetrates

' Spinoza, Ethica II, prop. 48, likewise the appendix to Part 1.
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even into his inmost being, into his consciousness and will.
This determinism, at once cosmological and psychological, is
what makes it possible to discuss the ethical problem of
freedom.

Now all that is needed is to detach the problem from the
ambiguities of pantheism, in order to conceive distinctly the
antinomy between the blind determinism of nature and the
freedom of man. This process of detachment was already
accomplished in Kant’s third antinomy. The all-oppressive
concept of God, with its metaphysical weight, was excluded.
It was reduced from an ens realisssmum to the “ideal of pure
reason.” By this enfeeblement it ceases to be dangerous. It
has itself become highly problematical. Kant has turned the
tables. No longer does the moral consciousness need to protect
itself against an action of all-powerful Providence; but the
reverse 1s true: if there be at all any certainty as to the existence
of such a Providence, 1t can rest only upon the fact of precisely
that moral consciousness itself. Whether the Kantian doctrine
of postulates, and with it the notion of a ‘“‘moral theology,”
is well founded, is a question by itself, and is not in place
here. The detachment of the problem of freedom from that of
religion, as Kant purposely brought it about, is independent
of the question and may be taken up without discussing

-the .Kantian philosophy of religion as an achievement of
criticism,

It is also quite another question—one which indeed lies
heavily upon ethics itself—whether Kant in this detachment
transferred into his third antinomy the whole of the Scholastic
problem of freedom. We shall meet with it in a later analysis.
But for the moment we are not concerned with it. For even
independently of it the Kantian antinomy holds good.

(¢) T KaNTIAN ANTINOMY OF FREEDOM

Now in this antinomy there is no longer any reference at all

to God, Providence and fore-ordination, but exclusively to
Ethics—1I1 [o]
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causality as against freedom, or (as Kant preferred to express
it) to the “‘causality of nature” as against the ‘“‘causality of
freedom.”

For an understanding of the problem the latter expression
is extremely helpful. For Kant the question does not concern
the wresting of the free entity out of the universal causal
nexus—as if there were a cessation or interruption of the
latter, whereby there would be scope for free decision—, but
concerns the positive intervention of first causes into the
causal nexus, of causes which on their side have in that nexus
no further prior causes, although a continued sequence of
effects. The freedom which we are here discussing takes on
the causal form in the chain of causes itself. Kant therefore
calls 1t “‘a causality through which something happens of which
the cause 1s not 1tself determined by another antecedent cause
according to necessary laws; that 1s to say, there is an absolute
spontaneity of causes, whence issues of itself a series of appear-
ances that proceeds according to natural laws.”’* And in his
comment upon the thesis he calls it “a power to initiate a series
of successive things or conditions.” His setting aside of all
metaphysical encumbrances in the question of freedom is
especially characteristic of him 1n this, that he does not find 1t
necessary to say how such a power can be possible; indeed,
we cannot properly explain even the causal nexus, since we
““do not at all comprehend how 1t 1s possible for one existent
to bring about the existence of something else.”

From this point of view the embarrassment about freedom
does not consist in its irrationality. For causality is equally
irrational ; the embarrassment is altogether due to the antinomic
'relation to the causal nexus, according to which no cause can
be “first.”

That this antinomy is one which inheres in the nature of
the matter is shown in the elaboration of the proof of the
antithesis: “Freedom (independence) from the laws of nature
is indeed a lhiberation from compulsion, but is also a liberation

t The Critigue of Pure Reason, Second German edition, p. 474 f.
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from guidance by any rules. For one cannot say that, in place
of the laws of nature, laws of freedom enter into the causality
of the cosmic process, since, if freedom were determined
according to laws, it would not be freedom but simply nature
iteelf.” However much the future course of events after the
introduction of the ‘“‘first” cause is @ causal sequence and
proceeds according to natural laws into infimty, still something
takes place at the point of its introduction, that is, at the
beginning of the sequence, outside of the uniformity of nature;
seen therefore from this point of view, there is an absence of
law. Now that has no meaning, for absence of law is indeter-
minateness ; but a first beginning of a sequence brings with it
its own determinateness, and carries this over into the whole
future causality of the series which it has introduced. Hence
the question must be: ITow 1s such a determinateness to be
understood, in so far as 1t for its part 1s not in turn causally
determined ?

Thus far, Kant’s conception of the problem. Compared with
all previous conceptions 1t is a radical reduction, a narrowing
down of the problem from an almost limitless question em-
bracing the whole structure of the universe into a quite modest
and special question concerning a single metaphysical point.
We shall see how this limitation certainly goes too far, how
in the, problem of freedom something more 1s contained than
the relation to natural causality. But this is a matter for later
consideration, It must first be noted that Kant’s achievement
was to bring into the problem definiteness and comprehensive-
ness of survey. In this way the problem can be dealt with
philosophically. No limit 1s thus set to the taking up of further
points of view, just as little as a definite mtehod 1s prescribed
for the treatment of the question But at all events further
stages of the problem can be clearly grasped, only if Kant’s
causal antinomy is investigated as to 1ts solubility. Accordingly,
this 1nvestigation must take precedence of any further
difficulties.

But before we enter into it we must once more grapple
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with the concept of freedom itself. On the basis provided
by Kant it is for the first time possible to measure how
great a variety of obscurities and ambiguities attaches to
the concept. At the outset we must secure our investigation
against these,



CHAPTER III (uxvi)

ERRONEOUS CONCEPTIONS OF FREEDOM

(@) THE THREE TYPICAL SOURCES OF ERROR IN THE TREATMENT
OF THE PROBLEM

THERE are so many theories which attempt to furnish a meta-
physical proof of the freedom of the will that it 1s impossible
to pass them in review. Their number sufficiently illustrates
the importance of the matter. But the lasting benefits derivable
from them are few, Almost everywhere a clear grasp of the
matter is lacking, the most popular prejudices hold their own
undiscussed. Sometimes they prove too much, sometimes too
hittle, not to mention the arbitrary methods and presuppositions
of the reasoning. Indeed, even the concept does not remain
the same. It is changed sometimes in one way, sometimes in
another, according to what suits the theory under discussion.

In these theories three kinds of error can be distinguished.
They may appear singly or all together.

Kirst, the concept of freedom, that is, of free-will as it 1s
implied in moral values, may be lacking, something else out-
wardly similar being substituted for it. For even in the domain
of the ethical problem there exists another freedom than that
of the will. Now if a theory tries to “prove’ such a misunder-
stood freedom of the will, it proves something else than what
it meant to prove. It commits the error of ignoratio elenchi. But
if in the argument a displacement of the concept eludes notice,
if it substitutes in the theory the something else which 1t
“proved,” it radically falsifies 1ts own contents.

Secondly, one may permit the rightly understood concept
gradually to slip away, because one loads 1t with metaphysical
or psychological by-products which do not pertain to it, but
which one mistakenly connects with it. If one draws conclusions
from such an overloaded concept of freedom, these conclusions
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naturally will not stand the test and will not be in agreement
with the moral phenomena. They are consequences drawn
from a phantom and are themselves phantoms. We have here a
case of a mpdrov Yebdos.

Finally, along with the correct concept and with a critical
disburdenment of it the argument may still be defective.
Most defects of this sort consist in presupposing in a disguised
form what was to be demonstrated and in furnishing a plausible
proof. In this case one commuits the error of the circulus vitiosus.
When the circle is not completely closed, there is always a
petitio principii.

Although in metaphysics these three typical errors are
everywhere difficult to avoid, the problem of the freedom of
the will is especially threatened by them, because of the pres-
sure of the extraordinanly strong interest which the moral
consciousness has in the assertion of freedom at almost any
price. A procedure based on a sense of insoluble difficulties
1s always most exposed to danger when one’s interest is attached
to a definite kind of solution. The anticipated result forces its
way to the front, prescribes to the investigation the goal 1t
ought to attain and thus falsifies its impartial course. It is
impossible 1in this case to demand that the philosopher should
rid himself of all interestedness. The interest is natural and is
profoundly justified; and whoever 1s without 1t either misses
the import of the question or surrenders himself to a sceptical
indifference. To do either 1s mmcompatible with a genuine
apprehension of the problem. Hence the most difficult thing
is required: a combination of the most positive interest in the
establishment of the freedom of the will with a calm observa-
tion of objective facts undisturbed by one’s interest. Hence the
laying bare of the facts cannot be undertaken too cautiously.
It hovers step by step on the brink of metaphysical illusions.

