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Series Editor’'s Preface

The era of German Idealism stands alongside ancient Greece and the French
Enlightenment as one of the most fruitful and influential p,erioc.is. in the his-
tory of philosophy. Beginning with the publicarion of Kant’s Cr'{ttqtce of Pure
Reason in 1781 and ending about ten years after Hegel's death in 1831, tl:ne
period of “classical German philosophy” transformed whole fiel.ds c_vf phil-
asophical endeavor. The intellectual energy of this movement is still very
much alive in contemporary philosophy; the philosophers of that period
continue to inform our thinking and spark debates of interpretation. ’

After a period of neglect as a result of the early analyric 'philt.asophcrs
rejection of idealism, interest in the field has grown exponentially in recent
years. Indeed, the study of German Idealism has perhaps never been more
active in the English-speaking world than it is today. Many books appear
every year that offer historical/interpretive approaches to understanding th.e
work of the German Idealists, and many others adopt and dtivelop their
insights and apply them to contemporary issues in cpistemology, meta-
phyg?cs, edlics,pgo};itics, and aesthetics, among other fields. In addition, a
number of international journals are devoted to idealism as a whole and to
specific idealist philosophers, and journals in both the history of philosophy
and contemporary philosophies have regular contributions on the German
Idealists. In numerous countries, there are regular conferences and study
groups run by philosophical associations that focus on this period and its
key figures, especially Kane, Fichre, Schelling, Hegel, and Schopenhauer.

As part of this growing discussion, the volumes in the Palgrave Handéo?ks
in German Idealism series are designed to provide overviews of the major
figures and movements in German Idealism, with a breadth and depth of
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As far as I can see, it would not be inconsistent for a mere pessimist

believe in an evil or sadistic God who created sentient beings in order to toe.

ture or destroy them: ‘As flies to wanton boys are we to the gods/They kill
for their sport’ (King Lear IV.1. 44-45).

To say that everyone wears shoes that pinch does not mean that everyope?
feels the pinch in the same place or 1o the same degree. Barbara Hannap

rightly calls our artention to Schopenhauer’s recognition of this fact: ‘M

distress, temporary relief from mild distress, boredom, and temporary relief;
from boredom constitute the great part of human existence for the most’
fortunace. The less fortunate have it even worse' (The Riddle of the World:|
A Reconsideration of Schopenbauer’s Philosophy (Oxford: Oxford Umvctsuy'

Press, 2009), 124).

Note that if Schopenhauer is right, the Cartesian starting-point in phi -
losophy—one’s immediately known subjectivity or self—ultimarely leads*
to a metaphysic which relegates that starting-point to the level of mm‘l

appearance.

I thank Sandra Shapshay for her helpful comments on an earlier draft of thls i

chapter.
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“  Schopenhauer's Two Metaphysics:
_ A Transcendental and Transcendent
ilg’
Alistair Welchman

' #The world is my representation” (WWR I, 23; SW 2:3). With this opening line
' of The World as Representation, Schopenhauer positions himself squarely within
‘the tradition of Kant's transcendental idealism. This is the doctrine according
\to which the best explanation of our experience of objects is that several cru-
ial aspects of that experience, including space and time, are formal structures
' of human cognition that make experience possible.! Objects of experience are
 empirically real bur eranscendentally ideal. As a corollary, we possess 4 priori
knowledge of the basic spauotcmporal properties of empirical objects because
' these formal structures make experience of objects possible in the first place; bur
| by the same roken, we do not know whar things are in themselves, only as they
| appear to us. Schopenhauer’s first sense of the metaphysical comprises the syn-
| thetic cognition & priori that makes experience possible, This is Schopenhauer’s
' transcendental metaphysics, which he never officially abandons, but which
' is much more prominent in his eatliest work, like the 1813 Fourfold Root of
 the Principle of Sufficient Reason. As he developed philosophically however,
.\ Schopenhauer devised a second sense of the metaphysical. This second sense also
' depends, albeit negarively, on transcendental idealism because its central claim—
' that the thing in itself should be identified with will—looks like precisely a
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specics of transcendent metaphysies, a claim that goes beyond the possibility of

experience into the cognitively forbidden realm of things in themselves. I shall
argue however thac this second sense of the meraphysical can be formulated
much more independently of transcendental idealism, following a recent simi-
lar interpretation of Kanr due to Rae Langron.? This makes for some surprising
connections to contemporary metaphysics.

Transcendental Metaphysics

In S2 of The World as Will and Representation, Schopenhauer identifies with
the main thrust of Kant's transcendental philosophy, enumerating a number
of “forms of cognition” (WWR 1, 25; SW 2:6) that he describes in “Kantian
terms” by saying that they “lie in our consciousness @ priori.” Schopenhauer’s
list of transcendental conditions is similar to Kant's, with some simplifications
and additions of his own. The forms of space, time, and causality come fairly
directly from Kant. But Schopenhauer adds the division of experience into
subject and object (WWR 1, 23; SW 2:3). In his Fourfold Root of the Principle
of Suffficient Reason (1813/1847), he argues thar the ancient principle of suf-
ficient reason provides the basic strucrure of all necessary relations berween
representarions (objects), including those that make experience possible.

Kanc's critique of transcendent metaphysics is well-known, bur the

Critique of Pure Reason is a critigue of metaphysics and not a complete rejec-
tion of it: Kant identifies metaphysics in general with synthetic propositions
that can be known 4 priori (e.g., B18).> He does deny the possibility of syn-
thetic knowledge 2 priori that goes beyond the possibility of experience, but
his grounds for doing so are developed from a positive doctrine, transcen-
dental idealism, thar is based on the truch of a set of just such synthetic «
préori propositions: the conditions of possibility of experience itself. Thus,
according to Kant, while transcendent metaphysics is impossible, transcen-
dental metaphysics is nor.

