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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

At the hands of philcsophy, the phenomenon of
freedom has by no means enjoyed a uniform treatment. One
has only to recall the divergent views which have been held
from time to tilme in the history of thought; for example,
Augustine's life-long struggle with the problem, beginning

with the moral freedom of De Libero Arbitrio and ending

with the strongly predestinarian tone of the anti-Pelaglan
writings; Splnoza's (and Hegel's) view of freedom as the
understanding of necessity; Kant's conception of freedom as
moral autonomy; Schelling's ldea of frssdom as the opposite
of necesszity; and Bertrand Russell's theory of a universal
determinism which excludes freedom. Such diversity of
opinion suggests something elusive about the phenomenon under
consideration, something which might well provide &n object
of further investigation.

Can such an investigation find any particular en-
couragement in the peculiar historical situatlon in whilch
it stands? Does the ﬁiddle of the twentiefh century pro-
vide in any sense a privileged point of vantage from which
to approach the problem? In one sense, at least, this

question can be answered affirmatively. For we are living

1
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in a perlod when, more than ever before in its history,
philosophy has been preoccupied with the problem of Eime.
Beginning perhaps with Hegel's conception of time as the
mode of the self-development of the Absclute, and under the
powerful Impetus of the theory of eveclution, the emphasis on
time in recent thought has become more and more evident, is-
sulng finally In the process philosophies of the present déy.
It is this enhanced time-consciousness which the present
study intends to apply to lts re-examination of the problem
of freedom.

In so far as recent thinkers have dealt with this
subject, their treatment has necessarily been more "temporal"
than that of thelir predecessors. Selecting from the current
century three phllosophers of different nationality, the
present writer proposes to analyze the relation of freedom to
time in the thought of each. 1In contrast to most previous
treatises on the subject, however, and certsinly in contrast
to the three men hereln discussed, the point of view from
wnlch the investlgation wlll draw its conclusions wlll have
the following pecullarity: instead of attempting to fit the
phencmenon of freedom into & preconceivsed metaphysical frame-

work, 1t will take departure from freedom as concrete fact,

a3 experienced datum, and then inquire what the implicatlions

of such a fact are. Beginning with a description of freedom,

it will raise the questlon: 1if thils 1s a fact, then what
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else must also be true? Conecentrating on the ralatiaﬁ be-
tween freedom and time, 1t will ask specifically the follow-
ing questions: First, cen freedom have &ny meaning sapart
from time? TIs it possible to maintain that true freedom in-
volves an eéscape from time? Second, can it be accounted for
on the basis of time alone, without any trans-temporal refer-
ence? Can the free agent be purely a creaturs of temporal

brocess? These ars the principal questions which will be

ralsed. and to which an answer wlll be suggested.

A - DEFINITIONS

Some of the terms to be used in ‘the course of the in-
vestigation are controversial, in the sense that there is no
unanimity regarding their pPrecise meaning. The rresent pur-
Pose 1s not. so much to insist upon the rightness of defini-
tions as to make perfectly clear the sense in which these
words will be used herein. Inevltably, this implies a certain
bias in favor of the meanings here proposed. In so Tar as
they are defended st ail, it will be by Implication throughout
the subsequent treatment, which will offer both support for
them and raise difficulties with respect to variant defini-
tlons. The purpose of the study, however, is not to establish
the validity of its definitions. Tt is,rather, to start with
plausible definitions and to show what follows ir they are ac-
cepted. If this is done successfully, then the conclusions

reacned will be refutable only on the basis of new definitions,
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Time, Determinism, and Indeterminism - -

Time. Philosophical dictionaries in English, German;
and French speak of time Iin terms of succession, WNachein-

ander, anterieur et;postérieur. Fortunately, the present

purpose does not require a more specific description; it does
not demand a declsion as to whether, as Newton held, time 1is
that which flows from past to future, regardless of any exter-
nal reference, or whether, as Lelbnitz and his successors have
.held, time is the correlate of space and of events. It suf-
fices to designate time as succession, in terms of before-
and-after.

If time 1s thus delimited, from what can it be dis-
tinguished? What is "non-temporal"? The answer is the same
as 1t was for Plato and Aristotle: the immutable., This
word, however? is merely negative: "non-mutabls." In an
effort to supply the connotation of soms kind of content in
the idea of the non-temporal, the word "eternal" has often
been used. Similarly, in addition to the word "eternal," the
pregsent essay will refer to the "trans-temporal” with the
same.intention. Here again, howsver, it is Important to
specify that the dliscussion will not hinge upon whether or

not any content 1s given to the non-temporal. What is meant
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by "trans-temporal” is "at least immutable, and possibly
more. 1

It will be argued throughout that the logical dis-
tinctlion between mutable and immutable must be maintained,
that neither is logilcally reduclble to the other. If this
1= denled, then indeed the entire undertaking is jeopardized.
But, as Plato argued in his discussion of the "same" and the
"other," the denial of this irreducible logical distinction
threatens the whole possibility of thought and of communica-
tion with collapse. If all is variable, and nothing re-
mains the seame, then there is no fixed point of reference, no
"bureau of wolghts and satandards,” against which the mesnings
of words can be tested, so that "red" does not mean "green"
tomorrow. And likewise, 1f there are to be such stable re-
ference points, they can discharge their function only in
contradistinction to the mutable.

Determinism. "Determinism" will be used to refer to

the theory that every temporal event has an antecedent cause
from which it follows of necessity, so that in prineciple if

sufficlent data were known, the entire future course of the

lA question which lies outside the scope of the
present study, but which 1t will raise by implication, is:
As applled to the phenomenon of freedom, is it sufficient for
the "non-temporal"” to meen simply "spatial," as distinct from
"temporal"? Or should it be more properly designated as "non-
spatio~temporal™? The present study has not found it neces-
sary, for its own purposes, to distinzulsh between these two
posslble meanings, though perhaps it will lay the groundwork
for a future investigation of this question.
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universe and of human history could be predicted.

Indeterminism. "Indeterminism" will refer to what

mlght be called the opposite of determinism. As applied to
the actions of so-called free agents, it would hold that at
least some of these acts are not caused by an antecedent.

They are contingent, in the sense that they are not causally

necessary.
On the basis simply of time, detérminism, and inde-
terminlsm, in the sense just indicated, it is peossible to
anticipate & priori the direction which the investigation
will take. In the first place, neither determinism nor in-
determinism is what is meant by freedom {in the sense to be
Indicated below). And yet it would be premature to say that
either of the two smltogether contravenes freedom. Rather,
each partially excludes freedom, on the one hand, and yet has
something in common with it, on the other. Determinism, for
instance, precludes freedom, in so far as it postulates com-
plete predictability of human actions; but in so far as it in-
corporates the notion of causation it resembles freedom, for
freedom demands a causal relation between the agent and his
act. Conversely, indeterminism lends itself to freedom in
gso far as it emphatically excludes the rredlction of human
actions; but at the same time it is at variancé with frsedom
in admitting no ceausal relation between agent and act. From
these few observations, one might expect to have to look beyond

both indeterminism and determinism in order to discover freedom.
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But where 1s one to look? An answer is suggested by -
the fact that, in the second place, determinism and indeter-
minism appear to exhaust the possibllities as long as the

problem of the relatlicen of the agent to his actions is con-

sldered within the framework of time alone. For on the

basis of temporal successlon, elther the subsequent event is

determined by 1te antecedent, or it is not. But if neilther

of these two alternatives is what 1s meant by freedom, and
if nothlng more than these two can be accounted for on a
purely temporsl basis, lthen might one not well conclude that
the search for freedom would be forced to speak in terms of

the trans-temporal? This 1s the suspiclon to which one ie

led by a consideration of the problem a priori. The main
body of the subsequent analysis will examine three philoso-
phers to discover the extent to which this anticipation is

corroborated.

Freedom as Belf-Determination

Prior to the epecification of the sense in which
"freedom" will be used in the present study, it 1s well to
recall the wide varlety of meanings which have been attached
to 1t.2 None of the three writers to be examined herein

uses 1t in one consisgtent way, and it is by no meana herewith

lkant also believed that, on the basis of time alone,

determinism and indeterminism, or caprice, were the only two
possibllitieg. See the Critique of Pure Reason, trans.
N. K. Smith (London: Macmillan and Co., 1933), p. 227.

2See, Tor exemple, McTeaggart, J. ¥. E., Some Dogmas
of Religion {London: Edward Arnold, Ltd., 1930), ch. v.
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suggested that one and only one meaning ieg legitlimate. - The
term “freedom" as used herein applles to a complex
Phenomenon involving the relation of the agent to his act,
and must be further analyzed before its 8lgnlficance can be
taken for granted. It ia perhaps worth repeating that whereas
mo8t phllosophies deal with freedom by trying to £it it into
& preconcelved metaphysical scheme, ths present procedure
willl be rather to begin with the complex fact of freedom and
inguire what implications follow from it.

Precisely what is the concrete phenomenon from which
the present study will take departure? Perhaps the most
typleal "laboratory specimen" can be observed in the case of
the law, or rather, the presuppositiqns upon which laws rest,
In practice and in theory, the law distinguishes sharply be-
tween insane and "normel" men. What constitutes this d1f-
ference before the law? The answer to this question includes
freedom as herein understood. Purther anslysis of what the
law assumees about normal human belngs as opposed to the insane
wlll permit a more exact determination of this freedom.

When a man goes berserk in New Jergey and beging pub-
licly to shoot people at random, his plea of inganity is up-
held and he 1s not punished. He 1s not "responsible," be-
cause he did not act freely, in the sense here intended. An
inquilry inte what 1s entailled in the concept of responsi-
billity will illumine what is meant by freedom. First, in

order to be responsible, a man must have intended to do what
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he did, in the sense of deliberately choosinélbetween,two -

or more courses of action, while in possession of normally'
functioning powers of reason. And second, he must be the
same self when he faces the judge as when he committed the
crime; without self-identity, the judge might just saswell
hale any passer~by into court to stang trial,® Unless these
two condl tions of delibersate choice and self-identity are
fulfilled, a man is not responsible. If a driver uninten-
tlonally runs over a pedestrian, he is not responsible
(assuming that he was observing the proper precautions). Ir
a schlzophrenic commits a crime, he is not punished far his

self-identity is in doubt.

A question immediately arises concerning the reality
of choice involved. Does not the mere fact of law reduce
choice to a merely nominal status? Does not the law in
fact try to persuade me that the consequences of breaking
it will be so unattractive that I will in effect have "no
choice" but to observe it? This argument is refuted in
actual fact every time the law is wilfully broken. And yet
1t does retain its force in pointing up the tyrannical nature

of the "thou shalt not" contalned in every law. If this is

1G. D. Broad develops this point in Determinism,
Indeterminism, and Voluntarism {Cambridge, England:
Canbridge University Press, 1934), p. 11.

2For further discussion of the relation of self-
ldentity to freedom, see the appendlx to chapter 1i. See
also F. H. Bradley's strong argument for the necessity of
self-identity to responsibility in Ethical Studies (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1827), ch. 1i.
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freedom, then it is a burdensome and repressive one. This
complaint, however, merely reveals the limited, even arti-
ficlal nature of the "laboratory specimen". Like so many
such speclmens, 1lte restricted nature permltted a more un-
obstructed insight%t into the kind of freedom under considera-
tlon, but at the seme time ought not to blind one to the
"higher" levels where externally Imposed law no longer
applies.

At the level of law, freedom 1g indeed at a minimum,
For most people at most times, the "choice" whether or not
to defy the law ls scarcely a live option {though even where
arregt 1s certaln, there are always people who decide they
would rzther pay the penalty than forego the forbidden act;
laws presuppose this in establishing penalties). Within the
broad limits set by the law, freedom can operate at a
"higher" level--higher in the sense that the compulaion of
the law 18 replaced by conventions and mores (though these
may 1in some cases prove even more inviolate than law), and at
the highest level by values which the agent himself chooses.
In this realm the individual ordinarily has more intense per-
sonal concern; it could therefore be called in a sense the
realm of the most important exercige of freedom. It includes
what a man believes to be worthwhile, his values, whether |
they be money, power, knowledge, virtue, and so forth.
These wlll largely govern the qualilty of his life, the goels

he cherishes. Man's cholees at this level are not dlctated
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by external authority: rather, they are made in accordénce
with values which he is free to relect, at least to a eccp-
siderable extent.l

At this point, the advantage of beginning the de-
scriptlon at the low level of law becomes appafent. If one
should begin at the higheat level, the temptation might be
to lgnore the role of still another factor in the making of
cholces: that of valuation. Should one overlook the fact
that decislons are made by referring alternative courses of
possible action to the values whilck the agent has adopted,
one might conelude that on the lower level, law excludes
freedom altogether, while on the higher, the individual
simply reacts spontaneously, without constraint. Where this
conclugion 1s drawn, as will be abundantly 1llustrated beleow, -
the stage 1s set for the attempt %o reduce freedom partly to
determinism, partly to indeterminism; that 1s, the constraint
of the law 1s regarded as the denlal of freedom, as the ef-
fort to determine the course of human actions, and freedom
1tself is correspondingly identified with the lack of con-

straint; that 1s, with indeterminism.

1The Plcture here premented deliberately leaves out
of account the increasingly acknowledged role of unconsclous
drives, not at all because their importance is minimized,
but because they contravene freedom, They are, as psycholo-
gists say, "compulsive.® Where there 18 a redical disloce-~
tlon between them and conscilous motives, they mey override
freedom. Thie suggests a correlation between consclousnesa
end freedom, implied above and dereloped more fully below.
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Yhen a beginning was made at the level of law,- on
the other hand, 1t was seen that both levels belong to the
game fundemental phenoﬁenon. At the "higher® level, the
external authority of law was replaced (not Silmply expunged)
by the individual's own values; and even on the lower level,
these same values can and do fly 1n the Tace of the law every
time a dellberate crime is committed (barring extenuating
circumstances). These relatively few cases testify that even
1n the malority, where the law is obeyed, 1t frequently re-
ceives deference only after the individual hes decided thet
it 18 preferable not to pay a penalty. The conclusion is that,
repressive though the law may be,lit Presupposes, rather than
precludes, freedom; and that on the "higher" levels, though
not direetly under law, the 1individusl is nonetheless responsa-
ible. He makes decisione in accordance with values.?2

The foregoing remarks have prepared the way for an
inclusive statement of the sense in whick the word "freedom"
will be understood herein. A complex phenomenon consisting

of geveral factors, it may be deslgneted as that capacity or

lls not the principal justification of law In general
that it (1deally!) provides a stable framework within which
the "higher" level of freedom can operate, safeguarded both
from chaos and from the englavement of some members of the
community by otherg?

2The questlon ariases, by what principle of selection
does one choose values in the first ingtance? The answer
leads to an infinite regress beyond the scope of the present
study, though perhaps not irrelevant to the problem as a
whole. Possibly the difficulty of arriving at a “first
value" is what prompts some people to advocate extending the
sphere of law to cover every aspect of life. BSuch pharisaigm
pays for the certalnty it achieves by suffocating freedom at
1ts most important level. _
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man whereby he acts.responsibly, In accordance with decisicn .-
baged upon valuvation, while remaining in some sense the ggmg
subjJeet throughout the process. If freedom in thls sense

is called‘"self-determination," one additional aspect of the
matter becomes more explicit; namely, the Dresumed causal
relation between agent and acet, Though heredity and environ-
ment may profoundly affect everything I do, nevertheless

those forces of which a given act is the resultant must in-
clude my own volition, if the act 1s to be eslled free.

-Baaed as 1%t 1s upon the analysis of a rhenomenon of
everyday 1life, this definitlon draws strength from the fact
that upon anyone who repudiates 1t there falls the omas of
convinclng mankind of the folly of the agssumptions upon which
human relations rest. To deny the reality of freedom thus
defined 1s to agsert that the very conception of law is baged
upon a gross mlsunderstanding, for the freedom which it pre-~
supposes 18 1llusory. 7To try to convince mankind of this
would be a more than Herculean undertaking. Furthermore,
anyone who seriously belleved this would be saddled with a
gecond difficulty: that of himself acting as though he
were not free. In so far ag such an attempt required an
effort of will and deelsion, 1t too would pPresuppose the
very freedqm 1t denled. 1In short, the above definition of
freedom 28 experienced fact rests upon the suspicion that the
common practlce of humanity derives from a shrewd common

sénse which may intuitively understand human nature better
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than rarefied speculative subtleties.

Further Anticipation

In the brief discussion of determinism and indeter-
minisﬁ, 1t was held a) that nelther is wholly compatible with
freedom, and that b) on the basis of time alone, there is no
- alternative to these two possibilities. This led to the
& priori inference that if there 1g such a thing as freedom
1t will require at least in part a trans-temporal basis.

As a result of the analygls of freedom Just concluded, we are
in a poasition to corroborate this inference with three more
posltlve pleces of evidence. In the flrset place, freedom
requires that the self retain 1ts ldentlty, that it remain
the same; but accordlng to the definition of time, every-
thing temporal 18 characterized by change; therefore, if the
self is to remain the same, it cannot be altogether temporal.
In the second place, the values which enter into decision
consgtitute “fixed stars" by which the self gteers its course;
In 8o far as they remain valid independently of flux, they
require a trans-temporal reference. In the third place, the
problem of caugation requires a similar conclusion. Forl
freedom demands a causal relatién between agent and act;

but 1f, as 1n the case of determiniém, every event is deter-
mined by an anterior cause, then every event 1s in princiole
predictable, and freedom is precluded. Thie is clearly re-

cognized by'Professor C.D.Broad in Determinism, Indeterminism,
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and Voluntarism,lin which he states that on the one hand,
freedom requires a causal relation between agent and act,
but that on the other hand, if every event has an anteceadent
cause, freedom ls precluded. This situation necessitates a
cholce between one of the following two conclusions: either
freedom does not exist, or it requires a trans-temporal
reference, so that a given act of willing could be initiated

in time by a "cause"? which was not anterior to it. The

former conclusion 1s drawn by Professor Broad (indeed, it is
apparently the only alternative seen by him) when he pro-
nounces freedom a "delusive notion".® The latter conclusion,
postulating a causs which is not anterior and therefore non-
temporal, strongly suggests Kant's idea of the self as

"uncaused cause" or "unconditioned condition. ™% Kant saw

1c. D. Broad, Determinism, Indeterminism, and
Voluntarism (Cambridge University Press, 1034).

°Tf causality 1s properly speaking a strictly tem-
poral category, then it is used in this context in a neces-
sarily analogical sense.

S0p. cit., p. 48.

450e the Critique of Pure Reason, trans. N. K.
Smith (London: Macmillan and Co., 10933}, prp. 475 f., 478.
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that 1f causatlon 13 confined to the temporal series of
anfecedent—and-consequent,lfreedom is impossible, and that é
non-temporal self 1s demanded as "first czuse" if freedom
does in fact exist.

At one lmportant point, however, the present analysis
dlverges from Kant's position. For him, the realm of time
1s subject to complete causal determinism; the self can there-
fore be free only in so far as it 1s non-temporal. This view
immedlately prompts thé question, 1f freedom is excluslvely
non-temporal, how can it have any bearing upon the world of
actionsg? There cah be no doubt but that Kant considered
freedom toc have an effect within the phenomenal wdrld; the
quegtlon concerns whether or not this 1is possible on the
basis of his own metaphysie. If everything in the temporel
world 1s determined by a prior cause, how can the " freedom"
of the non—teﬁporal self be exerclsed? Kant's famous reply

ls that regarded from one point of view, temporal events

1Kant, of course, saw that many causee are in fact
8lmultaneous with thelr effects, rather than anterior to
them, such as the ball which produces the concave Impres-
Blon in the cushion. Hs inslsts, however, that even though
cause and effect may actually occur gimultaneously, never-
theless the former 1s temporally prior to the latter. He
1s able to malntain this wilthout a contradiction by die-
tinguishing between the lavge of time and the order of
time. Though there may be no lepse of time between cause
and effect, atill the former is always prior 1in the order
of time. He substantiates thils by polnting out that there
might be a concave impression in the cushion without a
ball, but there could never be a ball unaccompanled by the
lmpression. BSee op. elt., pp. 227 f. {the “second analogy").
For further correlation of successicn with causation, see
pp. 225-7, 232 f. -
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are lndeed determined, but from the noumenal point of §1ewi.-
they way be free. Doeg thils solution preserve freedom, in
the sense defined above? The gimplest test can be applled
by asking the Tollowing question: Suppose this noumenal
freedom or noumenal causality to be suspended; could the.
course of temporal events conceivably turn out any differ-
ently? Suppose noumenal frecdom to be re-1lntroduced; can |
thls possibly affect the course which events must follow?
The answer can only be that since temporal events are sub-
Ject to determinism, they will happen exactly the same,
vwhether noumenal freedom is presupposed or not.

On the present writer's definition, this is em-
Phatically Iinsufficient; 1t stands or falls upon the sup-
positlion that human freedom can radically alter the course
which events would have taken without it. That 1s, the free
gelf, though 1t may indeed require a trans-temporal refer-
ence, cannot be sealed off from the temporal world. For
freedom 1s a correlate of action; actlon involves change;
and change, in turn, is a temporal term. Kant's difficulty
1s 11lustrated at precisely thls polnt, when he apeaka of the

"timeless activity" of the free gelfl--a phrage of extremely

1See op. cit., p. 469,
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dublous meaning, if not actually a contradiction in terms.l

Wevertheless, he had an excellent reason for making an
absolute separation between the temporal and the noumenal
aspect of selfhood--the besf reason, perhaps, whHeh a
phllosopher can have: namely, the avoildance of s logical
contradiction. For Xant agrees that the two terms "temporal®
and "non-temporal" are logically incompatible; there is no

possibllity of reducing the one to the other. In order to

1H. J. Paton concedes this point in The Categorical

Imperative (Chicago University Press, 1948), pp. 269, 274.
If it 1s agreed that activity 1s inconcelvable apart from
change, then "timeless activity" would involve "timeless
change"; 1. e., change which had no reference to before and
after--an improbable conception. Kant strove to meot this
problem of how there could be "timeless activity," or
"timeless change," by drawing a distinction between change
and alteration: alteration, he held, applies only to sub-
stance, while change 1Is the way in which alteration 13 per-
celved by us in space and time. (See op. ecit., the "first
analogy.") Change, in the sense of coming to be and passing
away, does not occur 1n substance; 1t 1s merely the mode

in which alteration appears under the form of t emporal
succession. On the basis of this distinetlon, "timeless
activity” would involve not change, but alteration.

This distinctlon between change and alterstion,
however, 1s open to one grave objection. If alteration has
nothing to do wlth time, then what can be said about 1t?

In virtue of what property does it deserve the name "alter-
ation," lnstezd of some other name? Any attempt further
to determlne 1t seems bound to fall back on some reference
to time. Kant himself recomizes this difficulty when he
observes that the dlstinction between alteration and change
mey seem s somewhat paradoxical expression” (op. cit.,

Pe 216), Oune 1s constrained to add that nd only does it
seem so, but that the onus of showing why in fact it 1is not,
has surely not been dlscharged. In the absence of any sub-
stantlial evidence to the contrary, one 1is obliged to con-
clude that it actually i1s paradoxical. In that case, 1f
Kant's distinction really is paradoxical, and not just ap-
parently so, then it in fact comes closer 8imply to stating
the problem thaen to solving it.
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avold predicaeting both these adjectives of one sub ject, he

wag obllged to maintaln his familiar, absolute distinction
between the agent under the aapect of tlme, and under the
agpect of noumenal, free self.

The present analysis agrees with Kant in finding
a) that freedom requires a trans-temporal reference, and
b) that 1t is a correlate of action. Instead, however, of
electlng to separate in fact what are so rigorously dis-
tinguished by loglec, and so to be driven with Kant to apeak
of timeless activity, the wrilter submits another alternative:
Mlght 1t not be that an adequate account of the free agent
requires the application to the same subject of both adject-
ives, "temporal' and "non-temporal? Though diverced
forever by logic, might they not in fact occur inseparably,
like the taste and color of salt? On the basis of pre-
liminary, largely a priori analysis, this does appear to be
the concluslon demanded by the phenomenon of freedom.
Whether or not there 1s wider, a posteriorl evidence for this
tentative suggestion is an open question., In the case of
three recent phillosophers, the subsequent analysis willl
eéxamlne whether or not they are able %o account for freedom

en any othzr basgis.

B ~ PLAN OF INVESTIGATION

The foregoing remarks laid down a worklng definition

of freedom, and then proceeded to draw some inferences con-
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cerning the relatlon of this freedom to time. Specifically,
1t was suggested that freedom ig a fempofal, and at the same.
time a non-temporal, phenomenon. Logically dublous in the
extreme, such a descriptive statement about experienced fact
can scarcely be accepted lightly, but rather requlres even
more than a normal amount of corroboration, Asla means of
teating 1t, the present writer proposes to examlne three re-
cent philosophers wilth an eye to finding out whether they
are able to account for freedom in any other way, and to
what extent they are in fact foreced to acknowledge the ex-
lstence of a situation which must be slmultaneously desig-

nated as both "temporal" and "non-temporal."

Bergseson, Heidegpger, and Berdyaev

As the emphasis on time gathered momentum in the
phllosophy of the past one hundred and fifty years, it was
inevitable that some thinkers should consider it in relation
to freedom. Of these, three of Adifferent natlionalities have
been sélected from the present century as having devoted
speclal study to this particular problem: Henri Bergson,
Martln Heidegger, and Nilecolas Berdyaev.

Henri Bergson (1859-1941). No name 1s more closely

assoclated with the growing importance of time 1n recent
thought than that of Henri Bergson. Whether or not his dis-
tinction between duration and clock time be accepted, the
subjective and creative aspect of time to which he celled

attention can never agailn be ignored. But though time
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received by far the greater emphssis in his vhilesophy,
nevertheless there 1s some ground for thinking that he may
have been led to it as a consequence of his preoccupation

with another problem; nemely, freedom. Hls Essai sur les

Données Tmmédiates de la Consclence, in which the doctrine

of ggzég first appeared, was published with the express in-
tentlon of refuting the mechanistic determinlsm then (1889)
enjoylng a wide vogue. Significantly, its title in inglish
translation is Time and Free Will, which indicates something

of the book's purpose and method: to champlon the cause of
freedom In the face of the reigning determinism by reconsider-
Ing it in its relation to time.

Martin Heldegger (1889- )« If recent thought as

a whole has pald speclal attention to the problem of time,
one contemporary trend in particular has become assocliated
with freedom: namely, Existentialism, Of all the watchwords
of this philosophical movément, perhaps none recelves more
stress than freedom. Whether, as with Sartre, all norms are
denied in the name of liberty; whether, as with Jaspers, the
act of decision-in-situation is held to transcend all ratio-
clnation; or whether, as with Heidegger, one achileves
authenticity by the choice of onesslf,-~In every case the
stress i1s upon freedom to such 2n extent that Marjorle Grene

can entitle her vook on Existentialism Dreadful Freedom.

Of all the contemporary Existentialists, one in particular

has devoted speclal attention not only to freedom but to
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time as well, entitiing his major work Being and Time. The.

present inquiry could therefore scarcely avoid an examina-
tion of the philosophy of MHartin Heildegger.

Nicolas Berdyaev (1874-1948,. Such a many-sided

thinker as Nicolsas Berdyaev can brobably never be satis-
Tactorily "classified.” Whether he is called Existentialist
or idealist, however, his vrecccupation with the subject of
the present study is 1ndicated not only by the recurrence

of such words as "destiny," "history," and "freedom" in the
titles of his books, but slso by his own explicit acknow-
ledgment that "time and freedom are the fundamental and mest
painful of metaphysical problems."l What is more, he appre-
clates both Bergson and fleidegger as the two philosophers
Who have contributed most to the subject in the twentieth
century,greferring frequently to them throughout his works.
For these reasons, the present study culminates naturally

with a consideration of this Russian expatriate philosopher.

lN. Berdysasev, The Destiny of Man, trans. Natalie
Duddington (London: Geoffrey Bles, 1948), p. 145 (desig~
nated below as D),

EN, Berdyaev, Solitude and Society, trans. George
Reavey (New York: Cheries Scribner's Sons, 1938}, p. 129;
Slavery and Freedom, trans. R. M. French (London: Geoffrey
Bles,)1944), Pe 257 (designated below as SS and SF, respect-
ively).
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Five Possible Alternatives

On the basis of the foregoing delimitation of the
premises and scope of the present inquiry, it is possibls
to £ill in the general Ines which the ensuing analysis will
take. In the first place, in order that theré may be freé—
dom, the Tollowing set of conditions must be fulfilled:
there must be an enduring self whose identity is preserved
throughout change, and whose relation to its acts is in
effect causal; acts must be at least partially the result of
a conscious choice between alternatives; and this choice must
discriminate on the baslis of values (that is, on the basis
¢f what appears to the subject to be better"). In the second
place, as already indicated, the treatment of freedom will
partly depend upon the relation of time to the trans-temporal
(or, for the sake of brevity, to "eternity", though no con-
notations other than mere changelessness need be attributed
to the word). 1In the bphilosophers under consideration, there
occur five possible conceptions of this relation: first,
time is regarded as primordial to eternity; second, eternity
is held to be primordial to time; third, the two are coeval;
fourth, the logical distinction between the two is obscured;
and fifth, the mutual interpenetration of the two is agserted
in spite of their logical incompatibility. Reduced to its
simplest, the procedure will be to examine the extent to which
each of these five alternatives is able to mrovide a basgis

for the several ingredients of freedom.
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The first alternative is the dominant one in both
Bergson and Berdyaev, énd is prominent in Heldegger. A dis-
tinction 1s made between subjectlve and objectlve time, the
latter subject to determinism, the former not. This inner
time 1s optimlistically selzed upon as the gresat, dynamic
guarantor of freedom, as against an oppressive, static
eternity, which is concelved merely as the degeneration
of subjective time. But althouch 1t does thus affirm the
temporal character of freedom, this view is forced to

relegate permanence to the status of non deslderatum, as

hostlle to freedom, and in so doing precludes self ldsntity
and values, In short, it establishes indeterminism.

The second alternative, found In both Heldegger and
Berdyaev, reverses the first and places eternity above time.
It 1s thus able to account for an enduring sslf and for
values, but at a price. Maintalning as it does that time
represents a lapse from eternity, it is inclined to hold
that whatever contingency may characterlize time is an irra-
tional deviation from fhe atatic perfection which the tem-
poral should strive to imitate. On thils view, freedom 1s a
deplorable phenomenon which should make ltself as incon-

splcuous as possible by subjecting itself completely to law.1

1This leads to the theologlcal problem of the rela-
tlon of freedom to grace, of whether man is actually free in
the sense that he can "condition" the unconditioned God.
This problem liles beyond the scope of the present essay.
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It should, in fact, strive to liquldate itself. Pressed
to account for the existence of freedom In the first place,
proponents of thils positlion are driven to regard freedom
merely as the understanding of necessity.

Like the first two altermatives, the third akc main-
talns the rigorous loglcal distinction between etemity and
time. Recognlzing the difflculties of accounting for free-~
dom on the basls of elther of them, 1t regards time and
ebernity as coeval, Instead of taking one or the other as
prior, Recognlzing that elements of both determinism and
Indeterminlsm enter Into freedom, it seeks to establlish the
phenomenon by Juxtaposing time, as the source of vitalilty
and indeterminism, and eternlty, 23 the source of permanence
and determinism. The resulting synthetic facsimile, however,
turns out to be merely time-plus-eternity, rather than free-
dom, though both Heidegger and Berdyaev are tempted to try
this expedient.

Whereas the first three alternatives hold time and
gbernity rigorously apart,Ain accordance with the demands of
loglic, the fourth, owing to thelr fallure to establish free-
dom, attempts to clrcumvent the difficultles by cbscuring
this distinetlon. It wishes to say, "Time is not so differ-
ent from eternity after all. The two are qulte compatible.”
Admittedly thls 12 a questlion which cannot be settled by

fiat, but, as already Ilndicated, the pressnt study takes 1ts
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stand upon the Platonic tradition’ that if the distinctien -
between samenegs (that is, eternity) and change (that is, |
time) 13 not maintained, then words lose their me aning,
That all three of the philosophers under consideration agree
with thls position is Perhaps best indicateq by the fact
that only Berdyaev resorts to this alternative, and then
only under the exigencies of argument.

Finally, there is the fifth way, which, while uphold-
ing the logical distinction between time and eternity, con-
cludes that the experienced fact of freedom requires that
what logic holds apart be Jolned in fact; that 1s, that a
free agent can be accounted for only as the locus of inter-

benetration of the temporal and eternal. Though this i3 g

conclusion which philosophy has bsen loathe to draw, it is
preclisely the one which was anticipated in the foregoing
analysis as the necessary pre-condition of freedom. It is
thérefore especially interesting to find that Berdyaev, after
running the g amut of the other four possibilities, dces some-
times suggest in 1solated passages that a free agent must be
described as an "Intersection” of time and eternity. This

1s the conciusion which the ensuing analysis seeks to test

88 against the other four alternatives.

lSee, for e xample, the Sophist, #253,



CHAPTER II

HENRI BERGSON

Of the three philosophers sxemined herein, Henri
Bergson adheres most consistently to one single view of the
relation of freedom and time. For the present purpose,
thls means that his thought not only offers the least 4iffi-

culty, but also provides the case study par excellence for

the attempt to account for freedom in terms of time alone,
without any trans-temporal reference. For him, permanence

is the negation of freedom, and eternity represents merely
the statlc and lifeless, as opposed to the dynamilc creativity
of freedom.

In enalysis of such a position, the crucial guestions
will be: Is it possible to hold this view without forfelting
Tfreedom to indeterminism? Or, in order to avoid thls pitfall,
is it necessary to make implicit appeal to the very principle

one decries; that is, to a non-temporal element within free-

dom which would both supply decision with a struc tural

element and also provide for a self-identical agent? And

finally, to what extent is it possible unconsciously to

profit from the use of the word "freedom," with its connota-

tlon of responsibility, to designate a phenocmenon which in
27
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fact does not rise above indeterminism? These are ques-
tions whose answeres will be sought in an analysis of

Bergson's phllosophy,

A - BEHGSON AS CHANMPION OF FREEDOM

Confronted by the ascendancy of mechanistic deter-
minism toward the close of the nineteenth century, Bergson
saw that if it was to be challenged at all, it must be on
the basis of lts view of time. Whereas it maintained that
time could neither be conceived nor experienced apart from
the categories of cause and effect, his great insight was
that in principle temporal events need not be derivable from
ari antecedent cause. Devcloping thls theme and vastly ex-
tending its aepplication, he established a new concept of
time which enabled him to refute determinism, and upon which
he based his whole philosophy.

