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The greater part of the Dssertstion, which [ submitted for
gzamination last year, has been included in the present work. Some
omissions and alterations, involving an iraportant change of views,
have been made; and nearly as much again of new matter has been
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to distinguish more clearly bstween my own views and those of
Kant ; and in deference to the same suggestions, | have added an
appendix on the chronology of Kant’s ethical writings (H#E5).

BERTOME L BN LEBROHRBERKOED TH S,

The Metaphysical Basis of Ethics
by George Edward Moore
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Chapterll
The meaning of Freedom in Kant

I In beginning a discussion of Kant's notion of ‘Freedom’, which
he himself considers to bs essentially connected with Ethical system, it
seems most important 1o emphasize the {act that, so far as his express

" statements are concernsd, he amccepts unconditionslly the view of de-
terminism and vejects that of Freedom, in the only sense in which the
two have been penerally discussad by English thinkers. In ordinary
controversies on the subjects, mo such absolute distinction is drawn
bhetween two kinds of “cansality”™, two kinds of “determination”
{Bestimmung-the sense which is implied in “Determinism®), twe kinds
of *"poasibility”, or finally, an *intelligible® and an “empirical”
“character”, as is drawn by Kant. Professor Sidgwick, indeed, puts
tha quastion in such a form, that Kant’zs answer would probably have
to be on the liberiarian side; but this result seemsg only to be obtained
at the cost of the above mentioned ambiguity. “Is the self” he says'’

“{0 which | refer my deliberate wolitions a self of sirctly determinata

moral qualities, a difinite character partly inherited, partly formed by
my past actions and feelings, and by any physical influences that it
may have unconscionsly received; so that my volontary action, fer

good or for evil, 1s at any moment completely caused by the determinate

#  Methods p.6l
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gualities of this character, together with my circumstances, or the
external influences acting on me at any moment ineluding under this
Iatter term my present bodily conditions or is there always possibility
of my choosing to act in the manner that I now judge to be
reasonsble end right, whatsver my previous actions end axperiencés
may have beon?” ) .

New to tha firat half of the firat alternative, “Is the self to
which 1 refer my deliberzte volitions & definite character etc”. Kant
would be compelled to give what professor Sidgewick considers to be
the libertarian answer of “Ne”, because there seems to be Implied in it
the alternative of what he would call an - “intalligible charscter”
though even here, he would be in some doubt, because it seems implied
that the “intelligible character” cannot be “of strictly determinate
moral quslities” or “difinite®, And with. this presumption that
professor Sidgwick accepted his distinction, he would salse probably
answer “No® to the second hslf “Is my voluntary actiom, --- at any
mement completely cavsed by the determinate gualities of this character”,
although, had that question come by iyself, his answer wonld probably
have been "Yés”, since the sequel shows that when professor Sidgwick
says “completely caused” he is only thinking of what Kant calls
“natural causality” (MNaturcausalitit). So, too, in answer to the second
guestion, he would only say “Yes,” on the presumption that professor
Sidgwick might mean by “possibilit,;,r". intelligible, as well as empirical,
possibility. But when professor Sidgwick goes on to exemplify the
deterministic view by reference te the principle of causality as

employed in the Natural Seiences:;when he says (p.62) “that the
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substantial dispute relates to the completeness of the causal dependence
of the volition upon the state of things at the preceding instant”,
there could no longer be any doubt that only that causality was
meant, of which Kant had been at such pains to prove the universal
validity in the Critique of Pure Reason; and only some reason for
surprise that reference should have been made to the possibility of a
zelf with any othet than a psychological character. Professor Cliffora®
gives n statement of the doctorine of Free Will, as commeonly
understood, which seems so clear ag to be worth gquoting, Whenever a
man exercises his will, and makes a voluntary choice of ons out of
various possible courses, i event ccours, whose relation to contiguous
events cannot be included in & general statement applicable to sll
similar cases. Thers i=s something wholly capricious and srbitrary,
belonging {c that mernent only: and we have no right to conclude thot
if circumstonces were exactly repeated, and the man himself absolutely
unaltered, he would the same coyrse, Now this doctrine Kant would
absolutely condemm. In fact, if Determinism only mean that all
men’'s actions conform to the laws of nsture, snd so, with the
progress of psychology could ultimately be predicted as certainly as
the motions of the planets {and this is whai Professor Sidgwick seems
obviously to mean, and what is usually meant by it}, Kant would
have no hesitation in calling himsslf a Determinist. *“All action of
man in Appearance” zays he, *are determined (hostimmt) by his empirical
character and contributory canses according to the order of naturs,

(1) Essay on ‘Right and wrong' in “Lecturer and Essays® (1886) p.318
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and if we could investigate all Appearance of his choice {Willkiir} to
the bottorn, there would he no single humarn aciion, which we could

not foretell with certainty,m and recognise as following necessarily

from its preceding conditions” @

Freedom, accoroding to him, is absolutely impossible, if reality is
ascribed to events in spece and time. “Bince the thorough-going
connection of all Appearances in a context of Nature is a law that
admits of no exception, this must necessarily upset all Freedom, if one
were determined to cling obstinately to the Reality of Appearances.
Hence also those, who in this latter respect follow the commoen
opinicn, have never able to sueceed in uniting Nature and Freedom
with one another”™® Now the dispute between Lihertarians and Deter-
minists is undoubtedly conducted in general by those whe de “follow
the common opinion” of ascribing reality to what Kant calls
Apesrances, matier as treated in Physics and mind as treated in
Paycology. Tn sc far as Determinism is regarded as bringing the
phencmena of Will into hermony with the results estsblished by
axperirnental investigation of MNature, it ecan only be a doctrine
concerned with what Kants calls Appearances, and as such the above
quotations seem to prove his unqualified adberence to it.

It would, in fact, appear absurd to tho ordinary champion of Free

{1} *Willkihr® geemns to correspond to the ordinary notion of “will” in
tha sznse in which ifts freedom is disputed, that is “will® as a subject
matter of peycholegy. Willkiihrlich may perhaps be translated
“arbitrary™. The translators of Hegel use “caprice” and “capricious® ;
but these appear to have a disparaging, senge, which prima facie is
not justified.

(2) R.V.p.A80

(3 R.V. pa713
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will, to declare that “mctions - which never have happened and

perhaps will not hxsxp]:wau'z"lm

are yel "necessary:” and yet it 15 only on
this basis that Kant is prepared to defend Free will. If thiz be absurd,
there is na choice but Determinism. Kant, in fact, uses “necessity” here in
a totslly different sense from that in which common sense usuvally
understands it. *“*Ought’ expresges s kind of necessity and connection
with reasons, which is found nowhere else in the whaole of Naturs."®.-.
“It is impogsible that anyting else owght %¢ happen in Nature, than
what in all these temporal relations sctually is; indeed ‘ought’, if we
cnly look at the eourse of Mature, has absolutsly no meaning.” o you
declare u future action to be “necessary” the ordinary man would
suppose you must mesn “it wil happen™ - that you are predicting
someting aceording to the Laws of Nature; if you do mean that
“perhaps it won't happen” he would say that yuu. are using terms
inaceurately, you ought to have said it was only probable lI_:II' possible,
But meanwhile it is sufficient to point out that Kant dose say this
absurd thing; and that from this second mesning of “necessity” there
Tollows a second meaning of pessibility alssc. Since that which according
10 the Laws of Nature is only possible, can be called pecessery, that
which according to the Laws of Nature is absolutely impussihlé, may,

from Kant's point of view be regarded as “possiblﬂ".(a} Ii is only on

(1) R.V. p.3a0

(@) R.V. p.87%

(3} The words in R.V. p.37 “Now the action must undoubtedly he
possible under natural conditions, if it is conformed to the 'ought'”
must bes understood to mean, thast any aeiuel scticn, which was in
sccordance with 'ought' muet also have natural possibility i.e. have
been capsble of predicticn seccording to natural laws : not that for any
conceivable action to be moral, it must also be naturally, possible. So
in M.d.3. p.18, it is obvious that the ‘morally possible' the ‘permitted’,
may be something which you cannet actually do’.
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this supposition of the possibility of the impossible, that Kant could
have answered “Yes” to Professor Sidgwick’s second gquestion.

What then, if Kant iz a Detarmipist, dose he mean by that
Freedom, the reality of which he asserts? It is noteworthy that he
first approaches the problem in connnection with the Critique of
Speculative Reason, in discussing application of that notion of causality,
to defend the objectivity of which against Hume was one of the chief
motives to the formation of his Critical Pilosophy. The prinsiple of
cadsality is a principle by which the existence (Dasein) of one object
iz necessarily connected with the existence of snother. Hume had not
denied the necessity of scme kind of relations between objects; for
instance he ssems never to have suspécted any insufficiency in the
ground we have for saying that five apples and seven apples are equal
to twelve apples, This, he would have ssid, is a relation which, while
the ohjects remain the same, must alsc remain the same, because,
whethet there ever were twelve apples or not, the mere idea of them
would always stand in the same relation to the ideas of seven and of
five. He tecognises in fact, that the certainty of s relation of this
sort, is not, like the certainty of the existence of any objects, to be
tested by our experience of it. Even we could never learn that
12=7+5, unless we had zeen twelve objects, yet our ground for
saying that 12=7+15, is not only that we have seen cases in which
they are, as according to him, cur only ground for saying that there
are apples, is the perception of them. He would entitle us here to the
further statement, that, if there are twelve cbjects of any sort, it is
impossible but that they should be equal to soven and five of the
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same surt., Our statement- that 12=7+ 5, dose not only mean, that
in all cases which we have observed, this is so; as would {(according to
him)} such » statement, as that, if thers are apples, there were apple
blossoms before them. In the former iustlanca, he would say a priori
that ther never could be a case in which 12 was not equal to T+ 5; l
wheteas in the Intter, he would utierly demy our right yo make s
generaligation universal. According to him apples are preceded by apple-
blossoma, when they are; but that thay must be, or that anything
must. ever be so connected with anyether, is what, he would say, we
have no ground to be certain of,

In fact Hume treats propositions about relations of guantity, as if
they were purely analyticc. Kant saw that they wers not sc.
Mathmatical propositions are synthetic; and at the same time, as
Hume admitied, they are @ priori. Kant's olject, therefore, in the
Critigue of Pure Reascn, is to consider the validity of ¢ priori
synthetic propositions, as well these mathematical ones, which Hume
thought to be analystic, as those expressing a causal relation to which
Hume, because he saw that they were not analytic, had denied any ¢
priori necessity., The precise manner of kind of Kant’s Deduction is
not here to the point. What the above breil sccount of the question
at issue is designed to bring out, is his distinction between the category
of causality and the mathematical categories, which makes him call
the former *real” or “dynamical;” for it is upon this distinction that he
conceives to rest the possibility of Freedom.

It is solely in virtue of the dynamical categories that we are able

to say that if one thing exists, another must exist. The mathematical
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categorias only tell us that between things appearing in space and
time, certain relation must hold; they do not allow us to conclude
from the existance of any one thing tc the existence of any other.
Hence, when it appears that, in trying to oht.aiﬁ a complete notion of
the world as “determined” by these various categories, we are involved
in antinomies, the contradictory propositions resulting from such an
application l}fl the mathematical categories must both be false, since
both relats solely to the temporal and spatial properties of things.

But with the dynamical categories the case is different. These profess
to deal with the existence of things. Now Kant always asserts the
existence not only of appearances, but also of something of which
these are appearances. It is tharefcr_a possible that any proposition
which concerns the existonce and not merely the relations of things,
may be true with regard to these Things in themselves. And hence,
though the contradictory propositions resulting feom the attempt to
obtain a complete view of the world under the dynamical categortes,
must both be false, if it is presupposed that we are talking only of
things existing in time, it is possible that both may be true, if we are
entitled alsc to take into account the existence of a Thing in itself.
It is with regard to the proposition that things have an unconditional
or first cause, i.e. a cause which is not itself the effect of something
- else, that Kant points out this possibiity; and the causality of such a
firet cause would, he says, be Freedom. If, therefore, it can be shown
that this proposition is true, not merely that it may ke, then, and
then only, the existence of Freedom is proved.

However, before proceeding to diseuss Kant’s proof that there is
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free causality, it seems desirable to explain ai greater length precisely
whet he means by this conception, why he calls it causality and why
he calls it free. And, in the first place, it seems a pity that he
should have called it causality at all; since there must evidently be a
most important difference between the temporal relation of succeesive
phenomena, usually denoted by the term, and the relation of real to
phenomeanal things which is here in gquestion.

