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Preface

World and Logic is an expression of philosophical revisionism. In this book, I will
attempt to demonstrate how it is possible to argue for the thesis that the space of rea-
sons must be broader than the space of concepts without falling into a causal and naive
representationalism. In other words, this thesis is the expression of a non-naive or
rational representationalism. It could be understood as meaning that our logic has al-
ways had basic transfers of worldly forms, and is, therefore, a complement to the
rationalist picture, according to which the world would always have been logically
constructed if both pictures were not over-simplifications of our far too complex con-
cepts of the world and logic.

In this context, the two-part picture seems to me to be in need of revision, which is
systematically represented by contemporary rationalism and projected onto the his-
tory of philosophy and science: On the one hand, it naively characterises those
research programmes that express that the world can be represented with the help of
logic and language without claiming that the world must already be completely
opened up by logic; and on the other hand, contemporary rationalism claims that this
characterisation applies to all representationalist approaches before the beginning of
the paradigm of language-philosophy-logicism and still shows itself in different ap-
proaches today.

The rationalism addressed here falls into two areas: On the one hand, into inferen-
tialism, which claims that everything that has meaning in our world has received this
meaning through the practical role in our always already inferentially structured lan-
guage; on the other hand, into neologicism, which assumes that the objects, assertions
and structures with which we understand our world can be traced back to logic. The
world of inferentialism is the world created by our everyday language, the world of
neologicism is the quantitatively captured world.

The battlefield of current rationalism against naive representationalism are the tes-
taments of the so-called ‘mighty dead’ such as Aristotle, Leibniz, Kant, Frege or
Wittgenstein. These ‘heroes’ are used by various inferentialist and neologicist pro-
grammes as forerunners and sources of ideas. Since I believe that I would be ill-
advised to carry out my revisionist thesis interpretatively on this unmanageable bat-
tlefield, I have decided to consult, above all, the writings of many forgotten anti-
heroes, which show a recognizable proximity to the rational representationalism rep-
resented here. In addition to anti-heroes such as Bacon, Reimers, Weigel, Grosser,
Euler or McCulloch, the focus is especially on Arthur Schopenhauer’s hitherto for-
gotten lectures on logic, which, on the one hand, represent the foundation of his
representationalist system and, on the other hand, critically anticipate with a geomet-
ric logic many semantic foundations of today’s neologicist-inferentialist philosophies.
In this respect, these lectures offer the historical starting point for a programme that
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is both representationalist and rational and on which a modern philosophy with the
same claims and characteristics can be built.

As the introductory Chapter 1 will show, in contrast to the prevailing research opin-
ion (1.1), Schopenhauer’s logic lectures (1.3) are an essential part of
representationalism (1.2). In Chapter 2 the view is justified that this representational-
ism does not have to be regarded as naive, since it cuts through the two-part picture
of modern rationalism: Schopenhauer represents as the starting point of his system
precisely those semantic principles (2.1.4-2.1.6) on which the modern inferentialist-
neologicist paradigm is built, in particular the context principle and the use theory of
meaning (2.1.1-2.1.3). This semantics is also the starting point for an explanation of
the notions of containment and circumference problematised in modern logic and phi-
losophy of language: I argue that the established metaphors of containment, which
play a central role in distinguishing analytical and synthetic judgements, in transcen-
dental philosophy emerge from the semantics of geometric logic (2.2.4-2.2.6) and that
geometric logic results from a history of development whose beginnings reach back
to medieval philosophy (2.2.1-2.2.3). Finally, it shall be shown into which problems
proof theories in geometry (2.3.1-2.3.3) and logic (2.3.4-2.3.6) get into when they
follow a rigorous logicist programme. As a helpful way out of the problem of reason-
ing of logicism and neologicism, there is a proof theory representing intuition, which
is discussed based on elementary geometry and of a fragment of first-order logic. This
helpful way of geometric logic is based on the central insight of Chapter 2, that logic
only has to resort to forms of intuition if it comes under pressure to justify itself.

Chapters 1 and 2 may give the impression as if I wanted to make Schopenhauer,
usually perceived as an anti-hero, the hero of this book. But this is not the case. As
much as Chapters 1 and 2 argue that Schopenhauer’s lectures on logic should be used
to revise the two-part picture of modern rationalist historiography and the systematics
associated with it, I firmly believe, for the reasons given in Chapter 1, that many parts
of his system can no longer meet the systematic requirements of the present age. (That
we, moreover, occasionally encounter opinions in the testaments of the ancients that
do not correspond to our ethical, moral or political principles is something I take for
granted.) Rather, the arguments elaborated in Chapter 2 have convinced me that we
need a modernised version of semantics and the foundation of logic from the spirit of
rational representationalism.

But based on the knowledge of what a rational or non-naive representationalism has
looked like historically, which gives a promising picture of the relationship between
the world and logic, Chapter 3 tries to explain why the concept ‘space of concepts’
cannot be congruent and completely overlapping with the sphere of the concept ‘space
of reasons’. Following those anti-heroes of this book who can be described as geo-
metric logicians, my answer can probably be described as Aristotelian: Namely,
because even in the space of concepts there are inauthentic transfers from the intuitive
given world, which play an essential role in the game of giving and demanding of
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reasons. Non-naive or rational representationalism can thus be called a representation-
alism that need not go beyond the sphere comprising the space of concepts in order to
argue, within its borders, that the sphere of the space of reasons must be the broader
of the two. In other words, this representationalism is rational because, without leav-
ing the space of concepts, it can explain why in it representations are necessarily
expressed that are not founded in itself.

This central thesis is supported by several arguments which are, on the one hand,
considered in the historical material of Chapter 2, but which are not yet emphasised,
elaborated and, of course, updated in the form in which they are finally to be brought
to bear in Chapter 3. Nevertheless, Chapter 3 is not the complete programme of a
representationalism itself, but it only presents the semantic conditions of the possibil-
ity of representing a representationalism that does not conflict with the requirements
of modern rationalism.

Already at the end of Chapter 2.3, it is argued that logicism or neologicism is subject
to serious philosophical problems of reasoning. Based on a critique of modern infer-
entialism in Chapter 3.1, Chapter 3.2.1 will take up a core element of neologicism,
namely the theory of abstraction, and present it independently. Here a new perspective
on the abstraction theory of meaning is argued for, which should make the strict dis-
tinction between singular and general terms logical and, above all, ontologically
dispensable. Such a theory of meaning explains the different roles of conceptual con-
tents in judgment solely by the degree of abstraction, which in turn can be represented
by geometric logic. Chapter 3.2.2 will show this by an exemplary geometric logic.
Here the diagrammatic logic shall mediate between the intuitive and the conceptual
world. Finally, Chapter 3.2.3 will present the central thesis of this book, which offers
an explanation why, on the one hand, so many of the forms of geometric logic pre-
sented in Chapter 2 exist in the history of philosophy and mathematics and why, on
the other hand, it may be useful for rationalism to recognise the representationalist
thesis that the space of reasons is larger than the space of concepts.

I have four groups of readers in mind who could benefit from reading this book: The
group that expects, above all, a systematic answer to the question of why the space of
reasons must be larger than the space of concepts will begin to read Chapter 3 and
will perceive Chapter 2 and finally Chapter 1 as explanations and remarks. The group
that anticipates that the basis for the answer to this question is already inherent in the
history of its problem will begin in Chapter 2 and perceive Chapter 1 as a justification
of different historical views. The third group is the one that starts with Chapter 1 be-
cause on the one hand, they assume that by receiving a voluminous book they have
also gained the preservation of the time to read it and because on the other hand, they
are not afraid of an anti-hero like Schopenhauer. The fourth group is the one that is
not interested in a historically or systematically structured defence of the main thesis,
but only in individual topics, such as the context principle, the use theory of meaning
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(Chapters 2.1.4ff.) and its history (2.1.1ff.), geometric logic (2.2.11f., 2.3.4), for ana-
lytical and synthetic judgments (2.2.4ff.), for proof theories and grounding in
elementary geometry (2.3.1ff.) and logic (2.3.4ff.), for a non-individual abstraction
theory of meaning and a critique of singular terms (3.2.1), or even for the attempt to
use geometric logic to represent the steps of abstraction from the intuitive world to
the most abstract concepts (3.2.2).

Many excerpts in this book have been accompanied by lectures or published studies.
For the present version, the topics and theses have in part been extensively revised, in
part written from scratch, and in part reproduced in a shortened form. Where papers
transpose similar content in a different form, this is pointed out.