Only a strict adherence to the ethical phenomena can do
justice to the undertaking. The mnvestigator must keep his mind
open to both possibuilities, to positive and negative.

But at the outset let it be noted that, as the problem of
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freedom stands to-day, we cannot attain a real and complete
solution of it. Even where the positive chances rise so high
that every doubt involves improbabulity, still we never advance
so far as actually to lift scepticism off its pivot, just as little as
we succeed in doing so 1n the problem of knowledge, where
likewise the vein of scepticism 1s never quite eradicated. It is
important that we should be quite clear upon this point from
the start. The exalted expectations which one naturally brings
with one must all be dropped at the threshold of the investi-
gation. Inevitably they would force one sooner or later into
the trodden paths of falsification, which are more dangerous
than any scepticism,

() MoraL AND LecaL FreepoMm. CAN AND May

At this point only the first of the three sources of error cited
above can be considered. Not till later (after the appraisement
of Kant’s doctrine of freedom) can the second and third be
examined. Accordingly the question now is: Which concrete.
conceptions of moral freedom must be set aside as erroneous?

Of the many which are current in ethics only one at most
can be right. But naturally we cannot know beforehand whether
the right one 1s precisely that which permits of being demon-
strated Inetaphysically The falsest of all false tendencies is
that which at the outset accepts a concept of freedom because
1t can be proved; that 1s the tendency so to conceive of freedom
that 1ts contents can be verified. Such a short-sighted oppor-
tunism—not to say self-deception—has shattered many a
brilliant theory. It 1s very possible that the genuine freedom of
the will does not permit of being proved. This possibility
must be kept open. If we knew at the outset what the result
must be and had only to shape the concept of freedom, all
further mvestigation would be 1dle pretence.

In the first place there is a series of crude misunderstandings.
Only one of them need be mentioned, the confusion of moral
with legal freedom. This is natural, in so far as the latter has
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throughout an ethical character. Legal, including political
and civic, freedom consists in this, that the law within the
sphere of its commandments and prohibitions allows the
individual a definitely limited scope, and protects this scope
against infringement. Now it is perfectly evident that what is
here secured to freedomds neither the will nor any determina-

« tive power of the person behind the will, but is his outward
activity, his opportunity in life.

Yet the confusion does not lie 1n this alone. Legal freedom
does not say what one can but what one may do. Its domain is
not that of what is preferred by the person but of what is per-
mitted to him; it is the domain of that in which the person has
the protection of the law. But freedom, in the sense of what
one may do, is by no means restricted merely by the legal
standard, but by every standard, whether imposed by the
arbitrary command of the stronger or by the sense of moral
value. Every moral value of a general kind draws a circle of
the permissible about the man who comprehends its commands.
Yet even in regard to a moral value the sphere of what is allowed
is anything but freedom of the will. Much rather does this
begin only with the capacity to transgress what one can, not
as regards what one may, do. It may be consistent with the
latter; indeed only through what-one-can-do does what-one-
may-do receive any actual sigmficance. But in this relatjon of
Can and May 1t 1s evident that freedom of the will is something
different from legal freedom. Free will is precisely that ability
of man about which the permissible as a norm draws the outer
boundary.

(¢) FreeDOM OF AcTION AND FREEDOM OF WILL

Even freedom of action, which is so often mistaken for freedom
of will, is altogether different from legal freedom. In it there
is no question as to what one may do but as to what one really
can do. It means that a man can do what he wills to. Hence it
presupposes the will, including the direction of its deter-
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minateness. It refers only to the carrying out of the will, not
to the setting of its direction; accordingly it is not the freedom
of the will itself but only freedom to actualize the will,

In Lfe the question concerning it is important enough;
within certain limits it even reacts upon volitional decision, in
so far as no rational being can accept, as the goal of his striving,
anything which is not within his power to achieve. Even a
strong will, when with a perverted estimate of its own power
it has once turned to something unattainable, cannot hold
steadfast to its goal for very long. But still for that reason the
power to carry out a plan is something altogether different
from the decision of the will, and freedom of the former is not
the same as freedom of the latter. N

For the distinctive quality of freedom of action, as com-
pared with other kinds, it is a matter of indifference whether
the freedom inheres in a man’s physical, mental or social
capacity. As the limits of his muscular power prescribe the
bounds to his bodily capacity, so those of his mental abilities
restrict the scope of what he can achieve mentally; in the
same way an individual’s social status or a nation’s place in
world politics sets limits to what can be done. Yet social
freedom of action "has nothing to do with legal freedom. It is
exactly in social life that the limits of what can be done differ
fromithose of what is permissible. One 1s allowed to do much
which one cannot do, and one is not }llowed to do many
things which one is very well able to do?” If one were not able
to do anything beyond the limits of what was permitted, to do
wrong would be an impossibility for man. To this extent the
relation between these two kinds of freedom is ethically of deep
significance. But neither of them coincides with freedom of the
will. Whether after a decision the will has the power to execute
its purpose, and whether in executing it the will is doing what
is allowed or not allowed, are matters of indifference as regards
the question whether in its decision 1t was itself free or not.

It is evident that freedom of action 1s just as irrelevant to
freedom of will as 1s legal freedom. The will can be free where
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there is no freedom of action, and action can be free where there
is no freedom of the will. The extreme case of the former
situation is where there is an impotent yearning for the un-
attainable, the extreme case of the latter 1s where there is a
paralysis of the will, an incapacity to decide or a moral cowardice
in face of what is in itself easily attainable. Freedom of action
is only a question of strength in the face of outward conditions.
On the other hand, freedom of the will has no relation to the
strength or weakness of the will itself.

(@) “Ovrwarp” FreepoMm, as MISUNDERSTOOD

Freedom of action is a kind of outward freedom, but not the
only kind. One may very well apply the term outward freedom
to the will itself. This gives another conception of freedom, not
less false, but one which nevertheless stands nearer to the
distinctive freedom of the will.

What is meant is freedom from the course of outward
events, of circumstances, situations and the possibilities which
are actually at hand. And indeed 1t 1s the will itself, the decision,
the attitude assumed, to which this freedom is ascribed, in
contrast to the bondage of action to just these outward circum-
stances, situations and actual possibilities.

This contrast as such has a valid significance. As a matter
of fact, by virtue of the mere circumstance that human fore-
sight cannot survey the multiplicity of real possibilities, the
.will 1s not limited to actual possibihity alone Ordmanly, a
man’s decisions are held within certamn Iimits of what n
general passes before him as possible; but these Iimits are
elusive. The actual limits of possibility may be altogether
different and in fact are almost always so. Hence the decision
is made much more upon a chance; and the weaker the chance,
the greater are the adventure and the requisite moral strength
in making the solution. Now it 1s exactly the venture which is
characteristic of the phenomenon of moral freedom; for ordi-
narily the real possibilities disclose themselves only gradually,
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often enough only 1n the sequel. Upon this gradual and certain
disclosure of the possibilities the resolution has already
reckoned and must reckon—consciously or unconsciously.
But this means that the limits which restrict the decision are
not the actual limits of free action.

Yet it is at the same time clear tifat the expectation of such
an outward freedom of the will is a false expectation. Indeed,
it is false ontologically. The decision cannot be independent
of the situation—the actual possibility. Moreover it is ethically
false. For the decision ought not to be independent in this
respect. It ought rather to take particular cognisance of the
real possibilities; 1t ought to grasp them, so far as it is at all
able to do so. The will ought to be provident, it ought from
the outset to take thought of the means to its goal and to esti-
mate the possibilities which are offered. A will which did not
allow itself to be determined by the structure of the given
situation would be blind to actuality, it would be childish.
In fact there is no such will; the real will always grows 1n the
first place out of the immediate situation, and from the very
start moves only within what 1in general comes into question
according to the nature of the situation. 'T’he scope which this
allows to 1t is naturally always a limited one. But it is precisely
this linmtation which the person must take into account. Not
to roeegnize 1t 1s blind self-concet.