The Two Kindszs of Time

The word "time," he maintained, is applied in two
crucially different senses, the one objective, the other sub-
~ jective. Objective time is what we ordinarily think of ae
clock time; that is, measurable, because divislble into dis-
crete units, as minutes and seconds. In order to conceive

time in such a way, we necessarily think of 1t as extended,
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like a line in sgpace. Now it i1s Just this "spatialization" -
of time which Bergson undertakes to expose as a purely
artificial abstractlion, an 1llusory and even vieclous construct
of the mental procegs: 1illusory, because it represents a dis-
tortion and even a degradation of "real" time, of the_ggggé
réelle which has become inseparable from the name of Bergson;
and even viclous, because 1t is precisely on the basis of thie
artifieisl, spatialized time that the determinists make their
cage agalnst freedom. Bergeon readily grants that if time be
consldered exclusively in this sense, then the position of
mechanism ls unagsallable.

But, he argues, & serious scrutiny of the 'immedlate
data of consclousness' reveals a differént gsort of time, one
which, combining heterogeneity of content within an indlvisible
unity, can he nelther measured nor conceptueilized. Apprehend-

ing it not intellectually but Antuitively, one recognizes 1t

as dynamic, fluld, creative, ss continually productive of the
abgolutely new. With this inner time, thls absolute Becomilng,
Bergson replaces Beilng as the ®really real," thus inverting the
agsumption both of classical and of muck modern philosophy
that change 13 a degradation of immutablility, that Belng hae
the primacy over Becoming. On the contrary, he asserts, a

merely static state, Af 1t exists at all,lis but & negative

lIt remains & question in Bergson's philosophy whether
or not the absolutely inert exists. At times, 1%t appears to
be merely a limiting concept, appllceble to the hypothetlcal
limit of one vast continuum of 1llfe; but at other times he
speaks of matter and of the static 1n genersl as 1n absolute
oprosition to the creative lmpetus of the €lan vital.
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state, & degradation or & lapse from the primordlal vital

impetus (élan vital). Conceptual thought, however, demand-

ing as 1t does nice distinctions and permanent structures,
lnevitably applies the touch of death to the living gggég
when 1t tries to analyze 1t. The dynamic, vibrant reality
slips through the net of intellectual concepts. VWhen the
mind tries to analyze duration, characterized by flux,
novelty, motion, and multiple interpenetration, 1t is doomed
by the very nature of 1ts own %ools to arrive at mere discrets
Instants, reﬁetition, determinate positions, and dlsassoclated

objects. In short, 1t corrupts durée rédelle into that barae,

impoverlished abstraction:-- clock time. Only cn the basls
of this dead counterfeit is mechanlsm at all posslble, and
only on such artificial ground can determinism pretend to

unseat freedom.

Refutation of Determinism

By shifting the problem of freedom from the realm

of time-as-measured to that of time-ss-experienced, Bergson

cuts the ground from under those who would enclese the human
spirit in a mechanistic system. Thelr mistake, he says, 1s

to apply the‘spatialized time of intesllectual abstraction to

the unextended reslm of immedlate consclousness:

In whatever way, 1ln a word, freedom 1s viewed, it
cannot be denied except on condition of ldentifyling
time with space; 1t cannot be defined except on condi-
tion of demanding that space should adequately represent
time; 1t cannot be argued about in one sense or the
other except on condition of previously confusling suc-
cesslon and simultaneity. All determinism wlll thus
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be refuted by experience, but every attemgt to define
freedom wlll open the way to determlnism,

Definitlons, as products of the intellect, attempt to solid-
1fy the flux, to distll out of it a permansnt structure. The
effort to deflne any constituent of gggég 1s therefore a con-
tradiction in ltself; speciflcally, the attempt to daefine
freedom 1s fatal to freedom, which is incalculable:

Freedom 1s the relation of the concrete self to the
act which 1t performs. This relation 1s indefinable,
Just because we are free. For we can analyze a thing,
but not a process; we can break up intensity, but not
duration, Or, 1f we perslst in analyzing it, we un-
consclilously transform the process lnto a thing and
duration Ilnto extenslty. By the very fact of breaking
up concrete time we set out 1lts moments 1ln homogeneous
space; in place of the dolng we put the already done; and,
83 we have begun, so to spesk, by sterectyplng the ac-
tivity of the self, we 3ee sponftanelity settle down into
Inertla and freedom into necessity. Thus, any positive
definitbon of freedom will ensure the victory of deter-
minlam.

For a number of reasons, says Bergson, determinism
applies to the extended, but cannot apply to durée. 1In the
first place, according to him, a closed system of cause and
effect demands 1n prihciple that any particular process be

reversible, just as chemical reactlions are in theory revers-

1ble.® The law of conservation can only be lntelllgibly

.ISee Henrl Bergson, Time and Free Will, trans.

F. L. Pogson (London: George Allen and Unwin, Ltd., 1910},
P. 230. Designated below by the abbreviation TF.

2Ip1d., pp. 219 f.

3the second law of thermodynamles calls thils sup-

posed reverslibility into question, as do recent investigations
in other natural sciences.
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applled to a system of which the points, after moving,
return to their former positions.1 But in the realm of
consclousness, the hypothesis of reversibility would involve
turning the time process backwards--an idea waich, 1f not
altogether absurd, is practically meaningless in the sphere
of consclous states.? Though borrowsed from the specilous
realm of ‘'spatlalized' tims, the saying "You cannot turn
back the clock™ applies equally to gggég. As against the
mutual convertlbillty of the units of a purely mechanistic
process, the durational flow is strictly one way. Thils 1is
the first blow which Bergson strikes for freedom.

A second prerequlsite of determinlism which does not
apply to duration 1s that of repeatability. Whereas a
mechanistle system demands that the same causes produce the
same effects, two states of consclousness, in the very nature
of the case, can never be the same, even within a glven indi-
vidual. To establish this point, Bergson calls on the faculty
of memory. Even the simplest act, he argues, such as rais-
Ing one's arm, is never exactly repeatable, because iIn every
case the state of conscipusness accompanying the second act
will contain the memory of the first, and hence can never

duplicate the first.3 To speak of the same causes producing

lop, p. 152.

2See 1bid., p. 153.

%See ibid., p. 199.
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the saine efiects 1s consequently to confine oneself to the
extended world of clock time as azainst the sphere of durée,
where the impossibility of repetition precludes the cause-

1

and-effect pattern on which determinism devends.

Furthermore, in contrest to the predictability of

physical phenomena, conscious states are never foreseeabls.
For prediction depénds upon past observation of the rela-
tion between constants, and upon the assumption of its
Tuture recu:rence. In the camse of duration, however, there
are neither constants, since duree is change, nor is there
recurrence, since repetition is impossible. Hence the realm
ol conscious states allows neither of predictability nor of
its correlate--determinism.

Bergson thus precludes determinism by making three
negative assertions about durée: it is irreversible, un-
repeatable, and unforeseeable. On the positive side, he isg
chiefly concerned %o stress its novelty, anc nence its
creativity. Tarough its vitel impetus the new is continualily
brought into being. As the inexhaustible ground ol novelty,

it cannot be comprchended within any philosophical system

&

for reason, -as Bergson observes, hates novelty:

Isee ibid., p. 2o2f.

“3ee Henri Bergson, Creative Bvolution, trans.
Arthur Nitchell (iew York: ~fenry Zolt and Co., 1211), p.1l23.

Designated below by the abbreviation CE.
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Precisely because it 1s always trying to recon-

stitute, and to recomnstitute with what 1s already

5lven, the intellect lets what is new in each moment

of & hilstory escape. I¢v does not_admit the unfore-~

seeable. It rejects sll creation.
The Incompatibility of human freedom with a completsly con-
ceptualized world-view is & point which he repeatedly makes,.
It may well be reckoned as one of his crimary contributions
to have argued so conclusively that whether it be =2 philoso-
phical or a mechanlcal system, in either case it 1s a closed
system, and as such cannot permit the operation of creative

freedom:

All the repugnance which philosophers manifest
toward thls (intultive) manner of regarding things comes
from this, that the loglecal work of the intellect re-
presents to thelr eyes a positive spiritual effort.
But, 1f we understand by splrituallty a progress to
ever new creations, to conclusions incommensurable with

" the premises and indeterminable by relation to them, we
must say of an idea that moves among relations of nec-
essary determination, through premises which contain
thelr conclusion 1n advance, that it follows the 1in-
verse direction, that of materiality.g

Not only does deductive reasoning fall under thls indlctment,
but inductlon, too, in so far as it rests on the belief that
the same effects follow the same causes, 1is equally fatal

to freedom 1If 1ts application 1s extended beyond the one
sphere to which it 1s proper, the material,® (that 1s, the
spatial).

1Tbia., ». 272.
%Ibid., p. 224.
SIbid., p. 225.
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Remaining Questions

In this way, Bergson's case against determinism pro-
ceeds on the basis of his fundamental distinction of the two
kinds of time, the one conceived as extended by an artificial
intellectual abstraction, the other only intuifed as a dynémic
and heterogeneous unity. Of the three prerequisites of deter-
minism (reversibility, repeatability, prediectability), all
are confined to the realm of clock time, and all are likewise
excluded from gggég. Reasoning, too, in so far as it must
presuppose elther logical or causal necessity, epplies only
to the former realm, which indeed i1s its own product.

Bergson has thus shown upon what conditions deter-
minlism 1s based, and that none of these conditions pertains

to durée. Durée lteelf, on the other hand, as thé continual

creatlon of the new, afforde the basis for esserting an al-
ternatlve to determinism. But one eritical questlon remains:
Precleely what 1s it that can now be asserted? Bergson does
not doubt that he has established freedom itself in establish-
ing that "duration means invention, the creation of forms,

the continual elaboration of the absolutely new."l But 1is
novelsty by itself a sufficlent basils for the assertion of
freedom? Or doeé mere novelty restricet one simply to in-~

‘determinigm? If so, 1s Bergson content to equate indeter-

ninism with freedom, or does he also attempt to eatablish

within durée some addiltlonal prerequlsites of what has been

11p14., p. 11.
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defined above as true Ifreedom? These are the guestions

which must be put in the following pages.

B - SUGGESTIONS THAT FR&EDOM TS

MORE THAN MERE NOQVsLITY

Regarding the nature of time as fundamental to the
problem of freedom, Bergson restricts determinism to the
only realm where 1t can have any meaning: the realm of
repetition, reversibility, predictability, ol logical and
causal necessity--in short, of clock time. The question of
freedom is thereby transposed to its proper sphere; that of
dynamic creativity, of change, of the ever new--in short, of
duree. Before the victory over determinism be celebrated,
however, it is necessary to ask: if nothing more can be
predicated of duree than sheer novelty, has true freedom
been established after all? If the novel be utterly
capricious, can 1t serve as a ground of freedom? This is the
point upon which Bergson's conception of freedom hangs;
though he never raises it explicitly, he makes a multitude
of statements which bear directly upon it, and which illus-

trate his own difficulty with this very question.

Hints of True Freedom

Here and there in Bergson'a works there occur pas-
sages which suggest elither directly or obliquely that some-

thing more than mere novelty is involved in the fact of
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Treedom. For example, although he has confined cause-and-.
effect iIn the ordinary sense to the realm of the extended, he
nevertheless seems unwilling explicitly to deny any relation
between agent and act: “Freedom is the relation of the con-
crete self to the act which it performs."l The existence
of any such relation at all might suffice to eliminate pure
caprice, since the act would to some degrse be conditioned
by the agent. If, however, the relation were merely that of
"drag" 6r inertia on the part of the agent, then it would hardly
constitute a basis for asserting freedom. Bergson himself is
fond of insisting that the moment we defins this relation
between apgent and sct, we have already killed freedom by putting
it into the straightjacket of rational form.2 At one point,
howéver, he appears to sense that if freedom is to retain its

correlate of responsibility, if the agent 1s in any way impli-

cated in his act, then the relation between the two must be
further identified, even if analogically, as caussal:
If the causal relation still holds good 1n the realm
of inner states, it cannot resemble in any wey what we
call causality in nature....i deep-seated inner cause
producesaits effect once for all and will never repro-
duce it.
FKegative though this statement 1s, at least it does not exclude
the kind of relation between agent and act which true freedom

posits; that is, a relation which is in some sense causal,

lrr, p. 219.
®Tbid., pp. 219, 230.

51bid., p. 200r.
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In other contexts, Bergson speaks of the "consdious -
effort" of the agent, especially on the part of him who "oy
an act of will" restores his original contact with the éigg
Elggl.l This attitude of intuition always calls for effort,?
and those who are capable of it are designated 'geniusges of
the will'.,3 To such men, at least, one mnight well ascribe
true freedom, since leffort! implies the power of the indi-
vidual to initiate and direet his actions.4 In this case,
Tthe individual‘'s stetus is certainly more than that of mere
flotasam riding the surge of the vital impetus,

The foregoling suggeste that Bergson may have genuine
gelf-determination in mind when he speaks of freedom, and

indeed he asserts as much in Time and Free Will.5 Every act,

he says, 1is the outward expression of the entire self, since

the self alone 1s its author.® with this statement Bergaon

lsee CE, p. 204.

2Cf., e.g., Henrl Bergson, The Two Sources of Morallty
and Rellglion, trans. R. Ashley Audra end Cloudesley Brereton
with the aessistance of W. H., Carter (New York: Henry Holt
and Co., 1935), p. 31. Designated below by the abbreviation
CE.

Jsee Ibid., p. 49.

uWhet‘ner or not purpoge 1s to be included in the notion
of effort remains a question, and s significant one; for
purpose lmplles more reasoning than Bergson generally admits in
Intultion. The implications of this for freedom are treated
below.

5see TF, p. 165.

6See ibid., p. 165 f.
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reinforces one already-mentioned component of freedom, and

makes a second explicit., He resinforces the ldea of a causal

connection between the self and its act, for 'self-determina-
tion' 1s precisely the word for such a relation; and he makes
expllcit another of the prerequisites of freedom: a self
whichlretains 1ts identity over and above the process in
which 1t 1s involved, and which is reclprocally related to
1ts actions:
What we do depends on what we are; but it 1s neces-

sary to add alsoc that we are, to a certain extent, wha

we do, and that we are creating ourselves continually.
The existence of a self which retains its identity in the
midst of process, which is effective in process though also
affected by it--this self, as indilcated above, 1s basic to
true freedon. Having affirmed its existence, Bergson appears
Justified in Ziving a negative answer to the question of whe-
ther or not caprice can be equated wlth freedom., He insists
that he "does not mean that free ection is capricious, un-
reasonable action,"?

Just at this polnt, however, a further query arlses:

Does ggzég afford a basis for positing a self which retains
its 1dentity® Though the grammatical difference may appear
negligible, there 1s all the difference in the world between
the two statements, "The self endures, " and "The self is

duration." In the former case, the self retalns 1ts ldentity

lCE, p. 7.

£Ib1d., b. 50.
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tnroughout change; in the latter. the self is reduczd to

ciiange. Judging from the context, 1t is not clear that
Bergson ever distingulshed between these crucially different
statements. For example, in the first of the two vasgsages
Just cited, he asserts both that we do what we are, and are
what we do. This clearly involves a reciprocal relation be-
tween the sgelf-identical sublJect and his actions. On the one
hand, the self ie expreseed in its actlions; on the other, it
la created by 1ts actions. Only half a page later, however,
and apparently quite unconsciously, Bergeon makes another
statement which, though similar, actually reduces this complex,
recliprocal relationshlp to one-half of its former self—-the
half expressed by, "We are what we do":

For a consclous being, to exist is to change, to
change 1s to mature, to mature 1s to go on creating
oneself endlessly.l

The subtle difference between thils sentence and the previous
one 1s crucisl for the problem at hand: 3in the first casge,
the self endured; in the second, change ig absolute, and on
thls basis it is possible to speak of "oneself" only in a
highly metaphorical sense. Strietly speakling, he who makes
change ultimate must agree wilth Hume that the self vanishes.

In the pasgsagees vhich suggest true freedom, Bergsoh

implies an enduring gelf with a detérmining relatlon to its

actiona. But can durée as he describes it support such an

1Ib1d., p. 8.
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implication? Or is he being truer to his own metaphysic
when, 28 in the Toregolng citatlon, he confines th real to
the changing, and thus subtly reduces the sgself to a metaphor?
The answer to this questlion willl depend upon whether, for
Bergson, Becoming really 1s absolute, or whether Tlux 1s ulti-
mately transcended. In the latter case, one mlght aspeak of
a genulne egelf, one which maintained its identity throughout
change. In the former case, however, it would be impossible
to speak of the "game" gelf verslietling throughout change,
since change is all there is. And when 1% 1s recalled that
change requires tlme, the problem of freedom, in so far as
1t ralses the question of an enduring self, is once again

correlated with the problem of time.

Correlative Hints of Time-Transcendence

The attempt has been made thus far to show that
Befgson 18 not content to eguate freedom wlth mere capriclous
novelty, and that he occaslonally goes beyond such a position
by suggesting an enduring self able to influence 1ts own acta
in a way which 18 in some sense caugal. But thia very sug-
gestlon will have 1ts bearing on Bergsont's theory of tinme,
for Af there is to be a self waich retalns its ldentity .
tharoughoust change, then sheer succession cannqt be ultimate.

And since for Bergson the ultimate 1s his duree réelle, the

crucial queation is: does an analysis of duréde yileld any-
thing more than pure transience? Does durée differ from

clock time merely in the kind of change which characterizes
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- 1t, or does it also actually transcend succession altogether?
In the latter case, the kXlhd of self essential to re3ponsiblé
freedom could be posited, but in the former, such a self would
have to be abandoned. For the present purpose, therefore, the
next step is to examine gggéé more closely, to determine
which of these two cases apolies.,

Since Bergson does refer cccasionally to an enduring
self, one would expect accordingly to encounter corregponding
indicatione that gggég 1s to be deacribed not exclusively in
terms of change, but partly also as that which transcends
change,lin order that an enduring gelf may be metaphysically
posaglble, OChange itsgelf is inseparable from the témporal
flow; in fact, 1t is analyzable into the two temporal cate-
gorles of "before' and "after," of antecedent and subsequent.
The question 1s, then, is gggég to be completely described
in terms of béfore-and—afterj or 1s 1t to some extent beyond
these categories?

Bergsonlg chief concern is to establish the difference
between real duration and its extended symbol, clock time.
Hence when he dealg with the question of determiniem, he is
at pains to show that the whole determinist argument regte
on the coneception of time as extended, and in so doing is
rather apt to emphaslze that gggég 1s succession!?

Surprising as this is, it is due to his view that

1The usual adjective "trans-temporal" might be con-
fusing here, owing to the two possible meaninge of "time?®
for Bergson.

2ct., e.g., TF, pp. 177-183.
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the 'spatlalization' of tirme really tends to destroy 1its

proper character of undivided succession by breaking it up
into discrete instants. For him, the essentisl nature of
durée 1s the inseparability of the 'radically heterogeneous®
sBtates to which it continually gives birth. His logilc there-
fore is: BSpatlalized time 18 the realm of determinism;lits
decisive characteristic 1s divigibility into separate instants;
therefore, in order to escape determinism, 1t is neceasary
to insist on gggéé as an indiviaible multiplicity; that is,
a3 contlnuous change, as pure Becoming. His method of op-
posing determinlsm, therefore, denles the very thing which
responslible freedom demands; that 1s, in his insistence on pure
change he eliminates any element of tlme-transcendence; but
wilthout time-transcendence there can be no gelf-identical
subJect; and without such = subject, regponsglble freedom loses
its meaning. 7

This d1lemma of Bergson's will be developed more fully
shortly. For the moment, mention might be made of some state-
ments which imply a trans-temporal element in gggéé, in splte
of hls predominant insilstence that it is pure succession. A
stfiking example 18 his claim that, contrary to the extended
world, where the consequent follows necessarily from its ante-
cedent, 1n the realm of duréde there may be a reclprocal
causallty between two successive psychle states. Hlse experi-

mental 1llustration 1s that of an Interrupted conversation

1See ipvid., p. 190.
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between two friends. At the end of the interruption, both
happen to be thinking of the game thing, and it is presumed
that in the mind of each a causal chaln has been operative
which can be trzced back to the last words oprior to the in-
terruption. When, however, each of the two recalls the inter-
vening 1deas in the chain, it is found that the series leads
back by a different route to a different point in the preced-
Ing conversation! Bergson does not hesltate to make the
following interpretation:

What are we to conclude from this, if not that this
common ldea ls due to an unknown cause...and that, in
order to Justify its emergence, 1t has called forth a

series of antecedents which explain 1{ and seem to be
1ts cause, but are really its effect?

Similar to this 18 the case of the patient who carries out in
his normal state an absurd order glven to him while he is
under hypnosis, and who then tries to explain his act ac the
loglcal result of his lmmedlately preceding consciocus atates.
Here agein "1t 1s the future act which determined, by a kind
of attraction, fhe whole series of psychic statea of which it
1s to be the natural consequence."® From these two empirical
data Bergson concludes:

The (psychic) form just come into existence (elthough,
when once produced, 1t may be regarded as an effect de-
termineé by 1ts causes) could never have been foreseen...
because the causes here, unique in their kind, are part

of the effect, have come into exiastence with it, and are
determined by it as much as they determine 1t.3

pia., p. 156 £.  (my 1talics).
°Tbid., p. 157
2, ». 172 *.
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If, in the realm of consclousness, antecedent and
subsequent determine each other recliprocally, is this
posslble solely on the basis of sheer succession? Or must
succession be transcended? The anéﬁer would seem cleer:
Whereas the antecedent could eoffect a remote subsequent by
means of the kind of causal sequence familiar In the exter-
nel world, the reverse would not be posslble. 1In order for
the subsequent to determine the antecedent, one of two con-
ditions would be necessary: 1) the temporel flow would have
to be reversed,rso that an inverse causal serles could be
set up; thls is dismissed by Bergson as & purely ﬁcademic

question, and not to be taken seriously.l Or 2) the ante-

cédent and subsegquent would have to be contemporaneous, in

order that the latter might determine the former; that 1is,

if the paychic state of the present moment 1s affected by
the state which will occur five minutes hence, then clearly
this second state must 1n some sense already exlst--other-
wise 1t could not determine the first. The two states must
therefore exlst In two orders:; the one In which they are
"hefore!" and "after"™ relative to eack other, and the one in
which they are simultaneous with each other. In other words,
if the consequent 1s to influence the antecedent, as Bergson
would have 1%, then succession must be transcended, and an

analysis of duree will yield more than sheer translence.

1See TF, p. 102.
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The problem 1s to reconcile such an account of gggég
witkh the account which plays the predominant role 1in
Bergson's works, which emphasizes that duration is pure suc-
cession. A partial reconciliatlon ig attempted when 1t is
suggested that the mind retains the entire past, though

largely at an unconsclous level,l

so that the past is assured
a real existence after it has occurred (though this existence
is "virtual," of a kind proper to things of the spirit).2
Such a scheme would 1ndeed allow the co-existence of ante-
cedent and subsequent, but only after the subsequent had
come into belng. But then 1t would be too late for the
purpose at hand: for wvhat was sought was a reciprocal relsas-
tionship, but obviously the subsequent cannot determine the
antecedent if 1t does not yet exlst. Co-existence only be-
gins.when the Anterval separating the two has elapsed, and by
that time the antecedent 1s beyond determining. The only
other alternatlive would be to say that the effect of the
subsequent was retroactive, and that would involve altering
the past.

Nor does 1t help to say that the future affects the
past by anticipatlion, as, for exampie, my esrliest appolint-

ment in the morning willl determine where I set my alarm clock

lSee Henri Bergson, Matter and Memory, trans. MNancy M.
Paul and ¥. Scott Palmer {London: Swan Sonnenschein and Co.,
Ltd., 1911), pp. 191, 232. Designated below by the abbrevia-
tlon MM.

2
-Ibido 2 p. 322.
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tonight. For the very nature of duree consists in its belng .-
wholly unpredilctable--otherwise it would not be productive
of the absolutely new. Anticipvation belongs to the realm of
clock time; in the present instance, alarm clock time.

It seemg that the present discusslon has stumbled upon
one of those criltical points In the carser of 8 philosopher
at which his own "intulition" 1s at war with ﬁis ﬁhilosophical
congtruction. This is generally the case when what he says
explicitly is not in keeping with tke implleatlons of state-
ments made in other contexts. Specifically, the lagst few
veages have mentioned several Bergsonlian concentions which
clearly imply time-transcendence, such as an enduring
sub ject and the determination of antecedent by subsequent.
But doubt has been raised as to whetﬁer this implilcaetion
harmonizes with his dlrect sfatements about duree, and this
1s the questlon which must be inveatlgated shortly.

A final observation may be made, however, on Berg-
son's direct references to the word which is frequently used
to 1ndicaete time-transcendence: eternlity. Here he direct-
ly feces the questlon, and his conflicting remarks are in-
structive. On the one hand, he 1s sharply critical of the
timeless eternity of phllosophy as a desd abstraction, as

-+«.8n 1mmobile substratum of that which 1s moving,

as some intemporal essence of tlme;...an eternity

of death, since 1t is nothing else than the move-

ment emptled of the mobllity whieh made its 1ife.l

lSee Henrl Bergson, Introduction to Metaphysics,
trans. E. T. Hulme (New York: H. P. Putnam's Sons, 1912),
p. 60. Deslgnated below by the ebbreviation IM,
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This certainly seems to deny the.transcendence of time. And -
Yet, on the other hand, he is reluctant to abandon the con-
cept of eternity altogéther, and trieg to retaln it with a
different meaning. It 1s, he says, the opposite of matter;

where matter 1s the digpersion of the vulsations with which

duration vibrates, eternity is now gggég at 1ts maximum in-
tenglty anc concentration, "a living, and therefore still
moving eternity.“l The question of whether succession is
transcended may thus appear to have been answered affirmatively
by the use of the word "eternity," but in fact Bergson's
eternlty, gua moving, has not got beyond succession. Hils use
of the word may be taken as symbolic of his struggie to recon-
cile his intultion of the necessity for time-transcendence
with his predominant conception of gg;ég ag pure change. It
Bay even represent an unconscious attempt to have it both
ways, %o malntaln regponsible freedom in 2 total framework

which excludes 1it.

Transltion To Seetion C:

Bergson'ts Attitude to Loglcal Contradiction

It is time to gay directly what has been suggested in
the foregoing analysis: If, in order to establish true free-
dom, 1t should be necessary to attribute a measure of time-

transcendence to duréb, the result would be a loglcal contra-

1
Ibld., p. 63 f.
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diction. For, as the Greeks never tired of Insisting, be-
tween the mutable and the immutable there c¢an be no logical
reconclliation. If, therefore, one should predicate of QEEéE
both mutability and immutability, one would be asserting a
contradliction. Hor would 1t avail to try to aveld the issue
in the Aristotelian mamnner by saying that the words are-used
in different senses; Bergson haes precluded that possibllity
by establishing the indlvisibllity of durée; what 1s pre-
dicated of 1t applies to it as a whole. It cannot be
separated into mutable and immutable parts.

What, then, is Bergson®s attltude toward loglcal
contradiction? Would he be prepared to sacrifice logical
consistency to the testimony of his “truesempiricism“? If,
as hés been sugrested, the fact of freedom were to involve
a paradoxlcal relatlion to time, would hls own phillosophical
presuppositions be able to accommodate such a situatlon?
When speakting of gggég, he sometimes does appear prepared to
describe 1t by means of paradox. The heterogeneous unity of
consclous states, thelr mutual interpenetration, 1s held to
defy loglcal analysis.l Thelr overlapplng continuity cannot
be resolved into the categorles of clear and distinct thought.
But if this be true, then how can duration be spoken of et
all? At times, Bergson sppears on the verge of answering

this questlion negatlively:

1
See, e.g., T¥, p. 136; CE, pp. 170, 1B7.
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The inner 1ife 13 all this at once: varlety of
qualltles, continuity of progress, and unlty of
direction. It cannot be represented by images. But it
1s even less possible to represent it by concents, that
la, by abstract, general or gimple 1deas.
Attempts to do so only dietort the intultion by which one ex-
rerienceg duration. In order to avoid such distortion,
"metaphysies 1s the sclence which claims to dispense with

"2 But words are gymbols, and in order that the book

symbolas.
ma¥ not come to a premature end, it is necaesary after agll to
speak about gg;éﬁ. Faced with the necesaity of expressing
conceptually an experienced datum to which concepts cannot do
Justice, Bergson. at times inclines toward paradox as the most
adequate expression of the content of intuition, as when he
speaks of the self as a "multiple unity;"3 In the following
two cltatlions, moreover, he explicitly develops a cage for
the methodologlcal use of paradox as a means of speaking
about gg;ég:

If I seek tc analyze duration...that is, to resolve
1t into ready-made concepts....I am compelled, by the
very nature of the concepts of analysis, to take two
opposing vlews of duration in general, wita which I then

attempt to reconstruct it. This combination, whilech will
have, moreover, something miraculous about it...since

one does not understand how two contraries would ever meet

each other..., can present neilther a diverslty of degrees

nor a varlety of forms; 1like all miracles, it is or it is

not. I shall have to say, for exanmple, that there is on
the one hand a multivnliclty of successive states of con—
sclousness, and on the other a unity which binds them

together. Duration will be the "synthesis" of thils unilty

M, p. 15.

2See, e.g., 1bid., p. 9, where "symbol" refers to
words, as well as to mathematics.

3See, e.g., ibid., pp. 23, 38, 39.
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and this multiplicity, & mysterlous operation which

takes place in darkness, and in regard to which, I

repeat, one does not see how 1t wonld admit of shades

or of degrees.

I am then (we must adopt the language of the under-

standing, since only the understanding has a language)

a unity that le multiple and a multiplicity that is one

«...l enter neither into one nor into the other nor into

both at once, salthough both, united, may gilve a fair imi-

tation of the mutual interpenetration and continulty

that I find at the base of my own self.?
In all these contexts, Bergaon makes 1t plain that if one is
to speak of duratlon at all, 1t must be done in terms of
paradox--the very paradox, indeed, which has plagued Western
philosophy since 1ts beginning: +the unlty of the one and the -
many. The attempt to conceptualize duretion "always comes in
the end to the same indefinable combination of the many and
the one."?

The question which gave rise to the foregoing cilta-

tlons was: if, 1in order to account for freedom, 1t should
be necessary to maeke a parasdoxical statement about duréé,
would Bergson be willing to violate the canons of loglec to
thls extent? These passages apparently point to an affirma-

tlve answer. But one small but criticel point still remains

11vid., o. 57.

2CE, p. 272.

3IM, . 59. Thé word "paradox" will be used through-
out 1n 1ts broader sense of "antinomy®, rather than its more
technical applicatlion to propositions like "All Cretans are
liars."”



o2
to be established. The original query was: would Bergson,

for the sake of freedom, vredicate of duree both succession

and tlme-transcendence? The above quotations assert multi-

plicity-in-unity, but not this second paradox. Since in

" principle there is no great difference between malntaining
the one paradox or the other, provided only that the data of
experience demand 1t, and since the fact of freedom appears:
to demand the second, one would expect Bergson to follow his
own lead and say that gg;ég 1s both temporal and trans-
temporal. But thils is precisely what his metaphysics forbids
him to do. For hiﬁ, the non-temporal is static, lifeless; 1t
has no place in durée, which 1s 1ife itself. And therefore,
although in principle he admifs the necesslty of apeaking of
gggé§ in contradletory terms, he cannot extend thils principle
to cover both temporality and time-transcendence.

When, in fact, Bergson occasionally mentions the notion
of a self which both 1s iIn time and transcends time, he rejects
it precisely on the ground that it is self-contradictory! The
ldea of belng "at once both in and out of time" 1z an "ap-
palling contradiction."l Indeed, one of the principal polnts
in his extensive indictment of clock time 1s preclsely that it
constitutes Just such a contradiction, and is therefore neither
fish nor fowl, an artificial mental construct, an illusion:

Thus,by a real process of endomecsis, we get the
mixed ldea of a measurable time, which 1is aspace in 8o far

1og, p. 372.
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28 1t 1s homogeneity, and duration in 8o far as it

1s succession, that is %o say, at bottom, the contra-

dictory ldea of succession in simultaneity.

The refusal to admit time-transcendence into gggéé

1s of the greatest gignificanece for the present purpose. It
means that the treatment of freedom will have to be confined
to time, notwithstanding the hints to the contrary which have
erept into the dlscussion in spite of Bergson's own direct
pronouncements--and perhaps even because of his own intuitive
feeling for the matter. Whereas Sectlon B had discussed
these hints and their significance, Sectlon C will show how

thoroughly Bergson does reatrict duration to sheer succes-

sion, and how fateful this is for respoﬁsible freedon.

C - NOVELTY THE ULTIMATE CRITERION OF

DURATION AND OF FREEDOM

Having poured so much of his energles into the refu-
tation of determinism, Bergson would be shocked at the sug-
gestlon that his philosophy 1is Incompatible with freedom.
Once rid of the shackles of mechanlsm, 18 not man ipse facto
free? BSuch a question rests on the assumption of only two

alternatives: determinlem and its opposglte, Refute the

1TF, p. 228, It is worth noting that Bergson seldom
troubles to dletinguish between timelessness and slmultaneity.
An indication of this is his consistent use of the two words
"instantaneous" and simultaneous" Interchangeably. He gen-
erally uses "simultaneous” where the clear meaning is rather
"instantaneous." :
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former and you thereby estabiish the latter. This is éhe
very presupposition that Bergson makes? (possibly owing to
the polemical nature of his argument), and one which rests on
& venerable philosophical lineage. TIts earliest preclse for-
mulation 1s Aristotle's law of the excludsed middle, which might
elso be called "the law of only two alternmatives." "Is this
object colorlesst No. Then it is colored." In such & con-
text, the law works. DBut 1s 1t equally applicaeble to freedom,
In the following manner: YAre sll a man's acts subject to
mechanistic determinism? No. Then he 1s free"? Actuslly,
a3 perhaps Arlatotle himself would concede, such reasoning
establiashes only one thing: +that men's actlons are not wholly
subject to mechanistlec determinism. The distinctlon between
Indeterminism and freedom it completely overlooks.