The fact that I have been allowed to present my topics, theses and arguments on
geometric logic, on philosophy of language and metaphysics in the last 10 years at
many personal talks, seminars, workshops, conferences and congresses on four conti-
nents has contributed significantly to the book I am able to present here. I would like
to thank all the participants of these events, all colleagues and friends who have en-
couraged me to present many of the theses that can be found in this paper, and who
have also saved me from having to defend some problematic theses with more con-
viction than I once thought I should. My thanks go to Dieter Birnbacher, Hubertus
Busche and Eberhard Knobloch, who read and commented on a first draft of the Ger-
man version of this book. I am particularly indebted to Judith Werntgen-Schmidt and
Theo Berwe, who proofread the German version, and to Sean Murphy, who proofread
the English version of the manuscript. All remaining errors are of course my own.



1 The World and its Representationalist Interpre-
tation

How can the world be represented linguistically? What does a linguistically adequate
description of all components of the world look like? Numerous philosophers,
schools, and fields of research have sought to answer these questions up to the present
day employing various systematic representations. If one looks only at modern times,
one can recognise such representationalist approaches in very different programs, e.g.
in Nicolaus Reimer’s Metamorphosis Logicae in the 16™ century, in Francis Bacon’s
Advancement of Learning in the 17" century, in the book on Weltweisheit (world wis-
dom) and encyclopedias of the 18" century, in Rudolf Carnap’s Logical Structure of
the World in the 20" century or in the branch of research on knowledge representation
in the present. Thus, one could show in numerous writings or research programs that
the concept of representationalism is too narrowly defined when it is reduced to very
specific theories of intentionality or consciousness.! In this Chapter 1, I will use the
writings of a classical 19™-century philosopher as an example to show what a system-
atic approach to a representationalist programme looks like, namely Arthur
Schopenhauer’s main work The World as Will and Representation (= WWR).

Although Schopenhauer is usually not included in the canon of system philosophers
of classical German philosophy or German idealism, in his major work he, like many
of his contemporaries, speaks explicitly of having a system of philosophy or of his
philosophy being a system.? The system of WWR has the claim to provide a complete
representation of the world in a few abstract concepts. Even if the location of Scho-
penhauer’s system in all his writings will prove problematic in the course of the
following chapters, both Schopenhauer’s explicit statements and the history of recep-
tion demand that the system is given in his main work, WWR. It is only in Chapters
1.3 and 2 that it is argued that there are good reasons to consult Schopenhauer’s Berlin
Lectures as a more coherent system instead of WWR.

But even an interpretation that restricts the Schopenhauer system to his main work
proves difficult: Ernst Bloch had already pointed out that the interpretation of WWR
had become a “prime example of a ‘terrible simplification’”? because the structure
and content of this work are far more complex than the philosophical historiography,
influenced by the interpretation of the educated middle-class milieu, still convey to-
day. I am of the opinion that the dominance of the biased historiography of philosophy
also undermines the revisionist approaches of many interpreters since it influences the

! What connection the writings or research programmes mentioned here have to representationalism and
what exactly the term representationalism used here in a broad sense encompasses will become apparent in
the course of Chapters 1 and 2.

% Vide infra, Chapter 1.2.2.

3 Ernst Bloch: Leipziger Vorlesungen zur Geschichte der Philosophie (1950-1956). Vol. 4. Frankfurt/Main
1985, p. 368.
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1 The World and its Representationalist Interpretation

reader to look for only well-known motives such as ‘subjective idealism’, ‘metaphys-
ical irrationalism’, ‘ideological pessimism’ or ‘nihilistic mysticism’ in
Schopenhauer’s work.*

For those readers who are not familiar with Schopenhauer’s system, I recommend
that they begin in Chapter 1.2.2 if they are primarily interested in representationalism,
or in Chapter 1.3.1 if their interest lies primarily in the field of logic. Both readers
should consider the previous chapters as additional information after reading Chapter
1.3. However, for readers who cannot imagine that 200-year-old texts by an author
like Schopenhauer can make any meaningful contribution to today’s debates, I rec-
ommend a direct jump to Chapter 2 and assume that they will find their way back to
Chapter 1 at some point. All other readers who do not find themselves in any of the
groups mentioned so far should be well prepared for successive readings of the fol-
lowing chapters.

In Chapter 1, an attempt will be made to show how differently Schopenhauer’s com-
plete works are interpreted in research, starting from the system of WWR. First of all,
the different approaches to interpreting Schopenhauer’s system are presented in rele-
vant passages (Chapter 1.1). Then, the WWR is used to give an overview of how
Schopenhauer’s system is structured and which topics and components it comprises
(Chapter 1.2). Finally, the role of the so-called ‘logica minor’ (short logic) in the sys-
tem of WWR is shown and the differences to the ‘logica major’ (great logic) of the
Berlin Lectures are worked out (Chapter 1.3), which is then examined in more detail
in Chapter 2. In all three subchapters mentioned, the thesis is advanced that Schopen-
hauer’s system is the expression of a representationalism that aims to describe the
world with the help of logic.

4 Cf. Otto Friedrich Gruppe: Gegenwart und Zukunft der Philosophie in Deutschland. Berlin 1855, p. 151:
“Schopenhauer [...], whose philosophical doctrine is subjective idealism”; Otto Jenson: Die Ursache der
Widerspriiche im Schopenhauerschen System. Rostock 1906, p. 34: “a negation-philosophy, like the one
of Schopenhauer”.
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1.1 Interpretive Approaches

1.1 Interpretive Approaches

Schopenhauer’s system of WWR begins with two traditional emotive words,
thought and system, which are still intensively discussed in philosophical re-
search today. What exactly Schopenhauer means is controversial when he claims at
the beginning of WWR that his work contains only (one) single thought and that his
philosophy is not architectural but organic. Since, in my opinion, both questions can
only be answered from the context of the system, which will only be developed in the
following chapters, I will first only present the research opinions on the ‘single
thought’ (Chapter 1.1.1) and the ‘organic system’ (Chapter 1.1.2); thereby I dogmat-
ically anticipate my opinion that is justified only in Chapter 1.2.

1.1.1 Unity: One Single Thought, One Single World
The preface to the 1st edition of WWR begins with the following two sentences:

What I propose to do here is to specify how this book is to be read
so as to be understood. — It aims to convey a single thought.!

(1) The interpretation that focuses on the second sentence of the quote is widely pop-
ular. Representatives of this reading claim that this second sentence explains what the
author’s intention is and thus the content of the whole book (WWR). Since, according
to the prevailing opinion, a single thought must be expressed — if not in inferences or
theories, then at least — in the form of judgements, there are representatives of this
interpretation who heuristically examine individual propositions of the WWR to see
whether they could be an abstract summary of the entire system. (2) Representatives
of a similar reading, who also focus on the second sentence of the given quotation,
but who are not of the opinion that such a thought, as described by Schopenhauer, can
at least be expressed in the form of a judgment, see this thought in more than just a
single proposition. This hermeneutic approach attempts to go beyond the proposi-
tional content of a judgement. (3) I believe, however, that not the second, but the first
sentence is the central theme of the preface. In my opinion, Schopenhauer’s intention
and motivation for writing WWR is only presented in § 15 of WWR. It is only from
the content of § 15 that the holistic interpretation of the single thought results.

(1) Heuristic Interpretation: Schopenhauer himself does not explicitly mention at
any point in his oeuvre what the single thought is.? This has motivated scholars to

"WWR L, p. 5.

2 Cf. John Atwell: Schopenhauer on the Character of the World. The Metaphysics of Will. Berkeley 1995,
p. 18; Christopher Janaway: Introduction, in: The Cambridge Companion to Schopenhauer. Ed. by Chris-
topher Janaway. Cambridge 1999, pp. 1-18, here: p. 4.
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1 The World and its Representationalist Interpretation

offer various speculations as to the judgment within the WWR or the complete oeuvre
in which the single thought is to be found. Rudolf Malter, for example, points out that
a distinction is to be made between propositions and thoughts, and that the one thought
“although no proposition itself, is present only in propositions consisting of abstract
representations”;® nevertheless Malter sees the one thought finally in the following
proposition: “The world is the self-cognition of the will.”* This judgment goes beyond
the WWR since it is found in a manuscript by Schopenhauer from the year 1817, in
which it says: “The whole of my philosophy can be condensed into one expression,
namely: the world is the will’s knowledge of itself.”® Jochem Hennigfeld, however,
names another judgment as a candidate for the single thought, since this has an axio-
matic character:® “As a thing in itself, the will constitutes the true, inner and
indestructible essence of the human being”.”