Schopenhauer, especially early in his career, understood his version of the
positive doctrines of transcendental idealism as a species of metaphysics.
For instance, in the first (1813) edition of 7be Fourfold Root, §34 is entided
“Metaphysical Truth” and runs as follows:

‘The conditions of all experience can be a ground of a judgement, which is
then a synthetic @ priori judgement. Such a judgement also has material truth
and, indeed, metaphysical truth. For such a judgment is determined through
just that which derermines experience itself. (EFR 181; 7:57)
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So, the first sense in which Schopenhauer’s metaphysics is to be under-
stood is in terms of his commitment to transcendental idealism and hence
to the synthetic @ priori knowledge that makes experience possible.' Hcfc,
Schopenhauer modifies Kant in important ways by eliminating the wipartite
Kantian distinction berween sensibility, understanding, and reason in favor
of a dichotomy between intuitive knowledge and conceptual/rational knowl-
edge while greatly diminishing the imporrance of reason. o

Schopenhauer describes intuitive knowledge as “intellectual perception
or “intellectual intuition™ (the German term is Anschauung). This has noth-
ing to do with Schelling’s notorious notion of intellectual intuifio.n, a faa:llty
for supersensible cognition. Whar Schopenhauer has in mind is mstea_d just
the view that intuition of spatiotemporal particulars is mediaced by signifi-
cant information processing: As directly sensed modifications of the bt.)dy
are treated as an “effect” and “referred back to its cause, the intuicion arises
of this cause as an object” (WWR I, 32-3; SW 2:13). '

This view gives Schopenhauer a wonderfully compact Vfarsion of Kant's
critique of Hume's empiricist account of causaliry and positive transce.ndcn—
tal argument for the apriority of causation. Hume claims thar we ob.tam our
concept of causality from experience, i.e., from the constant conjunction
and temporal contiguity of our experiences of pairs of objn-zcts.or events. Bu't
Schopenhauer demonstrates that it is only through the apphcano’n of an a pri-
ori cognitive structure of causation that the mere “dara” of sensation can bc;: an
object of experience in the first place. Thus, Hume’s account is self-defeating:
The experience from which he wants to derive causation in fact presupposes
it. And chis result of course corresponds to a proof of the aprioricity of causa-
tion, given that we do in fact have experience of objects (FW 50; SW 4:27).

A noteworthy feature of Schopenhauers transcendental idealist metaphys-
ics is the extent to which he values and privileges intuitive/perceptual knowl-
edge (Erkennen, often wanslated as cognition) as opposed to conceptual/rational
knowledge (Wissen). Reason is the faculty of concepts, for Schopenhauer, and
he defines concepts very simply: A concept is the representation of one or more
other representations, and it is a “representation of a representation (W’WR L
2:49/64). This makes concepts {and reason) wholly dependent on intuitive
knowledge (and understanding), something thar vividly colors Schopcnhat.lers
account of reason, which is very much more modest than his idealist compatriots.

Science, for instance, is concerned with causation, and our apprehension
of causes is intuitive, and indeed, intuition just is (a form of) causal positing
(of objects as the causes of the effects we experience directly in ser%sati'on?.
So, “the understanding’s knowledge of cause and effect is indeed intrinsi-
cally deeper, more complete, and more exhaustive than an abstract thought
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of cause and effect” (WWR 1, 78; SW 2:63, tm) and natural laws and forces
must be “grasped intuitively by the understanding” before being expressed in
conceprual-propositional form.

Scientific knowledge in general is not metaphysical because it contains an
empirical component and is not wholly  prieri. But, Schopenhauer main-
tains a similar view about the role of reasoning in the meraphysical, i.e., a
priori and transcendental aspects of natural science, e.g., the persistence of
matter. “This truch” he says “has been evident to everyone, everywhere and
at all times,” and so our conviction cannot stem from “hair-splitting” argu-
ments like Kants, even if those arguments are correct (WWR I, 93; SW
2:80). This idea I think is important for understanding Schopenhauer’s own
philosophical methodology. Argument has some value, bur intuitive percep-
tion is more important, even for metaphysical and philosophical truths: To
use Schopenhauer's image from his analysis of geomerry, metaphysical truths
are grounded in a cerrain kind of seeing: The schauen from which Anschauung
(intuition) is derived is strongly visual.4 This idea is well-known to have had
an important impact on Wittgenstein; bur perhaps the equally well-known
argumentative paucity of Schopenhauer’s texts can be in part made up for by
understanding them in the broadly phenomenological tradition, where appro-
priate description plays as imporrant a role as rational argumentarion.’

Transcendent Metaphysics

After 1813, Schopenhauer increasingly comes to think of metaphysics in a dif-
ferent way, as describing things as they are in themselves, beyond representa-
tional experience. “If we want to get beyond this representation, we come to the
question of the thing in itself; and the answer to this question is the theme of
my entire work, as it is the theme of all metaphysics in general” (WWR I, 473;
SW 2:527). This second conception of the metaphysical is more familiar since it
corresponds roughly to Kant's understanding of sranscendent metaphysics.

The meraphysical view for which Schopenhauer is of course famous
is that Kant’s thing in itself should be identified with the will: After “the
world as representation, or appearance” is subtracted, “all that remains is the
purely meraphysical, the thing in itself which we will recognize in the second
book as che will” (WWR II, 18; SW 3:22). This signature doctrine—whose
exact meaning is not as clear as its bald statement would make it seem—was
developed by Schopenhauer berween the publication of his doctoral disserta-
tion, The Fourfold Root of the Principle of Sufficient Reason (1813), and his
main work The World as Will and Representation (1819). As a resul, later edi-
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tions of the Fourfold Root replace the word “metaphysical,” used to describe
conditions of possibility of experience, with the word “transcendental” to
indicate a shift in meaning of the term “metaphysics.”