But the picture of it is entirely wrong, so long as one inter-
prets the complex of outward circumstances in the situation
as being merely a limitation. In truth it is precisely these
circumstances which first offer to the will its positive concrete
possibilities of direction. No one constructively “invents” for
himself his concrete goals; but the full reality in the midst of
which life places him holds up before his eyes the directions
of possible striving. Of course there must somehow still remain
scope for decision—otherwise 1t would not be free—but
such freedom can be reasonably thought of as selective only
In respect to the varied contents of the given possibilities.
Without a specific situation before it there never could be a
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will at all, not to mention a free will. Adaptation to what is
before it is always its presupposition.

Hence freedom of will cannot and ought not to consist in
such adaptation. If it be anything at all it must be something
different from “outward freedom.” The circumstances, the
situation, the conflict, the wider connection of cosmic events,
in which all these are embedded, 1n short the whole given
“case’” with all its ontological and ethically actual determina-
tions, are precisely what ought to determine the will throughout.
Accordingly the moral will ought in this respect to be unfree—
however paradoxical this may sound. Whether in some other
sense freedom still exists is the problem.

It is easy to see that hereby the answer to this problem is
by no means anticipated. It would indeed be necessary that
in addition to the determinants of the outward situation still
another, umique, coming from another quarter, inward,
pecuhiar to the will itself, should be added 1n order to bestow
upon it the character of freedom. But thus much is to be held
fast: If man is creatively free in volitional decision, his can
never be a creation outside of the actual course of the world,
having no basis there, but must always be a construction
inside of and upon the cosmic process.

(¢) “INNER” (PsYCHOLOGICAL) FREEDOM, As MISUNDERSTOOD

If we have once seen this and are convinced that inwardly
freedom can exist only together with an outward unfreedom
which prevails at all times, 1t is natural to seek in the inner
world, in the life of the soul, for that independence of actuality
which we fail to find in the outer world. But at this point one
immediately falls into another error, not less fatal. For the
inner world has its uniformity of sequences just as much as
the outer world. The concept of psychological freedom is
exactly as false as is that of physical freedom.

One conceives “inner freedom to be a kind of independence
of the course of inner events, for instance of the coming and
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going of emotions, impulses, motives, affections and the various
psychic powers, of which the origin is deeply concealed but
which at all events defy all arbitrariness on the part of man.
It is a matter relatively of indifference, how one interprets the
sequence of the psychic process. The widespread mistake of
accepting the analogy of outward events, even down to the
single structures of the process, is only an extreme case of
such an interpretation. But what, in fact, irresistibly forces
itself upon one’s mind after a closer investigation is the view
that the inner process is altogether as thoroughly regular as
is the outer. Whether we trace back this determinateness to a
single type of psychic dependence, perhaps to a psychic
causality, or conceive of different kinds of determination
imposed upon the psychic nexus, makes no radical difference.
The important point is solely this, that the inner psychic
situation at every moment is also one which is given, which is
present and can in no way be displaced, and that every actual
volition always grows out of the situation, is from the outset
born into it and never exists apart from or in independence of it.

Whoever expects that psychology, as a science of the orderli-
ness of psychic connections, processes and events, will provide
a solution of the problem of freedom in the positive sense
fundamentally deludes himself. Long before scientific psycho-

* logy proper could elucidate this matter, men of critical insight
clearly anticipated the result of such efforts. We need only to
recall Spinoza’s doctrine of the ‘““mathematical sequence” of
the mod: in the attribute of cogitatio, or Kant’s statement that
a human act could be calculated beforehand just as well as an
eclipse of the moon, if we could know all the psychic factors
which determme it.

Hence of whatever kind the uniformity of inner events may
be, we can entertain no doubt that such a uniformity exists.
But then the question of freedom is exactly the same in regard
to 1nner as to outer events: the will is in no wise free from the
course of the inner process. And naturally there ought not to
be such a freedom. Together with the outward there is always
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at the same time an equally determined inner situation. And
a man can no more extricate himself from the one than from
the other. He bears within himself the whole sphere of un-
freedom. He carries 1t with him into his decisions, his mental
attitudes, the inner conduct of his soul. This conduct is always
determined thereby. .

It is not at all inconsistent with this view that men do not
discern the inner situation 1n 1ts elements, that to them the
swarm of motives which lead to decisions 1s anything but
clear. This obscurity may delude them with an appearance of
“inner freedom’—for where the grounds of decision are not
known and cannot even be suspected beforehand a man cannot
but regard himself as independent of themn—; but such an
appearance of freedom can have no effect upon the actual
psycho-physical unfreedom. It is, however, only an epipheno-
menon of self-ignorance, a state of blindness 1n regard to one’s
dependence.

The attempt has been made to reduce this dependence to
a single formula under the law of “motivation,” which declares
that everything, even the most minute, 1n our decisions is
“motivated,’”’ that it has its grounds for determination. When
a man stands, for instance, before a given alternative—as it
were, at the parting of the ways—there 1s something before-
hand in the apparent balance of motives which finally giyes the
decision. But the decisive factor is just as much a “motive”
as are the two sides of the alternative, whether it be a natural
inclination, the sensing of a value or anything else. The word
“motive,” of course, says very httle, and is far removed from
offering a solution of the comphcated psychological questions
which one wishes to solve by it. But if one disregards the
obscurity of the term, the law of inner determination, which
one crudely describes by it, strikingly resembles the law of
cause and effect. “Motivation” is a kind of “psychic causality,”
and is evidently derived from an analogy to physical causality,
This is the weakness of the concept of motivation.

Nevertheless there is something psychologically more
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specific 1n it. For the will at the parting of the ways is un-
doubtedly by no means undetermined, but is very decidedly
determined. Otherwise it could not make a decision. If the
analogy to the physical nexus extends only so far that in
general a thorough-going determination in the inner life must
be assumed to prevail—whatever the type of determination
may be—it 18 not unjustifiable, since i1t fundamentally rests
upon a universal law of ontological determination which applies
just as much to psychic as to physical existence. If a man could
ever 1n face of an alternative stand in complete indeterminate-
ness, and therefore in the position of an ideal lhberum arb:-
trium indifferentice, he would, at all events in this position,
have no free will. Much rather would he have no will at all.
But as soon as a volition set in, it could set 1n only as a volition
which was determined and which decided according to the
one or the other side of the alternative; hence it could not in
any case be indifferent. In the sense of so-called “motivation”
the will would again be unfree, there would be a motive for
the decision. In general terms: if one thinks of the will as
freed from one “influence,” 1t forthwith falls under other
influences ; but if one thinks of 1t as freed from all “influences,”
one has also set aside the determinateness of the will, and has
therefore 1n fact set aside also the will itself.

+ Accordingly the case of the inner situation 1s exactly the
same as that of the outer. It 1s meamingless to say either that a
man could will independently of the inner situation or that
he ought to will independently of it. In every respect only a
volition within the inner situation and determined by it is
conceivable. Every barring-out of the situation, whether inward
or outward, falsifies its positive meaning, its necessary concrete
attachment to the determinateness of the will. A man ought
not to be at all independent of it; he ought to reckon with it.
But this is not to say that he ought to be wholly its slave.
Rather ought he to control the inner situation just as much as
the outer; within it he ought to be creative. Hence his freedom
can only consist in his having together with the inner situation
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still other determinants in himself, which he introduces from
himself into the mner situation, and in his throwing them into
the scales of the alternative before which he is placed both
inwardly and outwardly.

But in this it becomes even clearer that the concept of
freedom~—the only one that is tenable and ethically intelli-
gible—is essentially transformed. Freedom cannot consist
in negative indifference, but only in a positive determinateness
of a2 umque order, 1n a determination peculiar to the will itself,
in an autonomy of the will.

(f) THE FunpDAMENTAL ERROR IN NEGATIVE FREEDOM
oF CHOICE

It has become clear from what we have been saying that a
still profounder mistake is concealed both in outward and
inward freedom. It is the error of negativity, of the claim of
independence. Negative freedom as mere *freedom from
something’’ is altogether a false concept.

But precisely the same blunder is contawtd in all “freedom
of choice.” It is exactly this, to which the moral consciousness
clings most tenaciously. Is it, then, possible to discard all
freedom of choice and still hold fast to moral freedom? Where
does the error hie? Or are we here perhaps confronted with an
antinomy ?