It is true that Kant is not so defenceless as might appsar agminst
the charges of inconsistency sometimes brought against him, when in
the Critique of Pure Reascn, he speaks of the Ditg an Sich as cause
of a phenomenon; since, according to him, causality is a pure category,
and therefore, though only applicable by ws when schematised through )
the form of Time, in which alone objects can appesr to us, it may
conceivably apply to other than temporal rvelation of cother objects, to
us known., He is, therefore/

/ two extremes of saying that our sensaticn are all that we can know,
while the so cslled laws by which we attempt to groupe them are
mere abstraction end represent nothing in the world itself; and of
asserting that nothing is truly khown except universal connections or
predicates, With our present knowing faculty we can only attain &
union of unity with plurality, or identity with difference, in two
ways, eech imperfect, Either the unity or identity takes the form of
s more sbatract notion or Jogical umiversal, which exists only in each
given particular; or it is the given particular which persists through
change and unites in itsell seversl universsls. Kant imagines that for
God thess two forms of unity would be the sams. FEach oblect would
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be identical with every other in the sense in which the universal is
identical w_ith itself in each particular; but at the szme tiﬁe each
would be substantial and so unite in itself all the others in the same
way as now the particular unites universals. How this should be, he
rightly says, is to wus incomprehensiblee. We cannot reduce the
“individuation” given by the forms of space and time to the
individuation given 1o concepts by thought, or vice versa. The
conception resembles that of Leibnitz in that each object iz completa
ground of all the others; but differs in that Kant, by definitaly
rejecting the forms of space and fime as mere forms of Appearance,
doss not nsed after all to represent the objects as having grades of
perfection, which is contradictory to their unity from the analytie point
of view. But for the same reason, since we cannot escaps our iimitation
t0 space and time, Kant thinks we cannot vouch [or the reality of
this eonception, '

Now Kant himself never clearly connects these various doctorines.
They follow sinply from the aﬁplication of his/

Kant however doss not admit that everything may be regarded as
a result of intelligible or free causality, just as every thing is a
natural causality. All he claims in his discussion of Transeandesntal
Freedom at the ¢nd of the Critique of Pure Reason, is that “among
natural causes there may slso be some, which have a faculty, that is
only intelligible,”" And he goos on to explain that by these' he means

only mankind. “In inanimate or merely animal nature we find no

{1} pam
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reason to suppose -any faculty conditioned otherwise than through
sense. But man, who knows the rest of nature only through senses,
gots kmowledge of himself alse through mere apperception - and is to
himself partly, we must admit, a phenomenon, but partly also, namely

.2 Now setting

in view of certain faculties, a merely intelligible objec
aside the statement that man knows himself through mere approception
- a kind of knowlege of which Kant has not elsewhers é:r.plainad “the
possibility, and which seems here temporarily to take the place of the
Categorical Imperative as affording a ratio cognoscendi for the appli-
cability of Freedom to himself it is plein that Kant here regards man
as on an absolutely different level from other things, in respects of
freedom. Man has freedom and nothing else shares it in any degree.
And throughout his ethical works this stiitude is maintained, Frea
causality is attributed to man alone, among the cbjects of ea:|:er:'.ven-::e.mI
So that, whereas natural causality applies with ahsqluta universality -
to him as well as to all other objects, freedom appesrs as a sort of
mitaculous power, whose influence may be traced in some avents, but
not in others. In the Critique of Judgment he is led partly to correct
this view and to see that, if fresdom is tc be brought in to explain
enything at all, it must be brought in to explain everything. But,
meanwhile, his restricted view of freedom makes i easier for him to
establish a connection with the vulgar notion. In the vulgar notion,

tov, some action are free and some are not; and though it would not

1) p.am
{2) Though also it would belong to any other “reasomable beings®, if
such there ha. Gr.p.237.
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be admitted, as by Kant is necessary, that those which were free, might
also, in enother aspects, be seen fo be completely determined by
natural causality, yet the mere fact that the application of freedem is
go partial, snd slsc its especial connection with man, assimilate the
view more to that of Kant, than is possible with that here advocated,
according to which freedom is universal. :

In the vulgat notion of freedom the most universal characteristic
seems to be the absence of external constraint whether exerted to
impef o to prevent. Where the immediate cause of a motion or
change seems to lie in the thing which moves or changes and not in
anything outside it, there, in a sense at all events, freedom is
predicable. But this is a notion which is obviously not limited to
human acticns. Many of the movements and changes of animals and
plants have their proximate cause in the things themselves; and same
might probably be said of any body in so far as it moved in
accordance with Newton's second law of Motion. It is thus we seem
to talk of *free as aie”, ot of the wheels of a watch moving “freely”.

But there is an obwious defeet in this wide neotion, in that the
limits, whether spatial or temporal, of any group we may take for
our unit or thing, are alawys more or less arbitrary. A watch may
be moving freely when its spring is driving it; but the movement of
any ong of its wheels is not free, because the wheel is driven by the
spring or by snother wheel, And, again, thers sesms no reason why
we should single out the proximate or immediate cause for such
preeminence, nor anything to determine how far back in the past a
cause ceases to be proximate. It is difficulties of this sort, which
seems to have gradually tended to restriet the notion of freedom io
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man; hecqﬁse in man the; notion of self is far more striking than
alsewhers and the distinction between the internally and externally
caused, therefors, prima facie more satisfactory. The differance betwsan
himself and snything else whatever is more constantly forced on a
man's notiee and more practically important to him than any other
difference, and it is therefors not unnatural that the motion of
freedom in the senss of self-caused action, whether or not it is
criginally derived from his own experience and transferred anthro-
pomotphically to other things, should at all e\rent.lhe more widely
applied and less easy to dispense with in his own case and that of
other beings like him than elsewhere,.

Now the vulgar doctrine of Free Will, as *Liberty of Indifference”,
seems to be in the main an attempt to raise this distinction betwesn
self and the world entirely above the level of an arbitrary distinction.
It was seen that this could not he done, if the self were regarded as a
part in the causal chain of events, since it must then be subject to the
infinite divisibility inheremt in time, and the ultimate caunsal unit
remain as arbitrary as any unite of time. It was therefore maintained
that man's soul was an agent undermined by previous events in time;
it was the absolutely simple unity of Rational Psychology and as such
distinguished from all natural objects which were always both
themselves divisible intc perts and also ineapable of certain
discrimination from an ever wider whole. Such a notion of a finite
uncaused cause inevitably flollows from the atiempt to dis-tinguish
with in the world of experience cases of purely internal and purely
axtarnal, of immanent and transeunt causation. .

And there ate pood reasons why the human will should been taken
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as the final instance of a cause which is not also an effect. The
progrees made in the analysis of mental procssses has besn very slight
in comparison with that made in physical science (1) because of their
greater complexity (2) because experiment in psycology must be either
indirect or encumbered by the fact that the obserbed is also the
cbserver, and (3) becauss subconsciousness must be taken into sccount.
And the region of the incompletely kinown is the favouriie abode of a
metephysical monstrosity. In plain language, where facts are not
completaly understood, some short-sighied metiaphysical theory is
generally introduced as affording an easy road past the diffieulties
which stand in the way of thorough investigation. And secondly,
apart from the general difficulty of establishing exhaustive ¢ausal
laws, which applies In a less degree to physical science also and
prevents certain prediction even there, there seems to be a real reason,
which from the nature of & case can never dissppear, why human
volition should produce the illusion of so-called Freadom. It is this,
that in virtue of the deterministic hypothesis itself the knowlege that
a certmin course of action was about to be pursuedm must always
exert soms ibfluence upon the courseé aetually pursued, and so make
the result different from what was foreseen after a consideration of
all the other elements that would contribute to it. And even if the
fact of this khowlege wers taken to account in the ealeulation, and the
prediction modified accordingly, the knowlege of this medification
would again introduce s new element, which would require a fresh

(1} Unless, indeed, we are to carry out logieally professor Huxley's
doctrine (“Hume” p.88) that “thers iz only 2 verbal difference hetween
havicg a sensation aod knowing one has it! ™
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calcu]at.ion-, and so on ad infinttum. This seems to be a'di‘t;ficult]r
inherent in the double nature of the mind as subject and object - a
difficulty which makes it possible to pronounce a priori that complets
prodiction of the reselts of mental process ‘muet always bs impossible.
It iz a difficulty which doss not apply to prediction in the physical
world of spacs, considered, as seems necessary st vresent, in abstraction
from the world of mind. It could only modify our view of that, if
the real connsction of body and mind were fully discovered. As it is,
mental processes, though cbviously correspending to physiological, and
‘useful for their investigation, have only too much the appearance of a
totally indspendent world from the point of view of causality and
reciprocity. So that the distinection is justifiabie, when we say that
the resulés of human volition, along among causes, must of necessity
remain incapablo af prediction. And this fact, along with the greater
empirical diffioulties of prediction in the case of mind, seems sufficient
to account for the illusive belief that the will at any rate, is fres,
thongh it be admitted that nothing else is. The failure to discover &
cause in any particular instance, of itaslf encourages a belief in the
uncauged; and when to mere failure is added an absolute impossibity
of discovery the case is naturally strengthened.

That the beliaf in uncaused volition is illusory, the progress in
scientific method, with the resuliant growth of smpirical psychology,
has rendered it more and more difficult to doubt. Nor is it only, as
Professor Sidgwick says, that *on the Determinist side there is a

cumulative argument of great furce"m For, in however many instances

{1} Cf on this subjact. P.V. pref, p.12-end.
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cansation were proved, though that would on Hume's principle, be a
cause of our expecting it in others, yet it would nct be, by iiself, any
reason for that expectation. An inductive argument always needs, as
empiricista put it, to bs supplemented by the asﬁumput.inn of the
uniformity of nature, And that this assumpution is not in this case
an assumpution byt an ¢ priori necessity, may, I think, be considersd
to have been sufficiently proved by Kant's argument in this Analytic,
He there shews that every event must have a cause, if ihers is to ba
an objective succession in time; and such an objective succession is
certainly presupposed by all our actual experience. Accardingly Kant
himself fully recognises the o priori certainly of the Deterministic
views as was shown at the beginning of this chapter” and it seems
insvitable to agree with him. |

As for “the immediate affirmation of consciousness in the moment

. of deliberate action”®

which is asserted to stand =against Determi-
nism, great care is needed in deciding what it is that consciousness
then affitms. Professor Sidgwick expresses it thus. “Certainly, when
I have a distingt consciousness of choesing between alternatives
conduct, one of which I conceive as right or reasonable .1 find it
impossible not think that I can now chocse to do what I sc concsive -
supposing that there iz no obstacle to my doing 1t except absence of
adequate metive - however strong may be my inclination te act

unreasonably, and . howavar umiformly I may have wyieled to such

(1} Methods of Ethies p.65

(2} Nete that *action in conformity with practical reason” seems here to
ba ideniical with the “doing what I conceive to be reasonable” of the
text,
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inclinations in the past.”

Now with regard to this statement, it is to be noted first that
what consciousness is said to affirm as on the libertarian side in the
Free Will controversy is only the possibility of chqosing the reasonable
course; and the nots appended seems to be intended to defend this
limitation, This npte rums: *If iz not the possibility of meraly.
indeterminate choice, of an ‘arbitrary freak of unmotived willing,” with
which we are concerned from an ethical point of wview; but the
possibility of action in conformity with practical reason.”’” The same
limitation is also introduced in the passage quoted above (Prof.5.p.62) :
“Is there possibility of my choosing to act in the manner that I now
judge to be reasonable and right?” Now, what precisely is mesnt by
“the possibility of merely indeterminate choice” mentiomed in the note,
I am not quite sure that I understand; especially as, in the text, the
choice of which the possibility is under consideration, is peintsdly
distinguished as one to which the presence of adequate motive cannoi
e assumed g0 that the guesiion presumably is of fhe possibility of
unmotived choice, in so far as there ceases to be a guestion, if the
motive is alone sufficient to produce the choice. We are considering
the possibility of a choice “in confurmity with practical reason”,
where somsthing other than the motive supplied by that econformity
is necasﬁary to produce the choice: and where, therefore, the choice if
possible, must be sssumed to be to some extent unmotived. But,
{1) Note that “sction in conformity with practical reason™ seems hers to

ba identical with the “doing what 1 conceive fo be reagonable™ of the
text.
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howaver this may be, 1 do not see how it can be denied that “we
are concerned from an ethical point of view” with the possibility of a
wrong or unreasonable choice - & choice not “in conformity with”,” but
contrary to “practical rveason;” and whether such a choice be an
eyhical concern or net, Professor Sidjwick has certainly elsewhere stated
that the question of its possibility is essential tc the Fres Will
controversy. For instance, in the passage, just quotated on p.6l, he
gays the question is whether *my voluntary action, for pood or for
evil, is at any moment completely caused;” though, as we have seen,
in the following sentence, he dreps the “for evil”, and Inquires only
into the possibility of Iﬁy choosing to act rightly. 3o too, on. p58, he
says “It is obvious that the Freedom thus connected with Responsibility is
not the Freedom that is only manifested in rational action; but the
Freedomn to choose between right and wrong which iz moanifested
equally in either cholce”. In fact, when Professor Sidgwick on .65
limits the possibility of Freedom, to the possibility of choosing rational
notions, he seems to have fallen partislly inte the error of which he
accuses Kant and his followers - the error of “identifying Kational and
Free action” (p.57). For he seems to suppose that only rational action
cen be free, though he dose not complets the identification by also
implying that only fres action can be rational. It is noteworthy,
however, that it is ouly against the firsf, of these two ststoments, the
ong which he himself subsequently seems t¢ adept on the immediate
affirmation of consciousness, that he directs his attack as the supposed
view of Kant, whereas it is the latter which, as will be ghewn, Kant is

really concerned to maintain. In fact, even the stalement which
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Professor Sidgwick gquotes, as of Kant's disciple, that a man "is a free
agent in so far ss he acts under the guidamcs of reason®, dose not
imply, as Professor Sidgwick thinks it dose, that irrational action may
not be also free; but only that all rational action is fres, which is
equivalent to "only free action is rational”, but net to “only rationsal
action is fres”.