This heuristic of the single thought within the judgments of Schopenhauer’s com-
plete works, however, also finds critics within this line of interpretation:
Schopenhauer’s main work is divided into four books, which are usually summarised
by the keywords (B1) ‘idealistic epistemology’, (B2) ‘voluntaristic metaphysics’,
(B3) ‘contemplative aesthetics’ and (B4) ‘will-negating ethics’.® John Atwell now ex-
plains that although the above judgments are a summary of the first two books of
WWR, they do not take into account the decisive findings of the third and fourth
books.? After discussing some candidates for the single thought and its consequences,
he finally names the following judgement as an improved candidate from the ranks of
the heuristic reading:

The double-sided world is the striving of the will to become fully
conscious of itself so that, recoiling in horror its inner, self-divisive
nature, it may annul itself and thereby its self-affirmation, and then
reach salvation.'”

This judgment is intended to provide a summary of all four books, as can already be
seen from the catchphrases: (B1) “fully conscious of itself” refers to the idealistic
epistemology; (B2) “striving of the will” refers to voluntaristic metaphysics; and (B3)

3 Rudolf Malter: Arthur Schopenhauer. Transzendentalphilosophie und Metaphysik des Willens. Stuttgart-
Bad Cannstatt 1991, p. 47.

*WWR I, p. 437; cf. Rudolf Malter: Der eine Gedanke. Hinfiihrung zur Philosophie Arthur Schopenhauers.
Darmstadt 2010, p. 32; Peter Welsen: Schopenhauers Theorie des Subjekts: ihre transzendentalphiloso-
phischen, anthropologischen und naturmetaphysischen Grundlagen. Wiirzburg 1995, p. 156.

MR L, p. 512 (No. 662).

¢ Jochem Hennigfeld: Metaphysik und Anthropologie des Willens. Methodische Anmerkungen zur Frei-
heitsschrift und zur Welt als Wille und Vorstellung, in: Die Ethik Arthur Schopenhauers im Ausgang vom
Deutschen Idealismus (Fichte/Schelling). Ed. by Lore Hithn. Wiirzburg 2006, pp. 459473, here: p. 465.
"WWR I (1844), p. 212 (= Chapter 19).

8 Vide infra, Chapter 1.1.3.

° Cf. John Atwell: Schopenhauer on the Character of the World, p. 30; Christopher Janaway: Introduction,
p. 5.

10 John Atwell: Schopenhauer on the Character of the World, p. 31.
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1.1 Interpretive Approaches

and (B4) “recoiling in horror its inner ...” are associated with the contemplative and
will-denying features of aesthetics and ethics.

In my opinion, Atwell’s approach is instructive in several respects, because, on the
one hand, he shows the weaknesses of the above-mentioned heuristic attempts and,
on the other hand, he involuntarily demonstrates the basic problem of heuristic inter-
pretations with a self-made example: Atwell’s criticism of the above-mentioned
heuristic interpretation is justified because e.g. Malter or Hennigfeld cannot explain
with their respective judgements why Schopenhauer’s WWR includes more than just
two books. Atwell himself, however, tries to square the circle: he tries to combine
four books with many different topics in one judgement, but he cannot justify why,
on the one hand, he has chosen to include some aspects listed separately in WWR (e.g.
B3 and B4) into a single consequence (“so that”), but explicitly separates other aspects
(B1 and B2) as two sides of an antecedent and why, on the other hand, he does not
name central aspects of the work at all (e.g. the difference between understanding and
reason, the hierarchy of will, the hierarchy of art).

(2) Hermeneutic Interpretation: Overall, it also remains questionable how the heu-
ristic reading can integrate passages in Schopenhauer’s work which emphasise that a
distinction must be made between the communicated thoughts as parts of the single
thought and the one thought itself.!! For some scholars, these passages suggest that
the one thought should not be understood as an abstraction of the individual parts of
the system, but that the work has a performative trait of its own, which rather author-
ises the one thought only in the sense of autonomous and lively thinking and
reflection. The question would therefore be whether the assumptions of the above-
mentioned authors of the heuristic interpretation are correct, namely that firstly the
one thought is abstract and directly communicable and that secondly, it is the sum-
mary of the individual parts of the system.!? A frequently used quotation along these
lines comes from Matthias KoBler and states that the one thought “is to be sought at
the centre of the intersecting but not converging directions”.!'3 One can probably un-
derstand this quotation of KoBler to mean that he wants to criticise a unilateral reading
that always emphasises only individual aspects of Schopenhauer’s philosophy, but
ignores others. What is performative, however, is to think and follow the transitions
between the individual system components (or “directions”). !4

Daniel Schubbe also speaks of an explicitly performative interpretation of the single
thought. Accordingly, the single thought does not guarantee content, but the unity of

""'Cf. MR 1, p. 428.

12 Cf. Daniel Schubbe: Philosophie des Zwischen. Hermeneutik und Aporetik bei Schopenhauer. Wiirzburg
2010, p. 51f.

13 Matthias KoBler: Schopenhauer als Philosoph des Ubergangs, in: Nietzsche und Schopenhauer. Rezep-
tionsphdnomene der Wendezeiten. Ed. by Marta Kopij, Wojciech Kunicki. Leipzig 2006, p. 375.

14 Cf. also David G. Carus: Die Griindung des Willensbegriffs. Die Klirung des Willens als rationales
Strebevermégen in einer Kritik an Schopenhauer und die Ergrindung des Willens in einer Auseinander-
setzung mit Aristoteles. Wiesbaden 2016, p. 61.
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1 The World and its Representationalist Interpretation

the work itself. In his opinion, the WWR presents different perspectives on the rela-
tionship between man and world, the unity of which is formulated by the specification
of the single thought: the unity demanded by the single thought should, according to
Schubbe, “be understood as the commonality of the different perspectives or areas of
reality”. !

In my opinion, these hermeneutical interpretations are heading in the right direction,
as they are distinct from heuristic interpretations, which show too much association
of individual aspects and themes from the overall work. In my opinion, however, the
metaphors and transfers of the individual hermeneutical interpretations are problem-
atic, as they do not evoke helpful clarity, nor do they reveal a specific conceptual or
metaphorical tradition, and in the end, they are rarely oriented on statements by Scho-
penhauer: What are the characteristics of so-called ‘directions’ that cross but do not
converge, and what is the difference between crossing and converging? What exactly
is the common ground between the different perspectives and areas of reality, and
what is the advantage in terms of understanding or application of the much-discussed
performance that scholars of the hermeneutic interpretation emphasise?

(3) Holistic Interpretation: The interpretation to be further substantiated in the fol-
lowing chapters, which I favour, on the other hand, does not locate the objective of
WWR from Schopenhauer’s own statements in the preface, but only at the end of §
15. With the ‘(one) single thought’, the preface represents only an argument of tradi-
tion, which (3.1) must be interpreted in the historical context and (3.2) is only
instrumental in answering the question of how the book is to be read and what formal
content it is able to communicate.

(3.1) The lexeme of a single thought in connection with organism is not an
unprecedented oddity within Schopenhauer’s system, as Rudolf Malter has claimed. !¢
Fichte had already used such phrases in a prominent place, in the first paragraph of
his Characteristics of the Present Age, in the same sense as Schopenhauer did at the
beginning of WWR I:

We now enter upon a series of meditations which, nevertheless, at
bottom contains only a single thought, constituting of itself one or-
ganic whole. If 1 could at once communicate to you this single
thought in the same clearness with which it must necessarily be pre-
sent to my own mind before I begin my undertaking, and with which
it must guide me in every word which I have now to address to you,
then from the first step of our progress, perfect light would over-
spread the whole path which we have to pursue together. But I am
compelled gradually, and in your own sight, to build up this single
thought out of its several parts, disengaging it at the same time from

15 Daniel Schubbe: Philosophie des Zwischen, p. 195.
16 Cf. Rudolf Malter: Arthur Schopenhauer, pp. 44f.
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1.1 Interpretive Approaches

various modifying elements: this is the necessary condition of every
communication of thought, and only by this its fundamental law
does that which in itself is but one single thought become expanded

and broken up into a series of thoughts and meditations."

The paragraph or sentence co-occurrences that I emphasised in this quotation prove
the high probability with which Schopenhauer took over the wording from Fichte: In
the first three paragraphs of the preface to the first edition of the WWR, Schopenhauer
also uses the lexemes “one single thought” (“ein einziger Gedanke™), “to communi-
cate” (“mitzutheilen”), “divided up in order to be communicated” (“zum Behuf seiner
Mittheilung, sich in Theile zerlegen”), “the various parts must still be organically co-
herent” (“Zusammenhang dieser Theile ein organischer”). '8

Even the synonymous use of the single thought with the phrase “a single intuition”
opens up a history of metaphor and ideas that goes back deep into the early modern
era:'? the author creates a unified philosophical work sub specie unitatis, which she
can only communicate to the recipient sub specie diversitatis. In the context of Ro-
mantic philosophy, the expression of a single thought fulfils the central function of
pointing to an author-creator analogy: Just as the world before creation was uniform
in God, so was the liber mundi before it was written uniform in the mind of the au-
thor.2® Although the speech acts should express the same content as the thought act,
both are different in form.