Schopenhauer’s Argument

The whole first book of the Warld as Will and Representation, which is ofh-
cially devoted to the world as representation, is constantly interrupted by
references to the world as will, and it is instructive to consider the anxiery
Schopenhauer experiences about the inadequacy of the world as representa-
tion. In the very first section of the first volume of The World as Will and
Representation, Schopenhauer describes an “inner reluctance” (WWR 1, 24;
SW 2:5) he expects the reader to feel ar the idea that the world is (only)
representation, a relucrance that is particularly acute in the case of our own
bodies (WWR I, 40; SW 2:22).

Schopenhauer is clear abour the root cause of this reluctance: It is because
the world as representation “exists only relatively” (WWR I, 28; SW 2:8-9),
that is objects (representations) “can be exhaustively traced back to the nec-
essary relation of objects to each other, so that the being [Dasein] of objects
consists in nothing but chis relation” (WWR 1, 27; SW 2:7). These claims
are compressed references back to The Fourfold Root, where Schopenhauer
follows Kane in arguing that space (FR 124-5; SW 1:132-3), time (FR
12-16; SW 1:133-4), and causation (FR 147-9; SW 1:155-8), i.e., the
three sources of metaphysical knowledge in the first sense, are all relational.

At first glance, Schopenhauer scems just to be saying thar empirical
objects have some relational properties, i.e., their spatiotemporal-causal
properties (spatiotemporal properties are relational because each part of
space and time is related to the whole; causal properties are relational
because they involve relations to other objects—x is the cause of y and the
effect of z). But Schopenhauer’s view, like Kant's, is more radical than this.
In his account of marter, Schopenhauer argues that “matter is, in its entirety,
nothing other than causality” (WWR 1, 29; SW 2:10). Thus Schopenhauer’s
claim is not just that empirical objects have some relational properties, buc
that 2! their material, i.e., physical, properties are relational.

Sometimes Schopenhauer seems to have in mind a kind of short-cir-
cuit argument for this view: Empirical objects are exhausted by their rela-
tional properties simply because empirical objects are representations, i.e.,
related to a subject. For instance, he argues that representations are things
whose “existence ... is just relative to a subject,” effectively making objects
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relational merely in virrue of being objects, i.e., representations (WWR I,
144; SW 2:142; see also 461; SW 2:514). But, Schopenhauer’s own argu-
ments suggest that the purely relational nature of objects of experience can
be established independently of this argument, since material properties are
inter-objectively relational independently of the subject/object relation.

Schopenhauer is uneasy about the world as representation because that
world is exhaustively relations. What could help respond to this unease? At
the start of WWR Book II, Schopenhauer outlines several desiderara.

First, Schopenhauer interprets our “reluctance” to treat the world as only
representation as an indication that the theory thar the world is only repre-
sentation is false: If it were true, things would not be as we in fact agree thac
they are. If the theory were true, he argues “images [i.e. representarions]”
would “pass by us strange [femd] and meaningless [nichtsagend]” (WWR
I, 119; SW 2:113); “if chis world is nothing more than representation; in
which case it would have to pass over us like an insubstantial dream or a
ghostly phantasm, not worth our notice” (WWR I, 123; SW 2:1 18).

Second, Schopenhauer argues thar all scientific explanations end up
postulating inexplicable fundamental forces. The argument depends on
Schopenhauer’s view of causal explanation in general. He thinks that the
behavior of any empirical object is exhaustively predictable from two fac-
tors: the situation the object is in and its “character” or inner propensities
(we might say causal or dispositional powers). Sometimes we can explain the
causal powers of an object on the basis of the causal powers of its constituent
parts. But such explanations have to come to an end at some point in unan-
alyzed powers or fundamental forces. These Naturkrifie are what is missing
from the world (considered only) as representarion.

Third, Schopenhauer distingnishes berween what things are like “from
the outside [von auffen]” (WWR I, 123; SW 2:1 18) and their “inner essence
[inneres Wesen]” (W/WR 1, 121; SW 2:1 16). This is, of course, more or less
what one would expect from Schopenhauer’s Kantian heritage, which dis-
tinguishes how things appear (to us) from how they are in themselves. Bue

Schopenhauer then goes on in unKantian style ro identify the inner essence
of things with the fundamental forces (ibid.).

Humility

There is some debate abour whether Schopenhauer violates Kant's epistemic
strictures, but before addressing this issue in Schopenhauer, T think it is
important to see whar the significance of those strictures in Kant is.

7 Schopenhauer's Two Metaphysics 135

Like Schopenhauer scholarship, Kant scholarship has a skeptical (post-
positivist) stance toward metaphysical entanglements. For instance, two of
the most influential strands of Kant interpretation treat the “metaphysical
doctrine of the thing in itself, even an epistemically inaccessible thing in
itself, as a weak point. On one view, typified by Allison, but based on Prafxss,
the thing in itself is not a metaphysically separate object, but rather just
the theoretical result of subtracting the various transcendental forms from
an empirical object: We merely consider something as it is in itself. On the
other view, typified by Guyer, the Kant of the Critigue of Pure Reason does
have a “metaphysical” commitment to the existence of thing in rhems?l\:cs,
but this is a resulc of trying to graft his critical views onto his precritical
ones, and the critical project should return to Kant’s earlier commonsense
realist lines, eradicating the idea that there are thing in themselves beyond
ordinary empirical things.” Thus, either Kanc isn really a transcendent met-
aphysician or he is, and his philosophy should be reconstructed to either
eliminate or rehabilitate those elements.