We may therofore use the weapons supplied by Prodessor Sidgwick
himself on pp.57-59, but there misdirected agminst a Kantian view, to
defend curselves in considering the possibility not only of cur choosing
the right course, but also of our choosing the wrong one, whatever our
previcus character may have been. But it seems worth while in
passing, to dwell a iittle longer on the appafent inconsistency with
which after maintaining that wrong must be just as free as right
actions, he himself seems immediately to adopt the one-side view
which he has heen attacking. Thus he concludes the anti-Kantian
paragraph on p.5% with these words: “Can we say, then, of the wilful
wrong-doer, that his wrong choice was ‘free’, in the sense that he
mighf have chosan rightly, not merely if the antecedents of his
volition, external and internal, had been different, but supposing these
antocedents unchanged? This I conceive, is the substantial issue raised
in the Free Will controversy;” and he dose not seern to see that the
whole tendency of his foregoing argument is to shew that it would be
just as pertient to ask:*Can we say of the wilful rightdoer, that his
choice wag free, in the sense that he might have choosen wrongly etc.?”
Now it is curious that in Aristotle’s discussion of the voluntary,

wherever he touches this point, he always emphasizes the remark that
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viee must be considersd to be as voluntary as virtus, not viee versa:
ps if it ware a widespread notion in his day that wirtue was
voluntary, but vice necessiteted. This, indeed, was probably due to
the Socratic doctorine, that all vicious choice is merely due to our
ignorance; and since te choose ignorance would itself he a vicious
choice, to sométhing bayond & man's oon.tml. In Christisnity, on the
other hand, just the opposite doctorine prevails, that sin is due to our
free will, and viriue solely to the merit of Christ; though there,
indeed, the other one-sidedness also appears, hopelessly entangled with
it. But what is to be noted is the general tendency not to accept
both doctrines at once, hut each separately. For this, I think,
whichsver be the one taken, is evidence of an almest insvitable feeling
that good and evil are somehow not on a par with respect to reality;
that good is somehow more natural and therefore not in sc much need
of notice ot explanation as evill. It is the Origin of Ewill which has
always appeared as a problem; as if the Origin of Goeod were not
prima facie equally inexplicable, With the Greek! who has no personal
God to-start with as the author of nature, the explanation is found in
blind natural necessity : man being the appsrent hest, it seeme less
obvious to soppose him the cause of the woarst. Whereas the Cristian’s
notion of God forces him to find an explanation of what is contrary
to God, and therefore cannot he regarded as directly created by him,
in a power approaching nearer to God's than that of blind nature, and
g0 in man. The one-sidedness of our judgments is also iltustrated by
the far greater provision made in almost every state of society for

punishment than for reward, and the general feeling that we need be
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much more careful whom we single out for blatne than whom for
praise: and here again the one-sidedness may be conmected with either
of the two opposite theories, according as puh.ishment is regarded as
corrective and deterrent, which harrnonises Iwith the Greek view, or as
retributive, ms suits the Christian. Nevertheless, ii is plain, that this
one-sidedness cannot be defended on such ethical principles as Professor
Sidgwick’s, any more than it could on Aristotle’s. For those who take
the wotld of experience to be real, there can (as Kant says) be ta
freedom; and similary, if freedom be nevertheless maintained thers can
be no ground for asserting that good is more real than evil, even if
thero be a greater quantity of things which are good tham of things
which are evils, We shall hear after try to explain how, wpon Kant's
principles, this one-sidednes points to a truth : not, indeed, in the
vulgar form of either “only rational action is free” ot “only irrational
action is free : but in what we said sbove to be the true Kantian
formula “only free action is rational” where however neither free nor
rational can be understood in a proper ssnse.

But, let us now consider, how the admission that wreng choine
must be consideted by the ordinary Libertarian to be as much the
work of Free Will, as right choica - an sdmission which, as we have
seen, Professor Sidgwick iz urgent to justify against Kant - affects
Professor Sidgwick’s statement of what he holds to he “immediately
affirmed by consciousness in the moment of choice” on the Libertarian
side. This statement ag we have seen, runs “that I can now choose to
do what 1 so conesive” (ie, conceive as right and reasonable)”-

supposing that there is no obstacle to my doing it except absence of
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adequaie motive.” Now the condition here asserted in pa.re"nt.hesia
implies that if the doing of & thing be impossible for .other reasons
than the absence of motive, there can be no question of the possibility
of choosing to do it. In other words only Froe Will, which is at all
affirmed by consciousness, is cnly free to choose actions, to the
ﬁerformanoe of which there iz no obstacle but absence of motives.
And this restriction te what we may call physically possible actions,
seems plausible when the guestion is also restricted to reazsonable
actions; for to the ordinary reader it would seem that an action to
which there were insuperable physical obstacles could not be called a
reagonable one to choose. But we have seen that the restriction of the
quesiion to reasonable actions cannot be defended; and, if ' we recoghise
this and ml'dingly put the questien as to the possibility of choosing
wrong and unressonable actions, it is no longer so plain that an
action, which is physically impossible, is not an unreasonable one to
choose. Part therefore of ths plausibility of Professor Sidgwick’s
statement as to the affirmation of conscicusness, seems to be dus to
his etroneous limitation of the Free Will question to reasonable
action.

But this objection is not fundamental. It only serves to lead up
to another, which [ believe to be of great importance, since it is based
on a distinetion, without recognising which it seermns impossible to
arrive at a clear decision in the Free Will controversy. It is cbvicus
that my last argument depended largely on the meaning to be given to
“reasonable®™ and “unreascnable”. Now Professor 5Sidgwick has

discussed st length in Chapterll the meaning to be given to “rea-
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sonable”. .He distinguishes two senses of “ocughi”, an “ethical” and a
wider sepse, and notes (p.36 n.4) that it is in the former sense that
he will henceforward use the word. This “ethical” sense, when it 1s
ggid that an amction “ought to be done” implies not only that it is
reasonabla in the sense in which Reason may apply the unanalysable
notion - of “ought” to “a pattern to which no more than an approximation
is practically possible (p.35), but also that the action “is thought
capable of being brought about by the wolition of any individpal in
the circumstances to which the judgement applies” (p.35}. Now it may,
I think, be assumed that when action is termed reasonable, Professor
Sidgwick geperally means by it that it “ought to be” done in this
narrower athical sense, since his definition of reasonable conduct ssems
to be, that which "ought to be done”. There is therefore ineluded in
the notion “reasonsable”, as applied to conduct, both that it partakes of
the “ideal” and also that it is “practically possible”. But unfortunately
Professor Sidgwick deose not tell us with regard to “unreasonable”
action, whether the negative is to be taken es denying both those
elements or only one of them. I it is to be taken as denying both,
then our previous srgument not only destroys the plausibility of
Prefessor Sidgwick's statement of the Libertarian contention, but
readers it manifestly unfairly, Dat I imegine that Professor Sidgwick
would adopt the other altqrnative. that the negative only denies that
the action partakes of the “idsal” not that it is thought to be
“practically possible”, for this certainly seerns to be in accordance with
common usage. In that case, howsver, the notions of “reasonable” and

“unreawongble”, as applied to conduct, have for a common property,
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that hoth are reasonsble:a result which seems to give occasion for
roflection. For what is it, then, that distinguishes the “reasonable”
from the “uynreasonable 7 ". Only that one iz “ideal” and the other the
opposite of that. In short, we cannot get on with an “.unaﬁal)rabla"
nntion, which, after all, turns out tc be analysable into two distinct
and separable elementa. '

Our inclusion then of “unreasonabie” actions among the possible
ohjects of free chuoice, if free choice there be, serves to make it plainer
that the practical possibility of the action contemplated has nothing
to do with the possibility of the choice : though this indead would
geem to be plain enough of itself. In other words, what it may seam
unreasonable to choose to do, it is not therefore unreasonable to
choase. The appearance of irrationality in the first case mﬁy be due
to the fact that, when [ say “chocse to do”, I do imply that, if the
choice is made, the action may reasonably be expected to follow from
it. But this reasonable expectation cannot be admitied as an ultimate
glament in the definition of a reasonable action as that “which ought
to be”. The “wider sense® in which Professor Sidgwick admits “I
sometimes judgs thaet 1 “ought” te. hknow what a wizer man would
know” is not only unsble tc be “conveniently discarded in ordinary
discourse”,m but must be recognised as the fundamental one, if we are
ta get a clear notion of the issue in the Free Will cootroversy. It
would, indesd, be a “futile” conception, “if it had no relation to
practice™ (p.35.n.}; but we cannct, witont begging the guestion with

() p.3&
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regard to Free Will, assume that this relation consists in the fact that
what is so judged iz alsn thereby judged to bhe always practically
poasible, And this I think is alse plain from what Professor Sidgwick
hitself subsequently says in his chapter on Free Will(p.67). He here
admits that, after we have ma.d.e up our minds on the guestion
whether I can do a thing, if I choose, "still the question remains ‘Can
I choose what - if T can choose~ [ judge to be the right to do?'" Here
the ambiguous form “Can ! choose ic do?™ is at least discarded; and
Professor Sidgwick here explains that what he thinks his consciousness
affirms is “that  ean choose®. He adds, it is irue, within the limits
above explained. But my point is that by putting the guestion in this
form he has actually removed “the limits above explained.®  They
appesr, in the sentance just quoted, in the proviso “what - if I can
choose - | judge to be right to do.” But dose not that proviso make
the question into nonsense? For ncte that the qqestinn is, can 1
choose what 1 concelve to be right{p.85) But if, before 1 can decide
whether it is right, I have to decide that I can choose it, this question
must be answered before it can be asked : which is absurd. Professor
Sidgwick soems hore expressly to stata a reletion of complete mutual
dependence between the questions “Is this right?” and “Is this a
possible object of free choice?” & dependence, which he maintained in a
qualified form on p.35; and, if this holds, it is certainly impossible to
answer the Free Will gquestion in the form “can I choose what [
conceive to be right or reasonable”. Surely, the only escape from this
dilemma iz the view expressad above that from the definition of

“reasonable” as “what is in conformity with practical reason” we must
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ahsolutely' exclude all consideration of physical possibility : and this, 1
suspect, dose make the Free Will question one of “an arbitrary freak
of unmotived willing,” and yet a quastion which must be answered,
pefore what Professor Sigewick takes to be the guestion “from an
sthicel point of view®, can be asked. _

These considerstions, | think, sufficiently prove that we cannot
separate the Freo Will question, in a supposed ethical sense, from ths
wider question; nor suppose that comsciousness affims the Libertarian
dostrine in the former sense, withont prajudging the latter. It may be
that this makes the questioi one even more unimportant for Ethics
than Professor Sidgwick thinks it; but that will be afterwards
discussed. There still remains the question: Dosa consciousness affirm
in the moment of choice that T can chooea what I judge to be geod or
bad? -if | may state the issue in that way, to get rid of the question-
begging “choose to do” and doubly question-begging “reasonshle”. Now
it is to be noted with regard to this question, that it only concerns
the possibilily of choosing : that the free will controversy . seems to
have narrom& itsel? to the question of free choice. For it is only
choice which distinguishes voluntary from non-volgntary action, and
the ordinary Libertarian would hardly maintain that non-voluntary
actions could bs free. The guestion is thus also seen to be a wider
ona than that which Iz ordinarily discussed than iz stated, for
example, by Professor Sidgwick. For sincs, as has beaﬁ shewn the
physical possibility of the action, which iz the possibile object of
choice, cannot be considered to be a necessary element in constituting

it good or reascnable, in the sense which is fundamental for “practical
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reason”, it scems hardly possible to exclude mere choices, such as that
[ should have the genius of Shakespearse, though, that I should have it
might be remsonably considered physically impossible. Even such a
case as a choice to prevent the sun rising tomorrow can hardly be

excluded from the ¢lass which Professeor Sidgwick regognizes ms “a
species of volition” the adopter of an object of desire as an end to be
aimed at. (p.60) For though, perbaps none but a madman would make
such a choica, yet his choice would prove that it can be made:and we
ourselves do often chooge through ignorance what 15 Iimpossible in this
sense; the only reason why we do not choose what we also think
impossible, sesme to be not that we cannot, (either in the deterministic or
Libertarign sense} but that it dose not seem worth whila. The
guestion, whether a choice will produce in any degree the effect chosen,
seems merely to be one for experience to decide, and we judge of it
just as we judge of the probablities and poasibilities of events in the
physical world. 1t dose not seem to be copcerned in the Free Will
controversy, if the issue of that contraversy be cleary stated.