(3.2) The metaphor of the single thought also has the function of indicating which
form of communication is conditioned by the written form and how the book should
therefore be read: it must first be received sub specie diversitatis so that the recipient
can then understand it sub specie unitatis as a single thought. The written multiplicity
should communicate the unity of a thought. The dialectic of unity and multiplicity
becomes clear once again in the relationship of the author and the reader: the reader
receives the book sub specie diversitatis so that she can then understand the thought
of the author sub specie unitatis. The metaphor of a single thought thus has the pri-
mary function of announcing the unified, but also holistic character of the work and

17 Johann Gottlieb Fichte: Characteristics of the Present Age (1806). In: The popular works of Johann
Gottlieb Fichte, Vol. II, translated by William Smith, 4th ed. London: Triibner & Co., 1889. (My emphasis
-JL)

18 Vide infra, Chapter 1.1.2.

19 Cf. Jens Lemanski: Christentum im Atheismus. Spuren der mystischen Imitatio Christi-Lehre in der Ethik
Schopenhauers. Vol. 2. London 2011, p. 316; Matthias KoBler: Die eine Anschauung — der eine Gedanke.
Zur Systemfrage bei Fichte und Schopenhauer, in: Die Ethik Arthur Schopenhauers im Ausgang vom
Deutschen Idealismus (Fichte/Schelling). Ed. by Lore Hithn. Wiirzburg 2006, pp. 349-364; Friedrich
Schleiermacher: Kurze Darstellung des theologischen Studiums zum Behuf einleitender Vorlesungen. Ber-
lin 1811, p. 45 (= 11.2): “as one single intuition” (“als Eine einzige Anschauung”).

20 Cf. Hans Blumenberg: Die Lesbarkeit der Welt. Frankfurt/Main 1986.
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1 The World and its Representationalist Interpretation

at the same time, through the religious author-creator analogy, to increase the expec-
tations of the audience and to demand patience from a presumably overburdened
reader.?!

1.1.2 Multiplicity: The Organic System

Also in the first preface to WWR, a few sentences after the formulation of the ‘single
thought’, Schopenhauer addresses the relationship between the unity and multiplicity
of the thought or thoughts developed in a book. The interpretation of the metaphors
of multiplicity, namely ‘architectural’, ‘systematic’ and ‘organic’, has also given rise
to a debate in research. The controversial passage in the text reads:

A system of thoughts must always have an architectonic coherence,
i.e. a coherence in which one part always supports another without
the second supporting the first, so the foundation stone will ulti-
mately support all the parts without itself being supported by any of
them, and the summit will be supported without itself supporting
anything. A single thought, on the other hand, however comprehen-
sive it might be, must preserve the most perfect unity. If it is divided
up in order to be communicated, the various parts must still be or-
ganically coherent, i.e. each part containing the whole just as much
as it is contained by the whole [...].?

What is disputed is (1) whether Schopenhauer uses ‘system’ synonymously with ‘ar-
chitectural’ and contrary to ‘organic’ or (2) whether he treats ‘system’ as a generic
term for the two contradictory terms ‘architectural’ or ‘organic’.

The fact that Schopenhauer uses the term ‘system’ only once in this quotation,
speaks in favour of (1), namely at the beginning of the first sentence (“A system of
thoughts™). The second sentence shows a significant demarcation from the content of
the first sentence (“A single thought, on the other hand...”); furthermore, the term
‘system’ is not explicitly repeated in it. In the first sentence, Schopenhauer speaks of
an ‘architectural coherence’, but in the separate context he says that “the various parts
must still be organically coherent”.

If one does not become irritated by the word “still” in the last sentence, and instead
emphasises “on the other hand” (in German it is the adversative conjunction
“Hingegen”), then according to the prevailing opinion one will be able to interpret
“architecturally” and “organically” as contradictions: If something is not architectural,

2! This overburdening becomes particularly clear when comparing the different approaches to logic, vide
infra, Chapter 1.3.
ZWWRI p.5.
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then it must be organic, vice versa. It remains disputed, however, whether the concept
‘system’ is reserved for the term ‘architectural’ alone. Daniel Schubbe, for example,
interprets the quote cited in such a way that Schopenhauer distinguishes “an organism
sharply from the idea of a system”.?* For Schubbe, ‘system’ and ‘architectural’ are
synonyms, whereas ‘system and ‘organic’ are antonyms.

(2) According to Christian Strub, however, Schopenhauer contrasts “the ‘organic’
system concept with an architectural one”.?* There are, in my opinion, several argu-
ments in favour of Strub’s conceptual scheme, according to which ‘system’ is the
generic term and ‘architectural’ and ‘organic’ are the two subordinate terms: On the
one hand, Schopenhauer uses expressions such as ‘my system’ in the WWR or in other
works,?® and on the other hand, etymology and the history of the concept suggest that
‘system’ and ‘coherence’ (‘Zusammenhang’) should be understood as synonyms in
this quotation.?® A substitution test also shows that ‘system’ and ‘context’ can be re-
placed salva significatione et veritate: If [the single thought] is divided up in order to
be communicated, the various parts [of the system] must still be organically coherent.’
In general terms, then, it can be said that Schopenhauer explicitly separates the archi-
tectural and the organic, and there is much to be said for taking the ‘architectural’ and
the ‘organic’ as sub-concepts of the concept ‘system’.

Although the meaning of the metaphor of the above-given quote (‘to support/being
supported’, ‘containing/is contained’, ‘foundation stone’, ‘summit’, etc.) can never be
determined due to the lack of possibilities for contextualisation, attempts at interpre-
tation suggest that the difference between the two might initially lie in the attribution
and the relationship of justification: The architectural system is assigned to the “sys-
tem of thoughts” (plural!), the organic system to the “one single thought” (singular!).
The architectural system consists of at least one element that only ‘supports’ (the
foundation stone) and at least one element that is exclusively ‘being supported’ (the
summit). The organic system, on the other hand, stands for the mutual implications of
its parts, in that each part contains or receives all other parts (the whole) and the other
parts (the whole) contain or receive each individual part.

The organic system, with its mutual implications (‘containing/ being contained’),
seems to have the argumentative and inferential justification advantage of considering
individual parts and propositions as dispensable or not strictly truth-conservative since
there are no other parts of the system that depend solely on only one part or one prop-
osition. The mutual implications of the organic system, however, have the explanatory

2 Daniel Schubbe: Philosophie des Zwischen, p. 50.

24 Christian Strub: Weltzusammenhinge. Kettenkonzepte in der européischen Philosophie. Wiirzburg 2011,
p. 106; Cf. also Ernst Bloch: Leipziger Vorlesungen zur Geschichte der Philosophie. Vol. 4, p. 369.

2 E.g. WWR I (Pref. 2nd ed.), p. 15f.: “When I had the strength originally to grasp the basic idea of my
system, to follow it immediately through its four ramifications,a to return from these to the unity of the
trunk from which these four branches emerged, and then to give a clear presentation of the whole [...]”; PP
1(1851), p. 121: “One could call my system an immanent dogmatism [...]”.

26 Cf. Otto Ritschl: System und systematische Methode in der Geschichte des wissenschaftlichen Sprachge-
brauchs und der philosophischen Methodologie. Bonn 1906.
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1 The World and its Representationalist Interpretation

disadvantage of not being successively or ‘linearly’ ascertainable. The architectural
system, on the other hand, has the explanatory advantage of being able to be under-
stood by the recipient in a stringent, linear and sequential way. However, it has the
argumentative and inferential explanatory disadvantage that each individual part and
each sentence is indispensable since each sentence or each part is directly justified
only by another. With regard to mediated parts of the system, however, this disad-
vantage of reasoning disappears bottom-up: While the ‘foundation stone’ still justifies
everything directly or indirectly and is not justified by anyone, the ‘summit’ is fully
justified but does not justify anything itself.