Bur there is a third way. Rae Langtron has developed an important inter-
pretation of Kant according to which our necessary ignorance about things
in themselves, the thesis she calls Humiliry,® is a substantive metaphysical
claim (unlike the Allison/Prauss deflationary reading), while at the same
time being quite defensible (not something thar must be rej?ctecl, as in
Guyer’s reconstruction). On this view, only the exwinsic, rclanfmal, prop-
erties of objects are cognitively available, their intrinsic properties are not.
Importantly, Langron’s interpretation is neutral about transcendental ide-
alism. Recall that transcendental idealism is first and foremost the view,
established by Kant in the transcendental aesthetic, that space and time
are subjective forms and nor properties of things as they are in themselves.
The non-spatiotemporality of things in themselves is, for traditional com-
mentrators, the unacceptable metaphysical dogma to be rejected in favor of a
commonsense realism or accepted but deflated, according to taste. On these
readings, rranscendental idealism drives the distinction berween cogniti\tely
available and unavailable properties. On Langton’s reading, this distinction
is motivated independently in terms of relational or exurinsic and intrinsic
properties. This reading is consistent with transcendental idea.li.sm (as. one
way of distinguishing extrinsic from intrinsic) but it does not imply it. If
Kant and Schopenhauer are wrong about space and time, and these are tran-
scendentally real, objects of experience would s#ilf possess cognitively inac-
cessible intrinsic properties. In fact, the view is nor just an interpretation of
Kant, bur a viable contemporary option in the philosophy of science (where
it is known as epistemic structural realism).” So first, I am going to argue
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thar Schopenhauer’s understanding of the role of the thing in itself in his
system is close to the role that Langron’s Kanc interpretation gives to the
thing in itself in Kant,

This is clearly an unstable situation, for if the thesis is correct, the prop-
erties of things in themselves are cognitively inaccessible, which is just
what Schopenhauer denies. Here again, I am going ro appeal to contem-
porary developments in metaphysics ro make Schopenhauer’s metaphysics
more plausible than it might otherwise scem, specifically to a contempo-
rary defense of panpsychism asserting that we do have cognitive access
to the intrinsic properties of at least some things, namely ourselves.1?
Schopenhauer is regularly cited as an influential hgure in the history of
panpsychism.!! Bur in fact, I am going to conclude, Schopenhauer is not a
panpsychist, although his argument can still be made plausible by the fact
that it is structurally analogous to an important argument for panpsychism.,

Langron frames her account of Kant in terms of Leibniz's substance meta-
physics. A case can be made that Schopenhauer does too, although it does
not matter because the argument can be made just as well without reference
to substances. Thus, Langton phrases the difference berween phenomena
and things in themselves, which she calls “the Distinction,” like this: “Things
in themselves are substances that have intrinsic properties; phenomena are
relational properties of substances.”? The problem that her view of Kant is
designed to solve is that Kant appears to think thar the “Receprivity” of our
cognition entails that we have no cognitive access to things in themselves.
She describes this conclusion as “Humility” and defines it as follows, in
accordance with the substance talk of the Distinction: “We have no knowl-
edge of the intrinsic properties of substances.”!3 Bur Receptivity does not
entail Humility, at least nor without a further premise: As Peter Strawson
(and Paul Guyer) has pointed out, commonsense realism based on a causal
theory of perception includes Receptivity but excludes Humilicy. 4 Langton
supplies the wanted extra premise (“Irreducibility”): “The relations and rela-
tional properties of substances are nort reducible to the intrinsic properties
of substances.”’> Now Receprivity blocks phenomenalism, showing that
there must be something mind-independent “behind” the phenomenon;
the Distinction asserts that receptive cognition gives us access only to rela-
tional properties of substances, and Irreducibility now entails that the intrin-
sic properties of substances cannot be inferred from relational ones, ie,
Humilicy.

Langton’s interpretation of Kant focuses on his precritical substance meta-
physics, which Schopenhauer does not share. Bue she also shows the extent
to which relevant parts of Kanc's early views still inform his critical works,
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and I am going to show that Schopenhauer can also be understood from the
same point of view. o

For insrance, Schopenhauer’s anxiety abour the world as representarion is
precisely thar it gives us access only to the relational properties C:‘F thu'lgs:”'lhls
is what he means by repeatedly claiming that objects are merely rcla.mvc.

Schopenhauer is not famous for talking abour substance, bLl.t in fa.ct he
does use the terminology fairly consistenty in relation to the thing in itself,
calling ir, for instance, the “substance of nature” (WWR 1, 166; SW 2:1§8).
Similarly, in WWR II, he identifies the “intrinsic essence”[%sen an sich]
of appearances” with their “intelligible substrate [Substrats) ('1 1, SW 3.:1.‘?,
tm), and later on, talking specifically abourt the body, he describes t’l,le will is
the “metaphysical substrate, as the in-itself of the body’s appearance” (WWR
I1, 214; SW 3:240, tm).

But this does not matter o much as Langron’s claims can be reformu-
lated without loss omitting the term “substance™: Distinction, for instance,
would be: “Things in themselves ... have intrinsic properties; phenomena
are relational properties of things in themselves.”.And so on for the others..

The crucial issue concerns the distinction berween intrinsic and exerin-
sic or relational properties. Langton uses the English terms “intrinsic” and
“extrinsic” to translate Kanr’s “etwas Inneres” (A265/B321; A274/B330),
literally “something inner” and “duflere Verhilmisse,” literally, “external
relations.”*¢ Langron uses “intrinsic” and “extrinsic” rather than the more
obvious “inner” and “outer” because she wants to argue thar Kant’s endorse-
ment of Humility does not depend on his transcendentally idealisti account
of space. Transcendental idealism about space still encails Humility, but
“outer” or “extrinsic” relations are best understood in a more general sense,
including bur not limited to external spatial relations. o

There is some contemporary debate about how to define mtrmsu:.an.d
extrinsic, bur Langron uses definitions from Lewis and Kim: x is an intnrfslc
property of y iff y's possession of x does not entail the exis.ten,ce“of a.nythmg
except y; in Kim's and Lewis’s argor, iff it does not entail y’s “accompani-
ment” or equivalently is consistent with y’s “loneliness.”" .