If one entirely ignores the question from what precisely
the will is said to be free, if one only requires in general a
certain scope which remains open to it—and which is, after
all, compatible with wide-reaching inward and outward deter-
mination—, then the minimum of scope consists formally in a
duality of possibilities which must remain open. Between these
at the least the decision must also remain—so one involuntarily
believes. If a decision is still contained among the given deter-
minants, the will is not at all free.

This reflection takes up a position on the higher side of
decision. It fixes attention upon the still undecided wiil, that
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is, upon that will which does not yet know how it is about to
decide. This not-yet-knowing is a rightly conceived pheno-
menon. But it is still questionable whether the will at this
stage can be regarded as a free will, of the kind which we
are considering in respect of decision itself.

One needs only to bear the full import of this question in
mind, in order to see that it must be answered in the negative.
For it is clear that all that is needed is the addition of a specific
determinant (which perhaps is already present in a latent
state) in order to give to the will its decision on one side or the
other. After the decision has been made, if the attitude of
reflection itself is excluded, one sees it clearly—most clearly
if the motives of the case are discernible, and if one knows the
reason for the decision. Still the being held by a value—and
commonly valuational perspectives are the decisive factor—
appears as one motive among other motives.

When the will has chosen, it presents itself unmistakably as
determined. The act of choice itself is clear evidence of un-
mistakable determinedness. If the decisive factor is lacking in
the will, 1t does not choose. Hence if it chooses, one can no
longer say 1t 1s free 1n the sense of negative freedom of choice.
The choice itself consists in the imntroduction of a decisive
determinant. On this point it is a matter of indifference whether

- this determinant be inward or outward, whether it is provided
by the character or consists of “influences.”

The conclusion is startling: evidently negative freedom of
choice 18 not at all the freedom of the will for which we are
secking, concerning which alone there is any question in the
ethical problem and in which moral values and moral judgment
are involved. There is no tenable meaning in the “will,” not to
mention the deeper disposition or attitude of mind, if one
conunects it with negative freedom of choice. Free will 1s not
undetermined will, but precisely a will that is determined
and chooses determinately. Now in a positively determined
will there is always a decision made. That the will subsequently

accomplishes its choice “freely’’ is evidently a perverse notion
Ethcs—111 D
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which is easily explicable subjectively—because of the man’s
own ignorance of the factors which determine the choice.
The positively determined will has in reality already chosen.
Hence it has no more choice, it has no longer any alternatives
before it. The one who chooses in the sense of arbitrium in-
differentie stands on the hither side of the determined will,
hence on a summit anterior to volition proper. He is not willing
at all, therefore he is not willing freely. He can just as well be
unfree and choose unfreely. The latter case would then signify
nothing more than that the process of the decision of the will
in favour of one side of the alternative 1s carried out in rigid
dependence upon certain determuning factors, and is therefore
necessitated. But that is exactly what must be rejected as un-
freedom of the will by anyone who mustakes negative freedom
of choice for moral freedom.

Plato’s expression, airia éAouévov, when understood in the
sense of negative freedom of choice, is false. If the man who
chooses were to blame, then it would rather be God who would
be to blame. But Plato says: feds dvairios. Hence even for
Plato the guilt of the man who chooses 1s not that of one who
18 undetermined in his choice, but of one who is determined.
But then we must abandon the negative concept of freedom
altogether as contrary to sense. Not he who chooses has the
guilt, but he who determines the choice. Yet determination is
accepted as the contrary of freedom. How 1s this contradiction
to be resolved ?



Section II

THE CAUSAL ANTINOMY






CHAPTER 1V (1Lxvi)

THE SIGNIFICANCE OF KANT’S SOLUTION

(a) THE PROJECTION OF THE INTELLIGIBLE WORLD INTO THE
WORLD OF APPEARANCE

THE contradiction to which the postulate of the freedom of
the will leads can be solved only if determination and freedom
are not opposed to each other. But then moral freedom must
originally mean not independence, indeterminedness, that 1s,
not at all “freedom from something,” but precisely a deter-
minedness sui generis. And the obvious point in this change of
position is the transformation of the concept of freedom from
a purely negative into a purely positive one.

This transformation Kant achieved in his solution of the
causal antinomy. It 1s accordingly in place here to examine
his solution as regards 1ts philosophical import.

Kant starts from the presupposition that the totality of the
cosmic processes is throughout causally determined. The
antithesis in his antinomy gives clear expression to this. To
the regularity which prevails in this unmistakable nexus there
‘is no exception, not even in man. Man belongs to the natural
world as a part of it. His doing and his leaving undone are
entirely drawn into it and into its regularity, Hence in this
sense at all events he is not free. This means that he is not
free from the causal nexus. There is no freedom ‘“in the nega-
tive sense.” That would mean a gap in the causal nexus of the
world. But according to the entire meaning of cosmic regularity,
such a gap cannot exist.

If moral freedom consisted in ‘negative freedom,” the
whole question would thereby be settled in a negative sense.
It is otherwise if there is a “‘freedom in the positive sense,” that
is, if there is a positive order of the will together with the
order of nature, a determinant which itself is not contained in
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the causal course of the world, but which in the will of man
enters into the world of appearance. Now under what condi-
tion is this possible? Evidently only if man does not belong
to nature alone, but at the same time rises into a second realm
with a law of its own, if he, therefore, 1s not only a natural
being but 1s also as Kant says a rational being. The latter
expression may be ambiguous on account of the note of
idealistic rationalistn which pervades i1t. One must for a time
accept this ambiguity and consider whether 1t cannot after-
wards be removed, without danger to the essence of the matter.

At first glance Kant’s doctrine of freedom appears to
be purely methodological, hence extremely problematical.
“Nature,” in which the all-pervasive law of causality offers no
room for negative freedom, is itself only an ‘“‘appearance’;
behind it stands the self-existent world of which no experience
gives us knowledge, but which manifests unmistakably in all
the ultimate problems of knowledge. This self-existent reality
is an “‘intelligible world,” which 1s not subject to the categories
of the sensible world, and therefore not subject to causality.
Over against the natural world, which only “appears,” there is
a real world. Now, granted that we could prove that in the
world of appearance there is one point at which determined-
nesses of the intelligible world penetrate it, and call forth in it
the beginning of a new (hence a causal) series of appearances,
then at this point in the causal nexus itself a power would
intervene which did not emanate from it, which therefore
would have behind itself no causal series of origins, but would
draw such a series after it. This accordingly would be a
“causality issuing from freedom,” or a “freedom in the positive
sense.’

() THE CausaL NEXUS AND THE SOMETHING MORE IN
DETERMINATION
If we accept its methodological presuppositions, we can easily
see in how far there is in this a kind of solution. The essential
r Cf. Chapter II (c), Vol. III.
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thing here is simply to demonstrate that in the causal nexus
there is room for a unique determination which is not causal
in its origin. 'This would not happen at the expense of the causal
nexus. The general causal interlacement within the cosmic
process must go on uninterrupted.

But it is exactly this which Kant’s sheory effects. The causal
nexus would be broken, if anything in it were suspended,
violated or cut off—as would be required in ““negative freedom.”
But here no one of its determining items is suspended; all
the causal determinants, which accompany the human will
(let us say, as “motives”’) and are efficacious in 1t, remain un-
affected. But to them is added a new determinant. And this 1s
radically distinguished from the remaining factors only in the
fact that it is not itself the effect of prior causes, but descends
out of another sphere into the causal nexus, out of a sphere in
which no chain of causes exists.

Hence “freedom” in the positive sense is here actually
achieved. It is not a Minus in determination (like “negative”
freedom), but is evidently a Plus. The causal nexus does not
admit of a Minus. For 1ts law affirms that a series of effects,
once it has entered upon its course, can by no kind of external
agency be annulled. It may however very well admit of a
Plus—if only there be such—, for its law does not affirm
that no elements otherwise determined could be added to the
causal elements of a process. If one should make an ideal cross-
section through the bundle of causal threads, the determina-
tional items which would be laid bare would produce a total
determination of all the ensuing stages of the process and
would constitute in this sense a totality. But this totality is
never absolutely closed; it does not prevent the addition of
new determining elements—if there be such; and the process
is never broken by such an addition, it 1s only diverted. Pre-
cisely this is the peculiarity of the causal nexus, that it does
not allow 1itself to be suspended or broken but does permit of
being diverted. The further course of the process then is
different from what it would have been if it had lacked the
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new determinant; but no one of the original causational
factors in it is on this account diminished; all are just as
efficacious and unhindered in the diverted process as they
would have been if no diversion had taken place.