The architectural system shows an analogy to the reciprocity law of traditional con-
ceptual logic with regard to this function of justification:?” just as in the architectural
system, the elements in ascending order provide less and less justification but are jus-
tified more and more, so in traditional conceptual logic a concept contains the less in
itself, the more it contains under itself. A further allusion to the so-called ‘contain-
ment’ metaphors?® of the traditional logical doctrines of concept and judgement can
also be found in the introductory sentence to the organic system: “A single thought,
on the other hand, however comprehensive it might be...”. Schopenhauer is thus al-
luding to his quantitative concept of the world, which is explained in more detail
below.?® The contradictoriness of this multiplicity embraced in the unity of thought
dissolves with reference to the analogous conceptual logic: just as a single thought
can contain or comprehend a multiplicity, so, for example, a single abstract generic
concept contains or comprehends many concrete concepts of species within itself.
Thus, for example, a single generic term such as ‘system’ can contain or comprehend
the multiplicity of specific concepts such as ‘architectural’, ‘organic system’, etc.

The prevailing opinion on this quote is that Schopenhauer rejects the architectural
system and advocates the organic system. The argumentation for this is usually similar
to the following: If the WWR communicates only one single thought (cf. Chapter
1.1.1), and if the context of the one single thought (in its multiplicity only broken
down for the purpose of communication) is an organic one, then the WWR is also
organically composed. This line of argument also implies that if the concept of ‘or-
ganic’ excludes the concept of ‘architectural’ (as the classifications ‘organic’ =
‘thought, singular’, ‘architectural’ = ‘thoughts, plural’ as well as the phrase ‘on the
other hand’ prove), and if the WWR is organic, then the WWR cannot be architectural.

As shown in Chapter 1.1.1, however, the first premise of the first argument is open
to attack: Although the aim of WWR may be to communicate a single thought, how-
ever comprehensive it may be, this can only be achieved by means of the multiplicity
of thoughts. This plurality is also announced by the antecedent of the anankastic con-
ditional in the last sentence of the quote: “If it is divided up in order to be

7 Vide infra, Chapter 1.3.1.
28 Vide infra, Chapter 2.2.
¥ Vide infra, Chapter 1.2.3.

14



1.1 Interpretive Approaches

communicated, the various parts must ...”.3" The antecedent shows, on the one hand,
that the theme of the preface is still (as in the first paragraph of the Preface) commu-
nication or readability and, on the other hand, that this communication can only
succeed through a multiplicity of parts into which the comprehensive unity (of the
single thought) is ‘divided’. The consistency of the conditional is, however, problem-
atic in several respects: “...the various parts must still be organically coherent”. It
remains incomprehensible, however, why this coherence is still organic and why it
has to be organic at all. In my opinion, neither the quotation nor the context can ex-
plain the repetition (“still”) or the necessity (“must”).

An explanation for the repetition and the necessity could perhaps be provided by a
picture theory, but no evidence for this can be found in the context or in the quote: If
the unity of thought that comprehends the multiplicity can only be communicated
through multiplicity (by dividing the unity into parts), then multiplicity must be, as
far as possible, the repetition or representation of the unity in multiplicity. In other
words: the multiplicity contained in the unity must again be represented by a unity in
the multiplicity communicated. The organic system, in which everything is directly
and nothing indirectly in a relationship of justification, can possibly better represent
this unity in the multiplicity than the architectural system, which for the most part
consists only of indirect relationships. — However, this whole argumentation is pure
speculation and lacks any textual basis.

What is certain, however, is that the overarching theme of the quotes from the first
preface so far is communication or readability. As ornate and metaphorically over-
loaded as the preface is, all the text sections discussed ultimately lead to a
recommendation to the recipient to read the WWR twice. According to Schopenhauer,
the division of the work into four parts is thus not a matter of substance, but of com-
munication or readability. Finally, a similar basic statement can be found in the quote
of Fichte given in Chapter 1.1.1. Since a book must have a first and last line (just as
communication has a beginning and an end) and therefore resembles an architectural
system, there is no other way than to read the book successively and linearly. But this
should not be confused with the object, with the single thought itself, which the book
intends to communicate in form through its multiplicity. From the context of the two
quotes discussed, and especially from the metaphors ‘architectural’ and ‘organic’, the
basic ways of interpreting and dealing with the contradictions or aporias prominent in
the work are developed.

1.1.3 Interpretations: The Descriptive Approach
Two opposing interpretative approaches to Schopenhauer’s philosophy can be found

in current scholarship: (1) the still dominant approach of the so-called ‘normative in-
terpretation’ is close to the mediating linearity of the architectural system, whereas

3% On anankastic conditionals vide infra, Chapter 1.2.6.
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(2) the reading that has emerged in recent decades emphasises Schopenhauer’s ‘de-
scriptive approach’ and is close to the immediate plurality of the organic system.

(1) In the history of Schopenhauer’s reception, a direction of interpretation can be
found early on which approaches an architectural metaphor in that it determines the
position of certain themes within the work: some interpreters claim that the beginning
of WWR with epistemology is not simply arbitrary, because “each transcendental
dogmatism should be avoided”,?! or because it “is the part of the representation of the
processual event, through which this event is opened up”.3? Representatives of this
reading occasionally refer to Schopenhauer’s statement that “every philosophy must
commence with an examination of the cognitive faculty, its form and laws, as well as
their validity and limitations.”??

For many performers, the end of the WWR seems to be equally predetermined. Par-
ticularly relevant to this position was Franz Rosenzweig’s talk of Schopenhauer’s
innovation of a “system-generated saint of the final paragraphs”, who “closed the sys-
tem arch, really closed it as a keystone, not as an ethical ornament or appendage”.3*
Eduard von Hartmann also speaks of an emphasis on nothingness, which Schopen-
hauer “repeatedly and emphatically described as the summit not only of his ethics but
also of his entire philosophical system”.3* According to Hans Zint, the philosophy of
religion and especially the sacred and the nothingness, which Schopenhauer discusses
at the end of the fourth book of the WWR, thus become the “shining end of Schopen-
hauer’s entire philosophy”.?® As Rudolf Neidert says, Schopenhauer’s ethical
principles, the affirmation and negation of the will to life, correspond to the Christian
doctrine of sin and redemption, and thus Schopenhauer’s “anti-deed redemption doc-
trine” is the “quietistic vanishing point towards which all lines of his ethics ultimately
converge” ¥, Similarly, Klamp also points out that the third book can only be an ‘in-
troduction’ for the “impressive final parts” of the fourth book.

Already in the early 19" century, the architectural arrangement of themes, which
started from the idealistic-subjective epistemology and led to mystical nihilism, en-
couraged most scholars to adopt a linear-normative interpretation: When
Schopenhauer, at the end of his main work, describes the ascetic and her escape into
nothingness, it was obvious to many interpreters that the author “demands his reader

31 Volker Spierling: Arthur Schopenhauer. Philosophie als Kunst und Erkenntnis. Frankfurt/Main 1994, p.
49.

32 Rudolf Malter: Arthur Schopenhauer. Transzendentalphilosophie und Metaphysik des Willens. Stuttgart-
Bad Cannstatt 1991, p. 53.

BPPILp. 21 (= § 21).

3 Franz Rosenzweig: Stern der Erlésung. Frankfurt/Main 1921, p. 8f.

3 Eduard von Hartmann: Phinomenologie des sittlichen Bewusstseins: Prolegomena zu jeder kiinftigen
Ethik. Berlin 1879, p. 41.

3 Hans Zint: Das Religiose bei Schopenhauer, in: 17. Schopenhauer-Jahrbuch (1930), p. 63.

37 Rudolf Neidert: Die Rechtsphilosophie Schopenhauers und ihr Schweigen zum Widerstandsrecht. Tii-
bingen 1966, p. 184.

3 Gerhard Klamp: Die Architektonik im Gesamtwerk Schopenhauers, in: 41. Schopenhauer-Jahrbuch
(1960), p. 83.
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1.1 Interpretive Approaches
to deny the will to live [...]”.%° This reading was particularly prevalent in early Hege-
lianism and the schools that emerged from it. Johann Carl Friedrich Rosenkranz, for

example, declared that Schopenhauer would lull his readers into “death orgies of In-
dian passivity” and spread a “longing for non-existence”. His conclusion was
therefore: “Instead of this philosophy of death, let us stick to Kant’s philosophy of life
[...].”* For Karl Kautsky, Schopenhauer’s “new doctrine of salvation” leads to an
“ossified Chinoiserie” or — according to the wording of the Munich Philistines — to a
philosophy of “ Leave Me Be!” (“I will mei Ruh hab’n!”)#!