On this definition, both Kant and Schopenhauer argue that sparial
properties are extrinsic (because the parts of space reciEro?aﬂy impl).r each
other). But Langton wants to resist the claim that extrinsic properties are
restricted to spatial properties, in part because she wants her analysis of Kzu}t
to be consistent with a rejection of transcendental idealism about space: As it
stands, Humility is not idealism, just, humiliey.8 ' '

Schopenhauer’s understanding of relational properties shares K:m.ts ambi-
guity. He relies very importantly on an inner/outer distinction that is clearly
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narrowly concerned with the spatially external experience of a subject. For
instance, he says “we can never reach the essence of things from the outside
[von aufen]” (WTW/R 1, 123; SW 2:118). Correlarively, it is through a kind
of inner experience that we can, he thinks, gain ultimate access to the intrin-
sic properties of things, i.e., thing in themselves. Bur this very use of inner
experience to access intrinsic properties implies that the larger notion of
intrinsic is also at play. For instance, when discussing the fact thar material-
ists (incorrectly) posit matter as a thing in itself, he describes whar they do
(and hence the thing in itself} as something that “exist[s} intrinsically and
absolutely [an sich und absolut existierend)” (WWR 1, 50; SW 2:33). We
have already seen that external experience is extrinsic not (just) because it
is spatially external to the body, or the object for a subject, or causally con-
nected to a subject, bur because marter, the constitution of external objects,
is itself relational or extrinsic. And this is a point that applies even if tran-
scendental idealism is false.

Receptivity is a potential obstacle to understanding Schopenhauer along
the lines of Langron’s Kant. Kant appears to be committed to the idea that
things must “affect” us. Schopenhauer is critical of this view, arguing thar in
the doctrine of affection Kant “makes an inference to the thing in itself as
the cause of appearance, applying the principle of sufficient reason in 2 way
he himself forbids as transcendent” (WWR I, 596). Thus, on the face of ir,
Schopenhauer seems to deny Receprivity.

This obstacle can however be overcome. Consider the picture thar
Schopenhauer does endorse: (non-representational) sensations are referred
to an object as their cause. This object is a representation, an element of
the world as representation. But Schopenhauers worry about extrinsic
properties is just that there appears to be something wrong with thinking
thar this object is just representation. It must also be something in itself,
Thus, empirical receptivity is enough to generate Humility, at least as far
as Schopenhauer rakes Humility. Note though that the same thing would
be true even if objects were nor representations: Our external experience of
them would still be of them as purely relational; whar they are in themselves
would still be inaccessible.

Finally, we come to Langton's missing premise, Irreducibility (of extrin-
sic properties to intrinsic ones). For Langron, the issue depends crucially
on how one interprets causal powers, i.c., the dispositions that make it such
that an object has the behavioral profile that it does. One intuitive sugges-
tion would be that such powers or dispositions are intrinsic. Although the

exercise of a causal power would be an extrinsic property (since it would
imply the existence of whar the power was exercised on), the mere disposi-
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tion to have an extrinsic property might be thoughr to be intrinsic: But then
intrinsic properties are perfectly cognitively accessible. But there is an?thf:r

interpretation of intrinsic properties thar would make powers non-intrinsic:
The guiding intuition is this: “chings could be just as they are with respect

to their intrinsic properties, yet different with respect to thc:{r causal. pow-

ers,” in particular if the laws of nature were different.!? .In .thls case, intrin-

sic properties cannot be read off from (reduced to) extrinsic properties like

causal powers.

At issue here is a large meraphysical doctrine, which I cannot hop-e- o

decide. So, I am just going to address the question of which intuition

Schopenhauer has. Interestingly, and perhaps unfortunately, I think .h.e

has both. To see this, ler us return to Schopenhauer’s account of empiri-

cal explanation: The behavior of anything is (causally) explicablt_z by the

combination of its circumstances and its “character.” Here, we might say:

it’s dispositions or causal powers. Following Kant, however, Schopenhauer

distinguishes berween “empirical” and “intelligible” characters, an account

thart he elaborates mostly in relation to human conduct, but which apph.es

universally. Empirical character lies in the empirical realm as ﬁhe set .Df 'chs-
positions that determine behavior; intelligible character fs the ztbmg m.zfse{f
(or more specifically the act of will) that lies at che basis of this [empirical
character], situated as it is outside of space and time, is free from all succes-
sion and plurality of acts, one and unalterable” (OBM, 173; SW 4:175?.
Similar meraphysical views are all over Schopenhauer and follow lfrom his
commitment to transcendental idealism: Space, time, and causality {and
in general the principle of sufficient reason in any of its forms) are exclu-
sively conditions of representation (grounding the first sense ol:' the mera-
physical), but they do not apply to the in-itself of things, whnf:h is therefore
non-spatial, non-temporal, non-causal, and “free,” as he puts ir, from neces-
sitation by the principle of sufficient reason (WWR I, §55). Incelligible
character is therefore a non-temporal act of will that fixes the content of
the phenomenally accessible empirical character, an act thac als'o g-r(.mnds
moral responsibility, for Schopenhauer, because it shows that 1.nd1v1.dl-1als
are (transcendentally) responsible for, have chosen, their own intelligible
characrers.