Taken by themselves, the examples adduced above to
show that Bergson considers freedom as more than novelty, and
duration as more than successlon, comprlse & convincling list.
Actually, however, théy hadé to be gleaned at some palns from -
the varlous texts, in order to highlight the cruclal issue
which 1s generally hidden beneath the surface of his argu-
ment, and which only occasionally flnds expression through
them. For every one such citation, however, there are a dozen
to the contrary, and 1t now remains to examiné some of these
in the attempt to show that, consistently with his metaphysic,

Bergson 1s able to establish, not the responsible freedom

lSee, €., M, p. 325, where freedom and determin-
lsm are opposed,
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which now and ageln finds expresslon in some of his more un-

guarded utterances, but flnally only indeterminism. Before

this could be done, 1t was necessary to protect one!s flank by
raising the question: Does the discrepancy in gquestion repre-
sent & real Inconsistency in his thought, or simply a methodo-
loglenl employment of paradox?l In the lmmediately preceding
pages 1t was seen that although the second of these alterna-
tlves 1s occaslonally entertalned as a pessibility, by far the
greater emphasis, especlally in hils later thought, 1s placed
upon the first. To the consequences of this the following

p&ges now turn.

Duration Confined to Succession

In the Introductlion to Metaphysics, Bergson likens

gggég to the solar spectrum, with this important difference:
the spectrum is concelved, not as simply given, but as contin-
ually expanding In one directlon and producing new colors in
endless successlon. The clear implication is thet the colors

are preserved, that the process is cumulative., It would seem

that durée possesses, in addition to its dynamlc quality, an

aspect of permanence as well. 1In Creative Evolution, however,

his metaphor has changed to that of a rocket, for gggég has

lost 1lts static element. Instead, it 1s likened only to the

onrushling rocket itself, the falling clnders constituting

merely the dead past and having no part in ggzég. Why ahould
-

it be that, eSpecially in his earlier works, there.are strong

suggestions of permanence as integral %o durée, whereas sub-
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sequently the aspect of pure change predominates so over-
whelmingly?

It would be overstating the case to Séy that the em-
rhaslis on this static element occurs only in the earlier writ-
Ings, and progressively disappeafs in a strictly chronological
order; actually, even his latest writings contaln traces of it.
For the purpose of understanding the problem Involved, however,
1t may provide some clarification to présent it In a chronolog-
lcal (if somewhat oversimplified) fashion. A4 convenient start-

ing point 1s Bergson's statement in Matter and Memory (first

published in 1896), in which he gives expliclt expression to
the position reached at the conclusion of the present essay:

A moving continuity is given to us, in which everything
changes and yet remains: whence comes 1t that we disw '
soclate the two terms, permanence and change, and then
represent perm&nencf 0y bodles and change by homogeneous
movements in space?

At this point, and perhaps here alone, he does actually assert
the unity of opposites, not in terms of unity and multiplicity,
as ﬁentioned above, but in terms of permanence and change.

Here experience flles in the face of logiec, and asserts the
unity of what reason holds asunder. In fact, whenever loglec
arrogates to 1ltsell the primacy over experlence, and dictates
In advance what is and is not posslble, then the basiec truth
of the unity of opposites 1s obscured. And it 1s just this
tendency on the part of intellect, he thinks, which prevented
the reality of gggég from belng recognized in the past:

But our understanding, of which the function 1s to
set up logical distinctions, and consequently clean-cut

L, p. 260 (first 1talics mine).
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oppositions...creates thereby the oppoeition which 1t
afterwvards contemplates amazed.

In splte of this clear warning against ‘permitting
the intellect to vreclude in advance the possiblility of =
reslized contradietion, the lmmediately preceding vages
have shown that this 1s precisely the temptation to which
Bergson himself succumbs in his treatment of ggggg. Though
he himeelf asserts that to try to get beyond the antinomy
le fatal to the reslity he is describing, nevertheless 1t
is true that hie philosophy as a whole can be thought of
wlthout much distortion as a progresslve caplitulation to
Just this tendency to consign all static elements to
extenslon, all dynamic elements to durce. And since these
two are logically incompatible, he 1is driven finally to
Interpret gg;ég exclusively in terms of one of them alone:
pure change.

An indication of the ways in which this tendency 1is
manifest can be obtalned by a brief comparliaocn of some of
hlg earlier statements with hie more mature position
(though 1t should be repeated once again that there afe an-
tlelpationa of the latter in his early workas, as well as
recollections of the former in hls later writings). To
begin wilth, the procegs of geparating out the static and
dynamlc elements, so strongly warned against in the two

foregolng ciltations from Matter and Memory, is actually

carrled out by Bergson in this same book. However, though

lMM, ». 327; see also p. 190.
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they are separated, the further process of subordinating
the latter to the formeq has not yet fully occurred.
Rather, the two tend to be regarded as mutually complement-
ary, each indispensable to the other.l _There‘is, moreover,
an even more remarkable dlfference in the conception of
Spirit from that of his later books. Whereas in his more
mature works sgpirit 1s associlated with the dynamic flow of
gggég, in this book both duration and spirit belong more to
the realm of dream, of the past, of memorz.2 And whereas
one generally thinks of Bergson as correlating spirit with
action and with the present moment, in contrast with inert
matter, In this context it 1s rather matter which correlates
wlth the present and with vitality. 1Indeed, the dream world
of the spirit requires vitalizaticn by contact wilth the |
material world in the present moment:

But the truth is that our pPresent should not be de-
fined as that which is more intense: it 1is that which
acts on us and which makes us act, it 1s sensory and it
1s-motor; ...our present is, above all, the state of our
body. Our past, on the contrary, is that which acts no

longer, but which might act, and will act by inserting it-
gelf intosa present sensation of vhich it borrows the

vitalitx.

For, that a recollection should reappear in con-
sciousness, 1t 1s necessary that 1t should descend from

1See MM, p. 323.
2See, e.g., MM, pp. 81, 235, 294, 313, 320, 322,
SMM, P. 320 (my italics); see also pp. 176, 185,
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the heights of pure meéemory down to the pracise point
wnere gction is taking place. TIn other words, it is
from the present that comes the appeal to which the
memory responds, and it is from the sensory-motor
elements of present action Qhat & memory borrows the
warmth which gives it 1ife.<

In other words, memory, wihich subsequently gives way in

Bergson'ts philosephy to durée, far from representing an élan

vitel, actually has to do, not with tpe present, but with

the EEEE'B Apart fran an energizing contact with matter, it
remains a static reservoir of impressioﬁs rassed on to it by
perception. _

Thus far we have witnessed only the separation of

static and dynamic elements of freedom. Having once wrested
the two apart, however, Bergson finds it impossible to remain
in such a pronounced dualism of equi-valent principles. One
must be subordinated to the other. And since he hag al ready

shown (in Time and Free Will) that the static taken by itself

leads to determinism, what is more natural than to stresgs more
and more the dynémic aspect of spirit, to supplant memory with
durée, and ultimately to reduce durée to pure succession?

That this is in fact done throughout most of his writings
(both early and late) ig sufficientiy evident to render undue
insistence superfluocus. Suffice it to recall some of his

more decisive-statements on the subject, without laboring the
point. It would be no exaggeration to sey that the crux of

the distinction between durée and cleck time consiste precisely

1
PG'II-'[, p - 1 97 -

“see M, pp. 181-185.
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in this, that the former is slmply more temporsel than the

latter. Even in Matter and Memory duration 1s said to in-

volve 2 "before and an after,"l and in Creative Evolution it

1s deseribed as "not non-temporal."2 It is DY no means tem-
poral sequence as such to which he oblects, but only to its
spatlalizetion into eclock time, on the ground that the latter
represents a degenerated, impure sequence. "Succession, or

contlnuity of interpenetration in time, " he says, "is ir-

reducible to a mere instantaneous Juxtaposition in space."?
This 1s made perfectly clear in the following reference:

Thue in consciousnese we find states which succeed,
without being dlstinguished from one another; and in
s8pace simultaneities which, without gucceeding, are
digtingulshed from one another....Outside us, mutual
externality without Buccession; within us, sueccession
vwithout mutual externality.”?

Having i1dentified gg;gé wlth successlon, Bergson can make
the momentous metaphysical pronouncement: "Reality i1s
mobility...only changing states exist."?

Having begun by according to permanence an integral,
even predominant role in freedom and spirit, under the con-

cept of memory, Bergson firss separates it from the element

MM, p. 268,
2CE, p. 383,
3CE, p. 360.

“oF, p. 227 (my italics).
5IM, p. 65; ef. also CE, o. 330.
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of change, and then 1s finally driven by the logical cbntrag'm
diction between the two to banish it altogether. Although
thls gradusal elimination of the permanent may be said in
general to follow a chronologileal gequence, 1t neverthelessg
remalns true that even in hie latest writings there are echoes
of his reluctance %o abandon the static element altogether.
Perhaps the most vivid illustration of the change which his
thought doeg undergo are some metaphors he uses to 1llustrate

vhet he meane by durée. In Matter and Memory, where he is

interested primarily in spirit as the unconsclous retention of
past experiences, he declares that we never verceive the
present at all, but only the past:

Practically we verceive only the past, the pure

present belng The InvisIble progress of the past gnaw-
ing into the future.l

But in Creative Evolution, where the emphasis has shifted to

gggég a8 the pulsating present, he employs an almost identical
figure to deseribe, not gggég, but the lifeless clock time!?
This is the metaphor of the carriage, in which 1t 1is gaid

that to live in clock time 1s like looking out the resr of a
moving carriege, seelng only that whiech has been, whereas to
1ive in durée is to be in vital touch with that whick 1is
constantly coming to be. The difference between thesge two
analogles is simply a measure of the extent to which the

element of change has eliminated that of permanence. In the

L, p. 198,
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one case, the atreass was on spirit as memory; but in the seqdﬁd,
the element of permanence involved in memory has been aeen to
confllet with that of change, with the result that the former
hag gilven way to the latter. The slmlle which best fita gggéé
1 now that of a hypothetical one-dimensional crezture, a
geometrical line growing at one end, and conscloua only at
the never-gtationary point of‘continual growth. Behind this
point, the lengthening remainder of the line is static, to be
gure, anc precisely because of this it hes no part in con-

sclousness, but belongs to clock time and to the extended

world, In Matter and Memory, by contrast, consciousness was

Indicated by the moving point of intersection of two per-

pendicular lines, a figure which clearly indicates the
tranecendence of time ags Integral to consciousness.l But here,
on the one-dimensional analogy, esuch & transcendence is no
longer possible. All ig change.

Nevertheless a certaln ambivalence regarding the
bresence or absence of the element of permanence in the domain
of spirit persists in Bergeon's philosophy. Perhaps one rea-~
son for this i1s the use of the word "duration" itaelf, for 1%
surely connotee the endurance, the perslstence, the permanence
of something rather then a state of pure flux, in which sheer
transience prevails. And yet, 1in splte of this connotation,
Bergson makes 1t abundantly clear, as shown above, that what

he really intends (in most cases) 1s precisely such a state,

1See MM, p. 184,
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The confusion resulting from this double connotation

of the word "duration" can be observed in the works of two

of Bergson's English éxpositors: H. Wildon Carr, a warm sup-
porter, and J., #t'XKellar Stewart, a sympathetic critie. Anx-
lous as he is to present Bergson's philosophy in a favorable
light, Carr cennot help revealing (though apparently uncon-
sciously) this fundamental ambiguity which surrounds durece,
dhen he correlates it with memory, he grants that it refers
not to the present at all, but to the past:

-«.1n our picture of pure memory we Imagine a line
stretching out behind us in the past, and in this past
all the events that heve made up our experilence lie in
their order of succession....The act of remembering
seems the discerning of that which lies behind us re-
ceding in time. So we may say that pure perception
exists wholly in the present, pure memory wholly in the
past.

In these contexts, the cumulative aspect of durée is undeniable.
It involves the retention of the past: ™"Consciousness is a
tension, holding the past in the present experience...."?

When, however, Carr considers durée in relation to the élan
vital, the plcture Changes, just as 1t does in Bergson him-
self, with the result that the pPast no longer belongzs to

durée at all, but to the dead world of extension, And con-

versely, durde refers in these passages to the Present moment.
The cumulative, retentive element has been replaced by un-

quelified change, which is now regarded as "original and

6. Wildoa Carr, The Pnilosophy of Change (London:
The Hiacmillan Company, 1914}, p. 114.

®Ibid., p. 146.
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ultimate". This is made perfectly clear in ths I'ollow-
ing cltatlon:

In physicel causality we postulate an underlying
ldentity which is the negation of change; in psychicel
causality the identity is change itself, the reallity
is duratign, and not asomething wnich endures without
changing.

Once this step has been taken, once the retentive element
in ggzég has been sacriiiced to ultimete cnange, the kind
of freedom wnich can be based upon gggég is subject to some
major qualifications. A4s Carr himself grants, in a way

which anticipates the course of the present chapter, free-

-

dom acquires a "new meaning".” It must be described
simply as "freedom from"--freedom from causality:

And yet, notwlthstending the enthronement in our
minds of this logical principle of sufficilent reason,
wnlch seems to reduce all such notions as chance, con-
tingency, spontaneity into mere nemes for particular
ignorance, we are quite unable to convince ourselves
that freedom from the law of causality, real spontaneity,
is not, and cannot be, a fact. The conviction that
there may be chance, or freedom from mechanical deter-
mination, and free will, or freedom from the psychical
determination of motives, rests partly . on...an im-
mediate datum of conscious experience.4

The kind of "freedom" thus established corresponds, indeed,
not to what has been described herein as "self-determination",
but rather to indeterminism, definable solely in terms of

spontanelity and novelty.5

4

11b1d4., p. 198. Tbid., p. 200.

®Ivid., p. 209 (my itelics). °See ibid., pp. 198,201.

5Ibid., p. 198.
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Stewart, on the other hand, s=pplies his criticlism
of Bergson precisely at this point of uaresolved tension
between the tendency to include an element ol permanencs
in duree, on the one hand, and to eliminate it altozethner,
on the other. While doing full justice to those passages
in Bergson's works which do emphasize the cumulative aspect,
he leaves no doubt that the preponderant emphasis is on
the opvosite side:

Hence the dualism wnich runs tanrough his (Bergson's)
thought. ile has first isoleted from concrete reality
tne aspect of permanence or homogeneity, and has
erected tanest into a self-sufficient existent reality.
The next step was to treat in the same way the ap-
pearance which reallty presents when its spatial
characteristic disappears, and to c2ll this fluid

maess, from which all permanence and homogeneity 1ls
abstracted, time.l

In hls demonstration that when durée is so concelved, it
excludes the cumulative aspect which is occasionally as-
cribed to it, Stewart cites Bergson's own statement that

"durde 1s not an incressing quantity".?  With duration

thus restricted to change, minus any element of permanence,
Stewart concludes, in a way which agaln anticipates the
trend of the present chapter, that true freedom is no
longer possible. The formula "duration-equals-succession-
equals—freedom",_he argues, establishes not freedom at all,

in the sense of self-determination, but merely indeterminism.

1J. N'Kellar Stewart, A Critical Zxposition of
Bergson's Philosophy (London: The kacmillan Company, 1911),
D. 222 (my i1talices]).

2{bid., p. £28.
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Indeed, there remeins no selfl to serve as subject of a

free act:

In order to become aware of free activity BRergson
must rise sbove the human self and enter into an €lan
whicn is, if not strictly external to the individual
self, at least supra-personal. In plain langzusage,
this means that the nearer the approach is mede to
the ideal of freedom, the less human does the activity
become, the more individuality is lost sight of, and
at the extreme limit personality would entirely disap-
pear in unhindered, undetermined actlvity, which is
not yours or mine, but that of the cosmic elan....If
humen Ifreedom is to be estsblisihed, that can be
achieved only when 1t is shown that man Eas a self-
orizinating power of self-determination.

In short, Stewart calls attention to the discrep-
ancy between those passages in which Bergson speaks of

durég as applying to the past (in association with memory),

and those in which he links it to the ever-changing present--
a2 discrepancy repeated by Carr. Although this oscillation
between gggég as cumulstive and QEEéE 28 wholly transient
exists throughout his works, it has been shown that the
genersl tendency is for the latter emphasis to gain a
decisive predominance in his later works. That thls pre-
dominence is not always readily apparent may be due to his
use of the word "duration" itself, with its connotation

of "persistence”.

1
Ibid., p. 2534.
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This use of a word to which his explicit statements do not do
full justice has proven quite misleading.
A further indication of Bergscn's hesitation between
the static and dynamic elements of freedom is his attitudq

toward action. 1In Matter and Memory, he frequently asserts

that action is an impediment to spirit (that is, to memory):
One zeneral conclusion follows from the first half of
this book: 1t 1is that the body, always turned towards
action, has for its essential function fo limit, with a
view to action, the lilfe of the spirit.
This 1s in keering with the above-noted correlation, in this
early book, of memory with permanence and matter with change;
=
moreover, there are similar passages in the later books.™ But
such a correlatlon iz contrary to his main purpose, which is

nrecisely to place energy and action in the domain of spirit.

Consequently, even in Matter and Memory he makes appeal to

durde as the seat of action: "The duration wherein we act
3
1]

is a duration wherein our states melt into each other. And
in the later works there are sbundant similar correlations of

durée and action,4all indicative of t he predominant tendency

to confine durée to the dynamiec.

2See, e.g., CE, p. 213.
SHM, Pp. 243T.

4See, e.g., CE, pp. 202, 203, 212.
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Dissolution of the Self

Bergsen has overcome determinism; he has not dis-
tingulghed between indeterminliam and freedom; the remalning
question therefore is: which of these two has he estab-
lished? An answer to this guestlon requires at least a
vartial analysis of the concept of freedom. Minimally,
freedom posits a self related causally and intentlonally to
1ts acts. But it muat further be asked, what is a self?

And at thls point the spectre of a viclous circle looms
ahead. For 1s 1t possible to do Justice to the concept of
s8elf without 1introducing freedom? Suppose, for example,

that one lists the constituentes of selfhood: are consclous-
nesdg, rationality, and vitality sufficlent? Or 1ls 1f nec-
egsary to lnclude purpose, will, and the capacity {(one might
better say the necegglty) for making decisions? And 1f these
last three are introduced, has not the concept of freedom
been introduced ﬁith them? For purpcse, will, and declsion
are 2ll integral to freedom. The begt indirect proof of

thie 1s that they are declared by determinlsts to be 1llua-
ory! But the direct proof would run as follows: Freedom
has been descrilbed minimally as positing a self which affects
1ts acts causally; now the way in which it does this 1ls to
make a decision in accordance with its guzposés, and to
execute the decislon through its will. Thus when decision,
will, énd purposge are introduced into an analysis of the

gelf, there is freedom in the midst of them. Thls completes
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the account of the curious, reciprocal relation in which
freedom and selfhood stand to each other: neitner can be
adequately described apart Irom the other., An examination of
freedom encounters the self; an investigation of the self dis-
covers freedom. (3See appendlx for further discussion of the
relation between freedom and selfhood.)

If this reciprocal relatlion be granted, then it will
appear that freedom i3 possible only on the basis of selfhood,
and that if the self (in the sense roughly indicated above)
i1s destroyed, then there can be no freedom. And yet a number
of philosophers have stoutly insisted on freedom while subtly
undercutting the very self which is its correlate. In ordsr
to discover whether the freedom which they defend is con-
sistent with thelr metaphysic as a whole, it is necessary to
examine the fate of the self within their philosophy.

In Bergson's earlier works, where he maintains a some-
what ambivalent attitude toward it, the fate of the self still
hangs in the balance. Subsequently, however, it is more and
more eliminated from the picture. The two earlier views
between which he hesitates are the following: In the first
place, there is some concern (though never very great) to
preserve the self-identity of the free agent.® This is at
least possible within its context, for it is the context in

which the aspect of permanence (memory) in conscilousness is

1See m, p. 69.
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stressed. Even In Time and Frzse Will, howsver, it 1s denied
1

that there ls a constant self, and 1n subsequent writings the
subject 1s dropped, and the self is scarcely mentioned. In
the second place, just because there 1s at least the possi-
bility of a persisting sclf on the basis of this element
of permznence expressed in memory, there is also the possi-
bllity of protecting "freedom" from becoming a mere capricious
indeterminism, for, as willl be argued below, without this
elemeﬁt there can be no true freedom, but only impulse. With
thls position Bergson appears to be in perfect agreement when
he says:

The lndetermlnation of acts to be accomplished re-

quires, then, if 1t 1s not to be confounded with pure
caprlice, the preservation of the images perceived.2

And he goes on to add that indeterminism, in the sense of
mere spontaneous I1mpulse, 18 characteristlc of animals,5
rather than men, who alone exercises true frsedom by virtue
of his speclal faculty of memorz.4

 As Bergson's philosophy develops, however, and as
the emphasis is lald more and more upon pure transience, it
becomes more and more difficult to speak of a self which

perslists throughout change, and consequently of a pecullarly

human freedom different from mere animal impulse. Instead

lpp, p. 15.
MM, p. 69 (my italics).
Ssee MM, pp. 198, 243.

A
“See MM, p. 94.
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of free agents, he tends more and more to speak of Ifreedom

in general, or of freedom of the dlan vital as a whols. As

individual freedom 1a subordinated to thls over-all "freely

acting Absolute," a curious by-product 1is observable: where-

as the elan vital itself may act spontaneously, from the

point of view of the individual this would be experlienced as

another form of determinism, since lndividual volition 1ls

subjected to the over-rullng growth of the whole. Such a
suggestion, of course, 1s far from Bergson's lntentlon, and
1s only ﬁentioned as a possible implicate of hls thought.
Nevertheless his statements about freedom contaln progressively
less reference to the free will of individuals, and tend more
and more to blur any distinction between freedom and durée.
In fact, the two are often referred to apposltively, 1if not
interchangeabiy:
The hypothesis of an Absolute that acts freely, that
}n an eminent sense enduies, would no longer raise up
intellectual prejudices.
According to Bergson's predominant view, an ego which
retalns its self-identity throughout change is positively un-
desirable, for that 1s precisely the kind of self posited

by determinism!2

But without such a self, the concept of
responslbility loses 1its meanlng, for it presupposes that the
self which commits an act 1s in some sense ldentical with the

self whilch recelves praise or blame. To be responsible 1s to

1CE, p. 293 (my italics).

%see TF, p. 171 f.
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have caueed an act intentionally, and to be the same self -
after the act. But for Bergson 1t 18 change that i1s abeolute,
and to account for an enduring self on such a basis is difri-
cult, 1f not impoasible. It is not surprising, therefore,
that when Bergson speaks of a self at all, he refers to it
merely as a means, as & channel for the elan vital:

The living being is above 811 a thorouczhfare,

and.,.the essence of_life 1s in the movemens by whileh
11fe 1s transmitted.l

When the self is spoken of in this way, it is difficult to
see how'he can s8t1ll consider freedom as a relation between
the self and its act, as he did in an earlier citation.2 He
geems truer to hls own metaphysic when he says:

| Freedom must be sought in & certain shade or quality

of the actlon 1tself, and not in the relation of this
act to what 1t is not.J

Thus the more Becoming is equated with reality iteelf,
and the more gg;ég is reduced to pure successlon, the more
also do the implicatlons of this position preclude any sig-
nificant distinction between the individual end the élan
¥ital as a whole, Lilkewlse, the difference between freedom
and time tends to dlsappear. Whereas his earller book was

called Time and Free Will, the later is Creative Evolution—-

a subtle symbol of the way in which the self, freedom, and

time all lose theilr identity in one another. The guestion

1GE, p. 135 (my italies).

277, p. 219.
30F, p. 182 £ (my itallcs).



73
might well arlse, how is it vossible that the two concepts
freedom and time, apparently so digtinct, can be blended?
What 1s 1t that thev have in common? Bergson is quite clear
on this point: the connecting link between them, and into
whlch both tend to become absorbed, is noveltv. "Time," he
says, "is invention or 1%t is nothing at 211."l Can he say
aﬁy more or less about freedom? Or 1s it, too,-finally

comprehended in terms of novelty alone?

Conscioug Deliberation Decried

S50 much for the rather shadowy role of the self in
Bergson's philosophy when he speske of it as a whole. Even
when he does not attaeck it directly, its astatus remains
doubtful, at best. It becomes worse. than doubtful, however,
when one examines his separate treatment of the various con-
8tltuents of selfhood, such as gelf-transcendence, reasoning,
declslon, purpose, and even consclousness itself. The import-
ance of self-transcendence has been considered further in the
appendix to this chapter. Suffice At to say here that 1t isg
the name glven to the self's capacity for objectifying it-
self, and for carrying on the "dialogue® with itself which
constitutes the process of dellberation. More specifically,
self-transcendence 1s implied when freedom 1s conceived as
gelf-determination, for the self must transcend itself in
order to determine i1tself. On this point Bergson is once

agalin 1n conflict with himself, for notwithstanding the

.ICE, p. 351.
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endorsement of seli-determination already cited,lthe méjor
tenor of his writings is opposed to self-transcendsnce. The
one-dimensional analogy of ngégz precludes it, and he else-
where specifically deplores salf-objectification.3 Finally,
&8 developed further in the appendix, sSelf-transcendence
involves time-transcendence, which has already been eliminated
from Bergson's philosophy.

Since for Bergson self-transcendence threatens the
unity of the self, he has difficulty in retaining those mental
functions which depend on it. Delibération, decision, and
choice, in so far as they imply a self not completely at one
with itself, therefore tend to lose theirp importance. There
must be no s eparation of urge and Burgose.4 Our aim should
be to "put our being back into our will,"® so that the t ension
of deliberation would be overcome. But this situation of
tension within oneself is not only held to be undesirable;
at times he even suggests that the idea of choosing between
alternatives is illusory.6 Here agaln, however, his own
better judgment expresses itself in statements to the contrary.

He "does not mean that free action is capricious, unreason-

l1bid., p. 165.
£Ibid., p. 101.
°Ibid., p. 23l.
%see CE, p. 50; TF, p. 170.
°Tbid., p. 252.

S¢r. TF, pp. 176-180.
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able action”; 1life consists in making decisions. But

choice and contingency are sc closely identifiedsas to sug=-

gest once again that one may honestly believe that freedom

has been established, when in fact only indeterminism has.
Bergson rightly correlates the capacity for choice with con-
sclousness itself,4and seems Tinally to vindicate true freedom
when he says that the chief office of consciousness 1s to
preside over choice.5 But even this becomes a doubtful con-
cezsion when one considers the status of consclousness itself
in his thought.

It is, indeed, so difficult to imagine human con-
sciousness apart from continual deliberation and declsion,
that Bergson at tlmes inclines toward other vitalists in the
desire to retreat below the conscious level altogether. True,
this inclination hardly ever becomes explicit, as it actually
does, for example, when he admits that the instinct which he
values so highly correlates with unconsciousness, whereas
the intellect (which frequently seems to be the séurce of
all evil) correlates with consciousness.6 This unconsclous

instinct holds the key to what intelligence 1is seeking.7

1
CE, p. 150. 6¢r, p. 152.
2 |

Ibid., p. 105. 71bid., p. 159.

“Ibid,, p. 102.

4Ipbid., pp. 189, 275f.

LM, p. 182.
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Once more, however, Bergson's utterances on the subject
are not unequivocal. TIn other contexts, he seeks a tertium
gquid between intellect and instinct, and finds it in intuition,
which he describes as "instinct become conscious."! Perhaps
there is a key to hils ambivalence in this case. It seems
more than likely that when he spealks disparagingly of con-

sciousness, he really means self-consciousness, with its

impllied duality within the self. Because this duality is
evident in every act of intellectual deliberation, and be-
cause 1t 1s difficult to iImagzine human consciousness apart
from such acts, he tends to extend his attack on the intel-
lect to the realm of human consciousness in general. If it
be assumed, however, that in all these contexts his real
target is not consciousness, but self-consclousness, then
his apparehtly contradictory statements become intelligible,
and one can understand how Bergson can‘still maintain that
even vegetables have a rudimentary consciousness,gor that

life itself 1is consciousness.s

All these conflicting state-
ments, then, may well justify the inference that Bergson
sometimes tends to supplant the distinetively human con-

sciousness (that is, self-consciousness) with that of the

brute.4 In order to preserve freedom on such a basis, one

1, p. 238.
2CE, p. 119.
“Ibid., pp. 91, 189.

éAnimals are considered immune from the spatialization
which kills freedom. Cf. TF, pv. 97, 127, 138, 236.
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would have to argue either that animals are more free tﬁan
men, or that freedom has nothing to do with consciousness.

As the foregoing discussion has already suggested,
and indeed as nearly every page of his writings proclalims,
it 1s against the intellect that Bergson unleashes his
strongest attack. So as not o relterate the obvious,
guffice 1t to recall here that for him intellectlon produces
the spatiallzation of gggég, thereby degrading 1t;l that the

intellect translates 1life 1into inertia;2

that the understand-

ing squeezes the life out of whatsver it touches,sand indeed
4

transforms freedom into necessity. For that matter, nearly

the whole of the Introduction to Metaphysilcs could be called

a warning against the corruption of the real by the intel-
lect. If the attempt is thus made to ellminate ratlonality
from freedom, what becomes of purpose? Does 1t not become
blind caprice? Bergson himself seems to suspect as much,

and perhaps even tries to retrieve lost ground with the sur-
prisingly inconsistent statement that consciousness 1s freed
by the 1ntellect,50r that intellection must precede intuition.6
These exceptions 1llustrate not only the rule, but also once
again Bergson's intuitlve effort to retain what his philoso-

phy has precluded.

ls5ee, e.2., CE, pp. 199, 213, 218, 220, 230 f.
5
23ee 1bid., p. 186. Tbid., p. 192.

3See 1bid., p. 207f. S3ee 1bld., p. 92.

4
See 1bid., p. 287.
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Purvoge Eliminated

Finally, it remains to 1nquire more specifically
into Bergson's treatment of purpose, or, as ne calls 1it,
finallem. If, as already indlcated, the overwnelming ten-
dency of his thought 1s to disparage reasonling and self-
consciousness, it seems obvious that respenalible freedom has
given way to a kind of biological gpontansity. There is, he
8ays, no decislon or action in accordance with self-chosen
ends; rather do actlons merely express a deep-seated need of
the organism, and only after the fact can a rationsl motive
be read back into them.l But since Bergeon also wishes to
defend freedom, one can expect to find, as in so mény of the
foregolng cases, a number of conflicting remarks on the sub-
Ject. Perhaps the strongest indication of his double in-
clination in this instance is his frequent ascription of
flnalism to the total 1ife process, but not to the individual:
"If there is finality in the world of life, it includes the

~whole of 1ife in a single indivisible embrace."? Such e

Tinalism cen no more allow purpose to the individual than do
Tthe rationalistic systems he deplores. Indeed, Bergson him-~
self repudlates 1t. In other contexts, he objlecte %o any

gort of purpose at gll, because it limits and even closes the

future.? In the last snalysie 1t is just as fatsl to freedom

'see w¢, p. 303 £; CE, p. 61 f.
2CE‘., P- 46; cf. also p. 179 f.
3see CE, pp. 108, 110.
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ag 1a mechanism, for 1t tries to put the future inte a -
stralght Jacket,

Toward finalism, as toward the other constituents
of selfhood dlscuescsed above, Bergson is forced to be
equivocal. Moreover, thls is preclsely whaet one would have
expected, grented the lnseparability of selfhood and freedom:
not even the cleverest dialectical subtlety could be expected
to uphold freedom and at the same time consistently to re-
pudiate the self. When, therefore, the discussion of Bergsaon's
anthropology culminates in the consideration of purpose, one
1a prepared to find him in a trap of hls own making. On the
one hand, he senses that without purpose, freedom 1s reduced
to caprice, while on the othef, he mainteins that finalism

19 as fatel to freedom as mechaniem. In short, purpose is

both essential and fatal teo freedom!

The present study hopes to demonstrate that this
dilemma arlsdes whenever the attempt is mede to conslider free-
dom in terms of time alone. For the moment, it remains to
notice the wey in which Bergson attempts to avold this trap.
Ee does 1t by using two words of ambiguous meaning; namely,
teffort” and, especially, "will." The ambiguity 1s found in
common usage, a8 is evident at once from a glance at |

Webster's Dictionary, where "voluntary" means both "done by

deglgn" and "spontaneous or unrestrained"; that 1s, "done
either with or without purpose®! Owing to thig latitude

in the meanlng of the word, an act can be deslgnated
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"voluntary," whether it ig intentional or not. By the same
token, both Immanuel Kant and Adolph Hitler can properly be
celled voluntarists, though the one advocated zctlon on the
basls of intelliglble design, the cther on the basis of ¥Blut
und Boden." The word "will" shares this ambiguity: it is
defined as "appetite" or "purpose.“' And although 1t is
clear from all that has preceded that Bergson can admlt only
the flrst of these meanings, the word 1s often used by him
in such a wey as to suggest the retention of the idea of
purpose, and thereby of freedom. When he gpeaks of the "free
will," for example, one tends to think of the phrase in the
Kantian sense, and only after some scrutlny does 1t become
evident that only the appetitive gsense 1eg possible. Like-
wilege, when speaking of the finaliem of the life-process as
a whole, he makes 1t quite clear thet "Nature willed nothing
at all, if we mean by will a faculty of making particular

"l Whenever finalism is spoken of, therefore, 1%

18 intended as a finallsm of impulse onlyg—though one wonders

declelons.