In the late 19 century, this interpretation was advocated in particular by critics of
the New Kantians in the pessimism controversy*? and became the prevailing opinion
both among the general public and the early Schopenhauer scholarship. Although
Schopenhauer scholars of the early 20" century were already aware of the one-sided-
ness of such arguments, they adopted this interpretation, sometimes without
questioning it. This paradoxical reading, according to which Schopenhauer claimed
something explicitly, but probably could not mean it, becomes particularly clear in a
quote from Paul Deussen, the founder of the Schopenhauer Society:

Schopenhauer fights the imperative form of Kantian ethics without
seeing that his, like all ethics, has an imperative form. For him, it
lies in the fact that he consistently contrasts the negation of the will
to life with the affirmation as the higher, better, as he even calls it
in his first manuscripts with a comparative expression ‘the better

consciousness’.®

Jan Garewicz reinforces Deussen’s opinion by accusing Schopenhauer of an uninten-
tional is-ought problem. Although Schopenhauer only wants to represent what is,
Hume’s law slips away from him in such a way that he can only focus on what should
be. The supposed representationalism thus becomes an unconscious doctrine of re-
demption or soteriology, which is already inherent in the epistemology of the first
book of WWR:

Here Schopenhauer violates his own rule of always making state-
ments only about what is and never about what should be. In my [sc.
Garewicz’] opinion, this is no coincidence: the whole system is

3 Georg Weigelt: Zur Geschichte der neueren Philosophie: Populire Vortrige. Hamburg 1855, p. 156.

40 Johann Carl Friedrich Rosenkranz: Zur Charakteristik Schopenhauer’s, in: Deutsche Wochenschrift von
Karl Goedeke 22 (1854), p. 684.

41 Karl Kautsky: Arthur Schopenhauer (SchluB), in: Die neue Zeit. Revue des geistigen und 6ffentlichen
Lebens 6:3 (1888), pp. 97-109.

42 Cf. Frederick C. Beiser: Weltschmerz: Pessimism in German Philosophy, 1860-1900. Oxford 2016.

4 Paul Deussen: Allgemeine Geschichte der Philosophie mit besonderer Beriicksichtigung der Religionen.
Vol. II/3: Die neuere Philosophie von Descartes bis Schopenhauer. Leipzig 1917, p. 555.
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based from the very beginning on the foundation of the ideal of ho-
liness.*

Similarly, the soteriological reading followed by Rudolf Malter explains the main
book as a process of liberation guided by the author: “The formulaic naming of the
one thought indicates a process: the process in which the liberation of the subject from
its negative state takes place.”*> According to Malter, the process progresses through
various crises to redemption:

Schopenhauer’s philosophy can only articulate itself as soteriology
[...] because the liberating, redeeming moment is already originally
inherent in the subject. To trace how it is activated and how the will
— despite its own substantiality — no longer determines the subject is
the goal towards which Schopenhauer’s system moves thanks to the
transcendentalism that guides it.*¢

This quote shows that the architectural connection between ‘transcendentalism’ (ini-
tial idea) and ‘doctrine of redemption’ (goal) leads to a linear interpretation of the
work: The end of the WWR (“the liberating, redeeming moment”) is already predicted
in the first book (“is already originally inherent in the subject”). The linear-successive
movement from the first to the last book is teleologically determined (“goal towards
which Schopenhauer’s system moves”) but is constantly regulated by the initial archi-
tecture (“thanks to the transcendentalism that guides it”).

Similarly, architectural coherence and linear method are combined when Alfred
Schmidt writes: “Resignation is the elusive basic mood into which Schopenhauer’s
thinking flows”.#” Martin Booms also combines linearity and architectonics, for it
seems “by no means coincidental that Schopenhauer’s philosophy, according to the
facts of the case, [...] comes down to a theme of suffering and redemption”. 48 The
linearity and normativity can thus be asserted and read out of stylistic analyses, by
interpreting the final passages of the main work and from Schopenhauer’s later self-
characterizations.

(2) Both (a) Schopenhauer himself in many text passages and (b) more recently, an
ever-increasing number of scholars have adhered to the reading recommendation and
the adoption of the metaphor of the organism for his work. (a) Schopenhauer says:
“As this one thought is considered from different sides, it reveals itself respectively

4 Jan Garewicz: Erkennen und Erleben: Ein Beitrag zu Schopenhauers Erlosungslehre, in: 70. Schopen-
hauer-Jahrbuch (1989), pp. 75-83, here: p. 76.

4 Rudolf Malter: Arthur Schopenhauer, p. 52.

46 Rudolf Malter: Arthur Schopenhauer, p. 55.

47 Alfred Schmidt: Die Wahrheit im Gewande der Liige. Schopenhauers Religionsphilosophie. Miinchen
1986, p. 75.

48 Martin Booms: Aporie und Subjekt. Die erkenntnistheoretische Entfaltungslogik der Philosophie Scho-
penhauers. Wiirzburg 2003, p. 312.
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as what has been called metaphysics, what has been called ethics, and what has been
called aesthetics”.*’ For this reason, Robert Jan Berg believes that there are “in prin-
ciple arbitrary ways of access” to the organism.>® Also, Schopenhauer’s famous
metaphor of Thebes in the preface to On the Will in Nature from 1836 says that the
entry into the system is arbitrary because one can get to the centre from anywhere. In
this respect the metaphor of Thebes supports this interpretation:

If ever the time will come when people read me, they will find that
my philosophy is like Thebes with a hundred gates: one can enter
from all sides and reach the centre point on a straight path through
all of them.>!

Although in the first book of the WWR Schopenhauer develops the ‘world as will’
factually from the ‘world as representation’,>? a reader can just as well start with the
second book, because Schopenhauer there, the other way round, also explains the
world as representation from the world as will genetically.

This plurality of entry or access to the system might remind some readers of the
famous choice of the basis of the constitutional system in Carnap’s The Logical Struc-
ture of the World (especially §§ 59ff.). Before the outline of a constructional system,
Carnap discusses what the system should actually begin with, the physical or the psy-
chological. Carnap chooses the autopsychological as the basis but emphasises that a
constructional system including the physical as the basis is also conceivable. Whereas
Carnap makes the choice for his exemplary system himself, Schopenhauer, with the
metaphor of Thebes, wants to leave this choice to his reader, although as the author
of a book, he has to make the same decision in fact as Carnap concerning the starting
point of the system. In Carnap’s terminology, Schopenhauer also initially decides on
the autopsychological and only later develops the physical (or even metaphysical).
But in contrast to Carnap, this is not intended to be a choice of reduction: For Scho-
penhauer, the autopsychological (the world as representation) can be reduced to the
(meta-)physical (the world as will), and vice versa.>

(b) I have described this figure of thought in another place with the expression ‘mu-
tual epiphenomenalism’:%* In the first book, the factually existing, objective world as
will seems to be the product of the subjective cognition of the world as representation,
while in the second book, ontogenesis (the world as representation) seems to be only

* WWR 1, p. VII (= Pref.).
50 Robert J. Berg: Objektiver Idealismus und Voluntarismus in der Metaphysik Schellings und Schopen-
hauers. Wiirzburg 2003, p. 99.
SUFW, p. 6 (Pref)).
52T will discuss how to understand the reference to these apparently two worlds in Chapter 1.2.2.
53 On Schopenhauer and Carnap vide infra, Chapter 2.3.3.
5% Jens Lemanski: Schopenhauers hagioethischer Konsequentialismus im System der Welt als Wille und
Vorstellung. In: 93. Schopenhauer-Jahrbuch (2012), pp. 485-503.
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a product of the factually generating phylogeny (the world as will).5> Each of the two
worlds is only a contingent by-product from the perspective of the other world. Only

intersections, such as the subjectively and objectively experienceable body (‘Leib’),
go beyond this impression of accidental side effects.>

The extent to which the expression ‘mutual epiphenomenalism’ is appropriate for
the relationship between the world as representation and the world as will, as pre-
sented in the first two books of the WWR, in the face of such intersections may be
debatable. Nevertheless, this expression gives a name to the figure of thought which,
on the one hand, philosophers of the present day continue to emphasise with reference
to classical German philosophy and early linguistic-analytical philosophy,®’ and
which, on the other hand, is an indication of the Thebes-like plurality of access paths
to Schopenhauer’s system. After all, it is irrelevant whether the world as representa-
tion first establishes the world as will or vice versa, since both mutual modes of
justification were separated only for the purpose of communication.