Empirical character is fairly clearly the locus of causal powers. So, could
“things could be just as they are with respect to their intelligible characters,
yet different with respect to their empirical characters?” A clczfr case can be
made that Schopenhauer’s answer is no: Intelligible character is V.Vl.la[ deter-
mines empirical character; their content is the same. So, if empmca.] char-
acter is different, then intelligible character must be too. In the register of
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human conduct, Schopenhauer says that no one could have done other-
wise (because of empirical determinism) but one “could have been another”
(OBM, 174; SW 4:177, tm). This is where Schopenhauer’s account of
moral responsibility comes in: I am not responsible for my actions directly
but because I am responsible for my intelligible character. So Schopenhauer
thinks one could have had a different empirical character only if the non-
temporal choice comprising one’s intelligible character had been different.

Bur perhaps this is not the end of the story. For the very fact that intel-
ligible character and empirical character have the same content makes ic
implausible that the one could have incrinsic properties and the other not,
Perhaps a better model would be to say that a determinate set of causal pow-
ers comprising something’s character is always something extrinsic; it is
redundant to duplicate this set of powers at the level of the thing in itself,
Rather the thing in itself, the will, remains “free” with respect to empirical
characrer, which could always have been something else. Langron’s charac-
terization of this view of intrinsic properties as being properties “compatible
with loneliness and lawlessness” is particularly Schopenhauerian: The free-
dom of the will just is its independence from all law, in the form of the prin-
ciple of sufficient reason.

This touches on a point of contention in Schopenhauer interpretation:
Schopenhauer argues that space and time together make up the “principium
individuationis” principle of individuation (WWR I, 138; SW 2:134). I
follows straight away thar the thing in itself cannot be individuated. And
this, as many commentators have noticed, vitiates his notion of an intelligi-
ble character that is individuated along the same lines as empirical characrer.
The present argument mighe then be taken as a separate rarionale, uncon-
nected with Schopenhauer’s transcendental idealism, for thinking that the
will, as an intrinsic property of the thing in itself, is not individuated.2?

The Will: Kantian Limitations

Schopenhauer’s conception of transcendental metaphysics can be under-
stood therefore along the same lines as Langron’s interpretation of Kant: We
have cognirive access only to extrinsic properties of things, bue things must
also have an in-itself side or possess intrinsic properties that we have no cog-
nitive access to. But, of course, Schopenhauer does think we have access to
the thing in itself. How does he think this is possible?

The crucial factor is the body. If we really were just representation, then we
would experience the body 100 as “a representation like any other, an object

P T
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among objects” (WWR I, 123; SW 2:118). Its “movements and actions”
would be “as foreign [fremd] and incomprehensible as™ the movements of
any external object, and we would see our “own actions as following from
motives ... with the constancy of natural law, just like the alterations thar
occur in other objects due to causes, stimuli and motives. But [we] would not
understand the motives’ influence any more intimarely than the connection
berween any other effect and its cause” (WWR I, 123; SW 2:11”9). As Young
points out, the argument is intended as a “thought experiment,”?! more spe-
cifically, a reductio: “none of this is the case,” (ibid.) Schopenhauer claims,
and therefore, we are not just empirical, representational objects.

Recall that fundamental forces are incomprehensible: There is no ultimare
reason why a fundamental force should act one way rather than anzgmcr.
They are, as again Young puts it, “black boxes” connecting events. 1-3ut
we do not experience or inhabit our own bodies from such a perspecrive,
we have an inside view on the contents of this black box, at least in our
own case: We have awareness of whar it is like to undertake an action, to
be inside the black causal box that mediates berween an experience and our
active response to it. This is what Schopenhauer terms will.

Perhaps the reductio can be made clearer by considering the [.)henomen-ol-
ogy of autism: Someone with autism experiences other people in s.omcthmg
like the purely “objective” or external way thar Schopenhauer describes.

This is what it’s like to sit round the dinner table. At the top of my field of
vision is a blurry edge of nose, in front are waving hands ... Around me bags
of skin are draped over chairs, and stuffed into pieces of cloth, they shift a}.nd
protrude in unexpected ways. ... Two dark spots near the top of them swm;:l
restlessly back and forth. A hole beneath the spots fills with food and from it
comes a stream of noises. Imagine that the noisy skin-bags suddenly moved
toward you, and their noises grew loud, and you had no idea why, no way of
explaining them or predicting what they would do next.2?

Simon Baron-Cohen’s explanation for autism is that people suffering from
the disorder lack the ability ro ateribure mental states to others: As a resul,
human behavior becomes a cognitive black box {perhaps the above passage
is a description of a guest asking me how I'm doing). The counterfactual
that Schopenhauer is describing is more radical still, since he suggests l'..hat:
without awareness of whart he calls will, we would have the same ‘mindblind
experience even of our own behavior, not just other people’s. .
Schopenhauer has an admirably pithy slogan for his basic metaphysn;
cal result: Awareness of our own willing is “cawsality seen from within,



1rL A ¥VEICIIIMISN

an insight that is “cornerstone of my whole meraphysics” (FR 137-8; SW 4
1:145). Since causality is marter, the character of anything, as it is in itself,

is will. Bur to get to this result, he musr overcome wo formidable barriers, |

First, he must show how it is possible for us to have any knowledge abour '}
the intrinsic properties of anything, given the Kantian background we have #
discussed. Second, even if one concedes that my awareness of willing gives - 4
insight into my intrinsic properties, Schopenhauer must show (what to i
many seems the weakest link of his philosophy) that the same will is the in-

itself of everything.

There is lirtle doubr that Schopenhauer has trouble making his metaphys-
ical view about the nature of intrinsic properties consistent with his broadly 3
Kantian principles, i.e., his first metaphysical view, and he seems aware of

the difficulties.