The case may be stated in this wise, The human will is an
appearance among appearances; it has the same *‘empirical
reality” as have the natural processes. Hence it is subject to
complete determination through the total series of causes
which permeate it. But by them the possibility of its deter-
minateness 1s not altogether exhausted. It can be determined
over and above them, provided there is a determination of
another kind. Now granted that there is such, then the will’s
total determination is a duplex of what is in itself qualitatively
heterogeneous: that s, there is a synthesis of causal and non-
causal determinations. The former derive from the infinitude
of the causal nexus of the umiverse; but the latter first arise
in the will, and thereby first enter into the cosmic nexus, in
which henceforth they work as further determinants. Accord-
ingly there inheres in them exactly what the thesis of the
antinomy affirms: “‘an absolute spontaneity of causes, a series
of appearances which, beginning from themselves, take their
course according to natural laws.” In the former, on the
contrary, the antithesis holds good.

(c) KaNT’s TRANSCENDENTAL IDEALISM, ITs SoLUTION

The objectionable feature in this theory is to be found in
its methodological drapery. Even the antithesis between a
natural and a rational being can scarcely be accepted, unless
something else 1s concealed in it. But finally the presuppositions
of transcendentalism are wholly arbitrary. That nature, and
with it the causal nexus, are nothing but “appearances,” that
behind them stands an “‘intelligible’’ world which 1s real but
does not appear, and that it is this real world which in positive
freedom projects itself into the sphere of appearances,—all
this is mere metaphysical construction. That nature is nothing
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but appearance is the thesis of the idealism which is rooted in
the doctrine of the subjectivity of the categories and in the
doctrine of “consciousness in general’’; that in positive freedom
the real world projects itself into the world of appearance is a
consequence of the ethical rationalism which sees in the moral
law an autonomy of ‘“‘reason.” The intelligible world is then
ultimately reason itself, which in its practical activity has
primacy over its theoretical activity.

Now the question is: How in reality does the solution given
by Kant to the antinomy stand to these methodological pre-
suppositions, upon which they seem to be built? Is it detach-
able from them, or does it stand or fall with them? If the
latter be the case, all further investigation would be wasted
upon it.

To-day it is no longer a secret that Kant’s systematic con-
struction was from beginning to end not commensurate with
the magnitude of the problem he set. Already in his hands the
problems burst bounds. Whoever intends to confine Kant’s
work to its transcendental idealism falls at the first step into
contradictions, It is the greatness of Kant that the conse-
quences of his mode of setting the problem are incomparably
more important than those of his system. This applies also to
the problem of freedom. And 1n this sense 1t 1s not only quite
possible to separate the meaning of the solution of his third
antinomy from the fetters of his idealistic system, but it is even
necessary—at least if one wishes to understand its philoso-
phical, super-temporal and super-historical significance.r

The Kantian distinctions between appearance and the
thing-in-itself, between the sensible and the intelligible world,
natural and rational being, as well as everything which is
metaphysically related to these—such as the origin of causal
uniformity in the transcendental subject or of the moral law

' Cf Hartmann'’s Diesseits von Idealismus und Realismus, von Beitrag
zur Scherdung des Geschichtlichen und Ubergeschichthichen in  der
Kantischen Philosophie, Kantstudien, XXI1X, brochure 1, 2, 1924,
especially Sections 1 and 6.
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in practical reason—, are evidently not what would produce
the solution of thc antinomy. Whether, for example, the
causal nexus is appearance or exists in itself is evidently a
matter of indifference for the question whether it can or
cannot at any point of its course take up heterogeneous deter-
minants together with its own, that is, whether it can take
them up without doing violence to its own. But solely upon this
question depends the possibility of ‘‘positive freedom” in a
world throughout determined causally. What is of importance
is not reality or ideality, not the origin of the uniformity or
that of the heterogeneous determinants, but solely the cate-
gorial structure of the causal nexus itself on the one side and
on the other side the presence of heterogeneous determinants.
IIf one insists upon the real existence of the causal nexus, nothing
is changed 1n the situation. To be sure, the whole structure of
the world 1s different, but not the problem of freedom in the
causal nexus. Only to this, not to the structure of the world, is
any importance to be attached.

What then remains as the essential part of the Kantian
doctrine of freedom, if one allows the idealistic interpretation
to drop? Only two elements: the categorial concept of the
causal nexus and the double stratification of the world.

In Kant the latter presents itself in the form of a dualism
between appearance and thing-in-itself. In the contrast
between the empirical and the intelligible, this permeates the
double nature of man as a natural and rational being. All these
metaphysical definitions are unessential to the matter. The
only essential point 1s that there are in general two layers, two
orders of conformity, two kinds of determination in the one
world, the world in which man exists, and that both manifest
themselves in man himself. For if the one layer is entirely
determined causally, there is need of a second laycr, in order
that out of it heterogeneous determinants may be projected
into the causal nexus. On the other hand, 1t is again a matter
of indifference whether this second layer is an *‘intelligible’’
world, whether 1t is practical reason, whether 1ts umiformity is
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an autonomy of reason or is something else. All that is needed
is that it should not be a causal uniformity; otherwise it would
coincide with the first layer, and the world would once more
be a single stratum and positive freedom would be impossible.

(d) THE TWOFOLD STRATIFICATION OF THE WORLD, CAUSAL
NEexus AND MoORAL Law

In fact behind the Kantian duality of the sensible and the
intelligible world there lies concealed a most essential dis-
covery. But 1t has nothing to do with idealistic metaphysics.
Its object was to show that besides the causal order there is
another, which we meet with only in the will of man but which
we can verify there just as certainly as we can verify the causal
order in the process of nature. Kant produced this proof in his
doctrine of the moral law. The moral law 1s a “fact,” even 1f
not “empirical.” Because it is a fact, 1t is a power 1n man’s
moral life; hence man 1s capable of determination through the
moral law. For Kant this fact 1s distinct evidence that behind
the causally determined stratum of the world there exists that
second stratum. And at the same time it 1s evidence that at
least in man the two strata are connected, that 1s, the order of
the second stratum strikes into that of the first. This 1s what is
‘meant by saying that there exists a self-direction of the human
will according to the moral law. For the human will 1s always
causally determined in various ways. But man is positively
free in that over and above this determinedness he experiences
a Plus of determination, which is not contamned 1n the causal
factors, a determination through the moral law.

That this is a correctly discerned relationship we shall soon
be convinced, if we recall what sort of a law the moral law is.
Of course its content 1s here as much a matter of indifference
as is the ideality of the causal nexus; the whole question con-
cerns its structure. The moral law is an imperative, a law of
the Ought. To use non-Kantian language, it is an expression
of the Ought of certain moral values—not of all, only of such
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as can in any case be intelligently demanded. The power of
these values to determine the human will is the tacit presupposi-
tion of the categorical imperative, a presupposition well founded
in valuational feeling. Now this power is evidently of a different
nature from that of causal determination. It is not a compulsion
as is that of natural law$. It is merely a claim. And the pecu-
liarity of man’s moral being is that among the “motives’ which
inwardly determine him, this claim, purely as such, can weigh
very heavily in the scales. To see this, no special metaphysics
of the will, ikewise no psychology, is needed. The weight of
the claim in the conduct of men is simply an actual ethical
fact. That in reality men seldom enough fulfil the claim cannot
be brought as an objection against it. The very nature of the
law excludes the 1dea of compulsion. And should anyone be
inclined to take up a sceptical attitude on the ground that such
a defective fulfilment is proof of a lack of determining power
there always remains the entirely different but equally in-
controvertible fact that human conduct 1s approved and dis-
approved from the point of view of the law.