The almost arbitrary position of the individual books and the topics collected in them
becomes particularly clear in a comparison between the WWR and the new version
of the WWR presented in the Berlin Lectures of the 1820s: whereas the linear inter-
pretation considers it relevant that Schopenhauer began his main work with the
sentence “The world is my representation” and ended with the concept “nothing”, the
Berlin Lectures show the arbitrariness of special positions of this textual fragments.
The new version of WWR for lecture purposes does indeed contain the two relevant
phrases; however, neither of them form the beginning or end of the system but are in
each case after or before metaphilosophical reflections.>® The linearity which inter-
preters such as Rosenzweig, Hartmann, Zint, Klamp, Malter and many others justify
by the special position of books, themes, phrases and concepts in the WWR loses its
textual basis in the new version of WWR. Within the organic reading, an alternative
version of WWR would thus also be conceivable, which does not begin with the world

55 Whether the concepts ‘ontogenesis’ and ‘phylogeny’ are appropriate or only metaphorical for the facts
described here, I do not want to discuss at this point. An intensive discussion can be found in Jens Lemanski:
Die ‘Evolutionstheorien’ Goethes und Schopenhauers. Eine kritische Aufarbeitung des wissenschaftsges-
chichtlichen Forschungsstandes. In: Schopenhauer und Goethe. Biographische und philosophische
Perspektiven. Ed. by Daniel Schubbe, Seren R. Fauth. Hamburg 2016, pp. 247-295.

56 Cf. the volume Philosophie des Leibes. Die Anfinge bei Schopenhauer und Feuerbach. Ed. by Matthias
KoBler, Michael Jeske. Wiirzburg 2012.

57 Vide infra, Chapter 2.1.4 and Chapter 3.1.

58 The article by Thomas Regehly, Die Berliner Vorlesungen, shows how shockingly normative interpreters
twist the facts (Thomas Regehly: Die Berliner Vorlesungen: Schopenhauer als Dozent. In: Schopenhauer-
Handbuch. Leben — Werk — Wirkung. Ed. by Daniel Schubbe, Matthias KoBler. Weimar 2014, pp. 171-
180.): Regehly shows especially on p. 171 (and further on p. 179) that he follows Malter in the architectural-
normative interpretation and then explains on p. 175, the “Lecture begins like the main work with the sen-
tence ‘The world is my representation’ [...]”. A quick glance at Chapter 1 of the Berlin Lectures is enough
to falsify this statement: The lecture does not begin like the WWR with the sentence ‘The world is my
representation’. Regehly also suppresses in his account on p. 179 that Schopenhauer conceived the end of
the lectures differently than the main work. Regehly’s otherwise very meritorious survey article thus shows
how advocates of the normative interpretation fall for their own prejudices and expectations of a text.
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as representation in the first book, but with the world as a will in the second, or ends
with the affirmation and not with the negation of the will in the fourth book.

Representatives of this pluralistic descriptiveness, for which I also take a position
here, refer in contrast to the initial passages of the fourth book of the WWR, in which
Schopenhauer explains that his ethics also remain only theoretical and do not recom-
mend prescribing anything.>® For Matthias KoBler, this is the reason to speak of an
“empirical ethics” and to emphasise several times that Schopenhauer also “under-
stands ethics as ‘descriptive’ rather than prescriptive”.%’ The so-called ‘morphological
interpretation’ also ties in with this aspect of descriptiveness and rejects any linearity
and normativity.®' Rather, this school of interpretation emphasises those statements
by Schopenhauer in which he conceives his work as a representational description of
the one world. According to this view, the four books do not linearly follow one an-
other, but stand parallel to one another and explain the world or the one thought, but
do not prescribe how one should behave in or towards this world.

1.1.4 Aporias: Alleged Contradictions

Very early — i.e. already in 1819 by an anonymous reviewer — the Schopenhauer au-
dience drew attention to aporias or contradictions in his work.%?> Schopenhauer
opposed these accusations and repeatedly emphasised that his system was free of con-
tradictions and rather uniform, or that the aporias were only based on
misunderstandings of the interpreters.®® Almost a century after the first accusation of
aporias, in 1906, Otto Jenson wrote a dissertation on the subject, in which he provides
a tabular overview of the fourteen fundamental contradictions he found in the works
of almost 25 relevant Schopenhauer interpreters. A complete literature review even
reveals a total of 52 “inconsistencies or impossibilities of thinking”, and this list is by
no means exhausted.® As the overviews and treatises on the aporias in the course of
the 20% and at the beginning of the 21% century show, the topics of discussion have

3 WWR 1, p. 2971f.

© Matthias KoBler: Empirische Ethik und christliche Moral. Zur Differenz einer areligidsen und einer
religiosen Grundlegung der Ethik am Beispiel der Gegeniiberstellung Schopenhauers mit Augustinus, der
Scholastik und Luther. Wiirzburg 1999, p. 434.

¢l Cf. Daniel Schubbe: Formen der (Er-)kenntnis. Ein morphologischer Blick auf Schopenhauer, in: Der
Besen, mit dem die Hexe fliegt. Wissenschaft und Therapeutik des Unbewussten. Vol. 1: Psychologie als
Wissenschaft der Komplementaritét. Ed. by Giinter Godde, Michael B. Buchholz. Gielen 2012, pp. 359—
385.

2 Cf. Anonymous Reviewer: Arthur Schopenhauers Die Welt als Wille und Vorstellung, in: Literarisches
Wochenblatt 4:30 (Weimar 1819) (also in Schopenhauer-Jahrbuch 6 (1917), pp. 81-85).

% A summary of these statements by Schopenhauer can be found at Otto Jenson: Die Ursache der Wid-
erspriiche im Schopenhauerschen System, p. 8.

% Otto Jenson: Die Ursache der Widerspriiche im Schopenhauerschen System, p. 23, also p. 29.
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shifted in part, but have lost nothing of their explosiveness:% While (1) some inter-
preters deplore the “contradictions” or “paradoxes” inherent in Schopenhauer’s work,
(2) the opposite side tries to expose these evaluations as misunderstandings of the
accusers. (1) The first direction of interpretation is either voluntarily or involuntarily
closer to the linear, architectural and normative reading, (2) while the second claims
an either singular or plural aspect of organic descriptiveness for itself. Both readings,
(1) and (2), are in turn divided into an affirmative (al) and a negative interpretation
(nl):

(1) Within the first line of interpretation, the discussed contradictions are evaluated
either, in the sense of (nl), as an expression of a failed theory or, in the sense of (al),
as a constitutive, positive component of Schopenhauer’s thought.®® In addition to
Schopenhauer’s critics, scholars who do not see the system as a “balanced, smooth,
secure edifice of thought” can be added to the negative direction of interpretation.®’
Due to the inherent contradictions in the system, one of the earliest interpreters of the
system writes that one could hardly find a “more contradictory philosopher [...]”.%
According to Vittorio Hosle, this is due to the fact that Schopenhauer “did not have
the intelligence of theoretical justification” that the great philosophers, from Plato to
Hegel, had. ° Booms is much milder in his judgement and sees a fragility in the cir-
cularity and in the contradictions of the system, which, however, could only be fixed
by interpretation.”

The Jenson study mentioned above forms the transition from (nl) to (al) within the
direction of interpretation that sees contradictions in Schopenhauer’s system. Jenson
believes that Schopenhauer’s organic system cannot arrange the uniform overall im-
pression it heralds. Schopenhauer’s demand to read the WWR several times was even
a disservice to his own system, as each time one reads it again, more and more con-
tradictions become apparent.’! Nevertheless, and with this comes the turn to (al), these
aporias constitute the “mystical attraction” of Schopenhauer’s system.”? To recognise
the value of Schopenhauer’s system despite these antinomies, it is crucial to read
Schopenhauer more as an artist and less as a researcher.”

Remnants of an (nl) can also be seen in Volker Spierling’s approach, which repeat-
edly assigns Schopenhauer a “self-misunderstanding”, but attempts to cure this by so-

% To a list of authors who have commented on the topic, cf. Rudolf Malter: Arthur Schopenhauer, p. 48,
Fn. 25; for the following systematisation cf. Martin Booms: Aporie und Subjekt, p. 25f.

 Cf. e.g. Volker Spierling: Arthur Schopenhauer. Philosophie als Kunst und Erkenntnis, pp. 223-240;
Daniel Schubbe: Philosophie des Zwischen, Chapter 1.

7 Gisela Sauter-Ackermann: Erlésung durch Erkenntnis? Studien zu einem Grundproblem der Philosophie
Schopenhauers. Cuxhaven 1994, p. 131.

% Rudolf Seydel: Schopenhauers philosophisches System. Leipzig 1857, p. 7.

% Vittorio Hésle: Zum Verhiltnis von Metaphysik des Lebendigen und allgemeiner Metaphysik. Betrach-
tungen in kritischem Anschluss an Schopenhauer. In: Metaphysik. Herausforderungen und Moglichkeiten.
Ed. by Vittorio Hosle. Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt 2002, pp. 59-97, here: p. 61f.