In Volume II of WWR, Schopenhauer attempts to equate “objective |
knowledge,” “representation,” and external cognition, i.e., cognition gained

“from the outside” (WWR 11, 195; SW 3:218, tm). This frees him op o §

claim that our awareness of ourselves as willing is not representarional (and

hence not objective) because it is internal. 24 This of course contradicts Kant’s -

claim that even in inner experience I do not experience myself as I am in

myself, bu only as I appear to myself (B153). Still this isn't necessarily a rea-

son to think Schopenbauer is inconsistent, just that he disagrees with Kant;
indeed in the very next paragraph, Schopenhauer summarizes Kant's posi-
tion and declares that Kant's epistemic strictures apply to “everything except
the cognition everyone has of his own willing” (WWR II, 196; SW 3:219,
tm). Unfortunately, Schopenhauer then goes on to say that “becoming-
known” ar all excludes (“contradicts”) “being-in-itself,” (WWR II, 198; SW
3:221, tm) which looks prima facie inconsistent with the view he has just
expressed that we do possess cognition of the will as the in-itself or intrinsic
nature of representations.

In the secondary literature, there are three basic positions that attempr to
resolve this tension: 2> Some commentarors develop a tripartite view, distin-
guishing berween full representation, thing in jtself as representation and
full unknowable thing in itself (WWR II, 197; SW 3:220).26 A second strat-
egy is to distinguish different “amounts” of representation. Inner experience
possesses fewer of the forms of representation than outer experience, and it
“breaks down into subject and object” and additionally “the form of fime
still remains.” But it lacks spatial form and causal connection. So, deploy-
ing a “veil of perception” metaphor, Schopenhauer argues that inner percep-
tion “has thrown off the greater part of its veil” bur not all of it (WWR II,
196-7; SW 3:220, tm).?7 Lastly, there are what might be termed, somewhar
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misleadingly it turns our, figurative interpretations. The term is not mislead-
" ing for views that treat the term “will” as frankly metaphorical.?? Bur ic is,

arguably, for Shapshay’s own view, which is that Schopenhauer is using a dif-
.~ ferent literary device, metonymy, or part for a whole. On this view, what we

have cognitive access to, the will in the case of our own intentional action,
- - - * . »
is a part of the will thar is being in itself. Here, the epithet “figurarive” defi-

: nitely gives the wrong impression because we really do (literally) have cogni-

tive access to the thing in itself in awareness of willing (and several other
“experiences” Shapshay describes); we are limited only by the fact thar we
experience a part of the whole,

That Schopenhauer ultimately intended some non-metaphorical cog-
nitive access to intrinsic properties is clear from the distinction berween
inter-object relations and the “being-known” cognitive relation. If the larter
is allowed to drive the merely relational nature of objecrive experience and
science, if “becoming-known” simply “contradicts being-in-itself” (WWR
I, 198; SW 3:221, tm}, then clearly no non-relational properties of the
thing in itself are cognitively accessible under any circumstances. But this
makes the cognitive inaccessibility of intrinsic properties merely analytic. I
have emphasized above that Schopenhauer has a more substantive view that
depends on inter-object relations.

In relation to the question of the subject/object form, I think it is impor-
tant to note thar the term “objective” is ambiguous after Kant. On the one
hand, it is 2 way of expressing mind-independence. This cannot be whar it
means in the contexr of transcendental idealism, since objects are represen-
tations, which are mind-dependent. But it also has a second interpretation:
Something is objective if it has the form of an object. After Kant, this claim
is non-trivial, for Kant argues that the form of an object is transcendental
(the a priori site of multimodal integration, in contemporary parlance). So,
one can also interpret Schopenhauer this way. Inner experience of the will is
not objective because the will does not have the form of an object, but per-
haps something more like a process. Here, it would be the lack of conform-
ity of the accusative of this inner experience to the object form that makes it
possible for it to be objective in the sense of mind-independent.

Schopenhauer also claims that inner experience is structured by the
form of time, which is relational. Some strategy such as Shapshay’s
might work here 1o make cognitive access to the will consistent with
his Kantianism. But I would also like to suggest the possibility of simply
dropping Schopenhauer’s transcendental idealism while maincaining his
concern abour the external inaccessibility of intrinsic properties. Then
Schopenhauer’s position looks similar to other views in recent meraphysics.
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In 1927 for instance, Bertrand Russell writes “[a) piece of marter is a logi-

cal structure composed of events; the causal laws of the evenrs concerned,

and the abstract logical properties of the spatio-temporal relations, are more .}

or less known, but their intrinsic character is not known.”2? Schopenhauer
would quibble with the term “logical” (since, at least in uncomplicared
cases, we have inruitive nor rational knowledge of causation) but would oth-
erwise be in agreement. Furthermore, Russell thinks thar we 4o have insight
into the intrinsic properties of at least one kind of thing, whar he calls “per-
cepes”: “[plercepts are the only part of the physical world thar we know oth-
erwise than abstractly. As regards the world in general, both physical and
mental, everything that we know of its intrinsic character is derived from the
mental side.”® Here, there is an imporcant similarity to Schopenhauer and
an important difference. The similarity is char something “inner” or broadly
“subjective” that yields insight into intrinsic properties. The difference is char
whar Russell identifies as inner nature is what would now be called the quale
of a conscious experience, whar it is like to have that experience. This is not
what Schopenhauer means: He is concerned not with our awareness of the
conscious features of awareness, bur rather with the content, the accusative,
of a particular kind of awareness, that direcred inside to ourselves,

The Will: Generalization

Now, I would like to turn to the second of the formidable barriers to the
full flowering of Schopenhauer’s second metaphysics: Will is the in itself of
the world. The basic problem is this: Even if the first formidable barrier is
removed, all thar Schopenhauer has established is that I have insight into the
intrinsic properties of one object, i.e., my body, My body is will. How can
this insight be generalized? Schopenhauer appears to use a kind of argument
from “analogy”: My body is a representation; I have special insight into
its intrinsic properties (it is will); other things are also representations; so,
they have the same inrrinsic property as my body, “after all,” Schopenhauer
writes, “what other sort of existence of reality could we artribute to the rest
of the corporeal world?” (WWR 1, 129; SW 2:125).