. why the word "finslism® 13 applled in such a way at =2ll.
In the French language, the word volonte (or occasion-—

ally libre arbltre) which Bergson useg 1s restricted to the

sense of purpose. Le nouveau La Rousse Illustre defines it

ag "the faculty of determining oneself to do certein acts,”

1TS, p. 272. For further ldentification of will and
caprice, see CE, v. 246,

2See CE, pp. 54 £, 109.
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and adds:

In order that "will"™ in the proper sense of the word
should be present, there ls flrat necessary the concep-
tion of an end or of an alternative, and also delibera-
tion, that 1s, an examination of motives and of contrary
conslderations.

On the basis of this definlition, it 1s clear that Bergson
takes considerable liberty in his use of the word volonté,
for it is precisely the glements cf decision and cholce,
requlred by the definition, whlch are excluded by him. The
present wrlter was once trying to explaln to a Frenchman the
two distinct meanings of the English word "will." "Oh,"

was the reply, "then you apply 'will' in the first sense to
people end 1n the second to animalsi™ Bergson has taken a
word applicable only to people, volonté, and given it a con-
tent more approprlate to animals.l

A similar ambilgulty 1s hldden in Bergson's use of

the word "effort." He speaks often of the violent effort

required in order to overcome the Intellectual habit of mind

and achieve the intuitive grasp of durée réelle, and The Two

Sources of Morality and Relliglon concludes with a ringing

challenge to mankind to make the "extra effort" required for
fulfilling the "essential function of the universe." Some-
thing in the nature of & consclous effort 1s here implied.
And yet, In the 1light of the entire foregoing dliscusslon, 1is

1t not plain that nothing of the sort 1ls elther posslible or

1In the origlinal text of Les Données Tmmediates de
la Conscience, volonté libre and Torce consclente are

equated. Pp. 139 f (tenth edition}.
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usually Intended? In actual fact, the word "efrort" is well
gulted to obscure the real trap into which Bergson has fallen.
Although 1t may connote the ides of will, decision, and pur-
pose, 1t has been progreasively deprived of the possibility
of denotlng such a content. On the contrary, the real mean-
ing of the word can be no more than the appetitive defini-
tion of "will"--which, in fact, it tends to replace in
Bergson'!s later writings. Thus, in spite of his own inten-
tlons and better Judgment in the matter, Bergson is forced by
the exlgencles of hls metaphysic to analyze the self into a

bundle of blologilcal urges, to confine purpose to mere ap—

petition, and correspondingly to reduce freedom to a mere

grunt.

Avowed Indeterminisam

In order to dlscover whether Bergson had established
freedom or only indeterminism, 1t was necessary firet to
deflne freedom. And gince this definition introduced &s the
inevitable correlate of freedom the concept of the self, it
was further necessary to inquire whether in fact Bergson's
Philosophy could account for the kind of self which could
exerclse will, purpose, and decision. To thie question the
precedlng pages have gilven an overwnelmingly negative answer——
though it was sometimes necessary to overrilde Bergson's
own apprehengive demurrals by means of his own testimony.
Having followed this somewhat circuitous route to its end

one now asks with Justifiable impatience: Vhat are Bergson's
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own direct pronouncements on the subject? Does he corrobor-
ate dircctly what must be inferrsed from hls anthropology;
namely, that the effect of hls position 1s to establish not
freedom but indetermlinism?

Bergson does not leave one long 1n doubt on that
score. Not only does he assume too simply that freedom 1s

the opposlte of necessity;l but he also states quite frankly

that what he has established 1s indeterminism:

The role of life 1is to insert some indetermination
into matter. Indeterminate, l.e., unforeseeable, are the
forms 1t creates in the course of 1ts evolutlon. More
and more indeterminate also, more and more free, 1s the
activity to which these forms serve as the vehicle. A
nervous sgstem.;.is e veritable reservolr of indeter-
mination.

This statement implies what 13 stated more explicltly in
other passages; namely, the virtual equation of indeterminism
and freedom, so that Bergson can honestly hold that 1n proving
the one, he has thereby established the other. He simply
never troubled to distingulsh the two.
The impetus of 1llfe, of which we are speaking, con-
sists in a need of creation....It selzes upon this
matter, which 1s necessity ltself, and strives to intro-

duce into 1t the largest possible amount of indetermina-
tion and liberty.®

Perhaps the clearest 1dentification of freedom and indetermlin-

1sm is contalned in the following cltatlon:

1See MM, p. 325.

2CE, pp. 132 £ (my italics). See also pp. 34, 9l.

SIbid., v. 265 (my 1talies).
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Descartes believes in the free will of man., He
superposes on tne determinism ol physical pheriomensa
tne indeterminism of human actions, and, conseaquently,
on time-length a time in w&ich there is Invention,
creation, true succession.

With the introduction of the word "succession," the
entlre discusslon has come Tull circle and focuses once more
on the problem ol time. The consideratlon of Bergson's
view of time suggested tnat if succession were absolute, then
true freedom would be reduced to mere novelty. This novelty
might be pgiven colorful names, like creativity and invention,
but in the absence of a creator or an inventor, such words
would be used with poetic license. Strictly, they can then

mean no more than novelty pure and simple. The concepts

creativity and invention as such, althoush they do imply the

ovefcoming of determinism, can be interpreted in terms either
of indeterminism or of freedom. For the clue as to which way
they are to be understood in Bergson's philosophy, they must
be considered in the light of his view of time and & the
self. It is hopec that this clue has by now been provided by
the foregoing discussion. The following statements by Berg-
son himself may be adduced as a reminder:

The more we study the nature of time, the more we
shall comprehend that duration means invention, the
creation of fgrms, the continual elavoration of the ab-
solutely new.~”

As soon as we are confrgnted with true duration, we
see that it means creation.®

11bid., p. 365; see also T®, b. 216f.

®Ibid., p. 11. SIbid., p. %62.
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At the end of the digcussion of the nature of gggég, -
two tendencles were observed: the first was for freedonm to
become ldentified with duration 1tself, and the second was
for the 1ndividual agent to lose his ldentlty in the élgg
vital. Both these tendencles have been gtrengthened to the
polint of becoming definitive by the lntervenlng analysais.
The two cltatlions just mentlioned, for example, aécribe to
gg;ég the predleates usually zpvlied by Bergson to freedon.l
Furthermore, the inqulry into the role of the self revealed
that the self tends to be absorbed by the vital impetus, and
to express himgelf truly only as he unltes with 1t. With
these two facts Ain mind, one 18 now in a position to make the
final connection in a three-cornered relationship: The self

1s indistinguighable from the élan vital; the €lan vital

1s indistinguishable from durse; durée is indistinguishable

from freedom. Thus self, ggzég, and freedom tend to lose
their identity in one another. As Bergson himself puts 1%,
"Consclousness 1s synonymous with inventlon and with freedom."?
On this definition of freedom, 1t is understandable that he

can believe that every organism 1s free--for 1t ls free by

definition. But conversely, it is most difficult to under-

atand how responsible freedom in the proper sense could retaln

any stetus at all, for this 1s precisely what distingulshes

man from other "organlems.® In fact, nothing 1s left of true

lsee, e.g., CE, pp. 172f, 210, 230, 243, 252, 261f,
358-361.
2CE, . 136f.
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freedom but that release of stored energy which plays such

a decislive role in Creative Evolution.1 And indeed how could

1* be otherwise in a philosoPhy for which succession is ulti-
mate? On such a basis, the self is reduced to pulsations,
and freedom to novelty. And novelty unqualified, though it
does lndeed overthrow determinigm, not only fails to provide
for true freedom, but, when made absolute, actuelly precludes
1t. One of the enduring values of Bergson's thought is to

demonstrate both these points eo thoroughly.

Concluaion

Confronted by the mechanistlc determlnism which wee
enjoying the peak of its influence toward the close of the
last century, Bergson saw that its entire cage would astand or
fall wlth the fact of predictabllity. Discover a realm of
unpredlictability within human consclousness, he reasoned, and
the case for determinilsm collapsea. Man's freedom, always
operative in fact, willl then have been restored in theory as
well. Setting out to find such a realm emong the "immediate
data of conaclousness," he did indeed establish in his durde
réelle Just such an area of the completely unforeseeable, the
unrepeatable, the ever new.

Once in possessipn of this lliberating datum, his phil-
osopny depended for lts subsequent development upon the way

in which he would elsborate durée. At first he regarded it

lsee ibid., obp. 266-270.



37
ags a fact of experiehce beyond the vower of logical categoriles-
to express, which had to be sooken of as an indisgsoluble com-
pound of both static and dynamic elements, as permanence-in-
change. He lnslsted that the moment logic should try to
treat elther of the two elements geparately, 1t would ipso
facto miss the phenomenon of freedom altogether. Nor is this
vositlon exclusively confined to hils earlier writings; its
echoes, especlally the warnings against permitting logic to
dictate to reality, recur here and there throughout the later
worka, |

Even 1n the beginning, however, there are anticipa-
tions of the eventual outcome of his philosovhy. There are,
that 1s, strong tendencies to do the very thing he cautions
againat: to separate out the static and dynamic elements,
and to subordinate one to the other. Once this process had
begun, there was no question which of the two would eventually
predominate at the other's expense. Having already shown that
the statlc by lteelf led to determinism, he naturally sets out
Yo secure the extreme opposite; by enthroning the dynamic, he
hopes to guarantee freedom against determinism.

The only question is: 1s the opposite of determinism
really freedom? Or is it only indeterminism? The foregolng
pages have undertaken to show that once durée 1s reduced to =z
state of pure successlon, the consequences lead inexorably to
the latter conclusion. One by one the prerequisites of respon-

81ble freedom become untenable. There can be no gelf, for the
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self would nave torstain its identity throuchout change.
Tnere can be no purvose, for pur‘ose-would limit the course
of tne future, thereby placing a constraint upon the unre-

stricted creativity of the vital impetus. There can be no

choice, for choice involves the very process of deliberation

in which the dead hand of the intellect !'spatializes! every-
thing it touchss.

Owing rhaps to a certain awarenecss of the distance
between what he has established, on the one nand, and respons-
ible freedonm, on the other, he continues to make occasional
statements reminiscent of the early stzges of his philosophy,--
chielly in the form of simple assertions tnat Ireedom 1s nore
than mere spontaneous impulse or random caprice. In such
cases, however, he is his own antagonist. The @ eponderant
empnasis of his own thougnt is ranged solidly against him.

The true rreedom on whose behnalf his own better judgment ap-
parently pleads has been leit behind at the point where he
made his fateful decision to attempt to acecount for it in

terms of temporal succession alone.
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APPENDIX

Further Analysis of the Heciprocal

Relation betvieen Freedom and Selfhood

Having observed the inseparability of the two concepts
of freedom and selfhood, as developed briefly above, one is
tempted to push the inguiry a step further and ask: What is
the common link between these two? ‘ihal holds them together
in a polar relationshin, so that neither can be understood
in isolation irom the other? ‘The present study has been un-
dertaken on the postulate that this connecting link consists
in the relation of both frcedom and selfhood to time. To an-
ticipate, this relation is conceived to be an equivocal one,
in the following way: on the one hand, neither self nor
freedom is concelivable apart from time; yet on the other hand

(and this, of course, constitutes the demonstrandum) neither
>

can be adequately esccounted for in strictly temporal terms;
titat is, they both imply the transcendence of time, as well
as involvement in time.

If this be true, then an analysis either of freedom
or of the self should finally arrive at tnhis common terminus,
which might be designated as the intersection ol the temporal
with the trans-temporal, of time-involvement with time-
transcendence. Whether ons began with freedom or with self-

hood, the two routes would meet =t the end. Altnough for the
3 L]
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sake of completeness, both roads should be traversed, the
pregent inqulry must confine itself to the one vhich begins
wlth freedom, hoplng to argue that 1f freedom represents a
Juncture of the temporal and the trans—-temporal, then so does
the gelf which exerclses freedom.

Out of natural curiosity, however, one might here at-
tempt to sketch in the briefest way the nature of the other
rbute, whlch, beginning with the self, would reach the same des—
tination. Beginning wlth the trilad purpose-decision-will
(which were introduced durlng the maln discussion as those
aspects of selfhood which involved freedom), the first atep
would be to show that these three requlre net merely con-
sclousness, but gelf-conscliousness. This might best be done

by clting the process of deliberation which culminates in the

meking of a decision, and 1in which the self 1s aware of 1taelf
a8 drawn in two directlons at onee, so that the process itself
has rightly been called a dialogue with oneself. The gecond
step would argue that self-consclousness means gelf-transcend-~
ence; for Just as I am consclous of my body because I partially
transcend it, so also must I necessarily transcend myeelf in
order to be conscious of myself--or, as Hegel argued, the
awareness of & limit implies that one 1s beyond the 1limit.

The third and final step would be to show that self-
transcendence involves time-transcendence, as follows: I do

not transcend myaelf in space (only my body is spatial); nor
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do I transcend myself in time {(Bergson establishes this):
consequently, if I transcend myself at all, and if this
transcendencs 1s nelther spatial nor temporal, then it must
be trans-spatlio-temporal. In a word, it involves %he trans-
cendence of time, as well as Involvement in time. And with
this 1nference the route joins the alternate way which began

with freedom, and both arrive at a common end: an indissol-

uble juncture of time with the trans-temporal.



CHAPTER III
MARTIN HEIDEGGER

If commentators on Martln Heldegger can agree on
nothling else, there 13 one point on whilch they all might
concur: the difficulty of his philosophy. Not only the new
vocabulary which he 1s forced to coln, but alsc the abstract
character of hls thought, as well as 1ts subject matter, com-
bine to confront hls reader with & formidable task. As 1f
this were not encugh, he hlmself has Injected an addltionsal
troublesome aspect Into the dlscussion of freedom. It will
be recalled that one of the reasons for examinling hils philos-
oephy was the kBxlstentlalist emphasls on freedom. However,
though generally regarded as perhaps the father of the current
Exlstentialist revival, he himself has in fact repudiated |
Existentialism.?

The question at once arises, does this imﬁly a rejec-
tion of 1ts affirmatlons, including freedom itself? If so,
how has the Existential phllosophy of Sartre, for example,
been derlved 1n part from Heldegger? An answer to this ques-
tlon must probe into the structure of EHeldegger's thought, to

see 1f 1t really does contaln "Exlstential" elements, and if

lsee "The Essence of Truth," trans. R. F. C. Hull and
Alan Crick, in M. Heidegger, Exlstence and Being, with Intro-
ducticn by Werner Brock (ILondon: ,Vision Press, ILtd., 1949),
D. 335; and throughout his Brief uber den Humenlsmus (Bern:
Verlag A. Francke, 1947).

92
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.these 1n turn can be reconciled with the rest of his philoso;
phy. In pursulng its own purposes in thls chapter, the
present study will incidentally i1lliumine thls problem of
-Heldegger's Exlstentlalism, It expects to show, for example,
that in many contexts Heldegger's use of words like freedom,

decision, authentlic, and situation, appeesrs toc admit if not’

indeed to require, some such interpretation_as Sartre's. From
the outset, however, there is another strain in Eeldegger--
one whlch makes 1lts appearance in the early pages of Sein und
Zelt and flnally gains a certaln ascendancy, to some extent
within the same book and more completely in the later essays.
This second straln takes back a great deal of what 1s main-
talned, elther directly or by lmplication, in the first,

Freedom tends to become subordinated to determinism (or, at

times, %o Indeterminlsm); declsion tends to become lndis-
tlngulshable from understanding; and the distinction between
authentic and unauthentlc tends to become insignificant. This
last-named tendency is reflected In Heldegger's repudiation of
the emphaslis on values which plays such 2 promlnent part in
Sartre's philosophy. It 1s as though this second strain an-
tlcipated the difficulties lnvolved in the first——indeed,.it

seems already aware that L'Etre et le Neant, with 1its in-

slstence that all values are "real" but subjective, must in-

evitably be followed by L'Existentialisme est un Humanilsme,

wlth 1ts subtle reinstatement of objlective values. The devel-

opment of Heldegger's philosophy conslsts partly in the



gradual (though never total) ftriumph of this second strain
over the first. In this way he seeks to avold Sartre's
embarressment concerning values, though only at the cost of
attempting to suppress values altogether. And at thils polnt

the questlon arises, "Does he thersby suppress'freedom a8

well?"

A - HEIDEGGER'S PHIIOSOPEY

CONCEIVED AS EXISTENTIALISH

In the following pages an attempt 1s made to abstract
out of Heldegger's philosophy those elements which have lent
themselves to the Existentlalist movement, and upon which =
genuine doctrine of freedom might be. constructed. It cannot

be over-emphasized that such.a presentation can by no means

be taken as a definitive statement of hls position; on the con-
trery, it represents that strain of thought which 1s never un-

mixed, even in Sein und Zeit, and which Heldegger hlmself

ultimafely abandons. At the seme time, 1t 1s equally true
that the following résume’ represents a prominent aspect of
Heidegger's thought, especially in the first half of Sein und
Zeit. Though it is indeed taken out of context, the context

would serve rather to contradict 1t than merely to gualify it

in such a way as to reconclle 1t to the whole. The subsequent
scetlons of this chapter should demonstrate thls conclusively.
Por present purposes, the aim i3 to consider those aspects of

Heldegger's phllosophy which lend themselves to freedom.
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The Method

Followingz his teacher Husserl, Eeldegger epplies what
is known technically as the "phenomenologlical method"--that
is, the dlrect analysis of the given representations

(Vorstellungen) of consciousneas, without reference to meta-

physical or ontelogical questions. Eolding such problems in
abeyance (egoché), the phenomenolozist examlines the structure
of consclousness as he finds 1t, and, especlally in the case of
Heldegpger, asks what pre~conditlons arec necessary in order

that such data and structures should exist.l Where Husserl
was content to leave ontological questlions "in brackets,”
however, Heldegger announces at the outset his Intentlion of
applying the same method in order to illumine the very meaninc

of Belng (Sinn von Sein). The point of departure for such an

undertaking should be, he says, not the multitude of particu-
lar objects in the world, but rather human consclousness 1lt-
self (Daseln). If thére 1s a "window" into Being, it 1lles here,
in the one "being" (8eilende) who can conceive of Being. The
concepts of traditional philosophy are appropriate, not to
Daseln (humen consciousness), but to the particular objects

(Vorhandene) we encounter in the world. Eence it 1s that in

order to understand the nature of Dasein, and thereby of Belng
itself, Heldegger must coln 2 new veocabulary, éppropriate to

his subject.

lAn instructive explleation of Husserl's method as
adapted by Heldegger has been written by Gllbert Ryle in
Mind, Vol. XXXVIII, No. 151, July, 1929, pp. 355-370.
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The word "Dasein® itself illustrates the new shade

of meaning acquired by many words in Heidegger's writings.
Starting from the literal meaning, "to be there", he wrings

from it the maximum of "Existential" content: the "=gein"

stands for the 'participation in Being! by virtue of which
Daseln can illumine the meaning of Being; the "Da~" empha-
slzes the locallzation of Dasein in all its manifestations
at e particular, finite point, and the consequent limitation
of its view of Belng to a single, and therefore distorted,
perspective. The very "Da-" through whieh it has being at
all simultaneously dooms it to a merely private perspective
on the totality of Belng-as-such. Dasein thus ex-ists in
the agonizing situation of being related to Being, on the one
hand, yet partially contradicting Being because of this very
relatedness, on the other.

Because Dasein does stand in a relation to Beilng,
however, it can disclose something of the nature of Being
itself. As a preliminary to this investigation, Heidégger
begins with an examination of what Daseln reveals about it~
self (this undertaking does in fact occupy the whole of Sein
und Zeit)., Thanks to the condition of “"disclosed-ness™

({Erschlossenheit}, in which Dasein becomes transparent to its

own nature and ultimately to Beling itself, he builds his

monumental work upon the structural elements of Dasein as he
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sees them.l

In so doing, ome of his first departures from
traditlional methodology 1s to deny that in the case of Dasein
i1t 1s possible to reduce the complex to the simple;2 where
the customary procedure would be to derive its several ele-
ments from one primary one, he insists that they are

"gleichuzgpr;nglich“3 (equally primary). In other words

Dasein is of such & nature that its various components,
though they can indeed be distinguished, cannot be analyzed
out and regarded separately. So thorough-going is their
mutual lnterpenetration that sach 1s to be understood partly
in terms of 1ts relations to the others. Such a view implies
the possibllity of a logic of contrediction, in which it be-
cames necessary to make two contradictory statements about a
unity which refuses to be analyzed into simpler components,
This possibllity becomes fact in Heidegger's treatment of
time (see below).

In maintaining this position, Heidegger is making a
consclous break with the kind of analytical thinking which
has to a large extent prevailed since Descartes. Specific-

ally, the sharp separation of subject and object, which has

lRyle points out that under the gulse of self-
evident date it 1s possible to introduce a covert dogmatism.

Cp. cit., p. 369.

2Seg Martin Heidegger, Sein und Zeit. 6. umveranderts
Auflage. (Tubingen: Neomsarius Verlag, 1949), pp. 53, 196. De-
slgnated below by the abbreviation SZ.

S

S5Z, p. 131.
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dominated philosophy since the seventeenth century, is circum-
vented.1 There 1s no longer any such thing as an isolated
subject; rather, Dasein as such entails "being-in-the-world"

(in—der-Welt-sein).2 Without the world there would be no

Dasein, and vice versa; the two are correlative. It is this
'relation=to-the-world' for which the "Da=" in "Dasein" stends.
One aspect of this indissoluble relstion between Dasein and

world is the fact of being-with-others (mit-Anderen-sein).>

To enalyze this relationship intoc a number of isolated, un-
conditioned ego-substances is entirely illegitimate. Dasein
is what 1t 1s partly in terms of its relations to others.

At yel enother point Heidegger departs from the
heritage of Descartes: no longer is there any clear-cut sepa-
ration of theory and practice. Indeed, the purely detached
objectivity, so coveted for the past three centurles, 1s an
1llusion. This means that the concept of 'world! (Welt) does
not simply represent the object of my knowledge; even more
than this does it represent the field in which I pursue my
purposes. The things which I encounter in the world I en-
counter, not first and foremost as objects of detached obser-

vatlon (Vorhandene}, but as objects which will or will not

lpee SZ, p. 366.
2see ibid., section I, ch. 2.

®see ibld., section I, ch. 4.
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implement my intentions (ggpandene); that 1s, as tools
(Zeug). A bammer, for example, i1s defined as something

with which to drive nalls; the disirterested attlfude of

physicel science, which sees the Yermer merely as an object
possesslng a measursbie welght, composition,and dimensions,
arises only as an abstraction from the former attitude. !
There 1s Indeed never a totally theoretlc sclence, dlvorced
from all appllcation, just as there 1s no purely practical
attitude, without some cognitive element.2

When an object 1s spoken of as a tool, a frame of re-
feorence is 1implled within which the object fulfllls a specifilce
purpose., The hammer, for example, 1s a tool within the con-
text of nailing two boards together. This, In turn, fits 1into
a larger pattern: the bullcing of a house; and thls, in its
turn, is embraced ln the still larger purpcse of llving in
the house. What, then, 1s the largest posslible frame of
reference within which Dasein's never-dlsinterested activity
takes place? It 1s precisely the world. And heré the sub-
jectlve aspect of Heidegper's thought becomes prominent: for
world 1s defined as the totality of those relatlons which

Daseln endows with 'meaningfulness' (Bedeutsamkeit)a--that

1s, which relate either positlvely or negatlvely to 'self-

1see SZ, pp. 69; 360 f.

2see ibid., p. 69.

Ssee SZ, p. 67.
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Interest?', taken In the broadest sense.l The world 1s the
arena of the activity of Dasein's self-concern, for Daseiln
1s always concerned about itself ("es geht immer um dieses
selbst").2 Hence the largest frame of reference, the world,
is always to be desceribed in terms of Dasein's concern for
itself.”

With these Introductory remarks about Heldegger's
method and 1ts application, we are 1n a position to examine
more closely the analysls of the structure of Dasein and its
constituents. Tt is worth emphaslzing that Heldegger nowhere
pretends that thls analysls 1s demonstrative. His phenomeno-

logical method claims rather to dis-close {erschliessen)

the truth by allowing what already is to become apparent.
That thls procedure lnvolves a circle he readily acknow-
ledges, maintaining only that it is not vicious,4but
ectually qulte the reverse. It ls the attempt to aveld a

circle which 1s the ruin of philosophy. Such attempts

IA. de Waelhens, in his exhaustlive study La Philoso-
phle de Martin Heldeggser (ILouvain, 1942), points out that on
this definition of 'world', it is in principle impossible
that anythlng should be unintelli"ible, for the world 1s
equated with meaning. See p. 70.

As Heldegger repeats over and over agaln, "Dasein
1st Seiendes, dem es In seinem Sein um dieses selbst geht"
(82, p. 191, and throughout the book).

5"Das primare 'Wozu'! 1st ein Worum-willen. Das
"Um~willen' betrifft aber lmmer das Sein des Daselns, dem
es 1n selnem Sein wesenhaft um dieses Sein selbst geht."
SA, p. 84,

4
See 3Z, p. 153.
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fail to understand the nature of their task, for the very |
structure of meaning and of Dasein itsel:l 1s circular.l
The only appropriate way to investigate Dasein therefore re=-
gulres a clrcle, and to eliminate 1t 1is to eliminate the

fundamental structure of concern (Grundstruktur der Sorge).2

Does this mean that caution 1s thrown to the winds, that
philosophy has lost all criteria? Heidegger hastens to
qualify his statement: whereas the clrcle cannot be avoided,
1t 1s of decisive importance to enter it properly.5 But thils
prompts another questlion: Does he not bring presuppositions
of his own to his particular view of what constitutes
"properly"”? Agaln he replies that the task of the philoso-
pher 1s never to apologize for his presuppositions, but to

show their necesaitl.4

The questlon, however, persists: how
can necessity be shown, once demonstrative loglc 1s abandoned?
This question 1s acutely raised by Heidegger's philosophy

(as well as by other contemporary critics of the traditional
logic). For if it be granted that there are no longer any
"pare facts,” but only facts-as-interpreted,5then the problem

of the "right" interpretation is greatly aggrevated. Ultlmate-

1Ibid.

2gee SZ, p. 315.
%see Sz, p. 153.
4See SZ, p. 310.

93ee SZ, p. 362.
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1y, Heldegger himself takes the bull by the horms and de-
clares flatly that the danger 1lies not in presupposing too
much, but too l1ittle.l It 1s this that seems %o justirfy
Gilbert Ryle's criticism that Heidegger's philosophy has no

protection agalnst dogmatism.

The Structure of Dasein

In the foregolng 1llustratlions of the way in which
Heldegger applles hils phenomenological method, one of his
principal conclusions about the nature of Dasein was entlcl-
pated, In the first place, Dasein is always "in-the-world,"
and never merely its detached observer. Secondly, the never-
disinterested, practical activities of Dasein in the world
sre included in progressively larger Iframes of reference,
each defined by some more inclusive purpose of Dasein,untll
the largest of all, the world itself, is reached. This ul-
timate context, determining the lesser ones but itself need-
ing no authenticatlion, is always to be described in terms of
Dasein's own self-concern. If this 1s true, then we have
one reliable frame of reference (Horizont) within which all
of Dasein's activities can be understood; namely, self-

concern. And this is the meaning which Heldegger glves to

1See SZ, p. 315.

Zop. eit., p. 369.
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the word §g£53.1 Having arrived at this concept, he can use
i1t as the key to interpreting Daseiln as a whole. All ths
penultimate activitles of Daseln can be comprehended in terms
of §g£52.2 Indesd, he can even say that the very being of
Daselin 1itself 1s §gggg.5

Within the total structure which is Sorge, the phenom-~

enologlcal analysils 1a able to distingulsh (but never to

isolate)} three principal elements: conditioned-ness, compre-

bension, and speech {(Befindlichkeit, Verstehen, and Rede).

These he calls "gxistentialia,"4since they characterize the

5
existence of Dasein as such. The first, Befindlichkeilt,

bears a twofold meaning, which 1s perhaps best conveyed by
the word "condltionedness.™ The first of these meanings 1s

what Heldegger calls "facticity" (Faktizitgt), and refers to

Dasein's particularity, to its "Da-"; the second meaning re-
fers to the emotional tone or feeling (Stimmung) arising from

one's situation in-the-world. The double connotation of

1sz, Sectlion I, ch., 6. Heldegger says that if hls phil-
osophy 1s properly understood, the word "self-concern" (Selbst-
sor59¥ is tautologlcal (8Z, p. 193), and that this is what Is
meant by "Sorge." I have risked tautology for the sake of clarity.

2Sorga 1s the Um-wlllen, which contains the Um-zu,
Wozu, and Dagu. 8Z, p. 564..

E’S.."S, Section I, ch. 6.

4See SZ, Section I, ch. 5. "Existentialla™ i1s Werner
Brock's translation of Existentialen.

STn splte of Heldegger's contention that for Dasein
existence 1s prior to essence (82, p. 43), Jean Wahl asks whe-
ther essence is not subtly reintroduced in the gulse of Ex-
istentiella, See his A Short History of Existentialism, trans.
Forrest Willlams and Stanley Maron (New York: Philosophical
Library, 1949), p. 2i.
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Befindlichkeit 1s 1llustrated by Heidegger's simllar uss of

another word, Geworfenheilt (thrown-ness).1 By this, he 1lndi-

cates that Dasein finds i1tsslf "hurled" into existence, with-
cut having had any control over the particular external con-
ditions which sc¢ largely determline it. When Daseln acknow-
ledges this situation, instead of refusing to face 1it, its
correspondlng emotional reaction 1s that of angulshed dread

_(Angst).2 Befindlichkelt, then, expresses both the fact of

Dasein's condltloned-ness, and the emotional "econditioning"
which rssults.

Althousgh ™comprehension® is the literal translation
of the second of the 'existentialla'!, there 1is pefhaps no
gingle Engllsh word which can do full justiece to the mean-
Ing acqulred by "Verstehen™ in Heldegger's philosophy. Far
from having a merely coznltive signiflcance, 1t 1s always at
the service of the basic self-concern already described. One
13 tempted to translate it as "“schemlng" or "the projection
of enterprises." Heldegger's meaning l1s elaborated by the

concepts project (Entwurf) and interpretation (Auslegung).:5

The former reofers especlally to the fact that Dasein al-
ways thipks and acts in terms of 1ts possibilitles (Mbz-

lichkeitsn): that is, of what 1t may become. Hence 1t

continually makes proJects for the fulfillment of these

15ee 52, p. 175.
2See SZ, #40.
%see Sz, #31, 32.
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possitilities. Interpretatlon is the process by which the

world is constituted as a totality of‘meaningful relestions
with reference to Dasein's self-concern. kors specifically
it is verstehen that is able to Interpret the structure of
Dasein itself, as revealed in Dasein's own transparency to
Being itself.

Equally primary with the other two existentialia aé

constituents of Sorge and of Dasein 1s Speech (Rede).l

Hoidegger has less to say about it than about the other two,
his chief point being that speech, as communication, 1is the

correlate of being-wilth-others.

Authentic and Unauthentlic Exlstence

Thus far the account hes been largely descriptive:
Dasein 1s constituted by Sorge, with 1ts three elements Befind-

lichkeit, Verstehen, and Rede. From the first, however,

HBeidegger spesks of what proves to be an exceedingly compli-
cated factor in the understanding of Dasein, and even of
Heldegger himselfl Although the structure just outlined is
valid for all Dasein as such, nevertheiess it can exist 1in

two alternative modes, the one authentic, the other unauthentic

(eigentlich, uneigentlich)}. Actually, instead of "authehtic",

the word “"proper", understood in all its connotations, more
adequately expresses certailn nuances of meaning contalned in

the German eigentlich. In the first place, it does carry the

lyee 57, #34.
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the connotation of "genuilne", as when the English say,
"Bgeause of present austerity conditions, we cennot serve
you a proper tea". American slang employs the word "real"
in the same sense: "He is a real ballplayer". This mean-
ing of "fulfilling objectilve specifications“ can thus be
rendered equally by "proper" and by "authentic". In the

second place, however, the word eigentlich, especially as

used by Heldegger, refers even more emphatically to a shade
of meaning not contained in "authentlic": that of
"peculiarly one's own", deriving from the adjective eigen

(see the 0xford German-English Dictlonary). If this emphasis

upon the particular were to be rendered by the word "authentich,

the treanslation would have to be expanded into an entire
phrase, such as "authentically one's own". The word "proper",
however, does contain this additional meening (see Webster's

New International Dictionary, second edition). Like the

French propre, from which it derives, 1t, too, can mean "one's
own", referring not to the generic, but to the particular.
Associated with this highly specific sense of "proper" is 1its
use In the phrsase "proper noun", a usage which, by coincidence,

hag special affinities with Heidegger's use of eligentlich.

For the opposite of a proper noun 1s a common noun. And if
"common" (in this sense) is made to correspond with

uneigentlich, it conveys the same banal (alltgglich) quality

which Heidegger attributes to this word. It mlight therefore
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be argued that "proper" and "common" are more adequate

translations of eigentlich end uneigentlich than are

"authentic" and "unauthentic". In the interest of keeping
technical jsrgon to & minimum, however, the latter palr of
opposites will be used throughout the present essay, sincs
they already enjoy such a wide currency.