Locke and Hume' indeed, agree marvellously in their treatment
of Liberty, hoth asserting that it means simply a power to act, as we
choose. But it would ssem to bs for this very reason, that they are
able to treat the Fres Will controversy so cavalierly as they do. If
the question were merely as to whether we did not somatimes do
what wo choose, it would, as they say, be obvious what answer we
should give; .hut it would nol, as they also say, he cbvious that

{1} Locke : EssayX,21.14 foll. Hume : Treatize IV. pli0 foll.
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liberty in this gense was not conirary to-*necessity” sinee the question
»Can we choose?” would still remait ynanswered. They both, it is
trus, leave an ambiguity even on the first point, by not sufficiently
considering what is implied in their notion of “power;” but,
nevetrtheless, when they speak of a power to act, as we choose, they
wolld appear to mean only, as Locke says.m that the existenca or non
- existence of the action is dependent upon our choice. In this part of
Ifrea action, then, it may be admited that they leave no room for
anything contrary to. “necessity;” since their notion is that the
action is necesmitated by the choice. Locke, however, sees that the
point in diepute occurs not here but in the questicnm : Ars we fres to
choose? And this he dismisses as absurd, on the ground that it means
:Can a man will, what he wills? But it dose not mean this, unless
his definition of freedom, &z powsr to do what I ¢hoose, be already
accepted. It would indeed be absurd to ask “Can I choose to choose?”
in the sense “Am I fres to choose which of two allernatives I will
chooge?” But Locke bes no right to assume that this is mesnt by the
guestion “Am I free to choose? That guestion may mean, “Am 1 the
original cause of my choise?” and this he leaves undiscussed. Both
Locke and Hume, therefore neglect the point of the controversy by their
definition of freedom. They have, however, done some service to the
question, ingsmuch as their treatment .°f it iz a protest against that
confugion of fresdom “to deo”, if I choose, and “freedom to choose”,
which I have just pointed out. Their defect is that they sssyme that

(0 87
(2} 823
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it was an anawer to the first only, which was reslly wanted; and
hence their contempt of the dispute. As a matter of fact, I am free,
in the ordinary pelitical sense, when “I do what I choose, becouse T
choose it®, since thers the immediate c;u,use of my action Hes in
myself, ie. in my choice. But that is not freedom in the sense
demanded by Libertarians. What they wish to maintain is  that the
choics itself is caused only by a self which is an uncaused entity; and
this implies that where alternatives are presented, their choice between
them is wholly independent of their previous habits, disposition ete.
The question then iz : "Does consciousness affirm, when alternatives
are presented that I can choose any of them that I think either good
or bad”, which would seem to he equivelent to *any conceivable
presented alternative?” And with this we come to the last ambignity
of statement, which sesms to me to stand in the way of our giving s
clear answer to the question. Professor Clifford {Lectures and Essays
p.327) rather ingenicusly wrges that, if the deliverance of my
congciousness 18 to be *of any yse in the controversy”, it must be
“competent to assure me of the non-existence of something which by
hypothesis is not m my conselousness” i.e. the sub-conscious mentsl
elaments which the Determinist must supposs to determine the choice.
But it seems possible to surmount this objection by maintaining that
it is enpugh if consciousness can make a positive affirmation as to
what is cause of the choice, without reguiring it to prove exhaystively
that nothing else in the world can be. I the man of science before he
ernunciated a law, is always bound to prove, that no other elements

besides those whose constant connection with the effect has been



G.E. & — 7 DREIF T . 83

observed by him, really contributed to it, no scieniific laws have been
discoversd yet. If, therefore, consciousness dose affirm that “I" am
the cause of the choice, that should be sufficient. But then the
* guestion arises what can it mean by “I"? ls it quite eertain that when
constiousness seems to affirm that “I can choose so and so”, it means
more than "it is possible that such and such a choice will take place
in my mind?” K it dose not mean more than this, its affirmation is
not ageinst Determinism; since, as we have tried to shew above(p.30)
even on the Deterministic hypothesis, it must always be entitled to
affirm the latter propositiom, even if it dose not always ewercise its
right. For by saying that such and such a choice is possible I imagine
we can mean ne more than that we do not know but that it will
happen; and aven if ".'the uniformity of nature” can be proved in such
a sense as to justify an mssortion with regard to any event whatever
that it certainly will noi happen, this can never be the case with
regard to an event conditioned by a conscious foracast. The cases in
what it is *on Determinist principles legitimate to conclude it to be
certain- and not merely highly probable-that I shall deliberately choose
to do what I judge to be unwise® seem to be not merely “rare™ as
Professor Sidgwick says (p7) but sabsolutely non-existent, It seems,
therefore, that the “affirmation of conscioussness” as against Deter-
minism, dissppears on the attemmpi to make it precise. The attempt
to find & more exact meaning for the vulgar notion of freedom has
throwm us back upon the conception with which we started. Instead of
free action being the sction of an “uncaused sell”, we have to be

content with it as self-caused action : anything may be said to act



94 MERPER WLT (1997

freely in so far as the immediate cause of its changes lies in itself.
We have now to see how this notion is connected with that explained
- above as derived from Kant; and to examina whether there is any
justification for applying it In an exclusivé sense to Will - a restriction
which Kant seems to =dopt In the application of his notion also. If
the restriction turns out to be unjustifiable in both cases, we shall
have disposed of Schopenhauer’s view of the ultimate reality - a view,
which, according to Kuno Fischer, ie also that of Kant. It will then
remain to discuss the connection of Freedom with Ethics.

@ in the Critigne of Pure

It was one of Kant's great merits
Reason to have pointed out that there is nothing abaclutely “imner® in
the objects of experience, gither of the outer or inner sense, either in
nature or in mind. He gave the final blow to the doctrine of “es-
sance” and “faculties”, as principles of explanation, by showing that
advance in scientific knowlege presupposed the complete interdependence
of things; that all we can know for certain about them is their
relation to one apother. This indeed was one of his motives to hia
distinction of Phenomena and Ding an Sich; for he could not avoid
the conviction, though he could not justify it, that there must he
somathing self-subsistent somewhere. But his main point was that, if
you treated natural cbjects ms if they wera self-subsistent, you eould
not escape the most unbearable contradictions. This was the "natural
dialectic of reason”,

In the Critigue of Judgment, howeveor, he began to see that he had

{1} E.g. in the "Amphibulie” R.V. p.225
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over-emphagised the doctrine that all we can know is mere relations,
He here recognises that a philosophy of nature must take into aceount
the “matter of knowledge®™ as suchk, since it too must have some
element of necessity. Thus, it is not only the categories and the pure
forms of Intution, which have an « priori certainty; but the sense -
manifold must also be of such a nature that the categories and forms
of Intuition will apply to it. It must be of such a nature as to supply
terms to these relations., And, though the amount of the nature of
objects of experience, which is thus determined a priori, is far from
giving them a claim to be considered cotnpletely rational, it yet pives
them & certain amount of inwardness self-subsistence.

Thus, in considering the course of Nature, it becomes obvious that,
though we try to sxplain what happens, by referring it in cach case to
something prior in time, and 30 on ad infinitum, therse is also
presented another slement left out of account by this method (the only
one allowed by Kant in the Pure Reason), which alse helps to explain
what happens. This elsment is the actual qualitative nature of the
events we are trying to explain. So far 53 mere causal conmection is
concerned, there is no remson why there should be any change in the
world whatever, except that which is involved in the lapse of time.
Each moment of time is different from the one bafore it, just
because it is after and the other before, and, if the world were quite
withont other diffarences, there would vet he a 'neoessary connection
between its state at one moment and its state at the next, exzactly
fulfilling the type which Kant sounght to prove againat Hume., For the
state of the world at one moment would be a different thing from its
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gtate st the mext, in the sense in which Hume denied that you were
really entitled to infer from the existence of one thing the subsequent
existonce of another. But, even if this wers so, causation would
obviously not afford a complete ex_planation of the course of nature,
The world which did thus persist unchenged through time, would still
itself be part of the reason of the course of nature. We could not
exhaust our knowlsge of each successive state by saying it was such as
to have been the effect of the ome before and the cause of the one
which followed it. It would still remain true that each state waé
what it was, besides being related to those before and alter it; each
would have a content - the content in virtue of which each was
identical with that of evrey other; and the nature of this content
would require to be taken into account in explaning aach state.. We
can assert @ priori not only that each state of the world must be
necessarily connected with those that precede and follow it, but also
that it must have some definite gqualitative naturs, It is not only
what it is because the previous state was what it was, but also
because it 15 what it is.

This consideration seems obvious enough, but yet it is one which
ie very apt to be neglected. It was recognised in the Aristotelian
doctrine of “formal” cduses; but has been put out of sight by the
procedure of modern science, which seeks always for sfficient causes,
without sufficiently considering that there could be no efficiency unless
there were also *form”. It 15 no doubt of more prectical importance
to establish the relations between things than just to recognise those
things; and Kant in his desire to justify the mesthods of natural
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scisnce, seems to have been misled by the prominence given in it to
the discovery of relations, into an unjustifiable neglect of the
qualitative aspect of .things. There was also, as has been pointed out
sbove, another resson for the emphasis which he lays on relation -
narnely his desire to protest against the assumpticn that the lejec‘ts
of experience were real, or absolutely self-subsistant. And finally,
quality so far as it is necessary, is only one:there are not as in the
case of relation, a number of different forms to justify. But, still,
from a philosophical point of view, it seems to be of equal imﬁortance,
and iz zlways presupposed by seience in discriminating the things
between which relations are to be discovered.

Things, then, in s¢ far as they must be terms of relations, may
be said to have & self. But this degree of selfhood would pot suffice
to define the notion of freedom. For we are as yet not entitled a
priori to infer in the world any differences of quality. And if thers
wars none, as in the case above supposed, there would be no resaon to
suppose that the causel connection betwseen the successive world-states
was in any way dependent on their qualities. The quality would necessarily
beltaken into account in explaining the eeries as a whole; but the
causal connection might be congidered to hold betwoeen them purely as
exigiing, In 60 far as they had matter, in the Aristotelian sense, not
in yirtus of their form. And this, it is to be noted, is all that Kant
proves for causality in the Critique of Pure Heason; the necessary
connection is between the existence (Dasein) of things. But, &s &
matter of fact, there are differences of quality in the world of

experience, and whatever be the justification for it, there iz connected
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with this difference of quality, a mest Important addition to the
notion of causality. Causality in Kent's sense would not justify any
law of Nature, and yst without these science would be impossible.
Thete i8 implied in any law, that “Like cause haz like effect” and pice
versa; and in this conception wa have, at once, the causel relation
between things, conceived as depending on their qualitative nature™ It
is no longer the things, considered as individuated mersly in time,
which is nocessarily connected with those preceding and following, but
the thmg as distinguished by a particular quality, is considered to
have a necessary connection with other things so distinguisﬁed. It is
not assumed that all the qualities in the world might not be different
from what they are; but it is sesumed that given any ome quality it
has a unique causal relation with some other one, -in the sense that
only the thing of which 1t i a quality can be cause of the thing, of
which that other is a quality, and only tﬁat other things ean be the
effect of first thing.

With this we seem to have arrived at the notion of a thing with
8 distinguishable self, having o distinet efficiency in virtue of that
self. And in this conception of the course of nature there iz contained
the union of Determination with Freedom, in its sitnplest form. Each
thing, marl:aﬂ by a sitnple qualitative nature, is no doubt determined
in that it is the effect of some other thing, and, given that other
thing, it was forced to sppear. But also it is itself similarly the
cause of something else, and free so far as its effect depends upon its

(1) Under “quality” is included for this purpose, position in space.
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owvn nature. It is nothing against ihis, that itz own nature depends
in its turn upon sonsthing else; for that something else could not by
jitself have produced the effect which it produces. It is an essential
link in the chain, and though the effect is not solely due to it, some
part of the effect is due to it and to it only.