On the face of it, this sounds absurd. Schopenhauer is however careful to
forestall one misunderstanding; In iself, intrinsically, a stone is indeed will,
bur “this should not be given the absurd meaning that the stone is moved by a
motive in cognition just because that is how the will appears in human beings”
(WWR T, 130; SW 2:126). Motives are unambiguously representations (that's
how Schopenhauer defines them). So, they are extrinsic properties of willing,
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" which can't therefore belong to the will insofar as it characterizes the intrinsic

nature of things. .
o 'This is an important claim for several reasons. First, it is the premise
of one of Schopenhauer’s arguments for pessimism: We think of wi.llmg
as being satished when it reaches its goal, but goals are representations,
and in itself che will has no goals so that “the absence of all goals, of all
boundaries, belongs to the essence of the will in itself, which is an end-
less seriving” (WWR I, 188, 2:195). Second, it shows thart consciousness
is not an intrinsic property of the will; in itself the will is “blind (m
I, 135; SW 2:135, and many other places). As a result, Schopenhauer is
not a panpsychist, in contemporary terminology.?! Las$ly, it marks. the
point of difference with Russell: Since will isn't intrinsically conscious,
consciousness cannot be the exceptional intrinsic property we have
access to.

Nevertheless, there are scructural argumentative similarities to some ver-
sions of contemporary panpsychism that shed light on S.chope:fhauer's
analogy. Strawson agrees that “physics can’t characterize the inerinsic non-
structural nature of concrete reality in any respect ar all.”3? And he endorses
Russell’s claim that “we know nothing abour the intrinsic quality of physical
events except when these are mental events that we directly experienf:e."?-”
He goes on to define panpsychism as extending “the cla.irr.1 r.hfu: .eve’l;);;lnng is
energy by saying ‘intrinsic narure of this energy is experientiality.”3* Here,
Strawson shares Russell's interpretation of extrinsic, relational, or struc-
wural properties and intrinsic properties. Strawson’s extrinsic properties are
more or less the same as on Schopenhauer’s view (modulo transcendental
idealism), bur Srrawson’s intrinsic property is conscious awareness as sud},
whereas for Schopenhauer the imporrance of inner cxperier}cc is that it
gives us access to a very general content: The in-itself is will. Sxill, Suawscfns
rationale for generalizing from my or human inner experience to everything
is instructively similar to Schopenhauer’s. Strawson argues that our reluc-
tance to do so is based on a mistaken “picture” that distorts our weighing of
the evidence: “we tend 1o revert to a conviction that we have a basic grasp on
things that allows us to be sure thar the mattet/energy whose spatiotcmporz.d
manifestarions are all around us couldn’ literally be nothing but experienti-
ality.”®> In other words, we tend not to have (appropriate) Humility,¢ and
so we tend to think that science and outer experience in general in fact give
the basic, i.e., intrinsic nature of things. Then, it seems as if it is just obvious
that the intrinsic properties of things cannot be anything other than what
science (and common sense} tells us. Bur outer experience (science) tells us
exactly nothing abour intrinsic properties, most especially not thar there
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aren’t any, and so “we have ...
nature of the physical”¥ except in the one case of ourselves,

Schapenhauer’s analogy looks weak because of a similar distorted picture. &
asymmetry berween inner and outer experi- |
ence that Schopenhauer grounds phenomenclogically in our double aware-
ness of the body, then generalization by “analogy” is natural because ourer
experience both tells us exactly nothing about the intrinsic properties of 4

If we accept the fundamental

things while also committing us o the existence of such properties. Inner

experience gives us the only evidence we have abour intrinsic properties, that &
they are will or non-intentional activity, and so irs generalization is the best
evidence we have abour the in-itself of everything. What makes the analogy
seems implausible can only either be a tacit denial that external objects pos- B
sess intrinsic properties, or a tacit belief that we already know them through
science. But both of these claims are false. So if Schopenhauer’s phenomeno-

logical analysis of the will is convincing, it is a significant darum.

Conclusion

Schopenhauer has two important metaphysics, one transcendencal, the
other transcendent. I think the second increasingly comes to supplanr che
first, even to the extent thar the transcendental idealism on which the first

is based becomes less significant. Schopenhauer is anxious that our experi-

ence of objects leaves us alienated from their incrinsic properties because it
gives us access only 1o their extrinsic properties, not primarily because they
are only representations. Schopenhauer’s view that it is ulcimately only exter-
nal experience that is so limited is challenging, especially within a Kantian
framework, but original in its analysis of the problem and phenomenologi-
cal description of inner experience of willing as an intrinsic properry, His
further generalization of this view can be illuminated by perhaps surprising
structural connections with contemporary metaphysics. Perhaps not least
among these connections, which make an important thread through his
work and connect both his accounts of metaphysics, is the importance of
intuitive perception in meraphysics: He emphasizes this in his first meta-
physical views, treating philosophical insight icself as ultimately intuitive
in nature; he returns 1o a species of intuitive or phenomenological insight
in his account of the will; and, as Strawson indicates, it is perhaps because
we are in the grip of a “picture” thar we cannot fully appreciate the pat-
tern of Schopenhauer’s thought when he claims thar will is the in-itself of

everything,

no idea of the intrinsic nonstrucrural stuff 5
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