Suffice it to note definitely that elgentlich is

especially difficult to translate because of its dual con-
notation. On the one hand, it does imply a norm by which

any act cen be tested. Thils 1s its generic sense. On the
other hand, however, it is highly specific: an act is
"authentic” only if it 1s the genuine expression of my own
true self, only if it is "authentically I". In so far as
this test of authenticity may be applied to all actions, 1t
mey truly be called normative. But this normative quality is
merely formal. The content of any "authentic" act depends
strictly upon the individual agent, and may not be pre-
seribed. This ambiguity in one of his key words reflects

the ambigulty in Heidegger's philosophy as a whole, for the
reader can never be guite sure whether or not the authentlc
mode of existence receives the anthor's endorsement as against
the unauthentic. Even though its content be unpredictsble,
one might well suppose that the normative connotation of

eigentlich would imply theaet such exlstence is in some way

preferable or desirable.
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Zut this is precisely what he 1s at great pains-ax—
plicitly and repeatedly to deny.l And here perhaps the
key question for the inquiry into Heldegger's treatment of
fpeadom stands out in strong relief: for in spite of his
{nsistence that neither of the two modes has aﬁy normative
significance whatever, nevertheless his treatment certainly
does carry a thinly veiled scorn for the unauthentic mode,
and a corresponding admiration for the arthentic. Marjorie
Grene states that this implicitly normative attitude was even
more pronounced in Heldegger's lectures.2 A more detalled
analysis of this problem will occur later in this study; for
the present purpose a brief summary of the respective
characteristics of the two modes will suffice.

a) The unauthentic mode. The very word used by

Heideéger to characterize the unauthentic Dasein has power-
fully derogatory connotations: Verfallen; that is, "fallen",
or even "degenerated"~-though he hastens to insist that this
does not imply a fall from an originally higher and purer

3
state. In the "verfallen" state, Daseln loses itself in the

1For example, in SZ, pp. 176, 222, 243.

2See Mar jorie Grene, Dreadful Freedom (Chicago Unlver-
sity Press, 1948), p. 148.

%see SZ, p. 176.
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public anonymity known &s Yeveryone": d4as Man. 1 Forsaking
its own nature, it seeks refusme In the thousand-and-one petty
details of everyday life. Hence Verfallen is descrlbed as

& fall into Alltgglichkeit;z that 1s, into "every-day-ness,”

or "benality." 1In this condition, the basis of Dasein is
st11l Sorge, or self-concern; but this Sorge is manifiested,
not suthentically as concern for its own most private and
most extreme possibilitles, but merely as a half-frenzied,
half-satiated preoccupation with mundane trivialitles.

When Sorge undergoes this unauthentle modification,
1ts three components can be expected to exhibit a correspond-

ingly "fallen" aspect. Accordingly, Befindlichkeit, or "con-

ditionedness,”" is now experlenced merely as fear, vwhrich differs

from the genuine Angst In always having a determinate o'bject.3

Tt is as though, by means of setting up definlte and speciflc
fears, one tried to overcome the anguish of the flnite crea-
ture who is called upon to fulfill iInfinite possibilities.
This is as fubile as any attempt to bridge a qualitative gap
by quantitative meens. It is like counting to infinity,
though it may bring the illusion of contentment.®

Corresponding to this unauthentic manifestation of

l1pi4.

1
2Allté.glichkeit is by no means conslstently used in
this sense. It 1s sometimes used as thouzh it represented the
undifferentiated Dasein, of which authentlc and unauthentic
existence are modes. This will become cruclal 1in the subse-
quent enalysis of freedom in Heldegger's thought.

3

sZ, #30. 45¢e 82, p. 177.
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Befindlichkelt is the similarly verfallen understandlng, or

Verstehen. In this condition Dasein 1s no longer disclosed

{erschlossen) to itself as it truly is; that is, as a being

responsible to 1tself for the fulfilling of its own most

genuine possibilities.1

)2

Instead, it becomes ambigucus (zwel-

deutlpg)}® attempting to understand ltself in terms of the svery-
day world.® This unauthentic understanding of 1tself can in
turn only mean that the "projects” (Entwarfe; see above) by
whiéh it attempts to fulfill itself are badly misconcelved.
Instead of belng true to its own most Intilmate and most ex-
treme possibllities, it caters to the standards of the mass,
prostituting itself to public fads and conventions. Thils 1s

the conditlon of curiosity (Neuzler) in the broadest sense.

It 1ncludes all that might be comprehended under the English
expreasion, "keeping up with the Joneses.”

The third of the 'exilstentlalia', speech (Rede) has
in 1ts turn a characteristic "fallen" manifestation in the

unauthentic mode; namely, public prattle (Gerede). This is

the natural correlate whenever Daseln attempts to escape
from Sorge as ultimate concern by busying itself wlth the
multitude of finite concerns of everyday 1llfe. Like the
other two 'existentialig', and llke Sorge as a whole, speech
assumes the unauthentic mode whenever "the world 1s too much

with us." And indeed, when is thlis not the case? Heldegger

Isee 52, p. 144. S3ee 52, #37.

SSee 8%, p. 146.
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replies, 1n a way reminiscent of Nietzsche's "all too ﬁumanl“
that 1t 1s practically always the case. Dasein exists "prima
facle and mostly" (zunachst and zumeist) in the unauthentic

1

mede.

b) The authentic mode. In the course of the forego-

ing remarks, much has already been ilmplied concerning the
authentic mode, and the succeedlng section will concern itself
directly with considerably more. For the present purpose a
brief summery should therefore sufflece. First, as to Sorge

as 8 whole In the sauthentlic mode: as already indlcated,
genuine Sorge 1s distingulshed from the unauthentlic in that

1t 1s the unlimlted concern of Dasein for the responsibility
of fulfilling 1ts own lndeterminate possibilities, rather

than & number of partlcular concerns for specific objects.
Corresponding tc thls authentlc Sorge, 1lts three constituents

undergo a simllar authentlc modiflcation. Beflndlichkelt 1s

now manifested as the condltion of Angst--of anxious dread at
being a flnlte creature, yet called upon to fulfiil Indeter-
minate possibilities. As such, Angst might be deslgnated as
the apprehenslon of Sorge as Infinlte, as "hottomless, "2

as boundless, ILikewlse, when Verstehen becomes authentic,

the true situation of Daseiln is disclosed (erschlossen) to

itself. It no longer attempts to understand itself on the

basis of the world, but in terms of 1its own ultimsate

1see SZ, #38.

®see Sz, #40.
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rossglbilitiles. Henceforth its projects are based upon these,

And finally, when speech (Rede) is authentic, it eschews
populer gosslp and retires into silenceza-which, contradictory
though 1t sounds, Heldegger declares to be & mode of spesch.
Does thls mean that authentic existence required with-
drawal from the world, as from the source of its temptation
to compromise with the banal ﬁursuits of sveryday life? Al-
though this 1s preclsely what Heldegger himself has ciol'le,"5
and although 1t 1s 1In keeping with the ultimate issue of his
phllosophy, 1t must be recalled that the present section is
devot ed to extraéting the "Exlstentlal® elements from his
thought. 1In keeping with this trend, he replies wlth an em-
phatic "no." Since the very being of Dasseln i1s to-be-in-the-
world, any retreat into 1solation would deny this structure.?
Hence the authentic Dasein does not retire from mundane activi-
tles; it simply has no more 1llusions about them. It sess
them for what they are, as wholly 1nconsequential,5and with
this uncompromising insight is actually in a better position
to take whatever action is required by the situation.6 It may

continue to carry on the same outward activities as the

‘See 37, #31, 32.
23 ee Sz, #34.

3See the blographical foreword in Existence and Beings.

“See 82, pp. 208, 320, 384.

SSee SZ, p. 266.

Ssee 82, p. 391.
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anonymous "everyone” (@as Man), but 1ts motivésrwill be
different. 1Instead of burying 1tself in a heap of worldly
chores and cares, it will perform them in a spirit of self-
acceptance,laccepting at the same time the staggering
responsibllity entailed thereby. When Daseln acts in such a
way, when it comes to grips with reality and makes concrete
decisions without 1llusions, it is said to act with "Ent-

schlossenheit™; that 1s, with "resolve," or with "resolute

declsion." Perhaps more than any otker single word in
Heldegger's vocabulary, this word connotes freedom; certainly
1t 1s the one which he uses most often to describe it. One
of the purposes of the present essay is to follow the fate

of Entschlossenhelt throughout hls philosophy, and to ask

whether at the end the meaning of the word has not undergone
a declisive change. First, however, a speclal section will be
devoted to examining the genulne freedom which can be based
upon the "Existential" elements of EHeidegger's philosophy as

presented thus far.

l3ee 52, p. 345.
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B - FREEDOM BASED UPON THE

FOREGOING STRUCTURE

In the case of Bergson, 1t was noted how a prodlg-
ious effort was made on behalf of freedom, but on such a
basls that a sort of capricious indeterminism was the result.
Heunce it 1s necessary to lngquire in the case of Heldegger
whether or not his frequent use of words llke "freedom" and
"decision™ 1s justified, first slimply on the basis of the

foregolng structure as abstracted from Sein und Zelt, and

finally within the context of his philosophy as a whole.
It is with the first of these inquiries that the present

section 18 concerned.

Ia There a Real Choilce?

If freedom and dsclslon are to fetain their mesning,
then Daseln must really be confronted with a llve option;
that 1s, 1f freedom 1s to exercise 1fts power of decislon,
there must be alternatives from which to choose. As applled
to the present problem, this would require that Dasein be in

a position to decide (entschliessen) for elfher the authentic

or unauthentic existence. And thils 1s apparently preclsely
what Heldegger has in mind when he states thet Daseln 1s free
for the possibility of authenticlity or unauthenticity,lor

that Dasein has the possibility of either choosing 1ltself,

1see 52, pp. 43, 191, 252.
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and thereby of galning itself, or of lesing itself, and there-

by only appearing to gain jtselfr,l It follows that there is no

neceasity for the unauthentic or "fallen" state.<

Rather, there
could be no such mode In the first place except on the basis
of a prior authentic mode!

"Unelgentlichkeit hat mogliche Elgentllichkeit zum

no

Grunde. Hence Dasein 1s in a position to retrieve itself

from the "perditlion" or "lost-ness" (Verlorenheit) of the

Ufallen" mode,4 and declsion 1s therefore a real possibility.

To declde for authentic existence 1s to exercilse Entschlossen-

helt, and this in no merely metaphorical sense {on the basis

only of the accompanying citations).

Does Authenticity Recelve Impliclt Sanction?

It has already been noted that Heldegger professes
complete indifference toward the two modes, claiming only to
describe them. And yet what has been sald thus far must cer-
tainly confirm Marjorie Grene's testimony concerning his lec-
tures: that the authentlc mode 1s presented as decidedly
superior. And if it 1s so presented, then it is subtly es-

pousing a view of how free choice ought to be exercised--

1see 5z, p. 42.

©Phe statements cited here will be flatly contra-
dicted by others at a later point in the present chapter,

3SZ, p. 259; ef. also p. 42.
4see SZ, p. 263. As will be brought out later, this

position would require a sort of "neutral ground," from which
Daseln makes its choice of modes.
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that is, it champions an ethle, under whatever neme 1t mey
be called. Whaet, then, is the reason why Heldegger's left
hand does not seem o know what his right 1s about?l The
answer to this question will have far-reaching repercussions,
especially for the problem of freedom. And slnce it 1s one
of the chlef points which the present study seeks to establlsh,
it may be developed as follows, in terms of the horns of a
dilemma, both of which have been seen but not surmounted by
contemporary Existentialism: 1in the first place, 1if ideal
norms are set up, then liberty 1s destroyed; for I am ruled
by the norms, I must conform to them. Moral maxiﬁs, says
Heidegzer, actually proscribe free action,zand Sartre makes
even more of the same point.3 This, then, appears to be the
reason why Heldegger cannot explicitly attribute any value to
the authentic mode: 1t would press llberty into a stralt-
jacket. But in the second place, the fact remalins that he
does attribute lmplicit value to authentlicity. Why should he
do that, instead of belng content to abide by the non-norma-
tive stand he has taken? Here perhaps we may look to Sartre

for the answer. Cholce, he says, 1ls distinguished from

lrhis guestion might be answered very briefly by
saying that he seeks to combine an "existentlal" approach,
with 1ts emphasls on freedom, with & phenomenological eap-
proach, which confines itself to simple descriptlon,

23ee 52, p. 294.

%see Jemn-Paul Sartre, L'Etre et le Feant, 19e ed.
(Paris: ILibrairie Gallimard, 1943), pp. 513, 559.
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arbitrary caprice by Intelligent reflection, in which the
value of the object to be chosen 1s apprehended.l Without

appreciatlion of the object, there is no free cholce, but only

blind impulse:?

By each of (our free acta), even when we do not
intend i1t, we constitute a scale of universal wvalues.

By making both these statements, without solving the ad1lemma
which they pose, Sartre has exposed himself to the critliclsm
of oscillating from arbltrariness, under the dlctates of the
first polnt, to idealism, under the influence of the second.
Heldegger's philosophy contains the same problem, but in far
subtler gulse. It takes the.form of an explicit denial of
normative judgments, on the one hand, coupled with an impliclt
evaluation, on the other. Perhaps this 1s one reason why
Heideggef has thus far proven a tougher nut for the eritic

to crack.

The present section sets out to discover whether or
not responsible freedom can be included within the framework
of the "Existential" elements already dlscerned Iin Sein und
Zelt. But the dllemma just posed by Existentiallsm itself
appears to call the very possibility of freedom into questlon.
On the one hand, as Nietzsche so vehemently malntained, 1f

freedom 18 concelved as the freedom to conform to certain

lsee 1bid., pp. 512, 513, 557.

23ee ibid., pp. 527 f.
5Quoted by Paul Fouqulé in Exlstentialism, trans.

Forrest Williams snd Stanley Maron (New York: Philosophical
Library, 1949), p. 72, from Actlion, Dec. 27, 1944,
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ideal norms, then non-conformlty and rebelllon will be the

greater freedom. One 1s remiﬁded of the free-thinking
clergyman who, &as vislting preacher at another church, just
before the service was proffered & black choir-gown.

UTs this gown obligatory?" he asked.

"Not olligatory, just customary," was the answer,

"Good. If it is not obligatory, I'1l wear it. But
if 1t 1s, I won't." |

On thls basis, ideal values seem about to be read out
of court altogether, But then follows Sartre's equally em-
phatic 1nsistence that without appreciation of wvalue, there
1s no free decislon, but only arbitrary impulse. One 1s re-
minded that even Nletzsche did not elimlinate values, but
only "trans-valuated! them. Neither the thought of Nietzsche
nbr that of Sartre is able to solve this Internal dllemma: no
freedom with ideal values; but no freedom without the appre-
ciation of values. In a less expliclt way, Heldegger, too,
carries on an unsuccessful running battle with this same
problem.

Does this mean that the attempt to relate freedom to
value~-judgments has struck an impasse? On the basls of the
several philosophles examined herein, the present paper hopes
to suggest & third alternative--one which would accept the
second horn of the above dlilemma (that freedom necessarlly

aporeciates), bubt, by means of special emphesls on time,

would quelify the first (that values necessarlly tyrannlze
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freedom). On the basis of thils anticipation of a possible
way of clrcumventing the dilemma, what 1s required for the
present purpose of showing that in fact Heldegger does pre-
serve the posslbillty of freedom within the context of those
elementsa of hls phllosophy mentioned thus far? Clearly, 1t
remalins only to establish that he In fact conforms to the one
horn of the dilemma which we accept: that a free decislon ap-
preclates value in the object or azct of its choics.

Since this 1ls the very proposition which'Heidegger ex-
plicitly repudiates, the burden of proof to the contrary rests
with those who see an Impllecit prizing of the authentic over
the unauthentlic mode. This is what makes his philosophy so
slippery for the critlic: the normative judgments which it
indirectly implies are repeatedly and expressly disclaimed.
Nevertheless, a careful scrutlny leaves llttle doubt of
Heldegger'a exaltation of authenticlity and scorn for its
counterpart. Some evidence for this has already been presented.
More will come out indirectly in subsequent sections. For the
present, the followlng cltetlons willl suffice:

At one point, he adapts Parmenides' poem &8s an 1llus-
tration: The goddess of truth says, "Daseiln finds 1tself al-
ready 1In truth and in untruth. The way of dliscovery wlll be
achleved only In distingulshing intelligently between them,
and in deciding for the former."t Surely this disclosure of

lSZ, Pp. 222 f.
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the goddess contains, as it did for Parmenides, a "call”® to
echcose one way and reject the other. Can the basis of such
a "call" be other than a higher evaluation of the former?

Is not the goddess telling Parmenldes how his freedom ought
to be used?

The same question may be asked when Heidégger describes
the authentic mode as choosling oneself, and the unauthentlc
as losing it,leVen though the anonymous "everyone" thinks he
has found himself. The real issue 1s, what constltutes find-
ing oneself? --for "everyone" makes the same charge agalnst
Heldegger. -Gan elther side of the argument ever ultimately
get beyond the irreducible assertion, "My way is better"e

A similarly indirect evaluation is made by Heldegger

wilth respect to whatever 1s primordial (urspraqglicb). His

attitude toward 1t approaches reverence, and he consliders

any process of development from the source as 1ipso facto

degeneration.2 When this is linked with the statement that
suthenticity is primordial relative to the unauthentic mode,3
then verfallen means degenerated in a llteral sense. But surely
the word "degenerated" is here used to mean “"relatively unworthy
of free cholce™; that is, a higher value is placed upon
authentlcity.

These instances seem to substantliate & polnt which

Sartre has perhaps seen more clearly than Heidegger, when he

2

1see Sz, p. 42. See SZ, p. 334.

33ee SZ, pp. 206, 233, 259, 317.
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says that to exist is to exercilse freedom. Life consists in

exercising choice.l And moreover, to choose is to appreciste,

to evaluate.2 To pretend to be unfree is to choose to do so,
and to estimaete such a procedure as worth while. Vnereas cer-

tain passages in Sein und Zeit would egree with the first

point, it is the second which Heldegger illustrates by at-
tempting to deny it. For example, Sartre sees that even by
suicide one cannot escape the necessity for making both de-
cisions and evaluations; to commit suicide is to decide to do

so, and to value such a course higher than life.5

Heidegger,
however, gets caught in this very trap when he tries to exter-
minate value-judgments. At first content simply to suspend
them, he finally says flatly that they constitute a blasphemy
against Being, because they sabsolutize the relative.4 And this
is just the point at which Sartre would reply, "But this is it~
aelf a normative Jjudgment! You yourself are attributing value
to Being, 8s against judgments of value!"™ The foregoing pages
offer further evidence for precisely this point. Henceforth

the guestion should be, not whether a man evaluates, but what

he values.

Is there Responsibility?

On the basis of the "Existential" elements in Heidegger's

philosophy, it has been shown that both cholce and evaluation

o
1op. cit., p. 516 Tbid., pp. 512, 513, 557.

31pbid., pv. 558f.

) |
4Brief uber den Humanismus, p. 93.
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are possible. Can the seme be sald for responsibility?
The evidence on thls point 1s considerably scantler, but
Heidegger does at least use the terms M"euilt® and "consclence”.
" Tn so far as he does so, it might be maintalned that he up-
holds responsibility, 1f "guilt" means "responsible for a 'bad!
act”, and consclence 1ls supposed both to furnish awareness of
gullt and to indicate where one's responsibilitles lie. In
actual fact, however, it 1s perhaps wiser not to make too much
of this point, for Heldegger does not use the terms in this
way'(though perhaps he does capitalize upon the residue of
their normal connotation which they retain in spite of his
novel usage).

Another requirement for responsibility is that the
ageﬁt retain his self-ldentlty; that 1s, that there be & per-
sistent self. Here, too, there is little evidence elther way.
On the one hand, he deplores the dlssolution of the self in
the snonymous "everyone“} and advocated retrieving the lost
self out of the banality of everyday 1life.2 In the main,
however, he Insists that he 1s not Interested in an anthropology,
seeking rather to outline the & priori conditions of any
anthropology. Hence, although he does frequently refer to the
self, he offers no further account of it consgslistent with that

part of his thought which we have called “Existential®,

lsee 52, p. 128.
23ee SZ, p. 268.
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Conclusion

In asking whether, on the basis of these "Existen-
tial elements, freedom 1s possible, we have arrived at a
largely affirmative answer. There is a live choice; there is
appreciatlon of value (if only implicit); and the question of
selfhood and responsibility 1s at least left opén. On this

basls, Heldegger can justifiably speak of Entschlossenheit as

'resolute declsion' which comes to grips with the realities of

the glven moment (Augenblick)l and takes whatever action 1s re-

quired by the situation with reference to Dasein's own authen-

tic possibilities. In such a context, Entschlossenhelt is

surely expressive of true freedom.

But the context changes, or rather, has been mixed
from the start. The one question which was left open above,
the question of selfhood, receives an answer as Heldegger
analyzes further the nature of Dasein and especlally its re-
latlon to time. When, after an exhaustive treatment, 1t 1s
found fhat the very "essence" of Dasein is time, then the door
slams shut upon the posslblllity of selfhood, and simultaneous-
ly, as will be argued below, upon most of what has been said

so far to substantiate freedom.

C - TIME: THE ECSTATIC GNITY OF DASEIN

Heldegger's conceptlon of time represents perhaps

the most original and important contribution tc the subject
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since Bergson. Ilke Bergson, he abandons the time~honored
dichotomy of time-and-éternity, seeking to establish an
'ontology! of time alone, wlithout any trens-temporal refer-
ence {though thils positlon is somewhat modified in the later
essays). Unlike Bergson, however, he does not conceive time
as pure succession, but as the unity of three differentlated
elements (past, present, future), none of which is reducible
to the others., It 1s just this notlon of time as "number of
motion In respect of before and after,“l that is, as succes-
sion, which has prevented western philosophy from seeing 1ts
true nature ever since Aristotle gave it this definition.<
Radical as Bergson's phllosophy of time seems, Heldezger be-
lieves that at the declslve polnt he must be classed with
Kant and Hegel as a proponent of the Aristotelian view of
time &s the succession of "before” and "after.">
It will be the task of the present esséy to show that

in abandoning any trans-temporal reference, Heldegger simul-

taneously cuts the ground from under the possibilllty of free-

laristotle, Physics, Bx. 4, ch. 11, #219b, 1. Cited

by Heldegger in Seln und Zelt, p. 42l.

20ne must lmmedistely except the Augustinlan analy-
8ls of time. See Confesslions, Bk, XI, ch. x-xxx.

Ssee Sz, #82.  One may well ask, if time is no
longer consldered as succession, exactly what meanlng the
word 1s to have.
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dom, Where hierkegaard malntained both time and eternity
in a situation of "dialectical tention", Heldegzer confines
himselfl to time alcone and thereby lets freedom elude him.
This 1s the Justiflcatlon for hils rejectlon of the applica-

tion to his philosophy of the label "mxistentialilsm,"

Temporallty as the Meaning of Sorge

Throughout the flrst section of Seln und Zelt there

are suggestlons that Sorge, with its three structural ele-
ments, wlll eventually be related to tlime, in the second
section, How can this transition be accomplished? If the

constituent of Sorge called "conditloned-ness" (Befindlichkelt)

be taken as a8 polnt of departure, 1t 1s seen that 1t relates
primarlly, thoupgh not exclusively, to the past. 1Its emotlonal
“econdltion” 1s derlved from the environmental "conditions™
which so largely determine 1t. Thls "factlecity" of Daseln--
the "fact" that I am of a siven natlonality, geographical
locatlion, heredity, historic perlod--has happened to me al-
ready; it makes me feel as though I had been hurled into a
world under conditlons beyond my control. Thls is why Daseln,

as conditloned (befindlich), may be sald to contaln the past

within itself.l
In the same way,comprehension (Verstehen) relates

chiefly to the future, especlally 1n its capacity to "project!

lSee SZ, #68 b. Heldegger attempts to show that not
only Angst, the suthentic mode of Beflndllehkelt, but even
fear, the unauthentic, relate primarily, thourh not exclusive-
ly, to the past.
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(entwerfen). For 1t, as 1t "runs ahead 1n thoug.ht"1
(vorlaufen) to Dasein's authentlc or unsuthentlc possibili-~
ties, the future 1s in some sense already present., Or
perhaps it would be more accurate to say, Daseln 1s in some
sense already future. For one cf the definltive characteris-

tics of Dasein 1s "to be ahead of itself" (sich-vorweg-sein),

and Heldegger attaches so much importance to 1t that he calls
1t vexistentiallity! itself.?

In the present, both past and future are held %to-
gether in & unity of three different elements which nelther

mutually exclude each other, nor are mutually reduclble to

one snother. Thus understood, Daseln may be sald to be already

sand to be not yet.5 In order to avold confusioén, Heldegger

speaks of thls tril-partite unity, not as time, but as tem-

porality (Zeltlichkeit); and since 1t Includes the three

texistentialla' of Scrge, he can also say that temporallty

1s the very meanling of Sorge.4

Ecstatie Transcendence

The kind of unity constituted by the three "moments”
of time 1s not the kind to which ordinary language and loglc

are sulted. FEnough haa already been sald to distingulsh it

lThis 1s Werner Brock's translation of vorlaufen as
Heldegger uses lt.
23ee SZ, #68 a.

5See SZ, p. 409.

45ee 82, pp. 326, 364, 436.
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unmistakably from a "substance” with "aceidents™, or a sub-

ject in which predicates inhere. It being rather a differen-
tiated unity, Heldegger must coln new words, and glve new
meanings to old ones, In order to speak about it. For
present purposes, two of these are especially Important:

ecstasy and transacendence.

a) Ecstasy (Ekstase). The word "gestasy" 1s used In

the most literal sense: "a standing outslde (oneself)". In-
stead of applying 1t to a subjective experience, however, he
applies it to that 1in his philosophy which stauds outside 1%t~
self; namely, the three constituents of temporallity: past,
present, and future, which he regularly refers to as "acstasles™.
In the unity of temporality, for example, the present "stands
outside itself"™ in so far as 1t 1s to some extent already

future (see above), as well as still past. Temporallty, he

says, 13 never really past (vergangen), but only has been

(gewesen).l It is a future which has been and which renders

1tself present (gewesend-gegen#;rtigende Zukunft).2 There

is an irreducible difference between the three ecstasles,

but their mutual interpenetration is so complete that 1t 1s
impossible to speak of omne without also speaking of all three.3
This 1s why they are called ec-static. The past rises out

of 1tself into the present and future; the future "has been"

1see 32, p. 328.
®see SZ, p. 326.

3 ,
See SZ, p. 145.
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and alsoc "is-present"; the present blnds past and future
together.l Tt is not at all that the thres overlap, like
the successive runners in & relay race; rather, they are not
to be thouscht of as succeasslive at all,zbut as in a state of

tension (Gespannheit) within the unity of temporality.5

This ecstatlc unity combines not only the three elements of
temporality, but also the three 'existentialla', blndling
them bgether and thus constituting Sorge, the very 'belng?
of Dasein.?

To deny that the three 'ecstasles' are successive
would seem to talke the dynamie out of time, and reduce 1t to
a static condition, but this 1s the opposlte of Heldegger's
intention. To express his conceptlon of the dynamic aspect,
he speaks of 1t as contlnually "temporalizing itself" (sich
" zeltigen). -This process is itself 'Tecstatle', because by it

the three 'ecstasles' are articulated.5 So strongly does

this description emphasize the dynamlc quality that 1t 1s

lsee 527, #66.
23¢e 52, p. 350.

Fsee 87, p. 423. In an article in Philosophy and
Phenomenologlical Research, Philip Merlan has shown the relation
of Heldegcer's 'ecstasies' of time to Husserl's account of
consclousness as always containing within {tself the "reten-
tion" of the paest and the "protension" of the future. In
Merlan's paraphrase, I am "shalling-be", I am "having-been',
Vol. VIII, Sept., 1947, pp. 23-33.

435ee SZ, pp. 331, 350.

°See SZ, p. 329.
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no longer even proper to say that time 1s; 1nstead, one must’
say, "Time temporallzes itself,“l or "Time 1s the temporaliza-
tion of tem.poralitjgr."2
Finally, 1% 1s noteworthy that time so concelved 1s not

endleas, bub comes to an end. This is because time is always

somebody's time; there is no disembodied time apart from Dasein
(the status of animals is not mentioned). Time 1s always my
time (jemeinlg); and my time will always end--at death.

b) Transcendence. Closely related to "ecstasy" in

Heldegger's usage is the word transcendence (Transzendenz).

Commentators have not always agreed as to how many senses

of the word are to be found in his writings, but de Weelhens
manages to bring scme unilty into the various usages by. con-
sidering them all as aspects of Dasgsegin's self-temporalization.4
The basic meaning attached to the word is that of "passing
beyond," or "surpassing" (Hbersteig——note the similarity

to the use of "ecstasy"), which contains also that toward

which and that from which the surpassing occurs, and even

the process in which 1t occurs. In the first place, Daseln
transcends 1tself toward the world; that is, it is transcendent
by virtue of being-in-the-world, instead of an lsolated sub-

ject. Second, 1t transcends the world in the direction of

lgee 82, p. 328.
25ee 8%, p. 331l.

S31pid,

4Op. cit., ch. 13, 14. This entire paragraph 1is

based on de Weelhens! extremely helpful analysis.
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of Being (that 1s, of intellicibility), for 1t has conferred-

meaningfulness upon the brute chaos (Grundverborgenheit)

into which all objects in the world would otherwlse lapse;
correlative with this 1s the transcendence out of this ori-
mordial nothingness, whlch plays such a prominent role in

Was 1st Metaphysik? Third, Dasein transcends itself toward

its own future; it ls always ahead of itgelf. Closer scrutiny
of these three kinds of transcendence reveals their relation
to the 'existentialia' of Sorge and to the 'ecatasles' of
temporality: the first relates to facticlty (the past), the
second to Verstehen as dis-covery of truth, the third to Ver-
stehen as fTproject! (future). All three are thus aspects of
the process in which Dasein is constlituted; that 1s, in which
temporality temporallzes 1taelf. As Heldegrer remarks, to
say that Dasein transcends 1s tautological.l

Most important for the present purpose 1s to observe
what "transcendent" does not mean for Heldezger. In one of
1ts ordinary uses it refers to that which 1s beyond tlme
and/or space, frequently in the religious sense of a ftrans-
cendent God". Such usage connotes the greater perfection
of the trans-finlte over the finlte. But for Heidegger,

the word connotes the opposlte--the incompleteness of that

which transcends, for 1t transcends toward that which 1t is
not yet (in the case of the future), or toward that which

1imits it (in the case of the world). In this sense, trans-

lVom Wesen des Grundes, p. 81 {(clted by de Waelhens,
oo. clt., p. 248.
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cendence is really the stigma of incompleteness, whether
owing to Dasein's being not yet its own future possibilities,

or to 1ts requiring a reference to what 1is outside itselfl

(the world).

Finally, &s already implied, and as commentators
have so freguently polnted out,ltranscendence 1s no longer to
be contrasted with lmmesnence, but occurs strictly within the
finite. It is, as Jean Wahl says, 2 ttranscendence withln

immanence."2

Authentlc History

When he finally correlates the three texlstentialla?
of Sorge with the three 'ecstasles' of temporality,3 Heldeg-
ger contrasts the authentic and unauthentlic modes wilth res-
pect to past,'present, and future, and ultimately outlines a
philosophy of history on this basis. An authentlic past con-
sists, not 1n attempting to deny one's t conditlonedness’',

(Befindlichkelt), one's tfacticity', by unauthentically for-

getting 1it, but in fully understanding one's relatedness, and

accepting it. Thls acceptance is manifest in the repetition

1
-~Cf. Fmmanuel Mounler, Existentielist Philosophles,

trans. Eric Blow (ILondon: Rockliff, itd., 19248), p. 124.
Helmut Kuhn, in Encounter with Nothingness (Hinadale, Illinols:
Henry Regnery Co., 1949), polnts out the veflexive aspect of
#his "extending beyond oneself.”  For although Daseln does
trenscend toward the world and toward the future, the ultimate

reference is back agaln on itself, for this 1s preclsely the
meaning of self-concern.

20p. eit., p. 15.

35ee ST, #68.
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(iederholung, a term adapted from Kilerkegaard) of one's

own past, whereby Dasein acknowledges and reaffirms its own
incomplete, fragmentary, dependent exlstence. The authentlc
future is distinguished from its counterpart as follows:

the unauthentlic drives Daseln from immedlate future to lm-
medlate future with impatient expectance (Gewgrtigen),
ignoring 1ts own most intimate and most extreme possiblilty,
whereas the authentic runs ahead in thought to preclsely this
possibility: death, which represents the imposslibility of
any further possibilities (the vital significance of death
for Heldegger's phllosophy will be considered below). Flnally,
the unauthentlc present, forgetting its past and lgnoring
death, flits from moment toAmoment, having lost 1tself, yet
under the 1llusion of well-belng. It dares never delay, and

1s therefore bermed aufenthaltlos ("wlthout a stop").l Con-

tpasted with this is the Augenblick (literally, "moment™",

but with a special significance; also adapted from Kierkegaard),
an ecstatic retention of past and future®in which the resolute
decislon of authentic Dasein comes to grips with the sltuation.
Whatever action 1s teken will depend on the relation of the
given siltuatlon to Dasein's own ultimate possibility, death.
Sipce this eventuality is at all times decislve, the future

has a certaln primacy over the other two 'ecstasies'.5

l5ee SZ, p. 347.
23ee SZ, p. 538.

°see 52, pp. 329, 427.
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As applied to history, these conceptions determine
1
whether history itself is genulne or not. A brief account

of authentic history will suffice: Repetition, as applied

to history, means that Daseln embracés the cultural traditlon
out of which it springs. Choosing the heritage (Erbe) be-
queathed to 1t by 1its predecessors, it finds therelin its own
destiny (Schicksal)B. More specifically, 1t chooses for
repetition some hero of the past whose possibllitles it
decides to realize for itself.3 But the chilef emphasis is

not individuallstic, but collective: Dasein jolns with others
of 1ts own generation to fulflll the common destiny (Geschick)
of their copmon heritage. To this end, authentic Dasein
stands ready at any moment to choose its own death {(the kin-
ship to Nietzsche is obvious here). In thus "being-for-

death” (sein zum Tode), Dasein acquires & super-power, which

becomes especlally evident 1n battle.4 It 1s this "eschate-
logical neopaganism“swhich beomes more proncunced in the

essays on Holderlin.

1See'SZ, Section II, ch. 5.

23ee SZ, p. 384.

“See 8Z, p. 385.

43¢e 57, p. 384.

5He1mut Kuhn so describes the easays on Holderlin in
op. cit., pp. 12, 152,
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The Turning Point in Feldegger's Philoscphy

Heldegger's philosophy has been presented thus far
with the deliberate aim of withholding as long as possible
vhat 1s certainly one of the gravest problems in his thought,
as well as the decisive factor in his conception of fresdom.