At all events one must concede to the Kantian doctrine of
freedom two positive achievements: first, a demonstration of
the fact that there 1s a power in the moral Ought, which as a
heterogeneous, non-causal, determining factor, strikes into the
nexus of causal trends, and, secondly, a demonstration that the
Jstructure of the causal nexus makes such an intervention
possible, without any interruption to itself,

On the other hand, Kant’s view that the power of the moral
law consists in a self-legislation of “reason,” that there exists
a homo noumenon which exercises autonomous activity, is quite
subordinate to his achievements and may be discarded along
with the rest of his idealistic metaphysics. To discard it is in
so far important that then the essence of the Kantian doctrine
can without forcing be applied to the table of values. For
instance, in the order of the Ought, in the claims which the
moral values make upon man, the values are indeed autono-
mous—and autonomous exactly as regards the order of
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nature—but their autonomy is not that of reason. Moral
commandments do not issue from reason but are directed
towards it. This, however, as regards the law of causality, is a
matter of indifference, so far as the heterogeneity of the moral
claim is concerned. Whether the power which here intervenes
comes from reason or from values which are self-existent makes
a difference only as regards the nature of moral principles,
but none as regards the positive meaning of moral freedom as a
Plus of determination in a world which is causally determined
throughout.



CHAPTER V (LXIX)

DETERMINISM AND INDETERMINISM

(@) Tue RapicaL ELIMINATION OF CONCEPTUAL ERRORS

IF one recalls the swarm of traditional errors which, by a
single happy stroke, Kant was the first to avoid, one will be
the better able to appreciate the significance of his doctrine
of freedom, even with its load of idealistic metaphysics. With
him there is no longer any trace of the confusion of freedom
of will with freedom of action, or even with legal freedom.
Likewise, all blending of moral with religious freedom is
avoided. Sull more significant 1s 1t that Kant grants no place
either to “outward” or “inward” freedom, despite their popu-
larity. By asserting the supremacy of the causal nexus he
barred out all independence of the course not only of outward
"events and situations, but also of inner (psychological) events
"and situations. Finally, his avoidance of all ambiguities con-
cerning ‘‘freedom of choice’ gives pre-eminence to his theory.
In this respect Kant’s significance 1s far from being exhausted
in the exposition given above. Of special importance is his
coming of concepts which transform popular notions of
freedom 1nto philosophic interpretations, and which, in
their very terminology, contrary to all expectation, bear
upon their face the paradoxes: ‘‘freedom 1n the positive
sense,” ‘‘causality issuing from freedom,” ‘“freedom under
law.”

One may view the matter from another side. Kant’s
service consists in having shown that the true meaning
of moral freedom is not the negative one of choice,
but the positive one of Jan order sui gemeris, which auto-
nomously encounters that of causality and nevertheless

adds itself to the prevailing texture of the real world, without
rending it.
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() Tur MisTAKE OF ETHICAL NATURALISM AND PsycHoLOGISM

But even now we have not exhausted Kant’s achievements.

He was also the first to expose to view a further series of

failures which are hidden in other theories but which he, by

the same happy stroke of genius, was able to avoid. They are

the errors of wp@rov Yeidos, which consist in the metaphysical

overloading of the concept of freedom—and of other concepts '
as well.:

In fact, even the order of nature, which stands over against
that of freedom, can be metaphysically overloaded. No error
18 more familiar than this. One transforms the category of
Nature into a universal cosmic category; one subjects not only
the physical world to the law of cause and effect, but the
spiritual and the mental worlds are said to be ruled by it, and
indeed only by it, or—to speak more exactly—only by laws
which, like those of Nature, have their basis in causality. If
one applies this notion to the will and to the totality of ethical
phenomena, one takes one’s stand in the midst of ethical
naturalism, One can reduce this theory to the crudity of
materialism ; in which case consciousness, and with 1t the will
and the ethos, are resultants of bodily functions. This theory
is still more common 1n the form of biological evolutiomsm,
thre tendency of which consists in tracing every ethical pheno-
menon of man, even his resolutions, dispositions and preferences,
to inheritance, to the influence of environment or of the con-
ditions of life, and to other simular causal factors.

It is plain that such a causal determinisin renders not only
negative freedom of choice but even positive freedom im-
possible. Of itself this would naturally be nothing agamnst
causal determinism; for whether there be such a thing as
moral freedom is precisely the matter in question. But as
such important consequences depend upon it, it would need
to be most firmly established. It 1s, however, far from being
8o established. Ethical naturalism quite arbitrarily transfers

* Cf. Chapter I1I (a), Vol. I1I.
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the causal nexus from natural events, in which it is at home,
to a domain which ewvidently has a different constitution and
manifests other laws. Here the mistake is committed of carry-
ing a single category too far. The metaphysical picture of the
world which it presents is indeed astonishingly simple; but its
very unity is suspicious, in face of the multiplicity and diver-
sity of phenomena. The very feature of the theory which was
supposed to commend it makes it doubtful. And as its very
simplicity excludes the possibility of positive freedom, the
universalizing of the causal nexus is a highly questionable
procedure.

Nor is it any improvement if, instead of incorporating
consciousness with the natural process, one confers upon it an
equally extensive psychic law of causality, analogous to that of
Nature. In such causal psychologism the whole domain of the
ethos is referred to psychic processes and is thus subjected
indirectly again to the causal nexus.

In both cases there 1s set up a monism of causal determina-
tion. And it is this which excludes freedom. From the Kantian
theory one can learn that freedom is never possible where a
single type of determination reigns throughout the world n all
its strata. Freedom is only possible where, in one world, at
least two types of determination are superimposed one upon
the other: only in such a world can a higher determination
adjust its determinants to a lower, so that, viewed from the
lower, an actual Plus of determination comes into existence.
Hence the mistake in ethical naturalism and psychologism is
by no means determinism, nor even the causal type of law, but
solely determinational monism. Over and above natural
fcausality there remains nothing which can determine the will.

It is to Kant’s lasting credit that in the human will he
recognized, besides the causal interweaving, a second type of
determination, and in moral conduct generally secured a posi-
tive position for it within the all-pervading causal nexus. That
he left it categorially indefinite is of course a defect. But the
deficiency can be made good. Thus causal determinism is
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rendered innocuous. It is restricted by a second, a non-causal
factor. The metaphysical exaggeration of causal domination in
the world—its exclusive reign—is abandoned.

{(¢) THE ERROR OF INDETERMINISM

Before Kant, the thorough-going determinism of the cosmic
process was universally regarded as an absolute obstacle to
freedom. The result was that efforts were made at any price
to break through this determimism. And accordingly indeter-
minism was postulated, at least within certain limits. It was
striven for; an attempt was made to wrench it from the um-
formity of nature. Fichte in his youth was typical of this
stage of the problem; before he became acquainted with
Kant’s teaching, he was inwardly engrossed with it. He felt
determinism to be slavery, indeed an outrage upon man; yet
he was unable to defend himself aganst 1it. This is why he
came to look upon Kant’s doctrine as a deliverance.

Now if from Kant’s pomt of view we survey the whole
alternative of determinism and indeterminism, we can criticize
the two theories at the same time.

We have seen that the error in determinism 1s not thorough-
going determination self, but simply the momnstic and ex-
clusive supremacy of one single type of it. If we once more
restrict natural umformity to Nature and assign to the mental
realm another kind of uniformuty, peculiar to itself, the latter
without further ado 1s free as regards the former But how
does the matter stand with indeterminism? Wherein does 1ts
mistake consist? Or in positive freedom do we perhaps retain
something of indeterminism?

Indeterminism finds scope for chance. In this metaphysical
sense, ‘“‘chance’” does not mean mdeterminedness, but only a
determinedness which 1s not conditioned by anything else.
Hence the “accidental” 1s not properly what 1s undetermined,
1t is only detached from the nexus which binds all existence

in a unified and thorough determination, This is neither a
Ethses—111 R
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meaningless conception of chance nor onme which can be
empirically controverted. Unconvincing is the objection to it,
that the unsophisticated man is always prone to regard as
accidental everything of which he does not comprehend the
causes. Although most of what 1s called “accidental” may be
so designated merely because of human ignorance, there might
very well be something which had determinedness purely in
itself.