In this notion, then, we seem to have a quite precize distinction
between free and necessary sction. Every action is both free and
necessary; each is an aspect under which every event must be
necessarily regarded, And thys we have an ultimate and valid
meaning for freedom, as appearing in the world of experience; 2
meaning, which, in consequence of the Kantian criticism, substituies
within that world the notion of the self-caused for that of the
uncaused or original, which had been maintained by the pre-Kantian
metaphysics. But neither common sense nor Kant himself are satisfied
with this. Both wish to drag into the world of experience a notion of
fresdom which would ba inconsistent with complete mecanical
determinstion, as applying only to some of the ohjects of experience,
and not merely as an aspact from which every mecanically determined
gvent alike may he regarded. This is attempted no longer by
maintainig the fresdom of conscious will, in the sense of “Liberty of
Indifference,”- the old notion, discarded by Kant, against which [ have
hitherto directed my attack - but by treating certain groups of
qualities, discoverable in the world of experience, as bound together in
a so-called *organic” unity, which confers on them a “self” in a
specia] sense, and makss mot  their parts,. but them, ultimate Factors

in natural processes. The human mind may then be regarded as a
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special iqétanoe of this sort of unity, and so capable of free action as
a v'g;gqle. differing in degree perhaps, but of the same kind as that
axeréised by any organismm.

Kant, it is true, in treating this notion of ‘organism” in. the
Critique of Judgment, still agserts that it is “ragulative” or “reflective”
only, not “constitutive™ or “determinant”. By this he means that our
exparience would be possible without it. We should still be able te
have knowledge of an objective world, if all things in it were only
mechaﬁiﬁ&lly determined. But nevertheless he dose now maintain that
the explanation of certain things presented in experience, namely
organisms, is e_lhsolutely impossible according to mechanical laws. By
tlhis he appesrs to mean that their “form”™ is wholly “contingent”

W and this contingent form is such

from a mechanical point of view:
that all the parts of the thing may ke regarded as acting for the sake
of each other’s “form” i.e, the form of each is end as well as means
to all the- rest™® Thus, in ordet to define an organism, Kant is
obliged to use, in describing the relation of the parts to one another,
the notion of “end” which he admits to be only given by the Practical
Reason. He says ﬁhat the form of the whole organism can only be
regarded as the “end” of the parts (and that only “regu-la-tively”) on
condition that the parts are ends to cne another. But apparently his
only reason for thinking that they are so, is that-thie:r “form™ is
inexplicable by mere mechanical causation; and this “form” is no
longer tha systematie unity which it was in the cese of the whole, but

(1} p.572
2) p.3
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the presnpposition of that. 8o that it would seem to be undis-
tinguished from “form”® in the sense above explained, in whicfl. avery
natural object equally may be said to have a “form”. There is
therefore no reason prima jfacie, why an organism should be dis-
. tinguished as having a systematic unity, which would not apply to any
groip of interacting parts whatever; since in every case as was shewn
above, the action must be conceived as affecting the “form”, and
likewise in every case the mere principles of the understanding will
give no reason why the form should be such as it is. And as for the
inference from inexplicability of form to the necessity of “end”, that
requires a long discugsion, which, will ooccupy us later, in speaking to
connect “freedom” with Ethics. But apart, from this, it seems to be
a fact that Kent's only reason for saying that in organisms we have
presentad a whole or sytematic unity, such as cannct be explained by
natural laws, is the assumption that its parts can be aseen to he
related in a non-mechanical way. And his ground for assuming this,
again, is one that applies equally to all causally related elements. So
that he fails, on the whole, to justify even as a regulative principle
the special position which he attrbutes to organic things,

{Om the other hand, if we confine cur attention tc the relation of
the parts, without employing the notion of end, something in this
relation which cannol be explained by the mere “principles of the
understanding”. Our knowlepe of nature would be impossible, unless
things did act according to rules, i.e. unless the form of a thing could
be taken to indicate what its effect would be. This iz a principle

{1) R.V. p.380° jede Urszache eine Regel voraussetzt -+und jede Regel eine
Gleichformigkeit dar Wirkungen erfordert,
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which Kant sesms merely to assume® but it would seem to be a
properly constitutive one, In the Critiqu of Judgment, it is, howsver,
confused with another principle, which Kant dose declare to he “regula-
tive”. i is here asserted that, if we are ﬁn have knowledge of nature
the varisty of qusalities presented in the sense-manifold must net
wholly exclude recurrence; and this is taken tc be equivalent to the
principles of “homogeneity, specification and continuity”. These are
primipleé poeording to which we should always aim at a systematic
classification of the laws of nature themselves, hoping to find a
mntinuous chain from one, general enouwgh to embrace them all, down
through regulsr subdivisions, to infinite particularity,. Kant's view is
that we cannot know a priori that Nature ia capable of auch
continuous classification, and there do actually appear to be gaps
which spoil its symmetry; but that the ideal of science is to reach it,
and that progress comsists in continual approximation to it. It is,
therefors, & “regulative™ but not a “constitutive® Idea. Now, whether
this be so or not, it seems extremly important to distinguish these
principles, from the motion with which Kant connects them. It is true
that there must be soma racurrence of identical elements in experience,
in orde;' that we may f{ind any Laws of Nature at all; but it dose not
follow from this that these laws will themselves he capabls of a
completely systematic classification. The two principles seem to be on
u entirely different level, whereas Kant takes them beth indifferently
as evidence that Nature as a whole must be regarded as if it had been
designedly adapted to our intelligence, The truth is that the one is
presupposed by the principles “Like eause, Like effect”, and so is
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necessary to a knowledge of nature as mechanically detormined;
whereas the other may indeed be regasded as a mere ideal. This ideal
of perfect classification would indeed presuppose the other; but the
inverse proposition dose not heold.

Kant's reascn, therefore, for holding the idea of complete system
to be puraly regulative, do not invalidate the objectivity of the
principle that all the elements in nature reciprocally detarmine cne
another’s form, and that thersfore, though the form of Nature as.a
whole must be rvegarded as contingent, the form of the parts in
relation to one another is necessary. On the other hand, the notion of
a systematic whole dose not apply objectively either to Nature zs a
whole, or to any group of parts in opature. We must therefore be
content, so far as the doctrine of experience is connerﬁed, with
regarding svery slement in Nature as equally free and determined; but
this much we may regard as fact. It is, no doubt, convenient, to
treat cortain groups as wholes, and to asceibe freedom to them inm the
sense that thier parts and not anything external to them are
immediate cause of thier changes; but this grouping must be admitted
to he wholly arbitrary; It is not merely, as Kant thinks, that a
mechnical determination of the parts is the only one that can be presup-
posed as actusl, but =lso that there is nothing to explain in the
whole, which i3 not also in each of the parts, taken by themselvss,
and presupposed by thier mechanieal sonnection.

Now the case of human volition would ssem to be precisely the
game, ‘This, too, is to be explained mechanically but is free in virtue

of that very mechanical explamation in so far as the form of each
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elernent in the seriss may he regardéd as determining the form of the
next. And there 15 no more pround for treating the mind as a whols
&8 fres, than there is for treating an organism as free in nature. ¥ a
precise and ultimate meaning ia to be given tc such freedom, it must
be explained as that which properly belongs to the ultimats mental
elemsents, not as aoything which resides in the whole, as such. For
there is here again no special form to fix the limits of a unity
anywhere between the smallest distinet element and the whole mental
world. But, on the other hend, it may be admitted that the activity
of mental elements is sometimes directly perceived, in a sense in which
that of physical elements never can be. For conseiousness itself is an
slement is mental processes, so that here the form which determines
the change knows itself, However, the important point to emphasize
is that, from the point of the view of explanation of experience, this
makes no differece. In the context of inner oxperience this form plays
just the same part as any other form in outer experience. The
difference is only to itself, it is not of an objective significance.

From the common point of view, then, which takes the world of
sxperience as ultimately real, this, in which every part of that world
in alike frec and alike determined is the only sense of freedom, which
can withstand eriticism s in no way based on arbitrary distinctions.
It is a sense, which would, to most, seem to be the 'same as that of
determination. But it can, [ think, be =een io . underlie all common
uzes of fresdom; and it is only to the difficulty of distinguishing it
as an irreducible mspsct in mechanical causation, that there is to be

attributed the mistaken attempt to shew that the 'notion_ of freedom is
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irreducible, /
‘Practical Freedom’ is something which must belong to all
‘reasonable’ beings, as such.’ It is defined negatively as ‘the independ-

@ and

ence of our choice from compulsion through impulses of sense;’
positively as ‘a power’ or ‘causality’ of ‘reason,” ‘to begin a series of
events entirely of iteelf’.®  ‘Pure practical resson' 1z identified with
‘pure will;" and ‘will’ again, up to the end of the Critique of Practical
Reason, seems to be identical with ‘choice” (Willkithr), though in the
Preface to ‘The Metaphysic of Morals,” {(p.23), they are distinguished
in a very important manner; for it is there declared that only ‘choice’
can be called ‘free’, ‘will’ being eoncerned not with 'actions,” but only,
like practical Keason, with the giving of Moral Laws,

Kant's account of the way in which we must conceive -’practical
freadom' in relation, to experience is as follows. Every ‘canse’ (Ursache)
has & ‘powsr’ (Vermigen), which may be also called its ‘canselity’
{Causalitst), which ‘power’ is necessarily connected with the subsaquent
appeasrance of a definite ‘offect’ (Wirkung); and the law of this
connection is called the ‘character’ of the cause. The transition from
the ‘causality’ to the ‘effect’, however it be conceived, is called the
‘setion’ of the cauée {Handlung). Now in ‘natural causation’, the
‘causality’ of every cause is also an effect of some previous cause, and
so on ad infinitum; and the ‘action’, therefora, is merely a transition
in time. But for every natural object, we must also suppose thers to
(1) G.P.296.

() RV.PS;of MBI
{#) R.V.P.372; o M.P.II
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be an intelligible ground; and there is no comtradiction in thinking of
this intelligible ground as cause {in another sense) of the ‘causality’
of the natural object. The ‘causality’ of the natural object would thus
be effect both of some preceding natursl object and also of its
intelligible ground. But the intelligible ground is, as such, in no way
subject to ‘time-conditions,’ and therefore itz ‘action’ in pfuducing the
‘causality’ which is its appearance, is not a time-transition. It cannot
therefore be said to 'begin o act’ at any time, although its effect i.e.
the ‘causality’ of the natural object, has a beginning. It iz thus
original cause of an appearance, which ie on another side also effect
of a conditioned cause and in its turn cause of other appearances. It
hegins ‘of iteelf” a series of evenis in time, without itself beginning to
act.

Now, so far, except for the amhiguity of the word ‘cause’ as
applied to ar intalligible object, which wasg discussed above, and except
for a lack of fixity about almost all his terms, -man:r of which are at
ong time distingwished, and at apother used as synonyms (eg.
Causalitsit = Character = Hundlung), there seems no reason to object to
Kant's aceount. But it is an account which would apply to -any
natural object whatever and we have now to consider whatever it will
apply, in a special sense to human volition. o

I quoted above (p.74) at passage of Kant" in which he says that
‘man knows himsel!’ not onl;? through his setsse but ‘also through

mere apperception, and that too in actions and inner determinations,

(1) R.V. p.210
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which he cannot ascribe to the Impression of tha senses. He iz to
himaelf, it must be zdmitted, partly a phenomencn, but partly also,
namaly in view of certain faculties, a merely intelliéible ohject,
because his action cannot be ascribed to the recoptivity of sensibility,
We call these faculties Understanding and Reason.’ Aﬁd he goes on to
gay that Resson appears pre-eminently as the faculty of a
supersensible being. We are next told that the Imperatives expressed
by ‘ought’ make it plain that ‘this Reason has a Causality, or at
legst that we represent it as having one’. And finally we have the
following santence. ‘Now this “ought” expresses a possible action, of
which the ground iz nothing more than a mere conception; whereas, on
the contrary, the ground of a merely natural action must always be
&an appearance’.