Though present from the earliest chapters of Sein und Zeit,

1t 1s so well camouflaged that the reader 1is apt to discover
it only in retrospect, when he re-traverses the tortuous
course of the argument up to the polnt where the problem can
be concealed no longer. This point occurs when Heldegger sets
about correlating the three 'existentialia' of Sorge with the
three 'ecstasles' of time. Preparatory to doing this, he
.recapitulates the three 'exlstentialia’, and the startled

reader encounters first, facticity; second, Existenz; and

third, no longer speech at all, but -- VERFALLEN!I Whereas

the 'fallen' condition was formerly presented as a possible
mode of Daseln, it has suddenly become constitutive! Speech,
which was formerly presented as the third element of §g£53,2
is briefly referred to as comprising rather the totality of
temporallty, with special reference to the present,sbut
declines in importance throughout the remainder of the book.

Henceforth Verfallen 1s regularly listed as the third of the

texistentialia'!, as for example In the statement:

l5ce 32, p. 249 f.

23¢e 87, #34.

3See SZ, #68 4.
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The unitg of the constitgtive momentsnof §2§52,

that is, of "existentiallty," "factlicity,” and fallen-
ness,"” made posslible the previous ontologlical circum-
scription of the structural totality of Daseln as a
whole.

It may well be precisely owing to its consplcuousness,
when once spotted, that thls inconsistency has eluded so many
commentators. Werner Brock, for example, 1s confent to say,
®"The 'Verfallensein', though it is a movement inte 'unauthen-
ticity‘, 1s manifest in some respects 1In every Dasein.“2
Once this statement is mede (and it may very probably be true
to Helidegger's own positlion), then the difference between
authenticity and unauthenticity has become blurred, has be-
come & mere difference of perspective. And in that case,
the cholice between the two, upon whiéh freedom was based,
has lost 1ts 1mportance. This is the conclusion which the
remainder of thls essay hopes to substantiate. For the sake
of emphasis, the following passages are clted in order to
show beyond all doubt the way ln which unauthenticity, or
"fallen-ness," is sometimes referred to as a possible mode,
and sometimes as constltutive of Dagein:

on the one hand, Verfallen definitely characterizes

the unauthentic mode, with its publlc prattle, curloslty,

lupie Einheit der kongtitutlven Momente der Sorge,
der Existentlalitat, Faktizltat, und Verfallenhelt, srmog-
iichte dle erste ontologische Umgrenzung der Ganzhelt des
Strukturganzen des Daselns." 82, pp. 316f. Italics mine.

20p. cit., p. 63.




136

and ambiguity;lon the other, and indeed on the very next

page in Seln und Zeilt, 1t is definitive for Paseln (eine

existentlale Bedingung).2 At one time, it 1s & possilble

mode;sat another it 1s liated with the structural elements
of Sorge.4 At scattered points throughout the book Heldegger

repeats that Dasein is zunfchst und zumeist verfallen, that is,

primarlly and generally;syet equally throughout the second

half of Seiln und Zelt he lists Verfallen as cne of the con-

stitutive elements of Dasein.6 At one point, Heldegger appears
to consider this fundamental amblpgzuity himself, but in actual
fact he simply glves 1t his blessing! This occurs toward the

end of the book, where he explalins why the terms zungchst und

zumelst are used of the every-day state of Daseln: the glst
of his remark is that zungchst refers to the fact that Daseln
is always disclosed as "banal"; zumelst refers to the fact
that Desein 1s not dways, but only as a general rule, lost In

the publlc "everyone"!7 This remarkable statement goes

lsee 52, p. 175. ®see 8Z, p. 176.

4

Ssee 52, p. 176. See SZ, p. 325.

Ssee SZ, p. 251. Ssee SZ, pp. 284, 346.

7“'Zungchsth bedeutet: dle Welse in der das Daseln
im Mitelnander der offentj]ichkelt 'offenbar' 1st, mag es
apch 'im CGrunde' die Alltaglichkelt gerade existentlell
tuberwunden' haben. 'Zumeist' bedeutet: dle Welse, in der
das Dasein nicht immer, aber 'In der Regel', slich fur Jederman
zelgt." SZ, p. 370. Does the fact that "im Grunde" and
"aberwunden® are in quotation marks suggest that tThey are to
be taken metaphorically?
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far toward corroborating the suggestion already made to—
the effect that the distinction between the two modes be-
comes less and less clear -- until in the end 1t becomes

a purely formal one, and, what amounts to the same thing,

wholly arbitrary.

An Illustration

In the earller development of the structure of
Dasein, the three 'exlstentialia' were described as neutral
constituents which could assume an suthentlc or an unauthentlc

mode, and it was suggested that thils neutral ground, from

which Dasein chose one possibility or the other, was indispen-
aable to freedom. When these 'existentialia' were lntegrated
with Heidegger's conception of time, however, the neutral
ground suddenly vanished, and Dasein as such was declared to
be "fallen". The impllications for freedom of thls Inconsis-
tency will be considered subsequently. Suffice it to note
for the present that 1f Heldegger contlnues to speak of free-
dom, 1t is entirely to be expected that this notion of =a
neutral ground from which to choose would constently reappear,
and so indeed it does, just as value judgments, though explli-
citly denled, were seen to be continually insinuated into
the discussion. An 1llustration 1is herewlth offered of this
disappearance and reappearance of an evanescent middle ground
with particular reference to what he calls "world time" or
"public time".

Heldegger'a account of time differs so drastlcally

from what is ordinarily meant by the word that he has to say
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something about ordlnary time. Perhaps surprislingly, he
calls it "genuine” (echte), and criticizes Bergson for re-
garding it as a quentitatlive corruptlon of qualitatlive duréé.l
In addition to this world time (Weltzeit), however, there

must alsc be an unauthentlc time, called wulgar (vulgﬁre

EEEE)- Wwhat 1s the distinction betwseen these two, the one
defended against Bergson's charge of degeneration, the other
regarded in much the same way &3 the French philosopher re-
garded clock time? The answer to this question involves the
same problem of & neutral ground. Although he begins by dis-
tinguishing sharﬁly between the two, in the end he has pre-
dicated of the one so much of what was already attributed to
the other, that the distinction between the two 1s extremely
difficult to see. The present purpose is not so much to bring
order out of the confusion as to f1lilustrate 1t.

| World time, or public time,2 is that in which Daseln
js actively engaged in following its varlous pursults Iin the
world. PFor 1t, tlme is always time for, 1n the sense of time
for work, time for dinner, time for bed.s In order to glve
meaning to its world at all, Daseln must be able to order 1t
by giving dates to the various events he experlences. The
principal function of world time is therefore %o make 1t

possible to date them as now, as then (future), or as at_that

1see S7, pp. 933, 418.

ESee 5Z, p. 426.

Ssee SZ, p. 414.
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time (past).l Without this Dasein could not gilve meaning
to 1ts world, and i1t is, in fact, generated, like the world,

as an aspect of the self-temporalization of Dasein. 2

Since
1t 13 thus a correlate of the world, every "now" of this
kind of time has its own corresponding "there".® The
reckoning of time began, in fact, wilth the correlation
tthere-now", "now-there” (this leads to an elaborate explana-

tion of the origin of keeping tlme by the sun).? The present

therefore enjoys & certain primacy in the public time.®

This genulne world time, however, can become corrupted
into an unauthentic vulgar time.® In a manner strongly remin-
iscent of Bergson,7 Heldegger characterizes thls process as
mistaking the calculation for that which is calculated,8
with the result that world time becomes spatialized.g This

happens because Daseln forgets that every "now" 1s correlated

with a particular place and a particular concern, that svery

1See 3%, p. 407.

23e¢e SZ, pp. 419f.

5see S%, p. 408.

43ee SZ, pp. 415ff.

53ee Sz, pp. 354, 403, 408,

636e SZ, pp. 422, 424, 426.

TTean Wahl does not hesitate to say that Heldegger is
ultimately reduced to & conception of true time and spurlous
time very like that of Bergson. Op. git., p. 22.

B3ee 32, pp. 412, 416.

93¢e SZ, pp. 535, 411, 425.
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1 All moments of

“now" 1s a "now-there” and a "time-for".

time are thereby reduced to a common level (nivelliert),2

and time 1is concelved as an endless Tlow of identical ™now's™;
as such, it 1s termed "now-time™ (Jetztzeit),3 and 1s respon-
slble for the spurious notlion of eternity as a timeless
moment.? Thus reduced to mere succession, vulgar time is no
longer capable of giving dates or meaning to svents within
the world,5 and is therefore asserted to be unauthentiz and
"fallen®, 9

This discuasion of Heidegger's distinctlion between the
two kinds of time (each different from "temporallty' as already
described) 1s intended primarily to 1llustrate one point: the
constant oscillation in his philosophy between a middle
ground (in this case, world time) out of which elther authen-
tilcity or unauthentlcity mizht develop, and, on the other hand,
the tendency to define Daseln as such as unauthentic. Concomi-
tant with this trend is the obscuring of the difference be-
tweeen the two modes. Our thesis 1s that i1f “authentic®” and
"unauthentic"” are to retain thelr meaning, there must be some

sort of prius from whose point of wvantage Daseiln chooses the

- Isece S5Z, p. 422.
%See 82, p. 424.
I5ee SZ, pp. 422, 427.

4See SZ, p. 427, note.

5See SZ, p. 422.
6see 52, pp. 422, 424, 426,
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one mode or the other. But on the basis of Heldegger's
refusal to transcend temporality, no such vantage pecint 1s
avallable. The result is that the distinbtion between the
two modes does in fact become obscured, while the appearance
of a neutral ground is from time to time maintained. The
evidence for this in the present case is as follows:

The above treatment endeavored as far as possible to
preserve & distinctlon between the two kinds of time, but
nevertheless, at least two difficulties emerge, even wlthiln
this artificiallj clarified presentation: 1TIn the first place,
in world time the present is primary; yet wvulgar time 1s known

as "now-time."

Secondly, the former dates events by relating
them to past, present, and future, while the latter conslsts
"merely" in the successlion of beforé and after. In each of
these two cases, it becomes extremely difficult to discern
the difference between the two kinds of time, and the diffi-

culty emounts to impossibility when 1t 1s said that datablllity

dgpends upon the notion of before—and-after,l and that meanlng-
fulness depends upon the “now-structure."2 Datablllity and
meaningfulness apply to world time, but before-and-after end
the "now-structure" apply to vulgar tlme! The confusion is
exacerbated when it 1s recalled that world time is “public",

though not "fallen"; in generel, however, "public” means pre-

1See SZ, pp. 406, 407.

25ee SZ, p. 422.
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cisely "rallen"l--as when Heldegger speaks of vulgar time -
itself as public!g Elsewhere he states that world time 1s '

a correlate of Dasein's "thrown-ness" (Geworfenheit); now, as

will be brought out below, Heldegger is ultlmately reduced to
equating the "fallen" state wth the facticity or "thrown-ness”
of Daseln. In this particular context, however, as he is
anxious to distinguish world time from vulgar time, he speaks
of 1t as "teuthentic' public time"--with. "authentic" 1n
quotafion marks!5 This utter confusion 1s worse confounded
when he states at one point thet world time arises from Daseln's
precccupatlon with the wor-ld4 (vihhich was earlier characterized
as unauthentic!)}, and at another that wvulgar time has the same
origin!5 Similarly, he deplores at one time the prevalence of
vulgar time since Aristotle's definition,sand at another
states that although 1t indeed belongs to the everyday mode,
it has 1ts own proper place.’ If this be true, then what 1s
left of world time? Has 1%t not 1in fact been absorbed?

The foregoing citations have been designed to show
conclusively that, whether consclously or otherwise, Heldeg-
ger's philosophy represents am attempt to have it both ways.
On the one hand, he maintalins to the end & formal distinction
between world tlme snd vulgar time. But on closer examination

the distinction vanishes. In the followlng section it will be

lsee 52, p. 175. Ssee SZ, p. 422.
23¢e S2, p. 425. Ssee 52, p. 421.
Ssee 82, p. 412, Tsee SZ, p. 426.

4see 52, p. 407.
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further emphasized that in a simllar way & formal distinc-
tion 1s made between the unauthentic mode snd the neutral
ground out of which it can develop, but that in fact this
distinctlon 1s obscured. And moreover, vhen this occurs,
freedom no longer has any vantage polnt from wich to choose,
wlth the result that the distinction betwsen the ﬁwo mod es
themselves becomes a merely formal one. And on such a basis,
authentlicity will be reduced merely to the recognition of
one's "fallen-neas™. Of this parody of freedom there 1s al-
ready a hint in the discussion of world time, when Heldegper
says that "vulgar fime knows only world time. "L Might not
this Imply that world time knows of another kind of time,
namely temporality, and that the difference bétween.world
time and public 4me simply consists in this knowl edge? The
followlng section will attempt to show that thils 1s in fact
the interpretation required when the distinction between the

two modes becomes obscured.

D - FREEDOM UNDeRMINED

In the previous sectlon 1t was suggested that the fate
of freedbm, hanging in the balance from the beginning of Sein
und Zeit, 1is finally sealed when Heldegger attempts to relate
it to his theory of time. The failure of this attempt was

lsee 52, p. 427.
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signalized by the necessity of regarding unauthenticity, not.

merely as an option, but as constltutlve of Daseln. The time

has now come to relate thls fundamental ambigulty with an
equally lmportant ambivalence mentloned earlier; namely, the
fact that any normative connotation In the wofd "authentic”
is vigorously denied, yet definitely implied. It can now be
seen that both these amblgulties belong together:

1) 1If an evaluative judgment is placed upon the two
modes, a8 by lmplicatlon it certainly is, then this can only
mean that, as Heldegger so often says, Dasein 1s free to choose
one or the other. But if this i1s the case, then it will not do

to say that Dasein as such is unauthentic. It chooses the

"fallen" state.
2} If, on the other hand, Heidegger be taken at face

value, and the two modes regarded merely as descrilptlons, then

Heldegger can lndeed say that unauthenticlty is constltutlve;
but 1f Dasein as such is "fallen," then what about the authen-
tic sfate? Has it any relevance? In the face of such a
question, there are two possible answers, each equally fatal
to frecedom:

a) It is possible to blur the distinction between the
two modes; or

b) It is possible to regard the authentic as simply
the recognitlon of the unauthentic.
As has been suggested, and will be further substantiated,

Heldegger resorts to both these answers.
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3) Heldegger's philosophy consists to a considéf-
able extent of an Intricate interweaving of the twe mutually
exclusive alternatives just listed as (1) and (2). Since
one permlts freedom and the other does not, an Investigation
like the present one ls confronted with the endless task of
sifting the elements belonglng to one strand from those per-
tinent to the other. Symptomatlc of Heldegger's protean pro-

penslties is the alternate disappearance and recurrence of

what has elready been referred to a&s a neutral ground on the

basis of whiceh Daseln becomes authentic or otherwise. It ias

at once apparent that some such ground wlll be a necessary
correlate of alternative number (1) above, in which a) norme-
tive value 13 attributed to authenticlty, and b) the two modes
are possiblilities, not constltuents, of Daseln. For If Dasein
becomes authentlc (or unauthentic) on the basls of choice,
there must be somethlng logically prior to either mode, some-
thing which makes the cholce and which becomes {(even 1f in
fact this prilus is never found 1n abstraction from one of the
two modes, a3 & chameleon is alﬁays either brovn or green).
(Parenthetically, it can be noted here that the
analogy of the chameleon Introduces still enother complication
in the problem of freedom. For on such a basis the colors, slnce
no longer taken as constitutive of the 1lilzard, but only incl-
dental, thenceforth lose thelr lmportance. The dlastinctlen
between them 1s malntained, but its Importance disappears.

This is wihat lles behind the loglclan?!s perennlal disparage-
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ment of normative judgments: “That which chooses,™ he says,
"ig prior to that which 13 chosen." Reduced to lts simplest
terms, this statement reads, "Becoming presupposes Being."
This is why ethics has seldom fared well at the hands of

loglcisns, Heldegger, however, has precluded thls particular

position in Seln und Zelt by breaking with the traditional

loglic, with 1ts notion of & substantlsal subject,land sug-
gestlng that Belng ltself 1s to be comprehended in terms of
temporaiity. This hilghly orlginal approach, however, leads
to so many difficulties that in the later essays he points
the way back to sometklng resembling the 0ld idealist view,
in whlch the two modes are to be dlstinguished, but emphatic-
ally not in any normatlve sense).

Returning to the maln point of paragraph number (3),
it remalns to be sald that any sort of neutral ground, while
demanded by paragraph (1), 1s precluded by (2). For if Dasein
a3 such 1s "fallen," then it is not neutral. Consequently,

83 Heldegger oscillates between the position of (1) anmd that
of (2), the neutral ground will alternately recur and disap-
pear., Thls has already been shown to be the case 1n the dis-
cussion of world tlme and vulgar time., Some additional 1llua-

trations are herewlith adduced in order to emphasize the point.

1See SZ, #64.
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The Evanescent Middle Ground

Fnough has perhaps been sald about the signlificance
of what would seem to be an attempt on Heldegger's part to
have the best of both worlds, when he sometlmes speaks of
Daseln as choosing one of the two modes from.a'basis prior

to each, and a2t other times regards Daseln itself as unauthen-

tic. BSuffilce it here to adduce a few further illustrations
to corroborate thls amblgulty as already discovered in the
discussion of world time and wvulgar tlme. Nowhere 1s this
ambivalence more obvious than in paragraph #38 of Sein und
Zelt, where he discusses the relatlon between unauthentlclty,
on the one hand, and the very nature of Dasein as being-in-
the-world, on the other. It becomes clear that such a dis-
cussion i1s bound to encounter an insoluble problem: for in
describing the "fallen™ mode, he 1lnslsted that 1t meant belng
preoccupied with the world; but if the very nature of Daselin
is belng-in-the-world, then it would seem that such pre-
occupétion is precisely an affirmatlion of what Daseln authen-
tically 1s, and conversely, that to decry such precccupation
1s to misunderstand the nature of Dasein. As wlll be brought
out below, Heldegger actually does fall into his own trap by
frequently attributing the hallmarks of one mode to 1ts coun-
terpart, so that a characteristic like Angst 1s sometimes de-
clared to be authentlic, sometlimes unauthentic. The present
concern, however, 1s to emphaslze another aspect of his

dilemma; namely, the fact that iIn a clircultous way he has
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defined both Dasein itself and the "fallen" mode in a way
which leads to thelr hopeless confusion, 1f not 1ndeed
thelr actual identification with each other.

Heldegger himself explicltly recognizes the question
of a neutral ground of which the two modes are modificstions,
which partakes of the glven mode without being i1dentified
with 1t:

Nevertheless the appearance will doubtleas remaln
that being~in-the-world functions merely as the framework
within which Daseln's posslible relations with the world
run their course without essentlally touching the frame-
work itself. This supposed "framework," however, itself
shares in the particular mode of Daseln. An existentlal
mode of belng-in-the-world is recorded in the phenomenon
of "fallen-ness."

With this position the standpoint of the present essay
is 1n entlre accord. A free agent must be described In terms
of a 'framework' which, though fundeamentally affected by his

2
declsions and cholces, yet partlally transcends them, Tra-
dltlonal metaphysles has frequently fulfllled the latter
condition only; that 1s, has conslidered the subatantial self
as essentlally unaffected by decisions in time. In repudiating
this position, Heldegger has simultaneously confined himself

to the former of the two condltions. For the two modes ares

temporal phenomena-~-and beyond temporality there 1is nothing.5

lSZ, . 176.

BIt will be recalled that for Heldegger transcendence
occurs within time. Temporallty itself 1s not transcended.

“This position is modifled in the later essays.
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There 1s therefore no possiblllty of a "framework'! which
'shares in' temporal phenomena. There are only temporal
phenomena themselves. It can now be recognized that two 4dif-
fefent strands of Helidegger's thought converge upon the elim-
ination of a 'framework' or meutral ground: first, 1t 1s
metaphyslically 1mpossible to transcend temporal phenomens;
and second, he himself ultimately regards being~-in~the-world
as a curse. For both these reasons (each to be more fully
elaboratéd below) the ¥ramework' tends to drop out, and
being-in-the-world as such is declared to be “"fallen."

This ambivaelent attitude toward the neutral ground is
nowhere more strikingly 1llustrated than in Heldegger's use of

the word Alltgglichkeit ("every-day-ness,™ "banality"), which

in fact 1s used to cover both the 'framework' and the "fallen"
mode. That such a usage leads to hopeless confusion goes
without saylng: 1t also glves the illusion of establishing a
genulne neutral ground in some contexts, and in others of
making the identification of unauthenticity and Dasein's nature
itself which 13 requlred by Dasein's failure to transcend tem-

aF
porality.l Thus in one context Heldegger says that Alltagllch-

kelt 1s undifferentiated; that is, it 1s tsken without regard
to elther mode.2 But on the wry nsxt page he curlously

alters thls conception by saying that Alltgglichkeit contains

1sein und Zelt, paragraphs #9 and #71, are especlally
relevant,

2366 SZ, p. 43.
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1
the structure of Dasein in the unauthentic mode. Similarly,

Dasein is usually spoken of as primarily and generally

(zunachst and zumeist) alltgglich, as well as zunfchst und

zumeist verfallen. Elsewhere it is stated that Alltgglichkeit

can never be dissolved (this 1s consonant wilth interpreting 1t
as a "framework!), but that it can be "mastered" in the

Augenblick (although the Augenblick is regulerly sald to

"maater! the unsuthentic mode). This same amblgulty is

further illustrated by speaking of verfallende Allt;glich—

keit:2 the participle can elther be taken definitively, as
in "blue sky," or incldentally, as in "cold water." Filnally,

1t 1s stated that Alltaglichkeit is a "manner of being"

(what is this but a mode?) which belongs to "publlc obvious-

nesa" (gffentliche Offenbarkeit).3 But this same public
‘ 4

character describes the unauthentic mode!
it is becoming patent that several words are used
interchangeably to mean now one thing, now another.5 Ge-

worfenheit, for example, 1s generally used to make more

1See SZ, p. 44.

2For example, see 5%, p. 179.

3See SZ, p. 371. 4

See 3Z, p. 175.

sParticularly illustrative,of thls polnt are,the two
words (difficult to translate) gewartigen and gegenwartlgen.
The former is declared to be authentic (p. 363), neutral
(p. 409), and unauthentic (pp. 337, 343). The latter 1s like-
wise authentic (p. 326), neutral (p. 409), and unauthentic
{(p. 338), When Werner Brock speaks of gegenwartigen as
authentic (op. cit., p. 94) and &so as unauthentlc (p. 97),
he is being entlirely true to the text of Sein und Zelt.
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vivid Dasein's feeling of heving been "hurled®™ into the

world, As such, 1t 1s an aspect of Befindllchkeit, and

stould be constitutive of Dasein. Indeed, it is once
specifically designated as neutral with regard tc the two
modes, and 1s contrasted with the unauthentic Abkehr (with-
drawal).l But nothing more 1s said about Abkehr, and Gewor-
fenhelt itself 1s elsewhere equivalent to the unauthentic

mode.2

Distinction between the Modes Obscured

The preceding analysis has attempted te show the
convergence of two strands of Heldegger's thought upon the
same polnt. On the one hand, the failure to transcend
temporality, on the other, the tendency to eguate unauthen-
ticity with being-in-the-world ~- both these elements of his
thought combine to preclude in fact what 1s sometimes claimed
in name; namely, B neutral ground or framework of which the

modes are modlfications, and from which they are chosen.

Once thls occurs, as Iindicated above, three possibllities
are open: 1) the distinction between the modes becomes
blurred; 2) unauthenticity becomes definitive, with authen-
tlclty the mere awareness of the fallen state; 3) the dis-

tinction between the modes 1s maintalned, but loses all

lsee 57, p. 136.

23ee 82, p. 179.
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importence. Heldegger resorts to all three of these possi-
bilities, the rirst of which 1s discussed immediately be-
low, the second in the following sub-section, and the
third in the flnal section of the chapter.

Perhaps the most striking 1llustration of how the
distinction between the two modes becomes cbscured is
Heldegger's owvn statement:

Unauthentic, however, in no way means "not au-

thentlc", as though DPaseln could in this mode go

wlithout 1ts own belng altogether.
In view of this admlssion, it is not surprising that several
characteristics of one mode should be applied as well to the
other. An outstanding example is Angst ("anxious dread®,
another Kierkegaardlan adaptation), which in most contexts

is the authentic reaction to belng-in-the-world, especially

in Was 1st Metaphysik? It 1s in dread that Nothingnesa 1s

revealed, < and "only in the clear night of dread's Nothing-
ness is what-1s as such revealed in all 1ts orlglnal over-
tones .... The essence of nothing as original nihilation

lies in this: that it alone brings Dagsein face to face with
what-is as such." Such dread is an experience of uncanniness

(Unheimlichkelt), of "bottomless hovering"” (bodenloses

l"Un— und nichteigentlich bedeutet aber keineswega
'elgentilch nicht', als ginge das Daseln mit diesem Selns-
modus Hberhaupt selnes Seins verlustlg.” 8Z, p. 176.

23ee "What 1s Metaphysies?", in Existence and Belng,

p. 3568.

5Ibid., p. 369.
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Schweben).l Yet preclisely these same two experiences are
elsewhere attributed to the unauthentlc mode® (though &8s =a
rule unauthentlicity 1s characterized by complacency and in-
dii‘.‘f‘erence).'T5 This ambivalence explains why according to
Jean Wahl, Heidegger's 'resolute decision' (Zntschlossen-
heit) "can and must triumph over this expsrience" (that 1s,
of QEEEE);4 whereas according to de Waelhens, the exact

opposlte 1s true: Entschlossenhelt conslsts precisely in

accapting'Angst.E

Similar contradictions occur with regard to other
characteristics of the two modes. The unauthentic, for ex-

ample, 1s at one time heunruhigt,G at another beruhigendv

(that is, "disquieted™ and "soothing", respectively).
Agein, the authentlc Daseln is at one time 1solated,8 at
another 1n harmoniocus relatlons with others.® Likewlse 1is

Flrsorge (concern for others) sometlmes overcome in the au-

lsee 1bld., p. 366,

23ee 8%, pp. 177f; also the Brief fber den Humanlsmus,

p. 86.

SSee 82, pp. 43, 254f,

40p, cit., p. 22.

5See cp. c¢lt., p. 170.

63ee 3%, p. 126.

Tsee 82, p. 177.

8see SZ, p. 323.
95ee 8z, p. 298.
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1
thentlec mode, sometimes not.2 FPinally, speech 1s declared

3 whereas elsewhere it is

to be the very "house of Belng,
silence which 1s authentic.®

Heldezger, however, is not without a means of pro-
tectlon agalinst the charge of self-contradictlon. As re-
gards silence, for example, he says 1t 1s & mode of Speech!5
Iikewise, complacency 1s a mode of uncanniness;6 isolation
1s a mode of being wilth others;7 concern for others means

severing relations wlth them.8

Leaving aside the question

of whether a loglc of contradlction 1s possible, one is con-

stralned to say that at any rate Heidegger has not developed

one, and that hls ambiguous use of the same terms to descrilbe
both the authentlc and unauthentlc modes serves to obllterate

the distinction between them, and thereby te make the cholce

of modes irrelevant. He cannot really glorify Entschlossen- °

helt if there 1s no real difference between them.

The same ambivalence persists regardlng the relative

1

See B8Z, p. 266,
ESee 32, p. 263. Fgrsorge is also sald to be neutral,
p. l22.

L]
_SSee the "Brief uber den Humanismus," p. 53.
4See Sz, #34,

STbid.

See 3Z, p. 189.

T3ee SZ, p. 188. Hence Daseln's structure cen be
both with-others and lsolatsd (p. 295).

85ee 8Z, p. 122,
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primordiality of the modes. At times they are equally pri-
mordial (see final section), at times the suthentlc is more
so, and at times the unauthentic. Thus he can say that the

original comprehension of Being (Selnsverstdndnis)} 1s dis-

torted by the "fallen" mode;l the authentic mode is primor-
dial;?® "unauthentlclity 1s based upon authenticiiy;"% the
unauthentle is a modification of the authentic mode.? But

In Seln und Zelt, et least, far grester emphasias is to the

opposite effect; that is, that Dasgsein is essentially "fallen".

Daseln essentially Unauthentile

Not only does Heidegger prefer to regard Daseln as
essentlally unauthentic, but also the contexts in which he
does thls are among those which most strongly imply a nega-
tive evaiu&tion of thils mode.

This permanent breaking away from the very au-~
thenticity which it always simulates, together with
the lapse Into 'everyone'!, characterizes the aglta-
tion of 'fallen-ness' as a swirling vortex. '"Fallen-
ness' does not only determine the belng-in-the-world
exlstentially. The vortex reveals at the same time
the character of 'thrown-ness! (Geworfenheilt) as
thrust and as agitation, which can intrude upon Dasein
in its conditionedness (Befindlichkelt). This 'thrown-
ness', though a fact, is neither completed nor isclated.
Tt 1s because of thls facticity that Dasein, as long &as
1t 1s what it 1s, remasins in this thrust and is sucked
into the unauthenticity of 'everyone'. 'Thrown-ness',

1
See 34, p. 206.

2See SZ, p. 233.

sz, p. 259.

436e 327, b. 317.
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in which factlclty becomes phenomencloglcally obser-
vable, belongs to Dasein, which in 1ts very biing is
concerned about 1t. Dasein exlsts factually.
This single paragraph contains the basls of Heldeg-

ger's dominant attitude in Sein und Zelt; namely, that 1t

is Daseln's facticlty that 1s responsible for the unauthentlc

mode, In the traditional parlance, it 1s varticularity that
13 man's curse, for particularity Involves relatedness, in-
completeness, deprendence. It 1s these whlch he regards as
man's gullt -- a word which, though he denles any normative
connotatlion to 1t,2 would surely not have been used except
for the purpose of disparaging Daseln as such. Here Heldeg-
ger, in spite of his enti-rational blas, reveals his depen-
dence upon the older metaphysica, and in particular upon
Splnoza. For thls negative evaluation of relatedness, in-
completeness, and depedence, 1s simply a subtle trans-
position intc the normative realm of Spinoza's terse dlctum:
"Determination 1s negation." It is indeed precisely negatlon
which for Heldegger 1s the essence of Dasein's guilt., This
is, however, no mere loglcal negation. Rather 1t is the
pre-condition of there belng such a thing as m.=:gsa.1:.’mn.:5 It

is a hypostaslzed Nothingness, and as such 1s Eositive.4

13z, o. 178f.

®see SZ, p. 286.

SSee "What 1is Metaphysics?" in Exlstence and Belng,

p.372.
43ee ibld.; also SZ, p. 279.
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Now Daselin itself is shot through and through with Nothing-

ness, for it 1s factual, and as such 1s determinate; it

therefore, since determination 1s negatlon, partakes of
Nothingness. Furthermore, since Dasein is temporal, it has
an element of "not yet™ about it. Thils "not yet" consti-
tutes a further stigma of Non-Belng in the heart of Daseln.
Finally, In so far as Dasein makes declsions, it neceasarily
excludes that which it does not choose. Hence freedom too
is constituted by negativity and Nothingness.l As Heldegger
says, ™Without the origlnal manifest character of Nothing
there 1s no self-hood and no freedom. "> Since temporality,
factlcity, and freedom are all infected with Nothingness, his
estimate of Daseln as such 1s correspondingly low:

In the structure of "thrown-ness," as well as
In the "prolect," there lies an essentlal Nothingness.
And 1t 1s the ground of the possibllity of the Nothing-
ness of the unauthentlc Dasein in the ®fallen" mode,
in which in fact it always 1s already. Sorge itself
1s In its essence shot through and through with
Nothingness. Accordingly, this is the meaning of
Sorge (which, as a 'project' which has been hurled
Into exlstence, constitutes the true nature of Dasein):
To be the null ground of a Nothingness. And that in
turn means: Dasein as such 1s gullty, provided that
the formal exlstentlal determInation of guilt as be%ng
the ground of a Nothlngness prevalls, as it should.

This single paragraph makes both the points which it

lSee SZ, p. 285.

“What 1s Metaphysica?, p. 370. This is an embryonic
expression of the TmeontIc' view of freedom developed by
Berdyaev,

55z, p. 285.
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is the present purpose to emphasize. First, Daseln 1s
essentially unauthentic, because permsated with ﬂothingness.
And second, an evaluative judgment 1is placed upon thils Tfact:
Dasein 1s gullty. However much it is professed that "guilt™
i3 not meant in this sense, the fact remaslns that the word
in that case is entirely superfluous. If if were really
used in an objective, descriptive sense, then 1t would suf-
fice simply to describe Dasein as riddled with Nothingness, and
leave 1t at that., But when this purely "objective" fact is
characterlized as guilt, then something new has been added:
the fact has been interpreted to the shame of Daselin; a
negative evaluation has been placed upon it.

Heldegger's view 1s here open to the same crlitliclsm
as literal interpretations of the Christian doctrine of
original sin. If "orlginal"™ is understood as "constitutive"”,
then sin loses 1ts meaning. Heldegger appears to recognize
the strength of this argument; otherwlse, why 1s he at such
pains in other contexts to insist that unauthentlclty 1s

chosen by Dasein? But when it finally becomes clear exactly

what is meant by ™unauthentic", namely, permeation by Nothlang-
ness, then the appearance of cholce can no longer be main-

talned, for Dasein is constituted by Bothingness. Thus we

have at long last arrived at the reason for the sudden inser-
tion of Verfallen as one of the 'existentialia': Dasein,
being fraught with Nothlingness, 1s therefore unauthentlic 1n

1ts very nature -- though the appearance of choice may still
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be maintained by the use of the word "gullt”. Dasein 1s
1

"easentially”™, in the very “ground of its belng," guilty.
The volce of conscience, instead of calling man to

his duty, calls Dagseln to the understanding of its own

Nothingness; that 1is, of 1its guilt.2 When Inftschlossesnhelt

i1s considered in these terms, it 1is transformed into simplé
Intellection, In contrast to the dynamic and declsive

character 1t had earlier acgulred.