But the relation of the ontological modalities speaks to
the contrary.* The ‘““accidental’” 1s something actual. Actuality,
however, is constituted of possibility and necessity. The actual
must be at least ontologically possible. But ontological possi-
bility—unlike the purely logical—does not consist in mere
freedom from contradiction, but in the real series of conditions.
In the strict sense a thing 1s “really possible,” only when the
whole series 1s at hand, down to the last member. On the
other side, however, 1t 1s then not only possible, but also
necessary, that is, 1t can no longer fail to appear. It could fail
to appear, so long as at least one condition in the series was
lacking. If that also were added, nothing more could prevent
the real actuality. But exactly this inevitability is ontological
necessity. The consequence 1s this: all that s ontologically
possibie is precisely thereby ontologically necessary also. Ilence,
in so far as only the possible can be actual, everything actual
must at the same time be ontologically necessary.

Now possibility and neccssity are relational modi. They
connect one existent with another Accordingly, if in every-
thing really possible there is concealed a covering relation of
ontological possibility and necessity, everything actual is bound
to the all-pervading relations of existence and to its order, and
there is nothing ontologically “accidental.”

In this modal order lies a radical refutation of indeterminism,
a proof of the existence of a pervading determination throughout
the world. Now 1if moral freedom were negative freedom of
choice, the problem of freedom mn the negative sense would

* Cf, Chapter XXI1II (8), Vol. 1.
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therewith be decided. And because the pre-Kantian philosophy
understood freedom as freedom of choice, it laid the whole
weight of the question upon the alternative of determimism
and indeterminism. The fact that for everyone who was in-
tellectually honest the scale of determinism held the heavier
weight can arouse no wonder. In this way is to be explamned
the scepticism which had become widespread in ethics. For
without freedom moral Being is something purely 1llusory.

For the first time the magnitude of Kant’s achievement in
his solution of the “third antinomy” can at this poimnt be
nghtly estimated. As soon as one replaces negative freedom by
“freedom in the positive sense,” the situation is reversed at
one stroke. Not only is indeterminism false ontologically; it
18 also shown to be a false ethical requirement There is no
need of 1t at all. There is a mpdTov Yeddos involved in thinking
that moral freedom should signify indeterminedness, and could
exist only in a world at least partially undetermned. It exists
unhindered only in a totally determined world. In such a
world 1ts one condition 1s that the cosmic determination be
not monistic, that is, not confined to a single, all-dominating
type of determnation which reduces everything to one level.

But the ontological law of complete determination by no
means contradicts this condition, It does not at all affirm that
every existential determinedness must needs be of one kind,
the causal kind, for instance. In the one world there may be
unlimited scope for many types of determination, one super-
imposed upon another, the higher of which as compared with
the lower always has the character of a Plus of determination,
and hence 1s free ‘““in the positive sense.”

{(d) THE TeLeoLoGIcAL CONCEPTION OF THE WORLD, ITS
CLamm IN THE QUESTION OF FREEDOM

In the Kantian theory of freedom there 1s an omission, and
mdeed an omission 1n 1ts presuppositions. It proceeds entirely
from the causal antinomy; accordingly 1t presupposes that the
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determinedness of the cosmic process is wholly causal. Of
course a kind of proof for this is found in the “analogies of
experience.” But the proof shows only that the causal law is
a valid law of Nature; it does not show that causality is the
only kind of natural nexus. For this a second proof ought by
rights to have been forthcoming, if the causal antinomy 1s to
embrace the whole of the problem.

The modal proof of a universal law of determination 1s of
no help here. This law only affirms that in general cverything
existent is determined, but not that all determination is causal.
It only posits the thesis of complete determinism as such, but
leaves quite open the type of determinism. Hence, so far as
this law 1s concerned, Nature might be determined altogether
differently, for instance, finalistically. And 1t is a fact of history
that immediately after Kant the teleological conception of
Nature emerged once more (1n 1ts most pronounced form with
Schelling) and continued to prevail in the idealistic systems.
But if one glances backwards from Kant, one ultimately finds
almost everywhere the teleological conception of the process of
Nature. It emanates from Aristotle, who 1s pre-eminently the
classic representative of this view, and survives throughout
later antiquity and the middle ages and far into modern times.
Almost the only exceptions are the materialistic theories and
those akin to them, which in respect to philosophic questions
proper are not to be taken at all seriously. Even Spmnoza can
scarcely be accepted as a causalist; precisely in categonal
structure his conception of causa sive ratio is ambiguous.

The pure causal concept, which modern natural science
has elaborated, forced its way but gradually into philosophy.
Even Leibniz himself, for all his ercogmtion of 1t, allowéd it
validity only as a phenomenal externality of existential con-
nections and propped it up metaphysically with a unitary
teleological nexus. In the historical line Kant stands practically
alone, however much he seems to be a model on this point for
present-day scientific thinking.

Accordingly we cannot avoid turning our attention also to
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the teleological conception of the universe. The question at
issue does not concern the general metaphysical appraisement
of teleology, but this alone: What becomes of freedom, if the
course of nature be determined not causally but finalistically ?
Does the same scope remain for positive freedom, or does
positive freedom become an impossibility ?

(¢) THE ERROR OF FINALISTIC DETERMINISM

‘The answer must be sought 1n the categorial structure of the
finalistic nexus itself. Is that nexus in a position to take on a
Plus of determination over and above its own inherent deter-
minedness, and indeed without destroying the latter? This is
the question at issue,

What exactly gave to the causal nexus the capacity to take up
heterogeneous determinants into 1ts texture? This, of course:
that with it at every stage a totality of determinative details
1s assembled, which allows of no kind of indeterminedness, and
yet is not on that account a closed totality; it always stands open
to factors from other quarters—if such there be. The proof
of this 1s the dirigibility of the causal series. It is not pledged
to any definite final stage; it moves on 1n complete indifference
as to the result. In its whole dependence 1t 1s controlled from
the earlier stage to the later in the same direction as the flow of
time and moves with it—never 1n the opposite direction. What
is contained in the earlier stage necessarily works itself out
in the later. Hence the later stage is only in so far determined
beforehand by the earlier as no new factors are added. But if
such are added, they modify the determinational complex and
thereby all the ensuing stages. Herein consists the diversion of
the process from its direction. Nothung opposes such a diver-
sion. In the causal nexus there 18 no power which would turn
the process back again into its origmal direction. There are
no “goals™ to the process, which as such were beforehand
laid down and worked determinatively towards the later stages.

In the finalistic process all this 1s changed. It sets out with
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the fixation of the final goal. The means are determined back-
ward from the end. Let us recall on this point the categorial
analysis given in Volume I.1

The connection between the beginning and the final stage is
threefold: first, by an overleaping of the time process the
end 1s set up; secondly, from the end backwards against the
course of time the series of means 1s determined; and, thirdly,
starting with the first means, through the same series the end
is actualized. One must not think of the first stage as a case of
natural teleology. How 1t comes about that ends of a process
are in general determined beforehand 1s here a matter of in-
difference (metaphysically, of course, it is by no means an
indifferent matter; but it 1s so, for the question of categorial
structure), The third kind of connection between beginning
and goal, the actualization, also comes into question here only
in a subordmate way; 1t 1s mn a forward direction, a causal
course, in which the series of means functions as a series of
causes. Thus only the second kind of connection 1s of prime
importance, the backward-running determination of the
means, starting with the end. This constitutes the distinctive
categorial novelty in the finalistic nexus.

Now the question 1s: Does this backward determination 1n
the stages of the process allow scope for the introduction of
determinants from other quarters, that 1s, for positive freedom?

One may reflect as follows. A newly arriving determinant
within a complex of determinants already at hand means that
‘the process 1s diverted. It thereby changes its direction, it
moves forward to something different. But in a teleological
process what does a change of direction mean? It can only
mean that the end s missed. But this signifies that the teleology
of the process 1s itself suspended, destroyed, violated. Hence
the finalistic process 1s differently related to a factor introduced
from other quarters; it cannot incorporate the latter. At every
stage 1ts system of determinants 1s a closed totality which
resists any addition. If one thinks of an introduction of hetero-

1 Cf, Chepter XX (b—¢), Vol. 1.
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geneous determinants, two cases are possible. Either the new
determinant is stronger than the finalistic nexus; then the
process is diverted and the nexus is broken. Or the finalistic
nexus 18 the stronger; then it overcomes the disturbance,
cancels the diversion that has occurred and leads the process
back again to the end. In neither case does that occur which
alone can fulfil the meaning of positive freedom: the incor-
poration of another kind of determinant into an undamaged
nexus. In the former case the nexus is injured; in the latter
the determinants are again extruded—they are, as it were,
paralysed in their efficacy (in other words, in their determina-
tive power).