7 For example, Martin Booms: Aporie und Subjekt, e.g. p. 153ff.

L Cf. Otto Jenson: Die Ursache der Widerspriiche im Schopenhauerschen System, p. 12ff.

72 Otto Jenson: Die Ursache der Widerspriiche im Schopenhauerschen System, p. 33.

73 Cf. Otto Jenson: Die Ursache der Widerspriiche im Schopenhauerschen System, pp. 55ff.

22



1.1 Interpretive Approaches

called “Copernican turns”.”* According to Spierling, the paradoxes in Schopenhauer’s
work, which are shown by means of the “turn”, are ultimately an advantage of the
system, as they oppose a dogmatic and absolute standpoint, which in the view of the
philosopher should be avoided. Thus, in Schopenhauer one recognises a philosopher
“who reflects prudently, who methodically remembers the difference between concept
and thing, who puts a stop to a priori idealistic thinking about identity”.”

Following on from Spierling, Daniel Schubbe, in his hermeneutical-phenomenolog-
ical reading, also understood aporias not as a deficiency but as “the key to
Schopenhauer’s work”.”® The decisive factor is not the focus on the respective anti-
nomic poles of the aporias, paradoxes and contradictions, but rather the concentration
on “the in-between” (“das Zwischen”) that connects the respective poles. This con-
centration on the “in-between” emphasises the rare moment in which the familiar
appears anew and the conceptual aporias point to the nonconceptual.”” All the authors
of this (al) have a strategy in common, which consists in reinterpreting the disad-
vantage of the contradictions to an advantage by means of an interpretation that is
predominantly external to the system.

(2) Within the second school of interpretation, the discussion of the contradictions
in Schopenhauer’s work is largely unanimously rejected, either in the sense of (al)
being of the opinion that the contradictions are based on a bad or wrong interpretation
on the part of the accusers, or in the sense of (nl) believing that the contradictions are
in part only due to formal-philological inaccuracies or generally not a decisive evalu-
ation criterion in dealing with historical philosophers. The affirmative direction of
interpretation is completely reactionary since it alone defends the attacks on Schopen-
hauer’s system on the part of the interpreters subsumed under (1) and (nl). The most
stubborn defence of Schopenhauer can probably be found in Wilhelm Gwinner, Paul
Deussen and Arthur Hiibscher: Gwinner tries to prove, for example, by also criticizing
Johann Friedrich Herbart, that many critics often misunderstood Schopenhauer.”® Paul
Deussen goes even further. He speaks of a “perfection of critical philosophy by Scho-
penhauer” and sets himself the goal of “proving everywhere that Schopenhauer’s
procedure is strictly methodical and scientific and of invalidating the assertions of
those who enjoy discovering all kinds of contradictions in Schopenhauer’s system”.”
Hiibscher, too, first shows how Schopenhauer, in his lifetime, refuted accusations of
contradictions in his system in his written correspondence with critics. After Scho-
penhauer’s death, “the search for contradictions was sometimes made surprisingly
easy”, and Hiibscher, therefore, comes to the conclusion: “Enough! The search for

™ Volker Spierling: Arthur Schopenhauer: Philosophie als Kunst und Erkenntnis.

5 Volker Spierling: Arthur Schopenhauer, Philosophie als Kunst und Erkenntnis, p. 240.

76 Daniel Schubbe: Philosophie des Zwischen, esp. pp. 21ff.

7 Cf. Daniel Schubbe: Philosophie des Zwischen, p. 60, p. 142.

 Wilhelm Gewinner: Schopenhauer’s Leben. Arthur Schopenhauer aus persénlichem Umgange
dargestellt. 2nd ed. Leipzig 1878, p. 267ff.

7 Paul Deussen: Allgemeine Geschichte der Philosophie, Vol. II/3, p. 430.
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inconsistencies and contradictions that fills a large part of the literature on Schopen-
hauer by no means reaches the whole of his doctrine, which was still encountered in
the second half of the 19" century in a strange helplessness by many interpreters.”

Representatives of (al) are motivated by Schopenhauer’s own attempts at refutation,
which he brought up against his own critics. What all representatives of (al) have in
common is that they are convinced of Schopenhauer’s uniformity, infallibility and
consistency, which they defend against all attacks.

The representatives of (nl) within this line of interpretation, to which I willingly
submit myself, complain that all the above-mentioned lines of interpretation place the
uniformity of Schopenhauer’s system postulated in terms of content above their own
scholarship. Schliiter and, above all, Lovejoy have demonstrated that this begins, es-
pecially in the philologically exact processing of the texts within the different creative
phases. Kuno Fischer had already pointed out that Schopenhauer’s philosophy had
“changed its character” over the decades.®! Robert Schliiter’s examination of Scho-
penhauer’s philosophically relevant letters leads him to the conclusion that
Schopenhauer’s systemic concepts have changed in general, but especially in detail,
or at least have been strongly modified.®? In doing so, he attacks the “fairy tale of the
absence of any development in Schopenhauer’s doctrine”.3* Schliiter sees Schopen-
hauer’s correspondence with his friends in particular as a process in which
Schopenhauer had repeatedly led to new ideas, modifications and extensions.

Whereas with Schliiter and Fischer, flanked by authors such as Jacob Miihlethaler,
Oscar Janzens or Harald Heffding, the main representatives of a revised doctrine in
Schopenhauer’s work in the paradigm of Neo-Kantianism are named,® the question
of system development lost importance in German post-war philosophy due to the
dogmatic assertion of a unified system and a glorification of last-hand editions of
Schopenhauer’s writings. Although today there are various successful approaches to
reconstruct the developments in Schopenhauer’s work, especially on the basis of man-
uscripts, in my opinion, many systematic treatises are subject to the difficulty that they
collect context-free statements from the entire work, the uniformity of which is partly
only guaranteed by the author’s name ‘Schopenhauer’.

Against such a method, Arthur Lovejoy’s study on Schopenhauer’s philosophy of
nature is particularly noteworthy, as he convincingly demonstrated that supposed con-
tradictions in Schopenhauer’s work can be resolved by first interpreting thesis and

8 Arthur Hiibscher: Denker gegen den Strom. Schopenhauer: Gestern — Heute — Morgen. Bonn 1973, pp.
256-259.

81 Kuno Fischer: Schopenhauers Leben, Werke und Lehre. (Geschichte der neuern Philosophie IX) 3rd. ed.
Heidelberg 1908, p. 530 (= 21.3.5), also: p. 273 (=8.1.3).

82 Cf. Robert Schliiter: Schopenhauers Philosophie in seinen Briefen. Leipzig 1900, pp. 37ff., p. 43, p. 72.

8 Robert Schliiter: Schopenhauers Philosophie in seinen Briefen, p. 5.

8 Cf. Jacob Miihlethaler: Die Mystik bei Schopenhauer. Berlin 1910, p. 147f.; Harald Hoffding: Geschichte
der neueren Philosophie. Eine Darstellung der Geschichte der Philosophie von dem Ende der Renaissance
bis zum Schlusse des 19. Jahrhunderts. Vol. II. Leipzig 1896, esp. p. 247ff. On Oscar Jansen’s thesis of
Schopenhauer’s revised geometrical theory vide infra, Chapter 2.3.5.
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antithesis separately within their respective contexts and not starting from the thesis
of a unified system in which no Schopenhauer sentence — no matter from which work
and historical context it is torn — is allowed to contradict another.3> Lovejoy has thus
attempted to prove that many of the supposed contradictions in natural philosophy are
based on the fact that they originate from different periods of work and that these were
written in periods of different scientific paradigms. It can thus be said that Schopen-
hauer did not do his work any favours by merely supplementing the system in later
years and not fundamentally revising it.

I particularly agree with Lovejoy’s demand for a separate analysis of individual
writings and statements, as such a method need not necessarily contradict the unifying
idea of the organic system: If, for example, a separately analysed text from the 1810s
coincides in content with a similarly analysed text from the 1850s, then this does not
contradict the system unity postulated by Schopenhauer. However, if such texts show
contradictions, it should first be clarified to what extent the required consistency and
uniformity of these texts are justified and also whether the thesis and antithesis depend
on factors external and internal to the text.®

Irrespective of the philological preparatory work, which in my opinion has a con-
siderable influence on the way many of the apparent aporias and contradictions are
dealt with, the question of the deeper philosophical meaning of the intensive discus-
sion of aporias in Schopenhauer scholarship does arise. I can probably only approach
this question from my standpoint: The reading I propose here is related to the