Values Dlaparaged

As Ilndlcated above, Heldegger pronounces a negative
judgment on dependence, lncompleteness, and relatedness. In
fact, all three of these terms can be reduced %o the slngle

one, relatedness., And I1f relatedness in turn be rendered as

conditionedness, then Heldegger's low opinion of Daseln-as-

related is seen to derive from the anclent metaphysical bilas
on behalf of the Unconditloned, as against the condlitioned.
Hence in regarding Dasein 1tself as unauthentic, 'fallen,!
and gullty, he is pronouncing judgment on the relative as
such.

On this basls, it 13 clear that he can have no use for
values In the ethlcal sense, for they malkke relative dlastinc-

tions. Hence he finds ethics merely a narrow dogmatism,3

lSee 572, p. 286,

2See 3Z, p. A7,

%see SZ, p. 315,
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for 1ts values attach men to belngs, rather than to

1

Belng. He himself is indlfferent to gurgose,z since it

merely dlstingulshes between relatives. Helmut Kuhn even
quotes a letter from Heldegger to Karl IL8with in which Eel-
degger expllicltly denles any interest in whether the results
of hls absolﬁte pursults should be creative or destructive.5
Speaking of this refusal to take relative distinctions seri-
ously, Jean Wahl states flatly that Heldegger has no ethics
at all.%

But there 1s another and perhaps more penetrating
gsense In which Sartre is even more correct than Wahl; nsamely,
when he states that 1t 1s impossible not to act In some sense
of the word, and that every act implies value judgments (see
above). For Heldegger does not simply distingulsh between
the absolute and the relative; he'places a judgment of value
upon the former as agalnst the latter! Thus even he is forced
to say that ethics 1s "thinking the truth of Being",% ana that
mere value judgments constitute a "blasphemy" against Being.6

Under the gulse of rejecting all wvalue jJjudgments in the name

lsee the Brief flber den Humanismus, p. 99.

®See SZ, p. 383.
Sop. clt., p. 106.
%0p. cit., p. 27.

5See the Brief Hbar den Humanlsmus, p. 209.

Ssee 1b1d., p. 99
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of the Absolute, he subtly introduces value judgments of
his own, with this significant difference: embroiled as he
i1s In the world of declslions, he cannot avold making them;
but when he does make them, 1t 1s 1n the name of Belng
l1tself! Once the philosopher has logically demonstrated the
worthlessness of everything relative, 1t seems to give him
a sort of "philosopher's license" to behave with the authority
of the Absolute 1ln a world of relativities. Such a treatment
of values has a twofold effect on freedom: a) the denilal
of values tends to milltate against freedom, in so far as
the grounds for choosing a "better" or a "worse™ course of
actlion are undercut; b) but at the same time an Impetus is
given for a tltanic irresponsibllity, for although one can-
not escape the relatlve world and 1ts decisions, one 1s
tempted to try to represent the Absclute within this worlad
by lgnoring all relatlve values. Responsibility 1s itself a

relation, and as such must be sacrificed to Belngzg.

The Fate of the Self

In spite of what was sald in the first section re-
gardling suggeations of true selfhood in Heldegger, neverthe-
less the subsequent remarks must have carried the strongest
implicatidns to the contrary. TFor one thing, Dasein 1s
always neuter--and most appropriately so, since it is

described simply as "that which temporallizes itself in the
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unity of the three ecstasies."?

It 1s therefore not sur-
prising that Heldegger abandons as unnecessary such words
as "person," "splrit,” "subject," "soul," and "consclous-

ness."e

Even the word "IM™ is sbandoned; to use 1t 1s a mark
of unauthenticity.s In the authentlc experience of Angst,
81l personal characterlistics vanish: "It is not 'you' or

'I' that has this uncanny feeling, but 'one'. In the trepi-~
dation of this suspense, where there is nothines to hold on
to, pure Da-sgein 1s all that remains."® In this authentiec
experlence, man is changed into his Dasein!5 In so far as
selfhood involves any indlvldualizing characteristics, "1t 1ia
thus ellminated in the authentic mode. ‘But just at this
point Heldegger Introduces another verbal ambiguity, using

a2 traditional word with such a different meaning that the
older conndtations 1t retalns are really contradicted by its
content: for he states that only in authentic Angst 1is there
a true self!® what “seif" may mean, after all thaet he has

subtracted from 1t, is difficult to determine.

137, p. s07.

“See 5Z, p. 46, note.

SSee SZ, ;64.

4What 1ls Métaphysics?, p. 567. One wonaers how this
"one" differs from the anonymous "everyone" of the unauthentic
mode!

STbid.

6See 5%, p. 323,
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Can this "self" be said in any seuse to transcend
time? As alresady indicated,-transcendence in this tradi-
tional sense is explicitly rejected.1 It would, however, be
too simple to say that because Daseln is temporality, it is
time. TFor temporality, in Heldegger's usaze, includes the
ldea of producing time, so that he can holc that Dasein
"temporalizes itself.” 'Might not that which produces time
be regarded as In some sense beyond time? In actual fact,

this is the very line which Heldegger takes in some of his

later writings, but 1in Sein und Zelt, and for his thought

generally, Daseln "temporalizes 1tself" without any trans-
temporal besis. Certainly there 1s no self-ildentity (Selbst-

stendigkeit) in the sense of a subject which endures through-

out change, Rather "self-ldentity”™ consists in the resolute
decision which runs forward in thought to Dasein's owa most
intimate and extreme possibilities.® This is the meen ing of

the famous statement, "The substance of Dasein is Existence."?

In traditional philosophy, the identlty of the self was ac-
counted for by postulating an "I-substance"; in denying this
position, Heidegger says simply that the cnly thing that

endures 1s change. And slnce chenge always involves a "not

Igee S5Z, p. 49..

®see Sz, p. 322.
33ee SZ, pp. 65, 117, 212, 314. Heidegger 1lusists
that in making this statement definitive for Existentialism,
Sartre has completely misunderstood him. See the Brief Uber
den Humenismus, pp. 68, 70.
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vet", the "self", such as 1t 1s, 1Is grounded in Nothingness.l
Whatever shreds of selfhood may be gleaned from such an anely-
sis, 1t 1s to be expected that on this basis Heldegger would
proclaim in his discussion with the Humanists that man is of

z
no lmportance.

E - TRANSITION

The precedling sectlion has attempted to show how one
after another the prerequisites of freedom arc eliminated
from what at first appeared to be a promising picture of
Dasein as free agent. Heldegger's fallure to transcend time,
plus his low evaluatlon of the conditions of finitude, con-

gplre to: &) eliminate any possible mlddle ground from which

a free cholce could be made; D) obscure the distinction be-
tween the two modes which Dasein ostenslbly "chooses"; ¢} elim-
inate wvalues, and therewith the motlvss governing a free
cholce properly so called; d) reduce the modes to constl-
tuents of Daseln, instead of objects of cholce; and e} strip
the self of all recognizable characteristics {though the word
*gelf", 1like the word "freedom”, 1s retained}. Once these
prerequislites of freedom have been so thorouzshly undercut,

we can expect that when Heldegger speaks of freedom, his

1See What 1s ¥etapbhysics?, p. 370.

1. -
See the Brief uber den Humanlismus, p. 79.
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real meaning will rather be some substitute for 1t. In
actual fact, as will be brought out in tkhe final section,
he does not confine himself to 6ne suech substlitute, but
resorts to at least three. Preparatory to an inguiry into
what these are, the present section, by Indicating the basis

upon which they are constructed, is transitional to the final

one.

Freedom a Curse

If Daseln, because of 1ts particularity and related-
ness, is as such gullty, 1t follows that freedom, too, could
not exist but for the very conditions which Heldegger calls
gullt, Tor freedom always makes relative distinctions: it
chooses thls relative to that. In fact, the same may be said
of consclousness itaelf. Simply in virtue of awareness alone,
1t'1s already related. To be aware 1s to be aware of some-
thing; that 13, to be in relation to it. Now since Daseln

1s aware of Being-es-e-whole, 1t must stand outside Belng in

order thus to be related to it. DBut what can lie outside
Belng? The answer 1s, "Nothing", with a capital "N". There-
fore, In order to be conscious and free, Dasein must be

"projected into Nothing":

Da-seln means beling projected into Nothing. Pro-
jecting Into Nothing, Da-sein is already beyond whet-
is-in-totality. Thils "belng beyond" what-is we call
Transcendence. Were Da-sein not, ln 1ts essential
basls, transcendent, that is to say, were 1t not pro-
jeected from the start into Nothing, 1t could never
relate to what-1s, hence could have no self-relation-
ship. Without the origlnal manifest character of
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Nothinz there 13 no self-hood and no freedom.l

Man's Da-seln canzonly relate to what-is oy pro-
jecting into Fothing.

Freedom, together with self-consciousness, is thus
the consequence of the rlft of transcendence whlch separates
Dasein from Being, &nd which at the same time'%ivets"sit
to a particular, relative aspect of Being. The metaphysilca
process in which all this occurs has already been described.
It 1s what Heldegpger calls self-temporalization, and can now
be recognlzed as a combinatlion of Belng and Nothingness. 1In
so far as 1t "is", 1t partakes of Belnz. But in so far as
1t 13 "not yet", 1t partakes of Nothingness.4 This agonlzing
"ex-sistence" between two worlds places Dasein under an im-
possible necesslty: that of being the grbund of its own belng.
This it can never do, since it finds itself already "hurled"

into existence.5

1What is Metaphyslcs?, p. 370.

2Ibid., p. 379. The correlation In Heldegger of
finitude, gulilt, freedom, and consclousness 13 especlally em-
phasized by Ralph Haerper and Guldo Rugzerio, the former in
his Existentiallsm (Cambridge, Massachusetts, Harvard Uni-
versity Press, 19%49), pp. 81 f, the latter in his Exlstentlal-
ism, (New York: Social Science Publishers, 1948), p. 8o.

5pe Waelhens regularly uses the word "rivet" to de-
scribe Dasein's relation to Belng. See e.z., op. cilt., p. 203.

4Jean Wahl ?oints out the similarity between this
position and Hegel's view that Becoming is a combination of
Belng and Non-Being. Op. cit., p. 13.

®Ses SZ, p. 284.
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Faced with this intolsrable situation, produced by
the rift of transcendence which separates Daseln from lts
ground and from 1tself, it 1s small wonder that freedom 1s
now characterized as freedonm for death,l that Dassin's con-

tinuel ects of cholce are the same as to dile from moment to

moment.2

Being-toward-Death

Dasein 1s permeated with the Nothingness into which
it projects. Finding 1tself already hurled into the world, 1t

contzins ipso facto lts own Wothingness withln :1.‘u',s.elf.:5 No

matter how Daseln mey Ery to evade this, there is one stark
fact which unmistakably reveels it: ggggg.4 Nor is death
something which can safely be postponed until "later"; rather,
in the aﬁthentic understanding of i1ts own nullltly does Daseln
die at every moment.5 On this basis it is possible to charac-
terize the very nature of Dasein as being-toward-death (Sein
zum Tode). As such, 1t may be equated with Sorge itself,6
and even articulated into aspects corresponding to the three
texistentlialla’. |

If Daseln, or Sorgse, i3 equivelent to beipg-toward-

death, then, as one would expect, there is an authentlc énd

lsoe 82, p. 266. 2366 SZ, p. 259.

3gee SZ, pp. 284, 506. “See SZ, p. 306.

Ssee Sz, pp. 259, 306. °See SZ, pp. 259, 329.
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and unauthentlic mode thereof. The latter simply flees from
death,land tries to forget it by ascribling it to the anonymous
"everyone, " without the courage ever to say, "I die." 1In the
resolute declsion characteristic of authenticlty, however,
there 1s sllient, angulshed acceptaﬁce of one's own gullt; a
1readiness for the dread occasioned by Nothingness; and a con-
stant running ahead in thought to one's cwn death.

As has been frequently observed aiready, any suggestion
that authentlclty can and should be chosen Instead of 1ts
opposlite necessarily lmplles a higher evaluation of the former.
In 2nalyzing Heldegger's view of authenticlty as jJjust described,
1t should therefore be posslble to determine more conclusively
which particular value judgments are responsible for his
evaluating belng-toward-death sc highly. And 1in fact, they
turn out to be the same as those already mentloned: complete-

ness, independence, unrelatedness., These are all denied in

the fact of Daseln's possibllitles, which are, in fact, the
expression of Daselin's temporallty altogether: Daseln 1s not
complete untll the future, 1s dependent upon the future (as
well as upon the past), and 1s related to the future (and to

the past). As long as Daseln has possiblilitles, i1t stands in

this multiple, intolsrable relatedness. Thls explains the
otherwise enlgmatic description of death as the "possibllity
of 1mpossibility" (MSglichkeit der Unmgglichkeit), that 1s, as

lsee sz, p. 264.

%See SZ, pp. 207, 301, 305, 382.
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the one possibllity which would put an end to all others,

whth would render them finally “impossible."l By running
forward in thought to death, Dasein allows the threat of this
final possibility to dangle over all intermediate possiblii-
ties at every moment.

Daseln has possibilities only because it is shot
through with the stigma of Nothingness, which causes 1t to be
related, dependent, incomplete. Therefore the possibllity
of death is the possibllity of overcoming the angulshed ex-
1gtence of authentic Dasein; 1t 1s at last revealed as the
content of what has so often been referred to as Daseln's own

most intimate and most extreme possibllity (elgenste und

14 ]
susserate MOglichkeit).2 Why this 1s so can be indicated

under three headlngs:
a) Death unrelated. Death is absolute and final.
Putting an end to all relations, it 1s itselfl unre lated.,

For this reason it ls a dens.i..c’Ler'a.tum.:5

b) Death overcomes incompleteness by anticipation.
When Hegel sald, "The truth 1s the whole,” he articulated
one of philosophy's principal compulsions, not least Heldeg~
ger's, Completeness, 1ike unrelatedness, 1s for him & poslitive

value. And Dasein, as temporality, is never complete, 1s

lpnother simllarity to Hegel can be detected 1f 1t
is recalled that possibility contains negation. Death as ab-

solute possibility could then functlion as & negatlon of the
negation. ‘

®see SZ, pp. 250, 330. SSee SZ, pp. 250, 307.
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always "not yet"--until death. The chapter on death in

Sein und Zelt 1s entitled, ®The possibllity of Daseln's belng

complete™ ("Das mggliche Ganzsein des Daseins"), and concludes

that by continually running forward in thought to death,
Dasein antlcipates all intermediate possibllitlies and lives
in the constant possibllity of death at any moment . T

¢) Death overcomes dependence and uncertainty. Fin-
ally, death is also the means of overcomlng the thilrd of
Daseln's anguishing conditions, dependence. For although I
can never be the ground of my own belng, I can at leasat Dhe
the ground of my own death.2 Though dependent for my 1ife on
circumstances beyond my control, I can with resolute decision
insure that death does not overtake me by surprise or against
my wlll, by constantly facing up to it and resolutely'willing
it. I choose it before it chouses me (once more the
Nietzschean overtones are apparent). Moreover, the lndepend-
ence achleved in the authentic being-toward-death has 1ts
epistemologlical correlate: so long as my fate 1s 1n any way
dependent upon conditlions outside myself, I can never be al-
together certain about its outcome. Once I have chosen death,
however, doubt and uncertainty are overcome, Whereas the un-
authentic "everyone" deliberately remains uncertaln of his

own death by putting off the thought of it, authentic Dasein

15z, #65, 68.

%See SZ, p. 306.
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lives in the full certalnty of its own end by appropriating
death at every moment.1 To be sure, the date remalns unde-
termined, but that, llke the "lntermedlate possiblities,™ 1s
a relatlve and unlmportant matter. There 1s absclute certainty

about the absolute possibility--death.z

Belng and Non-Being

So much for belng-toward-death and its triumph over
the three aspects of existence regarded by Heldegger as intol-
erable.3 The question remalns, 1s 1t merely formal, or can some
further determinateness be aseribed to 1t? Can anything be
sald about belng-toward-death other than slmply itself? Spe-
¢ciflcally, what becomes of fresedom under the conditions of
belng-for-death? The answer to thls cquestlon must take into

consideration a fourth value impliclt In the thought of

Heldegger and indeed of most philosophers. Thus fer inde-
pendence, unrelatedness, and totality have been mentloned, but
there l1s another,--one concerning which philosophy seems bound
to take sides, and about which 1t has by no means been unani-
mous. It 1s the question of whether Belng or Non-Belng 1is
prior. 1In analyzing this problem, the philosopher soon

strikes s dilemma:

%see SZ, pp. 258, 308.

lsee 82, p. 308.

5Whereas for Kierkegaard these conditions of finltude
only become Intolerable as & result of sin, for Heldegger they
are unbearable as such, This 1s the consequence of his abandon-
ment of Kierkegaerd's concept of eternity, which both makes sin
possible and also can redeem 1t. See The Sickness unto Death,
trans. Walter lowrle (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton Univer-
sity Press, 1944), especially p. 123: "Thus sln 1s potentlated

vieakness or potentiated deflance: sin 1s the potentiation of
despair.™
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a) Being must be rational--~since 1t 1s the reason |
which conceives it 1in the first place.

b) But, 1f rational, 1t must conform to the princil-
ples of reason; and If 1t conforms, then it must have limits.
Hence Parmenides dld not hesitate to set & 1limit to Belng.

¢) But Mellssus asks the followling question of
Parmenides; What 1s beyond the 1imit? There can be only one

answer: Non-Belng--which does mot exlst, ex hypothesi., There-

fore, according to Mellssus, Being is without limit.
@) To which Parmenides would reply: What 1s wlthout
1imit is without 1ntelligibility. But Belng is Intellgible,

ex hypothesi. Therefore what you have described is not Beilng,

but Non-Belng.

Confronted with this dilemma, Heidegger, following the
lead of certain trends in mysticlsm, elects to bypostasize Non-
Being. The logic of such & cholce is clear: As the dilemma
is set up, the philosopher is compelled either to deny that
Being is rational (and therefore limited), or to postulate
the reality of Non-Being. Qua philosopher, however, he 1s
committed to the postulate that Belng 1s intelliglble. "There
i3 only Being in so far as there is truth....Belng and truth

are coeval (gleichurspr&nglich)."l Therefore he takes the

only remaining alternative: he hypostasizes Non-Belng, It

is positive,zhe says, the pre-condition of loglcal contra-

diction.® Indeed every negation is an affirmation--of
1sz, 230. 23ee SZ, p. 279.
3

See What is lietaphysics?, pp. 361, 372.
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Nothingness.l

laving made thls cholce, he has another problem on
his hands. 1Is he finally to rest with an ultimste dichotomy
of Belng and Nothingness? Or is one more primordial than the
other? Upon the answer to this question the treatment of
freedom will depend, for value will be placed upon the more
primordial. When this happens, Sartre will have won his point,
for man cannot escape actlon, nor the cholce vhich dictates

actlion, nor the appreclation of the end of actlon, which

governs the choice. For Heldegger, value will be given to
what 1s primordial, and freedom will be correspondingly af-
fected. As elsewhere, however, Heldegger wavers between all
three of the possible slternatives, and the status of freedom

1s correspondingly complex.

F - SUBSTITUTES FOR FRZEDOM

In the discussion of Belng and Non-Being 1t has become
apparent that whereas earlier temporality was ultimate, 1t
now seems that both Belng and Nothlngness partlally transcend
time.2 Might it conceivably be that Heldegger 1s forced to
transcend time preclsely because of the manifold difficulties

encountered on the basls of lmmanence, especially where free-

lsee the Brief uber den Humanismus, p. 112.

2Jean Wahl has called this "transdescendence," ac-
cording to a comment by de Waelhens, op, cit., p. 360.
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dom 1s concerned? Be that as 1t may, the shift of emphasis
toward transcendence, especially pronocunced in his later
works, does not so mudh break sharply wlith hls earlier
thought as 1t simply brings to frultlon certain elements
whlch were there from the flrst, however inconsistently.
For this reason, much that might have been said earlier about
the fate of freedom at Heldegger's hands can be included in
the present section, even though some of the citations will be

drawn from the passages in Seln und Zell, In which Gemporallty 1s

3till consldered ultimate. The attempt 1s mede herswith to
show that, whether earller or later, Heldegzer's substiltutes
for freedom can ultimately be traced tc the relative value he
attaches to Belng and Non-Beinge.

Belng Prior to Non-Being:
Freedom as Understanding

Typlcal of the dynamlc aspect of Heldegger's philoso-
phy 1s hils attribution to Nothingness of an activity: it

nihilateas (nichtet). But in some contexts, this activity is

said to take place within Being;l that is, 1t is Included under
the concept of Belng. Thils primacy of Being has its correlate

in the realm of intellligibility and truth. Dasein, for éxample,
is said to "ex-sist," whaich means to "stand in the light of

Being."? Ag ex-slstent, Daseiln is the "shepherd of Being."3

lSee What is Metaphysics?, p. 370.

n
2See the Brief uber den Humanlsmus, pp. 67, 68, 1lOl.

“See ibid., p. 90.
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Ir Being is prior to Non-Being, then truth is prior to errof,
and error 1ls merely disforted truth,l(since Belng correlates
with truth). Simlilarly, forgetting depends upon remembering,
so that even fear, though authentlic, merely forgets the
suthentic Angst.? The "fallen" mode itself is simply the
forgetting of Being for individual being_g.S And, as 1s ao
often the case where ratlonallty is declsive, a frank deter-
minism 13 sometimes espoused, as 1n the quotation from

Oedipus at the end of What 1is Metaphysics?: "All this 1s de-

termined,™

a) Freedom becomes understanding, If intelligibility
Zis thus regarded as ultimate, the consequence for freedom is
Just what 1t generally 1s 1n a rationalist scheme: the recog-
nition of necessity. Practlice ltself is spurned, for the
thought of Belng is prior to and transcends all practice.4
Freedom separated from practice, which is all that 1s poasible
upon the basls now under dilscussion, 13 so foreign to what 1s
usually meant by "freedom®™ that Heldegger once more uses an
0ld ward with a new content, with what justification, one may
well wonder:

Freedom 1s not what common sense 1s content to let

pass under thaet name: the random abllity to do as we

please, to go this -way or that In our cholce....Nor, on
the other hand, is freedom a mere readiness to do some-

1See 8Z, p. 62. 2See SZ, p. 342.

3See the Brlef Eber den Humanlsmus, p. 78.

41b1d4., pp. 111, 115.
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thing requisite and necessary....0ver and above all
this...freedom is alparticipation In the revealment
of what-ls-as-such. :

Ex-gslstence, grounded in truth as freedom, is
nothing less than eﬁposition into the revealed nature
of whet~1s as such.,

b) Entschlossenhelt becomes an epistemological term.
When freedom is thus understood in terms of intellection, the

resolute declision which earlier seemed to be an expresslon of

genulne freedom 1s now reduced to the understanding and ac-
ceptance of one's own "fallen-ness" and guilt.:5 Authenticlity
becomes the understanding of one's own essentlial unauthentlclty!
Once the ground of true freedom has been undercut, Heldegger

can only say that authentic choice is the same as to under-

stand the call of consclence, to understand oneself as beling-

toward-death.?% Entschlossenhelt runs forward in thought to

death.

What Heldegger really means when he uses the word

"Jecision™ thus turns out to be merely a perspectlive upon

Dasein's fallen situstion. As de Waelhens notes, Entschlossen-

heilt is subtly transformed into an eplstemologlcel term,5

lOn the Essence of Truth, p. 334,

£1pid., p. 335.

°see SZ, pp. 288, 305, 307, 325, 384, This conception
of authenticity as the acknowledgment of one's own Nothlngness
13 closely paralleled by some versions of the Protestant doc-
trine of justification by faith, in which there ls a susplclon
that the vehement proclamation of man's unworthlness somehow
serves to justify the theologian himself.

4See op. cit., p. 171,
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scarcely distinguishable from Erschlossenhelt, which signifies

Dasein's transparence to Being as the pre-condition of know-
ledge. Heldegger hlimself dispells all doubt on this score:

"Entschlos senheit 1s a distingulshed mode of Erschlossenheit."l

Belng and Non-Being Coeval:
Freedom Suspended

Once the metaphyslcal basis for freedom has been elim-
inated (in thls case, tlme-transcendence), it 1s to be expected
that where the word "freoedom" 1s retained at all, it will in
reallty be applied to some substitute for freedom. In Heideg-
ger's thought, the particular substitute varies wlth the rela-
tive value placed upon Being relative to Non-Belng. As has
just been shown, when Being, as correlative with intelligibility,
1s consldered ultimate,then freedom and decision are fedqced to
eplstemologlcal terms. But Belng does not always enjoy this
primacy in Heldegger's thought. As "Nothingness™ lies beyond the
limit of Being, it must be at least as primordial as Being itself.
But as it stands, thls statement leaves the philosopher with an
ultimate duality,whereas his whole enterprise is devoted to
unifying the cosmos. Hence he takes one further step to the
totallty embracinz both Being and Non-Being (though 1t is diffi-
cult to see how two incompatibles can logically be so subsumed).
Granted this dublious subsumption, then it must be true that

Being and Non-Being were not so mutually exclusive as had been

152, p. 297. cf. also pp. 331, 335, 336.
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supposed, that they do not really differ in essence. At most,
they simply balance one another in expressing the two zspects
of what-Is-in-totality. It 1s in this mood that he can say
that "Nothing...reveals itself as Integral to the Being of
what-1s,"lor can endorse Hegel's proposition that "pure Being
and pure Nothing are one and the same."® These two statements
may suggest that his dllemma is sti1ll unsolved; for if they
really are one and the same, then there is no need to retain
two apparently opposite designations for what is the gsame, or
even to speak of the one as distinct from the other. Unwilliing
to accept this state of affairs, he is simply left with the
problem of the sameness and yet the difference between Being
and Non-Being, as illustrated vividly in the followlng passage:

Yet this "Nothing" functions as Being. It would be
premature to stop thinking at this point and adopt the
faclle explanatlon that Nothing is merely the nugatory,
equating It with the non-existent (das Wesenlose)., Instead
of glving way to such precipibous and empty Ingenulty and
abandonling Nothing 1n all its mysterious mxltiplidty of
meanings, we should rather eguip ocurselves and make ready
for one thing only: to experience in Nothlng the vastness

of that whichagives every being the warrant to be. That is
Being itself.

When a word 1s thus used to mean 1ts opposlite, a break-
down 1n communications 1s in prospect. This is brought into

sharper focus when the problem is considered on the epistemologlical

lWhat ls Metaphysiecs?, p. 377.
2

Ibid.

®Ibid., p. 384f.
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level, For if truth and untruth (corresponding to Being and
Non-Belng) can be subsumed under the same totality, then they
are not ultimately mutually excluslive, and Heldegger 1ls bound
to say, "Untruth must derlve from the essence of truth.“l For
Dasein, neither truth nor its opposite 1s primary. Rather,

Daseln stands gleichurspr&nglich In truth and untruth.2 Its

eplstemologdcal functlon 1s therefore simply that of "letting-
be" what already 15,3(and here "is" refers, not to Being, but
to the totality composed of Being and Non-Being, an indeter-
minate and indeterminable reality).4 This letting-be simultan-
eously discloses not only truth, but untruth, and for the
following reason: In so far as 1t discloses anything, it dis-
closes truth; but in so far as 1t stands in a relation to that
which 1t discloses, this very disclosure obscures the totality
of what 1s. Hence lettling-be simultaneously reveals and con-
ceals the totallity:
Preclsely because "lettlng-be" always, 1n each case,
lets each thing be 1In its proper relationshlp and thus re-
veals it, 1t immediately conceals what-is In totality

(verbirgt es das Seinde im Ganzen). "Letting things be"
13 at once a concealment (Verbergen).5

This double process of revelation and dissimulation,
whereby Dasein simulteneously reveals and conceals what-is-in

totelity, he calls "in-sistent ex-sistence,"ameaning that

10n the Essence of Truth, p. 337; cf. p. 347.

2See SZ, pp. 132, 226.

3See On the Essence of Truth, pp. 333ff.

4see 1bild., p. 340. SIbid., p. 340. ©

See ibld.,p.3544.
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a8 ex-glstent, Daseln stands outside and reveals the truth df
Being, but as in-sistent, 1t 1s related to Being at a particu-
lar polnt and thus "insists"upon its own psculiar perspective
at the expense of the Whola., But this concealment is 1tself
as lmportant a part of Totality as is truth.

é) Freedom put in brackets. When the attempt is
made to put truth and untruth on a par, and to evaluate neither
higher than the other, then one thing above all others 1s to be

deplored: mnamely, to discriminate! For discrimination falsely

poslts a ground of preference, whereas in fact truth and un-
truth are equally constituent of totallity. Consequently,
though the word "freedom" is maintained, it 1s purged of any

element of cholce, and becomes the freedom to relinquish any

particular decision.? 1In fact, freedom itself is identified
with the lettling-be of what 13!2 The Stolec abstention advo-

cated here, though not so stated in Seln und Zeit, 1is strongly

suggested thereln by the phrase "freedom for death"; that 1s,
freedom to be rid of freedom. AReverting to Husserl's terminol-
ogy, this suspension of cholce might be called an "epoche" of
freedom, on the baslis of which Heldegger carries on a campaign

against the "will to will" in What 1s Metaphysics?.3

b) No ground of declsion., Since truth and untruth are

equipollent, there 1s indeed no ground for making a resolute

1See 82, p. 391.

23ee On the Easence of Truth, pp. 333 ff.

Ssee p. 381.
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decision. Untruth is authentic, as well &s truth.l In such

a case, 1s there anything unautheniic? Only one unauthentic

possiblility remains: nunamely, to act as though anything were
relatively more authentic, to discrimlnate between courses of
action; that is--to exerclse freedom! Freedom must be placed
in brackets.

Here again, of course, it 1s Sartre who has the last
word, for freedom can be held in suspension only by an act of
fresedom. The wlill to will can be opposed only by the wlll not
to will, and Sartre wounld point out the normatlve language
Heldegger uses 1ln declaring thet thls 1s what “should" be done.

Non-Being Prior to Belng:
Freedom as Nihillism

Evidently the view that Being and Non-Belng are coeval
leads to & hopeless confusion of terminology, with the result
that the totality-of-all-that-1s sometimes goes by the name of
"Being." There 1s, accordingly, one final alternative: to
regard Non-Belng as primordial, Perhaps the precedling pages
have carried a suggestion of the attlitude so strengly implied
throughout most of Heldegger's writings: a perverse fasclnation
wlth Nothingness, amounting at times to adoration. For Belng
has been characterized as limlted, that is, és finlte, whersoas

Nothingness is unlimited, infinite.Z Surely the infinite

lSee On the Essence of Truth, p. 340.

®See What 1s Metaphysics?, pp. 379f.
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takes precedence over the finite. loreover, this precedence -
1s also revealed by the terms of Heideggerfs own method of
Inveastigzation: he set out to bulld a fundamental ontology on
the baslis of what he could find out about Dasgin, and Dasein
turned out to be grounded in Nothingness.l What 1s more to be

xpected than that the consequent ontology should tum out to
be & "meontology"? Since Daseln is grounded in dissimulation
and Nothingness, therefore, on the basls of Heidegger's method,
wntruth as such 1s prior to truth,2 and Non-Belng enjoys the
primacy over mere Belng.

a) Freedom becomes stark self-assertion. One might
well inquire of Heldegger, "If Daseln exists in the anguished
condltlon of belng-toward-death, then why is not sulclde the
obvious answer to this predicament?" This question is naver
answered, but lmmediate sulcide clearly is not hls intention.
What, then, of the man who llves polsed upon the brink of death
at any moment? By so living, he holds himself unrelated to
anything outside himself as far as this ultimate possibility
1s concerned. He 1s nelther committed nor responsible to any-
thing or any one. At the same tlme, it ﬁust be mcalled that
he 1lives in the intolerable tension caused by an impossible
necesslity: the necessity of being his own ground, which he

can never be.3 These two conditions taken together provide

lsee 1bid., p. 570; SZ, pp. 305 £f.

23ee On the Essence of Truth, pp. 347 f.

SSee SZ, p. 2584.
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a2 dangerously exploslve situatlon: total uncommitment plus'
intolerable tension. Glven such a situation; 1s not a de-
tonation in the offing? And when 1t comes, will it not ipso
facto constitute an act of obelsance to the great god Nothlng-
ness, whose only activity 1s to nlhllate?

b) Entschlossenhelt as cataclysmlic thterdgmmerung.

In keeping with this tendency, Enischlossenhelt 1is sald to con-

sist precisely in remaining free at 2ll times for the assertion
of one's own most extreme possibility,l committed by no tieé

or responsibilities. How will this work itself out in prac-
tice? What will happen when Daseln llstens to the call of
consclence? Formerliy, conscience merely called Daseln to
accept 1ts gullt; but under the influence of the fascination

of Nothingness, a sudden change occurs: Conscience calls man
to become guilty!2 Why? Because it is 1n deeds of harshness
and grimness that Dasein becomes aware of Nothlngness! TIn the
experience of harsh conflict, vliolent loathing, merciless inter-
dict, and bltter renunciation Dasein achieves the authentic
awareness of Non-Being.3 This means the abandonment of con-
science in the ordinary sense, and with it the eliminatlon of
responsibility. For if consclence lnvolves obllgatlon to

: 4
another, Daseln cannot be fully responsible to 1tself. As

lsee sz, p. 308.
®see SZ, pp. 287, 288.
SSee What is Metaphysices?, p. 373.

4See SZ, p. 288.
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Heldegoer himself says, to have a consclence is to be essen-
tielly without a consclence, and this is the only possibllity
of being "good", in the existential sense of the word,<
With this the scale of values has come full circle to
the transvaluation which Nietzsche gave them. Under the cry
of "falr is foul, and foul 1s fair," Nothingness holds out 1its
own pecullar reward to those who have the courage to embrace
the gruesome. Not only do they acquire a super-power from
hurling themselves into death® (thereby cancelling in some de-
gree the fact of their being hurled into an unwelcoms existence),
but they are promised a2 special glimpse of the nihilation they
gserves
The clear courage for essential dread guarantees that
most mysterious of all possibilities: the experlence of
Being. For hard by essential dread, in the terror of
the abyss,there dwells awe. |
(Unfortunately for the purpose of l1llustration, this is one of
the passages in which Being is used to cover the totallty of
Being and Non-Beilng, which 1s clearly indicated efen in these
two sentences.)
The apparent double loyalty of Dasein to self and to
Nothingness can be reduced to one a2nd the same thlng, for
Dasein itself is grounded in Nothingness. To nthilate and to

dissimulate, to "dedicate untruth to oneself,"éis therefore

1See 5Z, p. 288,
®see 8z, p. 384.
“What is Metaphysics?, p. 387.