In this passage I think we have presanted tha full extent to which
Kant's error of restricting practical freedom to reasonable beings goes,
together with-the confusions on which that restriction was based. One
ambiguity occure in the laét sentence; and it is a very important one,
zince it seems to have given rise to many false notions of what Kant
meant by freedom. This sentence éxpresses in all antithetieal form the
difference between ‘free’ and ‘natural’ causality - which he frequently
says are the only two kinds of cansation possible, The first is
distinguished by this that its ground is a mere conception; whereas the
ground of the second is always a phenomenon. Now from the account
given above of Transcendental Freedom it will appear in what sense |
aceept this deseription of free causality. A free cause must pecessarily

appear tc us as a logical reason and so far as ‘a mere conception;’
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because it. is not, as such, presented to us as an object of intuition,
It is always a universal and though we can know that it must be an
individual we cannot experience it as uniting both characters. But
from what Kant says in the preceding cohtext, 65 well as from his
general account of will elsewhere, 1 think it is plain that he is not
thinking of ‘a mere conception’ in this sense., When our will is singled
out as having a special kind of causelity, inasmuch as it can be
‘determined to action by the presentation (Vorstellung) of certain
laws’,"” Kant shews what it is he is thinking of. The ‘mers conception,’
in the only justifiable sense for freedom would be the laws themselves,
and not the ‘presentation’ of the laws. BEvery ‘conception’ may be
regarded from two poiﬁts of view, either as a psychical existent, or
from the point of view of its content; and it is this very important
{and obvious) distinction which Kant appears to have neglected. If
the causation exercised by the presentation of a conception were
enough to justify freedom, freedom would be no more than. that aspect
of every mechanical process, which was distinguished shove as the cnly
precise sense assignable to freedom, on the common view which regards
the objects of experience as resl; and thus thers would not even be an
appearance of conflict between it and natural causality. For it is
precisely ‘presentations’ to which Kant repeatedly asserts that the
ohjects of experience sare rgducad, when they ave viewed, a5 he holds
they mwst be, as appearances. An appearance is & ‘mere presentation,’

and it is only between such that the causal laws will hold. There

(1) G p215
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would therefora be no difference between ‘an action of whick the
ground was no more than' the presentation of ‘a cuncept_ion’, agnd an
action of which the ground ‘must always be an appearance’; for the
presentation of anything whatever is, as such, an appearance.

Kant himself would seern to recognize this in & passage of the
‘Cancn of Pure Reason', in which for that very reason he is driven to
sn almost direet contradiction of what he says in the context guotad
above. In this passage (p.530) hs says: ‘Practical Freedom can be
proved through experience. For not only that which cherms, i.e.,
affects the senses directly, determines human choice, but we have a
powet to overcome impressions upon our sensual desiderative faculty

W of what even in a

{Begehrungsvermbgen), through presentations
somewhat remote way, is useful or harmful; and these considerations
of that which, in view of our whole states i1 demirable, i.e. good and
useful, are based upon Remsson. Hence alec Remson gives laws, which
are Imperatives, i.e. objective Lows of Freedom, and which tell us
what ought fo happen, even though perhaps it never does happen, and
are distinguished in that respect from Natura! Laws, which deal only
with that, which hgppens’. He then goes on to suggest that on a
wider view, what here appears as freedom, might be seen to be natute
{which would, indead, with regard to part of his statement, be
certainly the cmse) but this, he says, is a speculative question,
irrglevant just here, Pinally he comes to this: ‘Accordingly we know

practical freedom through experience as one among noturol cuauses,

(13 My italics.
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naﬁmely a causality of the reason in determination of the will; whereas
Transcendental Fresdom demands an independence of this reason itself
(in view of its causal power to begin a series of appearances) from
all detarmining causes of the senm—wnrld,. and so far appears to be
contraty to the Law of Nature, and hence to sll possible experience; it
therefers remains problematic, Bui for reascn in its practical use this
problem is irrelevant..... The question with regard to Transcendental
Freedom concerns solely speculative knowledge. We can set it aside as
wholly irrelevant, when we have to do with the practical’, Now in this
passage Kant states very well what is characteristic of human
volition; and his definitions of ‘will’ are constantly expressed in the
same fashion. Will differs from other instances eof patural causation,
in &8 much as in it the idea (to use the common English word for
‘Vorstellung’} of something, which iz not yet real, tends io hring
sbout the realisation of that thing; and he may be justified in saying
that this process ‘is based upon Reason’, since to have an idea of
anything either real or imaginary, presupposes that faculty of
cognition which distinguishes man from beasts, and still more from
inanimate nature. Nay, more than this, in the specisl instance, which
Kant takes toc be the only truly “moral’ willing, where the idea which
acts’ as cause, is the idea of conformity to a universal law, the
content of the idea is so ahstract, that it may be confidently ssserted
that only reasonable beings are capable of having such an idea. But
nevertheless the idea is even -l'!ere still ‘an appearance,’ snd, as such,
separated by ap impassable gulf from the content, of which it is an

idea. Al}d, inasmuch ag it is in its character of ides, ie. as a
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psychical existent, that it produces an effect, the causation is still
merely ‘natural’. This, as we have said, Kant in the present passage
fully recognises. But it is only the more remarkable that ke should
speak of Reason, in the same context, as 'giving laws of Freedom’, as
if it were Reason in the same sense, which is the source on the one
hand of objectivity, and on the other hand of abstract ideas, whether
true or Talse. In this Kant betrays the psychological lst‘andpoint.
shove which he seems never to have completely risen in treating
epistemologleal questions, in spite of the enormous services which he
did to epistemology, as well in the Metaphysics of Ethics as elsswhers,
He suppliez, as it seemls to me, more materials for a true view than
any one alse, and those, {00, in & wonderfully forward state of
preparation but nevertheless they are still for him encumbered and
confused with the irrelevant matter, from which it was his merit to
sat them free for others. It is perhaps impossible to dispense with the
term ‘rational’, for what is true or objective, especially after its full
adoption by Hegel, but it is extremely important to aveid confusing -
the ‘rational’ in this sense, which is the fundamental one for Kant's
system, with the ‘rational’ in the sense of that which implies the
psychological faculty of meaking judgments and inferences. The
distincticn between what is true and what is only believed (although
only & ‘rational’ being can believe} is one which cannct be either done
away or bridged over, however small be the amount of what we may
be thought to really know in comparieon of what we must be content
to betieve; and it is this distinetion which is here in question.

Knowing, the function of Reason, is on one side a natural function,
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and, as such, it is indistinguishable from believing; but, in so far as
knowing is distinct from helieving i.e. in so far as that which is
known is trye, there are no two words which expréss a difference more
profound. When Kant talks of the only true m.nralit}* as based upon
the laws wEich Reason gives itself, the whole course of his work shews
that ho means laws which tell us truly what ought to be done; it is,
indeed, omly on this condition that he could elaim universality for
them.”” In this sense ‘Reason determines the Will' whenever the idea
which is cause of our action.- is an idea of what is truly good. But it
is only in an utterly different sense that ‘Reason’ can be said to
‘detetmine the Will', whenever the idea, which causes our actions,
implies the power of abstracticn. And it is only in this second sense
that such determination of the will can he called a ‘practical fieedom’
which is independent of ‘Transcendental Freedom’. Accordingly Kant
himself, 85 we have said, recognizes elsewhere that ‘the practiesl]
conception of freedom is based upon' the ‘transcéndent.aj Idea of
Freedom’ {p.371): end again, spasking of freedom, ‘as one of the
faculties, which contain the cause of the appearances of our sense-
world,’ 1.2, as practical, In distinction from transcendental, freedom,
he declares that we cannot hops to estsblish its actuality in
experience, ‘ipmsmuch &8 we can never infer from experience to
anything, which must not be conceived af all according to laws of
experience {(p.385). And this seems sufficiently to contradiet his

(1) This iz the ground of Knat's distinction betwesn the Categorical
imperative, or Objeckive Law, and the mere Maximm or subjective
prineiple, which will receive fuller treatment in my second chapter.
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statement in the ‘Canon’ that ‘we know practical freedom through
experience as ons among natural causes’ and that ‘for reason in its
practical use’ the problemn of transcendental freedom ‘ig irrelevant.’

Kant ha,é, therefore confused the purely patural procsss of human
volition, with tha transcendental aspeﬁt of it, which could alone entitle
ug to ascribe to man ‘practical freedom'; and it is solely on this
confusion that the special place he assigng to man as a ‘free’ agent
seems to be based, It is true that the content of the ides, which acts
a8 vause in volition, is different from the content of any other natural
cause: but that content is merely the form of the cause, and difference
of form is something which in no way readers one natural cause more
or less of & natural cause than sny other, The question is, however
complicated by the fact that we are dealing in the case nfl volition,
with an 'sppesrance of the inner sense’; end as this point also touches
the legitimacy of Kant's assertion that 'sppesarances’ are mere ‘presen-
tations,” an asgsertion which I used in my argument to prove that for
him human volition was really a causation by ‘appearances,’ something
should be said of it,

It is true, as Berkeley saw, that evarything which we directly
experience, may be regarded from one point of view as a state of our
own mind but it is not true that everything is distinctly experienced,
as such a state omnly. Kant pointed out that Berkeley’s hypothesis
would leave us mo means of iaking a rational distinction between
dreams and perceptions - between mere illusion (lauter Schein) and
appesrance (Erscheinung). He shews that we necessarily oconceive

things extended in space (the form of the outer semse} as forming a
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ca.uﬁally connected series, of which the succession is objective, ie. mot
existent merely as &nd when we perceive them. In fact we could not
lmow a thing to be a state of ours, exeept by contrasting it with
something not so dependent on us; since we can only know ourselves in
contrast to other things or persons, and our knowledge of the
existence of other persons depends upon inference from their mani-
festation in 2 would of things, Qur ‘ideas’, therefors, in sc far.aa
they are states of ourselves, must be conceived as forming a caussal
scries of their own, differemt in the order of its connections from that
or the content of those ideas, considered as e¢xtended in spmce. The
knowledge of the mental series, as such, involves the existence of the
gerias of f.h'mgs in space; but the latter must be conceived as so far
independent of the former that it might exist, without being
represented in any mental series. Nevertheless it remains true thet the
spatial series can only be conceived as having identica] clements with
those which occur in the mental series. And this it is true, in a
sanse, that the spatial world is composed of mental elemeﬁts: only
these mental elements, in &> far as they are conceived as exisiing in
one space, and belonging to one series, of which the parts are in a
relation of complete causal interdependence, must not he confused with
the elements, whose centent is partially the same, but which form
part of the mental series. Kant's denomination of the elements of the
spatial world as ‘mere presentations’ iz justifiable, if it be clearly
understood that these ‘presentations’ are the same in content only,
with those which belong to the mental world, but not the same in
respect of their causal relations with one another. And this, on the
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whele, he makes plain encugh by Lis distinction of the 'outer’ from
the “inner’ sense. But the ambigyity of the name neverthelass lands a
nandle to confusion, into which he sometimes seems to fall, as, for
instance, when he speaks of spatial ohjects as heing actually ‘in ocur
mind’ (in unserem Gemiithe). A conerete instance will make the
distinetion plain. The ‘presentation’ of a cow munching grass, may in
the mental series be cause of & feeling of pleasure, or of the
recollection of the words ‘cud’ or ‘ruminate’ but the same munching
will probably be eause, in the material sories of digestion, and
perhaps, of such movements in the cow’s brain as correspond to her
feoling of pleasure. Yet the latter munching is certainly composed of
glements which can only be knoin as presentational, The differance is
not betweon the ‘states’, between which, as Kant insists, the causal
connaction must always be comesived to hold, but between the
substances, of which, as Kant also insists, they must be conceived as
stetes. In the case of the material cow, tha substance is conceived as
extonded in & unique space; but in the case of the presentation of her,
the substance is mental - not extended in space, but also conceived as
persisting through time. This difference of substance adds an element
of content to the states of each series, which distinguishes a state
conceived as belonging to the cne from the same state conceived as
belonging to the cther.