One can easily visualize this relationship. In the causal
nexus the moving power of the process is behind and inheres
in what has preceded. It works like a mechanical propulsion
{which of course 1s only its simplest case), like a blind necessity,
indifferent to what the process brings forth. That is why an
mcoming Plus of determination in 1t is every time simply one
component more, which according to its direction and force
determines the result. Let us transfer this spacial picture to
the finalistic nexus: in its third stage the moving power is in
front (1n the direction of the process) But this third stage 1s
efficacious quite differently, not like a push, but like a pull,
like a power of attraction. The end is at the same time the
magnet of the nexus finalis. From it also there 1ssues a necessity,
but not a blind one that 1s indifferent to the result; it 1s a neces-
sity which 1s bound to the content of the pre-established result.
The finalistic nexus at the same time sees in anticipation, This
is why 1t cannot allow an intervention “from outside” to
occur; it offers resistance to such an occurrence at any price;
1t cancels every diversion. A power of artraction continues to
be bound to the attractive point, when it is once present to
the mind. In it the goal stands fixed beforehand. In spite of
every diversion it always leads the process back again to
itself, as the point in view.

In a world determined finalistically throughout, such as
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"the later metaphysics under the spell of a time-honoured

prejudice accepted almost unanimously, moral freedom is an
impossibility. The categonial structure of the finalistic nexus
bars it out. If a teleology of the existential process was onto-
logically fixed, there would be no place in the world for the
existence of morality, and all ethical phenomena would be
phantom-appearances. Man would already be pre-ordained in
his will, 1n his spiritual attitude, indeed in all his behaviour;
and all accountability, every feeling of responsibility would
be an illusion—perhaps a gracious one, but just the same an
illusion. There would be no room for a moral being. ‘“Man”
is possible only in a world not teleologically determined.

This is why the ethical problem 1n 1ts full significance could
not make iwself felt until the teleological conception of the
world was overthrown This 1s also why Fichte and Iegel
must needs miss the ethical problem, just as the pre-Kantian
philosophy had missed 1t. Kant continued to be misunderstood

"in the essential point of his ethics. For 1t was he who in this

matter, from a right instinct for the problem, although not
with complete clearness of insight, took the only possible line
of procedure. What looks like an omission 1n his theory—that
the antinomy is only a causal, not a finalistic antinomy—, is
proof of his profound understanding of the real problem. Not
only would a finalistic conception of the world have utterly
missed the greatest achievement of modern thought—deliver-
ance from the nightmare of teleology—, but 1t would also, being
the antithesis of the achievement, have rendered impossible
the solution of the antimomy of freedom,

A finalistic antinomy cannot be solved. What Kant’s con-
temporaries felt as a deliverance in his theory of freedom was
indeed a deliverance from determinism, not, however, from
causal determinism, as 1s generally supposed, but from finalistic
determmism. It was precisely causal deterrunism which re-
mained unaffected.

In finalistic determinism inheres the great mpdirov Yeddos,
from which in fact Kant’s Critigue freed ethics,



CHAPTER VI (ixx)

DETERMINISM, CAUSAL AND FINALISTIC

(@) METAPHYSICAL PARADOXES

THuE problem which now confronts us has something extremely
paradoxical about it. The indeterminism to which men have
been in the habit of taking flight, in order to be able to rescue
moral freedom, has proved itself to be not only false meta-
physically but superfluous. The causal determinism which
has been most feared has been shown to be perfectly innocuous;
but finalistic determinism, which has been supreme for so
lgfig in philosophic theories and has been held to be harmless,
kas turned out to be the real evil, the destroyer of human
freedom.

Here everything must be learned all over again. This can
be done only by tracing back to their bedrock the categorial
connections which in this matter are the decisive factors.

Why have men expected the reverse relation of the two
types of determinism to the freedom of the will? The answer
1s easy. From of old the causal nexus has found a congenial

* home 1n those metaphysical theories in which the freedom of
the will fared worst, pre-eminently in the materialistic theories.
Conversely, where a stricter concept of freedom has emerged 1n
the history of philosophy, it has somehow been most closely
attached to universal cosmic teleology.

But behind this historical association of motives is un-
doubtedly hidden also a kinship of system. That sort of deter-
mination which—at least in tendency—issues from values,
namely, the pure Ought-to-Be, is evidently akin in its structure
to the finalistic nexus. In the Ought inheres just that pressure
towards a goal; values are the points at which idealistic ten-
dencies aim. And where the tendency becomes actual, for
example, where a person’s disposition or will alters, there the
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tendency becomes a positive finalistic relation. In volition
proper there are always valuational materials which constitute
the contents of ends, In its categorial form, Will is already
a finalistic nexus; it is the teleology of man; it is what makes
him superior to other entities and enables him to actualize
values m the real world. What stands in the way of such
actualization is only the fact that everything real brings with
it its own causal determinateness, which vastly restricts from
the very beginning any desire of control over it. But now if
one thinks of the causal nexus as penetrating into the inner-
most Will, the will seems to be cramped and the teleology of
its aims is from the start subjected to a mechanically efficacious
selection of contents. This, howcver, means that the more one
mechanizes the world, so much the more does one restrict the
teleology of man—and with 1t his freedom of will—; and the
more one teleologizes the world, so much the more does man
as a teleologically effective being fit homogeneously into it.

‘This is a view which, whether unconsciously or consciously,
floats before teleological thinkers, in so far as they are in-
terested in the freedom of the will. To the unsophisticated
mind 1t appears self-evident; and yet it 1s the grossest meta-
physical blunder which can possibly be made in the ethical
field. The misleading element in 1t inheres 1n the undeniable
homogeneity between the finalistic nexus and the Will (at
least as the carrier of the Ought), and the equally undemable
heterogeneity between the mechanism of the causal series and
the teleology of every tendency that is directed towards a
value. But it is exactly this homogeneity and this hetero-
geneity, which upon closer categorial analysis give the lie to
the misleading presupposition, a presupposition which is
always accepted as if 1t were self-evident.

'This, of course, would not be the case if the essence of
freedom inhered in teleology as such. Then, in a universe
determined throughout teleologically, not only man but every
natural entity would be “free.” But such is not the essence of
freedom, not even of “freedom in the positive sense,” Teleology
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is only a kind of ontological determination—along with
causality and other possible kinds. Freedom, however, is by
no means simply a kind of determination, but is a specific
relation between at least two kinds of determination, namely,
the relation of a higher to a lower, in so far as both co-exist
1n one and the same real world and apply to one and the same
occurrence. Among the beings which are subject to the lower
type of determination, that one is then free “in the positive
sense,” which in addition to this subjection also comes under
the law of a higher determination,

(6) A REFERENCE BACK TO THE LAW OF CATEGORIAL
DEPENDENCE

Both causal and finalistic determination, when taken in the
absolute sense, that 1s, when monistically applied to the whole
cosmic structure, commit exactly the same blunder, although
in the opposite direction, Both reduce the world to uruformuty;
they give 1t a type of relational simplicity, which excludes
freedom. A umversalized causal deterrmimism converts man
into a mere natural entity, it degrades hum; a universalized
finalistic determimism transforms Nature into a being that 1s
directed to ends, into such a being as man 1s; 1t raises Nature
up to his level. Both theories reduce everything to a common
denominator. They thereby nullify the umqueness of Moral
Being in the vorld. And again they thereby extinguish man’s
freedom; but with it at the same time morality itself. The
positive significance of a free being in a determined world
can be due to nothing else than to his superior position, to
that heterogeneous Plus of determunation which he has over
and above other actual entities.

Hence 1n both cases the mistake lies not in the determinate-
ness 1tself, but in the monism of determunation. Nevertheless the
kind of error 1in causal determunism 1s different from that
inherent in finalistic determinism.

We can best see this if we return to the laws of categorial



76 THE FREEDOM OF THE WILL

dependence, which have already been cited in another con-
nection.! As the types of determination have unmistakably the
character of categorial structures, the three laws of dependence