Part of the content, then, of some mental states 1s necessarily
conceived as forming a world by itself. But there are other mental
gtates, s, when we are dreaming, imagining, fecling plessure and pain,
or engaged in abstract thinking, of which the content is not so
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oonoeiv'ed.. In these cases the content, in so far as it ia conceived as
existing, exizts only as the form of mental states. The difference
between such contents and those which are conceived as constituting
the spatial world, is what is marked by the fact that Kant calls the
latter contents themselves ‘presentations’. For these latter are not
mere content, i.8. mersly what distinguishes one mental element from
another, but appear to be given as existent and to be bound together
in one context of experience, exactly in the same way as the
pressntations of them, along with the other mental elamnents, appear
to be given as existing and to be bound togther in another context of
experience. There is exactly the same reason for calling these contents
themselves ‘presentations,” as for giving that pame to the mental
states of which they are contents and to all other mental states. The
first group are ‘presentations’ of ‘the outer semse’, the second of 'the
inner’. When a pshychologist examines his mind, he has, to use
Huma's tarms, ‘impressions’ both of ‘impresgions’ and of ‘idees’; and
‘impression’ 15 used in both these cases in the samse sense, that of
something both immediately given, as an chject of ‘intuition' (Kant'a
Anschauung), and as forming part of a unmigue series. But when his
‘impression’ is of an 'impression,’ the latter impression necessarily
appears as part of his mentsl series and it was onily as such that
Berkeley erroneously wished to consider it; wheress when lhis
impression is of an ‘idea,’ the ‘idea’ is really a part of his mental
saries and nothing more. When Kant, therafore, speaks of the
‘appearance’ to which he confines our kmowledge of the teal world, as

‘mere presentaticns,” he means what would be more properly termed
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‘gontents of presontation,' since they need not always_,ha_.-}i'é: 'act.ual.'ly
boen ‘presentad’; but still he means those contents, cﬁnsi’dered as
having the character conferred by presentation, i.e. 28 absclutely
particularised or individuated by the unique time-series, not-in their
abstract chﬁracter. Anything whatever, which ‘determines the will',
i.e. which causes action, is 8 ‘presentation’ in this sense, sitice it must
be an element in the mental series and an ‘object’ {Gegenstand) of tha
inner sense, sither possible (if it be sub-conscious) or actusl. But
confusion is apt to arige, because some of these ‘presentations’ of the
inner sepse, are also ‘presentations’ of the outer. And a further
confusion also occurs, becauss the ‘presentations’ of .the inner sense,
may be ‘ideas’ of other 'presentations’ of the inner sense, eg. the
‘idea’ of my future pleasurs, or of ‘presentations’ of the ocuter, e.p. of
gome vetry good wine, not actually existent. And all these cases are
different in respect of the content of the ‘presantation’, from those in
which it is something absttact like the moral law., Nevertheless, what
it is important to notices and what is toa often left out of sight, is
that in all cases alike what causes action is some ‘presentation’ aof the
inner sense, whether its content be the moral law, or the ‘idea' of
another presentation: and that thus in sll cases the ‘will’ is subject to
the ‘natural’ law of causality, and ‘determined’ by an ‘appearance.’
Mow it is characteristic of ‘voluntary' action, i.e. of human
volition, a5 epposed to conaticn in general and to some forms even of
desire, not only that the presentation of the inner sense which is its
ceuse, must always be an actual presentation, as opposed to one that

is sub-conscious, but also thal this presentation muat have for content
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a merg ‘itiea’ of ancther presemtation of the ouier or inner sense, and
not zm actua] presentation either of the one or the other, Thus it is
possible to desire a pear, which you actually see, and this desire may
be cause of your eating it; but, if this i§ all, the msction will not be
voluntary, To maks it voluntary, the desire must be not of the pear,
but of the taking snd eating it, actions which are not yet actually
prawented, It is this which would seem to distinguish actioms, which
are automatic, as a result of habit, from those which are mersly
instinctive. Both alike are caused by ‘presentations’ of the inner sense
which are not actually presented bwt sub-conscious; only in the first
the sub-conscious ‘presentation’ must be of something itself not actual,
whereas in the case of instinct, it may be of an actual presentation of
the outer semse. For instance, there seems little doubt, thet & dog
may be directly moved by the sight of a man whom he hates, to
attack him. In which case the presentation of the man, is a sub-
conscious pregentation from the point of view of the inner sense (for
the dog probably does not perceive that he sees the man); but it is
not a sun-conscious presentation of the aftack, as it might be in a
man who had consciously formed ths habit of caning a eertain persom,
whenever he met him.

These distinctions are all of them important in considering Kant’s
account of volition, as with regard to all of them he uses, at time,
ambiguous language ; and we shall have to take sccount of them later
" in considering his treatment of Hedonism. What we are concerned with
now, however, is their bearing on Kant's view of practical freedom, as
belonging only to man. And I think they serve to explain ancther
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confusion in the passage quoted sbove (R.V.p.379). It is not only
that ‘conception’ is there used a5 equivalent tc ‘presentation of
conception’, or conception as psychical existent; but there seems also
to be an ambiguity in the sense in which he speaks of man’s action as
characterised by the fact that it ‘cannot be ascribed to the receptivity
of sensibility’. This description is opposed to that of ‘lifeless or
merely animal’ nature, in which we have no reason to ‘think of any
power, as other than sensuously conditioned {sinnlich bedingt)”  Now
by this latter expression it seems plain that what Kant means, is that
the actions of all other parts of nature have sensible objects for their
causes. It is in this sense that it forms a true antithesis to what
immediately follows: ‘Man, who knows the whole of nature besides
solely through senses, gets knorw]aﬂge of himaself also throlugh mete
apperception’; i.e. other animals and inanimsate nature are mere objects
of the senses, and therefors their actions can anly be caused by objects
of the senses, which is the type of natural causality; whereas man iz
something more. But when Kent goes on to speak of man as
recognising actions of his own ‘which he cannot ascribe to the
impression of the senses’, it is hard to believe that those ‘acticos
which ean be ascribed to sense impressions’ are not actions of men's
will, under the aspect in which he calls it ‘sensual’ (sinnlich} a term
which he explains as msaning that it is affected ‘pathologically
(through motives (Bewegursachen) of sense)’ (p.371). Now, if this be
zo, Kant would seem to be treating three totally distinct notions as

(1) R.V. p.870
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all equalty relevant for his purpose. Man is semsual (1) in so far as
hiz actions may be re.gs.rd_ad ss sensible objects, belonging to a context
of experience (2) in so far as he receives impressions of the senses, i.e.
in so far as he is vapable of perceiving sensible objects (3) in so fat
as the ‘idea’ of sensible objects is the cause of his actions. And
again, in all these divisions, an ambiguity remsins hecanse thel
‘wensible objects’ may be objects either of the outer or of the inmer
sonse. Now, when Kant speaks of ‘heteroncmy’ of the will, that 18 a
digtinetion based upon the third sense in which man is ‘sensual.’” The
will is hetercnomous, when that which causes the action is either the
‘iden’ of scme semsible object, either of outer or Inter sense, ot the
actual presentation of some object of outer sense.

Even hers, however, Kant is ambignous, since he sometimes speaks
as if the actual presentation of an object of ouler senge, were
necessary to constitute heteronomy - such a case as that given above of
the desire of a seen pear; and, where he doos not appear to limit the
conception so narrowly as this, ha seems always to be thinking of the
‘ides’ of some object of the cuter sense, e.g. the taking of the pear,
and hardly ever of the ‘idea’ of some ohject of the inner sense, e.g.
the sensations of touch and taste that accompany the eating of the
pear, or the pleasure they sxcite. Yet it is plain that where the cause
of actien is the ‘idea’ of some future state of the agent's mind, the
action is fully heteronomous. But the confusion which bears on
‘practical freedom’ is that Kant’s language encourages the notion that
where action is not heteronnmous, i.e. does not fall under (3), it is

therefore not naturally cansed, i.e. does not fall under (1), which iz
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by no means the case, although all aection which is heteronomons,
must fall nader (1),

Man's sensilonsness under (2) is irrelevent both to heteronomy and
ta practical freedom. Kant is here committing the error of regarding
the relation of subject and object, in experience, s the relation of
ordinary causality which holds only between objects. He traces the
possiblility of heteronomy quite rightly to the fact that our experience
is sensuous, that we do not know objects a priori in virtue of an
intellectual intuition. But he scems to regard the effect of objects
upoh us, whereby we know thom, as the same thing as their effect in
determining the will; whereas the knowledge of objects canmot he
rightly regarded as an effect upon our sensibility at all, and, if it
were, it would not be the same thing with the effect which the actual
presentation of objects or the “idea’ ¢of them, regarded as pshychical
existents, produces in subsequent states of mind. Yet Kant geems to
ragard the undoubted fact of sense-perception as a confivmation of the
reality of heteronomy, and, through that, of his misleading description.
of 'practical freedom’ as something empirically knowsble.

It is in man's sensuonsness under (1) that we reach what is really
relevant to freedom. Whent this aspect of his nature is clearl.y
distinguished from (2) and (3} it become plain that all his actions
fall simply under ‘matural laws’. They are all mere ‘appoarances’ of
the inner sense, and are completely caused by previous appearances of
the inmer sense. It is true, that, where the cause of an action is the
presentation of a law, the law which is presented is not itself a

sensuols object, and hergin there lies a real distinction between the
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actions of men and bemsts. But what is important is that the law
must be presented to the inner sense, before it can be conceived as
causing the action; and as a presentation of the inner sense, it is as
truly a sensuous object as any other, though only of the inmer semse.
Thus we might truly say of man, what Kant says of beasts, that we
have no reason to think of any of his faculties as ‘other than
sensuously conditioned’. The difference between men and beasts is only
that beasts are apparently incapable of forming abstractions, i.e. the
content of the presentation which causes their action must always bo
itectf & presentation; in other words, because they know nothing but
gensible objects, their action is always heteronomous. But this
difference betwesn man and beasts only proves him to be a different
sort of natural object from them; it is by no means sufficient to
entitle us to ascribe ‘practical freedom’ to him. Man does not, when
he acts morally, exhibit any ‘pure activity' (G.p.299) This ‘pure
activity’, in so far as it can be ascribed to him at all, consists only
in his being able to conceive the Idess of Reason (G.p.300): that,
when they have been conceived, they should influence his action, cannot
be regarded ae an instance of the same activity, And this power of
conception itself cannot without denger of misleading, be called a
‘pure activity’. That is an expression which suggests that the Ego io
which Kant attributes it, may, from the cognitive point of view, at
gll svents, be regarded as itself an uncaused cause of its pure notions,
e.¢. the Ideas of Reason. But, as has been pointed out at length
above, .Kant could not maintain that the Ding an Sich or the
Transcondental Ego really stood in a egusal relation to experience:
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their relation to it is rather that of reason and consequence. To
mainiein the opposite is to identify the ‘synthesis’ of the Transcendental
Ego, with the actual process of judging, and to make the Transcedental
Ego itself the psychological subject. If the relation of the premises of
a syllogism to the conclusion could be called ‘activity’, there might be
nothing misleading in the notion of a.l ‘pure sctivity’. But as a
matter of fact, it is rather the relation of the recogmition of the
premises to the recognition of the conclusion as conditioned by them,
that seems to correspond to our notion of cognitive activity; and such
a process Kant enables us to sot aside, as not what he means by ‘pure
aetivity' since it involves time.

Indeed, Kant himself. sufficlently prevents mis-apprehension hy the
rigour with which he rejects the attempt to conceive as prior in time,
that which, if it determine the will, shews that will to bs ‘practically
free.” In this rejection be iz quite consistent. ‘The action’ he says
(R.V.p.381) ‘sc far as it is to be imputed to thought' (Denkungsart,
identified just before with ‘intelligible character') ‘as its cause,
nevertholess does not follow from it at all according to empirieal
lawe, that is, so that the conditions of pure remson, but only so that
the effects of pure reason in the appesrance of the inner sense precade.’
In other words that which is to be regarded as the condition, or, as
Hant calls it, cause, of the action, in so far as that action exhibits
practical freedom, does not precede the nction in time. The action is
only preceded by the comsequence, or, as Kant calls it, effect, or this
‘intelligible’ condition; and hence the action itself may be zaid to

‘follow from' the condition as a coneclusicn follows from premiges, but
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not to follow it in the time-order (¢f. above p.108). Now, in the case
of moral action, this ‘effect’, which produces the action, is just the
presentation of the moral law; mnd the intelligible condition of that
effect is the moral law itself. Kant himself allow that this effect or
presentation, must always be present in human volition; and, what I
wish {0 maintain, is that this is all that the analysis or human
volition, as such, can ever shew to be present. [ have examined the
gonfusions upeon which Kant’s contrary view that .tha law itself is
somehow to be obtained by anslysis of volition, that it is given by a
‘pure Will' or ‘practical Resson', scems to be based; and those
confusions seem sufficient to explain the view and to shew that, for
Kant at any rate, it was baseless, It only remains to give & positive
sumamary of the reasons against the legitimacy of any such view; and
then to shew what is the real meaning of ‘practical freedom’ and how
it is unmiversal.

The point at issus is this: Whether ‘will’ can be understood =t
all a3 other than a form of ‘activity’; and whether, if it be an
activity, it must not he conceived as essentially conditioned by time,
and therefore, in Kant’s langnage a mera ‘appearance’. If it be &
mere 'appearance,’ the conception of a ‘pure Will' is nonsense; and
‘will' cannot he ascribed as an attrihute.tu gnything real - either to
God or to the Transcendeutal Ego.

That ‘will' is a form of ‘activity’ has, [ suppose, never been.
disputed. Kant himself, as we have seen, refers us, for our notion of
pure Will, o the pure activity of the Ego. What is. disputed is
whether psychical activity, /
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My conclusion, then, is this: That that ‘will’ is only a special
form of natural causality, or rather, & natural causal process, where
the cause is of cne definite sort. It is a special form of natural
causality, just as explosion of gunpowder by a match is one special
form of natural causality, and explesion of gunpowder by percussion is
another. And, that on which | wish {o iosist, is that voluntary
action, of whatever sort, whether autonomous or heteronomous,
sxhibits ‘freedom,’ in the sense which I have hitherte explained as
essential to Kant's notion, no more and no less than gunpowder
explosions cor any other natural process whatever. It seems, indeed,
gtrange thaet this conclusion from his doctrine should have escaped the
notica, both of himself and others, to the extent to which it has. For
he repeatedly asserts that for every 'appearance’ we must suppose an
intelligible ground (that Ding an Sich}, and it is just this depsndence
of the coause of his actions om an intelligible ground (the
Transcendental FEgo), which he describes as constituting man's
‘practical freedom’. Moreover, even the identity of the Ding an Sich
and the Transcendental Ego has been suggested by him and accepted by
others; though this would not be npecessary to justify the inference,
gince the dependence on an intsliigible ground is by itself sufficient for
ptactical freadom. When this is acknowledged, 'practical’ freedom
disappears ealtogether as somsething intermediate  betwsen natural
causality and transcendentat freedom, For, as Kant. himself says,
nothing intermediate is possible; only two sorts of causality can be
conceived at all. ‘Freedom,’ then, for Kant means anly ‘transcendental

freedom’, and ‘transcendental freedom' is not ‘practical’, in the sense
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that it is inseparzbly connected with ‘action’ alome. It is true that
actions are dependent onh ‘transcendental freedom’, but that iz ondy
because it is the relation which holds between the smpirical causes of
those sctions and the trenscendontal gmu;ld of such causes: whether
gensible objects produced effects, and so vindicated their right to be
considered practical (as they always must}, or not, they would equally
be results of ‘transcendental freedom’.

The degree to which Kant himself was forged to recognise the
unpractical nature of his conception of Freedom, is singularly
illustrated by a passage in the ‘Maztaphysic of Morals' to which 1 have
referred above (p.iUS; M.p.28). He here declarss that ‘Will', which he
has hitherto regarded as identical with ‘pure practical Reason’, and as
that which is alone endowed with 'Freedom’ in his gpecial sense,
cannot be called either ‘free’ or the reverse, becauss it is not
‘susceptible of compulsion’. This ‘susceptibility of compulsion’ implies
subjection 1o naturel llaw and as so subject, he declares that human
‘choice’ (Willkiihr) may bhe called ‘free’. Ha wonld seem, thersfors,
hete to recognise that “action’ can only be conceived as a time-process;
indeed he says that “‘Will' does not refer to ‘sctions’ (Handlungen);
and it is only hecause he sees that he would be departing tco far from
the ordinary use of 'freedorn’, if he disconnected it from action, that
he now denies freedom to “Will'. The fuct is that his previous:
doctrine has already departed from the ordinary usage, further than he
himself was fully aware; and hence the inconsistency, with whick he
now tries to patch up the discrepancy. The true way of meeting the
difficulty would have been, as has been pointed out, to insist on his
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meaning of Freedom as the true one, and to give up the special
connectipn which hs had hitherto asserted between it and human
volition; to recognise that ‘Willkilhr® was a mere 'appearance’, and
therefore net ‘free,’ and that; that which was free. had not even so
much conmection with wvolition, as to deserve the name of ‘Will'.
There would, then, have stood out clearly the problem, which must be
pext discussed - the appreciation of his use of 'Freedom’ a;ld of the
impottancs which he assigns to it in relation to Ethics.

Once justification has already been pointed out - namely that
Kant’s view recognises that other element in the causal process,
neglected by a Determinisma or pure relativity, which I have called
‘form’, and have tried to exhibit as the only basis of ‘Freedom' for
those who take the causal process as the ultimate reality.. Kant's
hotion includes this element, but it also includes much move, since he
sees that finite things, though things and not mare relations, are yet,
as finite, partly defined by their relations, and therefore not self-
subsistent or capable of being regardsd as complete real grounds. But
there is, [ think, another justification in so for as ‘transcendental
Freedom' can be shewn to have an essential connection with Ethics,

It is , in Aristotelian language, if transcendental Freedom can be
shewn to supplement the notion of a more sfficient cause, not only by
that of a formal, but also of a final cause.

Now for Kant ‘Freedom' undoubtedly has this significance. [He
deduces the reality of Fresdom from thbe reality of the moral law; and
the moral law is what determines the only objective ‘end’ (Zweck).

Qur reason tells us that we ‘ought’ to do so and so; and it is merely
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because we know that we 'ought,” that we are able to conclude that
we ‘can,” i.e. that wa are free. °If 1 oughé, 1 can' does not mean for
hitn, as for Professor Sidgwick(p86), that only actions, which will
follow upon my choice of them, can be reasonably included in my
notion of duty. Kant fully recognises, what I have tried to shew
above, that the fundamental sense of ‘ocught’ is that in which it
preacribes'an ideal, which need not be physically or psychologically
possible™. The connection of ‘ought” with ‘can.” is cne of complete
dependsnce of the latter on the former. What I ought to do, or what
ought to he, is ‘merally possible’ {(P.V.p.6l), even if, according to
natursl laws, and so far as experience enshles me to predict, it never
will happen. This i what Kant means by the 'Primacy of the
Practical Reason.” It is not that ‘Will," as equivaleni to Practical
Reason, is to be regardad as the fundamental reality; but that the
Practical Reason, as prescribing the moral law, enables us to enlarge
our knowladge of reality in a way that the Speculative Reason alons
conld not do. From the fact that = ‘kingdom of ends’ ‘ought to e,
we ¢an tonelude that a ‘kingdom of ends’ is not only possible but
necessary, although, if our knowledge were confined to experience
" alone, we ghould be bound to conclude that it was neither actusl nor
poasible.

Now when Kent takes the moral Imperative, as such, for the
primary ‘fact’ in the metaphysics of ethics, he seems to have bheen

influenced by his theory that will is wmore than a psychological

() Cf. R.V. p.101
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faculty, Will is no doubt the source of the imperative moocd gs
distinguished from the indicative. But, if the above analysis of will
has been éarrect, it cannot possibly be the source of the uuiversalit'y,
which distingnishes the morsl imperative from avery other. The will
15 capable of commanding, as of doing, what is wrong &5 well sz
what is right; and so far ss it, and therefore the imperative form is
concerned, an inmjunction to wash your hands is precisely the éame
thing as an injunction to pursue what is pood. The question what
ought to be willed, cannot be answered by an analysis of will itself;
for such ﬁnalysis can never iell you more than what i3 willed, which
differs with differsnt times and different persons. Kant rejects the
theory that 'the good’ is the foundation of sthics, precisely because he
thinks it can only be directly determined by an appeal to the feelings,
which wvary subjectively with individuals; and it is the similar
subjectivity of the will, which ssems to me to condemn hiz own
‘imperative’, He was perhaps misled by his desire to explain the
ambiguity of the term ‘law,’ into thinking that the only possible way
of digtinguishing ‘morsl’ from ‘natural’ laws, was the implication of
command in the former. What he meant by his conception of a 'pure’
will, was a will which should command consisteney in your view of
what ought to be done - & consistency, which is necessaty to ‘reasom,’
as such. But all that a ‘pure’ will eould really mean, would be, a
will which was consistent with itself in the fact that it always
commanded, not in respect of that which it commanded. We may
admit that the former notion can be obtained by an analysis of will;

but it would be by no means sufficient to give & moral principle. It
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is true that will cannot but be consistent with itself in that it always
command; but, what Kant did not see, was that it was a consistency
in the object commanded"” that he was after all requiring. It is true
that this consistency is directly given ss no more than a formal
condition of good willing, but it is a formal condition of good
willing, and not of willing in general. Thus, what really distinguishes
the moral law from laws of natures, is that it expresses the
conpection of natural objects, not with one another, but with the
notion of ‘end' or ‘goodness’, Its primary form is “This is good' or
‘this is an end-in-itself’ or ‘this ought to be;’ the command, ‘de this
is no more than a corobllary from such a judgment. Tt is a ‘law’,
because such & judgment, if true at all, expresses & universal truth;
whereas subjective maxims, cannot be interpreted into more than a
particylar statement of fact - ‘1 mean tc do this’ or at most ‘I think
you ought to de it.” To try to obtain this objective validity out of
"Will' - ‘this cught to be willed’ cut of ‘I or you or all the world, do,
or can, or must will this' - is a procedure similar to that of trying to
prove that ‘this it true’ from tha fact that all the world believe it.
The assertion of ‘goodness’ claims rationality in the sense explained
above, precisely as does the assertion of truth; the first has no more
conngetion with volition, than the latter with cognition: both rest on
the same ‘Theoretic Reason’ - if we are to adhere to the custom of
ascribing them to ‘reasen’ at all,

{1} Cf. P.V. p.114. He does not see that the mere notion of 'ought' is an

ohject or matter of a special sort, though, indeed, not an object of
intuition.
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If, therefora, wa examine Kant’s first expression of the moral law
‘Act only on that maxim whereby thou canst at the same time will
that it should become a universal law’, we get the following results.
The significance of the expression rests on the words ‘thov canst will’,
But thera seemn no limits tc the empirieal possibilities of willing. It
iz posgible to will one thing one day, and the opposite the next. It is
only, if the question has been begged, by a previous assumption that
will cannot be inconsistent with itself, with regard to the objects
willed, (in respect of always being will, it mmust, certainly, bhe
consistent) that this expression will serve for what Kant means. Kant
assumes that [ cannot will a thing to be a universal law, to which I
might afterwards wish an exception. Ferhaps, 1 cannot rationally; but
what is to compal me to will rationally? Tt is admitted that most of
us very seldom do. To set up this as the fundamental pﬁnciple of
morals is as if one were to find the basis of apistemoclogy in the
principle ‘Think that only to be true, which you can at the same tima
think to be universally true'; whereby it would be assumed that no
one can think ctherwise than rationally. The ingertion of ‘at the same
time' only makes matters worse, by invalving the theory (which has
.somatimes been held) that the principle of contradiction mesns no
motre and no less than that two contradictory propositions cannct both
be true at the same time. Moreover our epistemological principle
would have just as much right to the imperative form, as the moral
one. That form is in each case totally irrelevant to the substance of
the principle. The reason why Kant uses it is precisely the same
fallacy, which he betrays in ‘thou canst will'. He imagines that the
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objective validity of the principle, proceeds from the nature of will
itself, and hence represents it as so proceeding. In fact, however, this
reference to will merely conceals the fact that he is dealing with the
notion ‘ought'; and the only other essenti;a.l glement in the expression
is that of universality. Its wheole significance can, therefors, be
rendered in the proposition ‘You ought to do that only which ought
universally to be done'.

NMow, if in this way we reject the theory that the principle of
Ethics has essential reference to will, we thersby give up the precise
connection, which Kant found, between ethics and freedom. Their
connection, for him, was that the moral law, necessarily implying will,
yet obviously not identical with the law which governs the natursl
course of human volitions, could have no meaning unless we suppose it
to be the guiding principle of another or pure will, which is hence
possessed of that ‘intelligible causality," which he calls freedom.
Unless therefors such a free being were thecretically - possible, the
moral law would be actually eontradictory to the course of nature,
and we could not say it was reasonable to obey it. The ‘Critique of
Pure Reason’, however, shewed it to be possible; and there being
therefore nothing against the conclysion to which the moral law would
lead us, we can accept its validity unconditionally and along with it
the reality of that freedem, which could slone make it valid. It is,
thus, only because there is a free will, that there is & moral
im]ierative. But if, as I have tried to shew, the principle of ethics is
not an imperative, there might seom no need for ‘free will’ or ‘freedom’

to ground it, That principle amounts merely to this, that there is an
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objective ‘end’, something which ought unconditionally - to be, an
abzolute good. And Kant, though he does also express the thoral law
in terms of these notions yet thinks them to be merely derivative
from that primary imperative, and conmected with “Freedom' only
through it. There is an wunconditionsl prescription; there muyst
therefare be something unconditionally prescribed, and again an
unconditional prescriber, The former is that which is absolutely gocd,
or the sole objective ‘end’, and the latter is pure will. But, says
Kant, thete is none among the ohjects of experience which will answer
to the former notion, since none is fit to be & universal object of
pursuit. The only objective end must therefore be the anly ohjeet,
which has such universality, and whose reality at the same time is
vouched Ly the moral law itself - namely the prescriber or pure will.
Hance pure will and its object are the same; s is oxpressed In the
famous saying with which Kant opens his ‘Foundatien for the
Metaphysics of Morals: 'There is nothing anywhere in the world, nay,
nothing at all that is conceivable even outside it, that could he
considered good without limitation, exﬁept only a good Will'. Thus
‘good’ or ‘end” iz for Kant nothing but the necessary object of a

necessary ‘will’, which object can be none other than that 'will’ itself.