4SZ, P. 299.
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to affirm self and Nothingness at the same time. The call

to sacriflce with which What 1ls Metaphysics? concludes,l

calling for the sacrifice of man and of all beings to Being-
as-totallty, resembles not at all the laylng down of a man's
life for his friends, but rather the orglastic Immolation of

humaenlty 1tself to the bottomless abyss of Nothingness.

Conclusion

In the preceding discussion, the term "Non-Being" was
Introduced as a fourth, in addlition to relatedness, Ilncomplete-
ness, and incertain dependence, concerning which evaluative
judgments might be made. The three substlitutes for freedom
were thern developed in accordance wlth the way in which Ncn-
Belng was regarded. Thke time has now come, however, to make.
three polnts fundamental teo the present discusslon: a) that
Non-Belng is not really a fourth term besides the three others,
but 1s actually only a more embracing concept which includes
them; and b) that both 1t and the three subsumed under 1t are
intimately related to time, so that ¢) the three substitutes
for freedom all depend partly upon the attitude toward time.

a) Non-Being the inclusive term for the irrational.

As already indicated, Heldegger subscribes to the view that
philosophy iIs based upon the presupposltion that "thought and
Belng are one." For thought differs from fantasy precisely
in that it hes for its object that which truly 1is. If the

entire philosophical enterprise is to be accorded a chance of

1What is Metaphysics?, pp. 389 ff.
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success, however, then there must be the possibility of cer-
talnty, so as to distingulsbh true thought from false. But
such certainty is not possible as long as thought is separate
from 1ts object, for then one could always ask, "How do you
xnow?" This question can finally only recelve a completely
certain answer 1f there is no longer any cleavage, any dis-
tinction between thought and its object, If there 1s an
1dentity which of fers lmmedlate certainty.

Thus is the unlty of thought and Belng demanded as
the presupposition of philosophy. The structure of thought
correlates with the structure of Belng, and conversely, the
1rrational is consigned to Non-Being. How does this apply to
the present purpose of showlng the correlation of lncomplete-
ness, relatedness, and dependence with Non-Belng? The ansgwer
iz at hand: the demands of reason are ultimately for unlty,
wholeness, self-dependence, and especlally unconditlonedness
or unrelatedness.l Their opposites, accordingly, parteke of
the 1rrational, and in go far as they do so, are permeated
with Non-Belng.

b) Time the seat of the irratieonal for Heldegger.
What is the seat of the irrational? It might be answered
that whereas the Greeks were more preoccupied with matter as
that which could only imperfectly receive form, Heldegger
shifts the emphasls to time as the condition of relatedness,

uncertain dependence, and lncompleteness, First, as long

lF. H. Bradley's Appearance and Reality (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1930), i8S an exhaustive development of this
p01nt .
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ps there is time there will be relatedness, for the three

"ecstasies,™ as the name implles, stand outside each other,
that is, are related to each other. Similarly the ®mporal
existent 1s always related to hls past and future, to such an
extent thet Daseln sometimes seems almost on the polnt of
belng pulled apart by thils tenslon. Second, and not unllke
the first point, Daseln is dependent as long as it 1is 1In time.
It finds itself "hurled" into its temporal situation, unable
to be the ground of its own being. Furthermore, the uncer-
tainty attaching to thils dependence 13 helghtened by the fact
of the future. The future is never completely within Daseln's
control, and to that extent Inevitably looms as & question

mark. Third, and most obvious, time 1s par excellence the seat

of incompleteness. It is always "not yet."

The foregoing analysis showed how all that was implied

in Seln und Zeit about freedom and decision suffered two fatal

blows when Dasein was descrlbed simply as temporaiity. In the
first place, Dasein's fallure to transcend temporallity leaves
1t without & poil std from which to choose, and in the second,
the fallen mode was equated with temporality ltself. It was
shown how true freedom was thus precluded, and how in its
stead there were offered three possible substitutes, depending
upon the way in which Non-Being was regarded. What has now
come to light 1s that all that was said above about Non=-Belng

and 1ts relation to freedom applies to time as the seat of

the irrational and of Non-Belng.
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c) Substitutes for freedom recapitulated with refer-.
ence to time. 1In the absence of the metaphysical basis for
true freedom, three substitutes were discovered. First: By
branding temporality as such as gullty, Heldegger appears to
avold even the necessity for freedom, since (though 1t be.
indeed by fiat) he has installed guilt wlthout appeal to
cholce. Time, as seat of relatedness, dependence, and in-
completeness, 1is a curss, but there 1s one means of consola-
tion: the recognition of the hopeless, frustrating, agonizing
character of ex;stence, the resolute acceptance of one's
gulilt, and the Impassive expectatlion of death at any moment.
This understanding of necessity he calls freedom (like the
"metaphyslcal freedom" of philosophers llke Spinoza and
Hegel). This position might seem to demand a polnt beyond
time from which the detached thinker contemplates its lmevit-
able absurditles, but Heldegger has very llttle metaphysical
provision for such a point. Hls philosopher 1s not so much
serenely detached from the angulsh of exlstence as he ls re-
signed to acknowledge and to endure 1it.

Second: To object that there 13 no freedom of cholce
1s to misunderstand, for freedom has not been taken as a
value, but rather those very things which exclude freedom.

For one thing, freedom increases uncertalnty, lnasmuch as 1t

is in opposlition to determinism and predictabllity. Further-
more, by choosing it makes relstive distinectlions; in so far

as 1t chooses, it rejects; that is, 1t is the servant of
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incompleteness. Finally, 1n so far as it has responsibility

as its correlate 1t seeks to relate Dasein to what is outside
itself. In short, freedom Involves the three qualities upon
which a negative judgment has been placed, which belong to
Non-Belng. Thus, freedom, even if 1%t were poasible, would by
no means be desirable., Rather, 1t would be playing directly
Into the hands of time by fostering just those elements which
constitute the stigma of time. Freedom 1s therefore better
suspended.

Thlrd: Nelther of the first two posltions can stand,
The first demands a greater degree of tlme-transcendence than
Heldegger can provide (or if, as 1n the later vritings, he
does inslist on 1t, 1t still 1s a far cry from freedom since 1t
seeks to abandon time altogether). The second 1s forced to

recognlze that man is constituted by freedom; that is, he

can never be unfree, and even the attempt to suspend freedom
depends upon a decision and an sct of will to do so. The

plain situation 1s that man is caught in the clutches of free-
dom, he 1s under the necessity of choosing and decidlng. But
in so doing, he is forced to involve himself in precisely those
quallties whlch are intolerable tc him: reletedness, uncer-
talnty, dependence, lncompleteness. It appears that he has
been made the victim of a perniclous consplracy whereby he is
not only bound to the angulishing conditions of temporality,

but In addition 1s actually forced to aggravate those same

conditions by the necessity of exerclising freedom. There
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appears buft one way out: with the desperate courage of a
doomed man to turn thils accursed freedom agalnst ltself,
to use 1t to destroy the conditions whlch make 1t possible;
namely, time! Resentful spite against the partial negatioﬁs
of time would thus teke vengeance in total negation: of
death, For death 1s the end of Dasein's tlme, and the end of

time is the liberation from--freedom.




CHAPTER IV
NICOIAS BERDYAEV

In addlition to the remarks already made regarding
the relevance of Nlcolas Berdyaev's philosophy to the prob—
lem of freedom and time, there is a special way 1n which his
thought lends 1tself to the purpose at hand; namely, hls
primary concern, not so much with rigid consistency, as with
illuminating every facet of the problem. The introduction

to Slavery and Freedom, entitled "Concernlng Inconsistencies

in My Thought," explains his intentinn to analyze as exhaust-’
ively as posslble the varipus philescphical problems as they
present'themselves, wlithout the oblligation of forclng them
into a coherent system., Such a method has special advantages
for the problem under discussion, fog; as already suggested,
it apparently defies logical consistency. If this indeed be
the case, then one might well hope for some insights from a
method like Berdyaev's beyond those obtainable from & narrow-
1y systematic treatment. Both the deliberate paradoxes and
the unintentional contradictions which characterlze his
thought may thus be regardéd, not so much as a reproach to
the phllosopher, but rather as an exposure of the pitfalls to

which a too simply conslstent treatment is subject, as well

as a delineatlon of the wvarilous aspects'of the problem which
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a future, more systemetlc approcach must not overlqok.-

A - GOVERNING PRINCIPLES

Granted thet Berdyaev's phlilosophy is consciously
unsystematic, the problem arises as to how it is to be
treated in an intelligible way. A simple exposition of the
content of his books runs the danger either of attempting to
wring from the materlal a unity which is not there, or of
8imply presenting a chaotic mass of cbservations at variance
with one snother. As a means of avoiding both of these
methods, the present writer has attempted to consider
Berdyaev under four or five general mrinciples, none of
which 1s entirely reducible to the others, and each of which
is apt to be in partial conflict with the others. The follow-
ing pages will seek to show that Berdyaev's views of freedom
and tlme vary according to the particular principle which
happens to daminate his thinking at the moment. This chapter
is therefore divided into sections according to the follow-
ing basic conceptions: 1) the Dionysian principle of dyhamic,
irrational energy, without which freedom becomes necessity;
2) the Apollonian or rational principle of order, form,
coherence, and intelligibility, without which freedom be-
comes blind impulse; 3) the obvious principle of an ultimate
duality between the first two; and 4) another expedient,
possibly born of desperation, which obscures the distinction

between these two, thereby falling into some confusing
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amblguities. In eddition to these four, there is moredvar
still another position to which Berdyaev is driven by the
Impossibllity of relating freedom and time on the basis of
any of the first four; this fifth “principle", though nowhere
expllcltly stated, can be Inferred from isolated statements
throughout his works, and 1s so pregnant with suggestions
thet an exposition of it will be reserved for the concluding

chapter of thls essay.

Apollonlan and Dionysian

Berdyaev's dependence on German philosophy is illus-
trated by his adoptlion of the twin concepts of "Apollonian"
and "Dionysian," first introduced by Schelling and developed

by Nietzsche in The Birth of Tragedy. The asmbiguous relation

of these two principles to the problém of freedom and time
has occupled many of the foregolng pages: on the one hand,
if the principle of harmony and order predominates, then
freedom 1s reduced to .mere conformity with an overall pattern,
losing the quality of liberty altogether and actually aiming
at 1ts own extinction, since it exists only as a result of a
deviation from the ideal order to which it must conform; on
the other hand, if the principle of irrational energy pre-
dominates, in defiance of all rational limits; then, as so
cleaély demonstrated 1n the case of Bergson, freedom is re-
duced to impulse, and a man is no more responsihkle than a
dog. So much for the bearing of the Apollonian and Dionyslan
upon freedom; what, then, of their bearing on time? The
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answer to this question 1s not far to seek; for may iﬁ not

be said that together they constitute the problem of time,

in the sense that the one represents immutability, the other

mutability? The Apollonlan, on the one hand, represents the
eternal priﬁciples of rational coherence 1ndépendent of all
flux; the Dionysian, on the other, signifying boundless,
dynamic energy, is opposed to the static, and presupposes
mutability, process--time! One aspect of the opposition be-
tween these twin concepts may thus be thought of as the op-
position between time and eternity. If freedom can be under-
stood neither in terms of the Apollonian nor of the Dionysian
exclusively, this means, among other things, that 1t can be
comprehended neither apart from time nor in wholly temporal
terms.
Berdyaev himself is quite clear at times that

nelther the Apollonian nor the Dionysian by itself is adequate
to account for freedom. Ageinst the former he says:

- The world order, the harmony of the whole, etc.,

cen have no existential meaning., It 1s the realm of 1

determination to whilch freedom is always in opposition.
Likewise against an unbridled spontaneity he insists that
freedom is not vitalism or unlimited license but "subjection
to the Truth."® Recognizing the impasse that awalts any

attempt to baée freedom upon either of these two concepts,

1sp, p. 87.
23F, p. 80.
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Berdyaev seeks a solution to the dilerma by attempting to

subsume them both under a higher, ultimate category. Duality,
he says, 1s not ultimate,land his means of overcoming it is
what he calls the "apophatlc" method. Before considering this
method in detall, however, it is well to recall that included
in the opposition of form and vitality which he wishes to
resolve there is also the opposition of eternity and time, of
the lmmutable and the mutaebls., Is it likely that the two
members of this pair could ever be reduced to a common ground?
Coertalinly in the history of thought it has been the rule for |
the two to be rigldly opposed, for the partisans of one to
relegate the other to a lesser order of reality, if not alto-

gether to illuslon. Prima facle, & logical reconciliation of

the immutable with the mutable appears most unlikely. Doss
the attempt succeed, or does it turn out tobe a subtle bit
of slelght of hand?

The Apophatlic Method

In order to overcome the duality of form and vitality,
Berdyaev has recourse to the time-honored technique of

mysticism, both Oriental and Western, the vla negative,or

apophatic method (from the Greek apophasis, mearing
"negation"). Taking its departure from the principles of
reason and logic, apophatics professes to arrive by means of
logic at a position amenable to the irrational, and thus to

1see Nicolas Berdyaev, Spirit emnd Reality, trans.
George Reavey (London: Geoffrey Bles, Ltd., 1535), p. 127.
Designated below by the abbreviatlion SRH.
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discover & common ground prior to both Apollonian and
Dlonyslan. The actual polnt of departure from which this

method proceeds 1s the recognition that every affirmation

about an object is at the same tlme a negation. If I affirm
that the book is red, I implicitly deny that it 1is green.
Likewlse, with reference to ultimate reality, 1f I affirm its
completeness, I deny 1ts capaclty for creative novelty; if I
affirm its creativeness, I deny 1ts destructiveness; in short,
any predicative concept is a limiting concept, restricting
reallity to what lies within its limits and denylug to 1t all
that lles beyond. As Splnoza's terse dictum puts it,
"Determination is negation."

The gquestion arises, can anything be denied to ulti-
mate reallty, or must 1t include all that 1s? This 1s the
same question that arose in connection with Heidegger's
philosophy, and which was discussed in terms of Parmenides
and Melissus. It can be put 1n a slightly different way:

Is perfection to be conceived as limited, or as unlimited?
Berdyaev describes the two alternate answers to this
question as follows:

Classlcal objectlvity is the attaimment of perfection
in the finite, 1t 13 a sort of triumph over the formless
infinite. It was not by chance that the Greeks assoclated
perfection with finitude and were afraid of the infinite
as chaos. Romanticism, on the other hand,...is bent

upon the infinite: 1t does ngt belleve 1n the attainment
of perfection in the finlte.

1See Nicolas Berdyaev, The Divine and the Human,
trans. R. M. French (London: Geoffrey Bles, Ltd., 1949},
p. 142, Designated below by the abbreviation DH.,
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In lts answer to the question thus put, apophatics sides
wlth the infinlite. Reality, it holds, must include every-
thing. Perfection camot be limited.l Having decided 1in
favor of the inflinlte, one then faces the problem of how to
speak of 1t; for 1f every affirmation involves a negetion
as well, then it follows that no affirmation can be made
about it. The only remaining alternative 1s that from
whiich the method takes lts name: the way of negation.
In order to avold the limitation which every affirmation
Involves, one repudiates the affirmation by meking only
negative statements after the manner of the Upanilshadlc
"not this, not this.,"™ The only statements whick apply to
ultimate reality are negative, and as the end result of
the process of consistent negation one arrives at the final,
total negation: +the concept of Non-Being. Affirmative, or
cataphatlc, statements apply only to Being; prior to 1t
and more fundamental is 1ts infinite ground, Non-Being.

Before scrutinizing more closely the way in which
Non-Belng 1s said to comprise the common ground of both
the Apollonian and Dionysian, one may note a certzin pecu-
llarlty in the argument as developed thus far; namely:

The reason for edopting the via negativa lay in the fact

that every affirmation contains a negatlon. Tihat was

1Strict1y speaking, In order truly to remove all
limitations from reality, would it not be more fitting to
call it both finite and infinite? This is in fact the
posltion to which Berdyaev is eventually driven (though seldom
explicltly) by tkhe insufficiency of all other possibilities,
as wlll be urged below.
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sought was a means of avoiding the negation thus implied.

But a2 second look at the method adopted reveals & curious
kind of reasoning, for ls it not true that the method adopted
in order to avoid a partial negation consisted precisely in
the making of an unmixed negation? It may indeed be true that
determination is negation, but can anyone doubt that negation

is negation? By adopting the vis negativa 1ts exponents

appear to have got themselves out of the frying pan of mixed
negation 1lnto the flre of negation pure and simple. Seeking
to avold any part of 1t, they finally embrace it totally as
the hypostasized Norn-Belng. Having taken notice of this con-
tradiction at the heart of the apophatic method, one may pro-
ceed with some cautlon to an examination of its claim to

overcome the duality of Apollonian and Dionysian.

Non-Belng as the Ground of Apollonian and Dionysian

In Non-Being apophatics claims to have dlscovered a

coincidentla oppositorum, a common ground of both form and

vitality. In the first place, Non-Being can definitely trace
its lineage to an Apollonian ancestry, for it was reason which
recognized in every positive concept the imposition of a limit
and demanded its removal., Though apophatics does demand the
suspension of thought as a result of its renunciation of
concepts, nevertheless this demend is made by thought 1tselr.
Berdyaev 1s guite Insistent on this point:
But there has been an attempt in the history of human
thought, in the history of intellectualist mysticism, to
transcend the 1limits of thought within the 1limits of

thought 1tself, No greater testimony to the power of
thought exists than this attempt at self-limitation, this
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attempt to transcend its own limits, this docta
1znorantia, as Niecolas of Cusa defined 1t. I have in
mind, of course, apophatic theosophy.

Before examining the relation of Non-3eing to the Dionysian,
1t should be noted that this Hothing as the product of sub-
traction has no content. It 1s the perfect voild.

In the second place, Hon-Belng also has certain as-
pects in common with the Dlonysian., EHaving removed all con-
cepts as l1imiting, Lt cannot be grasped by the principles of
reason. It too i1s formless, Infinite, lrrational. Before it
can rightly be called the ground of the Dionysian, however, it
must meet one more requirement: 1%t must also be the source of
dynamlc power. And this is the critical polnt iIn the devel-
opment of apophatices. Until now Non-Being has been merely
nothing. But when 1its relation to the Dionysian is consid-
ered, suddenly--presto! the erstwhile empty Egigzhas become
what the mjstics call the prgg,za bottomless source of un-
limited, creative energy. In that moment the connection of
Apollonian and Dionyslan via Non-3elng hasa apparently been
completed. Non-Belng has been shown to be the logically

derived source of dynamic power.

sr, p. 123 £.

®Phe terms "vold" and "abyss", though often used
interchangeably, will be employed consistently to express
the distinctlon Iindicated above, according as Non-Being 1s
regarded as empty or as full of power,
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There 1s, however, as already sugeested, a sus-
plcious 1link in the chaln of the argument; namely, the polnt
at which Non-Being as devold of all conftent sudcenly passes
over into Non-Being posasessing infinite content, where Nothing
becomes Nothingness, or, in the terminology of thils study,
where the vold becomes the abyss. Is this transitlon in any
sense legitimate? Is 1t possible to pass from static empti-
ness to dynemic plerome in a continuocus transition? The
enawer becomes clear when the starting point of the discussion
13 recalled. The apophatic method began by recognizing the
opposition betweén the immutable and the mutable, and pro-
fessed to be able to find a common ground of both. In actual
fact, however, the subtle change that ocecurs when Non-Belng-
as-static-vold passes over into Kon-Being-as-dynamlc-abyss
is precisely the transition from the immutsble to the
muﬁable, from the changeless to time. Dynemism implies
process, temporal process. Thus it is revealed that the
shift from void to abyss is just as radlcal as & swltch from
Apollonian to Dionyslan would be, the chief aifference belng
thet in the former case the change is hidden behind the one
word "Non-Being," which applies equally to vold and to
abyss. Thls one ternm, indeed, appears to have been thé
source of endless—confusion, decelvins philosophers in the
manner of an optical illusion: as often &s the eyes bllnk,
it 1s seen alternately, now in one of its aspects, now in

the other. 1In one of its aspects it is primarily Apollonian,
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in the other, essentially Dionysian., The ap pearance 9f a
common ground between the two 1s accomplished not so much
in fact as in the twinkling of an eye.

By now 1t has become apparent that the same con-
fusion attends the word "Non-Being" as was discovered in
the case of Heidegger. Behind this word lurks a continual 1y
shifting meaning. At times it wears the mask of Apollo, at
times that of Dionysius; sometimes it is the vold, scmetimes
it is the abyss. In still other passages it once agein in-
g8ists on 1ts claim to overcome the distinction between the
two, thereby falling into patent ambliguities; and finally,
it occasionally yields the field to an acknowledged dualism
of two ultimate and irresolvable principles. In the ensuing
sections of this paper, these four alternatives are treated
gseparately, with a double conclusion: first, that the re-
lation of freedom to time cannot be satisfactorily accounted
for on the basis of the Apollonian-Dionysian duality, and
second, that the apophatic method overcomes this duality in

neme only.,

Finltude Depreciated

Prior to a detailed examination of the extent to
which Berdyaev's philosophy does in fact illustrate the
thesis here presented in theory, a few further observations
on his thought in general are perhaps in order. Foremost
among these is his continusl assault upon the objective

world. "It 13 the formation of a world of objects which is
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ul he asserts,

the source of all the misfortunes of man,
end a large part of his writlngs is devoted toc elaborations
of this theme. More than once, for example, hQ endorses

Kent's duallism of phenomenal and noumenal,2

and makes it plaln
that in hls campalgn agalnst the objective he 1is denouncing
the world of space and time: "The temporal and spatial
materialization of exlstence is an objective process; for
the objective world 1s essentislly temporal and s.ipa.t:!.al.":5
In other words, finitude as such is repudlated: "Objecti-
fication, creating the illuslon of an objective spirit
subordinating spirit to law, puts an end to infinity.“4

It has already been sufficiently emphasized that
thls attack on the finite 1s part and parcel of the Dionysian
principle, with 1ts urge to burst all limits. But is it
possibie that the Apollonian, too, though it represents the
principle of limit, can in some way be opposed to the finite?
Thlis question requlres a two=-fold answer: 1in the firat placé,
in so far as the Apollonlan principle prcceeds, on the basls
of i1ts own mexim that determination is negation, to 1ts own

self-denlal in what has been designated herein as the void,

then one may indeed say that it ultimately drives beyond

1w, p. 197f.
®see SR, pp. 8, 17; SF, p. 1l.
%ss, p. 137.

4SR, p. 5l.
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the llmits of the [inite. As already suggested, however,

the vold 1tself 1s an lmpossible resting place, being utterly
devold of content. From such a posltion one of two alter-
natives are de rigeur: one must either make the entirely
dublous transition from the void to the abyss (with what
justification has already been discussed), or else retrace
one's steps from the vold and return to the use of con-
cepts, Berdyaev'a frequent reliance upon Apollonian con-
cepts, as will be demonstrated in the followlng pages, may
be Interpreted in part as just such a refusal to convert
the "vold" Into the "abyss,"” as a retreat to the realm of
concepts (though even more often, of course, he is betrayed
into the opposite course). In the second place, the
Apollonian itself 1s by no means at home in the spatio-
temporal world. It was In the name of the 'ideas! that
Plato turned away from the world. Why does reason flee the
world? Primarily for two reasons: because matter (or the
object, ln Berdyazev's termlnology) as such is only lmper-
fectly receptive to rational form, and because everything In
the world is transient, wherees the truths of reason are
eternal. ILimit, for whilch the Apollonian stands, requires
a fized boundary; but in the shifting sands of an endless
temporal process, all 1s in perpetual flux., There 1s
nothing stable whilch might serve as 2 limit. Thus the
Apolleonlan, even after it resurrects ltself out of the vola,
counsels withdrawel from the world, and especlally from the

ravagses of time.
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The revolt against finitude on the part of the
Dionysian is largzely similar, but with one significant
difference. In its thrust beyond all limits, it, too,
finds 1n the object a source of irritation, since the ob-
Ject 1is a potential obstacle to its expanding energy. In-
deed, space itself, as external to the source of power,
constitutes a potentlal chellenge to it. Therefore, from
‘the side of the Dionysian, 1t is the external and extended
which 1s anathema (compare Bergson), whereas the Apollonian
is far less troubled by extension, resorting frequently to
spatial metaphors. And conversely, while for the Apollonian
time was a curse, the Dionysian cannot really do without
it, since dynamism is inconceivable apart from time. Tor
thls reason, as will be brought out below, it is necessary
for Berdymev, after his uncompromising renunciation of
time, to reintroduce it under the name of "existential time. "
If the foregoing remarks are correct, then 1t can be ex-
pected that Finitude in certalin of its aspects will come
under attack both from the side of the ratlional and from
the vital, though the specific nature of the assault will
vary saccordingly.

A corollary to the hostile attitude toward finltude
is a similar antipathy to the subject-object structure of
the world as we know it. From the Apollonian point of
view, this structure revresents the old problam of the one

‘and the many; 1if reason begins vith plurallty, 1t can
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never resolve 1t into unity, either epistemologically or
metaphysically; 1t becomes enmeshed in the hopeless prob-
lem of relations. Likewise from the Dionysian point of
view, the existence of the object is a potential obstacle
to the free expression of creative ensrgy. From both sides
of the gquestion, therefore, Berdyaev can say,

The antithesis between subject and ob ject is not
basic in the religlous life, and 1t vanisheslaltogether
in the inner depths of spilritual experience.

As already suggested, what really conatitutes the

problem for Berdyaev is the separate existence of the object

over agelinst the subject. That being the case, his obvious

strategy consists in the absorption of the object by the

subject:

In the spiritual 1life, however, there are neither
objects of lmowledge nor of faith, because here there
is possession, an lnterlior rapprochement, a kinship
with the object perceived (sic), an sbsorptlion of the
object at the very deepest levels....In the spiritual
life there is, in the gnoseological sense of t he word,
neither object nor lmowing subject.

eeseSpiritual experisnce is preclsely the escape
from a state iIn which objects are everywhere extrin-
sically opposed to one another.?

3
Though this absorption of the object 1s elaewhere denied,

lsee Nicolas Berdyaev, Freedom and the Spirit,
trans. Oliver F. Clarke, 4th ed., (London: Geo ey Bles,
Ltd., 1948), p. 91l. Designated below by the abbreviation FS.
2FS, p. 25 (my 1talics); see also pp. 26, 55, 56,
90, 91, 267; DM, p. 291l; SS p. 48.

%see 88, p. 55.
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in his later writings Berdyaev inaists more and more that
"it is expressliy in subjectivity and not in objectivity
that primary reality 1s found."t Though he nowhere says it
in so many words, this strongly implies that the subject-
object cleavage is overcome simply by subtracting whatever
- elements of the objective cannot be absorbed,

From the antagonism to the subject-object relation
it follows that consciousness itself is a deplorable phenom-
enon, since it presupposes the sub ject~object relation:2

But is not all consciousness unhappy? Consciousness

always presupposes division, a falling apart into
subject_snd object and a painful dependence upon the
object.d

Consclousness is always dichotomy and disruption;

1t presupposes an opposition‘bétwe?n subiect and
object that always involves unhappiness.
From the Apollonian standpoint, of course, consclousness
cannot be dispensed with; hence the many points at which
Berdyaev's books depend upon conceptual thought may be
taken as indications of the inevitable recrudescence of
the Apollonian,

It has been the concern of this section to pmresent

briefly the logic of Berdyaev's approach to the problem of

1SF, P. 116; see also p. 207; DH, P. vi, The more
the object is declared to be wnreal, as it is in numerous
bassages, the more the diatribe against objectivity turns
out to be a tilting at windmills.

®See DM, p. 13.
3DH, p. 72. Berdyaev recognizes that the concep-

tion of the unhappy consciousness can be traced beck to
Hegel's The Phenomenology of Mind, IV, B, 3.

4pH, p. 198.
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the relation between freedom and time, 1n order to provide
some preparatlion for the interpretation of the ensuing
anelysis, The followlng pages will attempt to demonstrates
more fully what has here been suggested: that the effort
to resolve the Apollonlian and Dlonyslan into a common
ground lapses invarlably into the orizinal dichotomy, and
thaet neilther member of the duality is able to account for

freedom by 1itself.

B - THE DIONYSTAN PREDOMINANT: MEONTIC FREEDCH

Having endeavored in the precedlng analysls to an-
ticipate the varylng positions to whlch Berdyaev would be
led by his underlying presuppositions, the present study
now proceeds to the verification and amplification of the
conclusions tentétively reached, In this section it will
conslder those aspects of hls thought in which the
Dionysian holds the primacy-over the Apollonlan, and es-
pecially one of his most characteristic concepts, that of
meontic freedom. As suggested by the word "meontic" (from
the Greek mg_ég, meaning "Non-Being"), he holds that free-
dom is derlved from, or at times even equated ﬁith, Hon-
Being (considered under the aspect of abyss, as distinct

from void}.
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Berdyaev'!s Conception of Freedom

Whether or not freedom can be as nearly identified
with Won-Being as Berdyaev would like depends in part upon
one's conception of freedom. It 1is therefore worthwhile
noting the view of freedom which ne presupposes, and which
enables him to 1link freedom directly to Hon-Being. First
of all, he i1s even more outspoken than Bergson or Heldegger
in his insistence that ldeal norms, values, and stendards
are fatal to freedom:

The problem of the relation between freedom and
values 1s even more troublesome. It may be said that
man in his freedom 1s confronted with ideal norms or
values vhich he has to realize:; his failure to do so
is an evil. Thils is the usual point of view. Man is
free to realize the good or the values which stand
above him as forever lald dovn by God, forming an ideal
normative world, but he is not free to create the goog,
to produce values. The scholastic conception of free
wlll comes precisely to thils, that man can and must
fulfill the law of goodness, and if he fails to do so,
it is his own fault anc he is punished. This choice
between good and evil 1s forced upon him from without.
rreedom of will is not a source of creativiness, but
of responsibility and possible punishment.

According to the traditlonal interpretation, free-
dom of will 1s in no sense creative, and instead of
liberating man keeps him in perpetual fear. It
humiliates man rather than exalts bhim; he...can only
accept or reject what 1s given him from without. In-
deed,...freedom of will, confronted forever with the
terrifying necessity of choosing between alternatives
externally imposed upon it from above, reprssses and
enslaves man;j.,.man 1s free when he need not choose.

Upon this view of the matter, i1t is only natural

that he should conclude that "all normative theorles of

lDM, p. 43, 2DM, p. 80.
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ethics are tyrannical."l Specifically, the values of
order, harmony, and unity, so frequently regarded as basic
to ethical theory, are rejected as imposing determination
upon freedom from without:
The world order, the harmony of the whole, etec,,
can have no existential meaning., It is the realm of

determination to which freedom is always in oppogi-
tion.

The very idea_of unity is false and enslaving in
its consequences.

For the same reason the ides of purpose 1is also hostile to

freedom, since 1t imposes an end toward which man must

move, thereby forcing his creative impulses into the
stralt-Jjacket of a predetermined course:

The teleological point of view, combined with the
doctrine of free will, may be formulated as follows:
man must subordinate his life to the supreme end
Placed before him and make a1l his lower aims sub-
servient to the highest good. Such a conception,
though greatly prevalent,...results in a slavish
morality. The teleological point of view, dating
back to Aristotle, must be abandoned altogether.

Finltude Fatal to Freedom

If ideal values, norms, standards, and ends are
thus ruled out as restraints on freedom, what does thtis
imply about the nature of freedom itself? Is it not
evident that freedom i1s conceived as the Fbsence of deter-

minism, of limits, of restrictions of any sort? And does

lpy, p. 16. 33F, p. 91.

4

2SF, p. 87. DM, p. 80.



210

this talit of the absence of limits not have a familjar
ring? Does it not express precisely the same principle
which led the way from the conceptual, the Apollonizn, to
the vold of Non-Belng, under the maxim 'determination is
negation'? Thils path from the rational to Non-3Beinz was
tne path away from finitude. Accordingly, if the pressnt
interpretation is correct, Berdyaev will alsc regard finitude
as inimical teo freedom. And 1n actual fact, as expressly
steted in all his books, thls 1s precisely the case. The
constant polemlc against finitude, or, as he calls 1%,
objectivization, 1s carrled on partly in the name of freedom:

This world is the world of objectivization, of

determinlsm, of allenation, of hostility, of law,

VWwhile the other world is tEe world of spirituallty,
of freedom, love, kinshio.

Similarly, nature, which is used Interchangeably with "ob-

2

jectivization"” to represent finitude,“ is held to be the

contradlction of freedom.5

The general objection asgainat finitude, that as
limited it places restrictions on freedom, can be made more
specific. Matter, for example, is everywhere referred to

as intractable, impenetrable, resistant, and as such it

curtalls freedom to such an extent that it may even be

ISF, P. 254 (my italles). See also pp. 11, 27, 126.

QSee SF, pp. 94, 100.

SSes SF, pp. 94, 100; DH, pp. 128, 130.
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equated with necessity.l Furthermore, the plurality
and dividedness which characterlze finitude are eaually
limiting to freedom.z This dividedness is especisally acute
in human consclousness, which could not function and would
not even exlist wlithout making distinctlons. On account of
these distinctions which exlst on the conscious, finite level,
freedom, when under the rule of consciousness, 1s reduced
to making cholces. But every choice by 1ts very nature ex-
cludes tﬁe unchosen alternatlve, and such exclusion 1s a
negation of freedom. Selectivity and discrimlnation must
therefore be rejected as products of finitude and conscious-
ness, inimical to freedom.5
This rejection of discrimination can be carried
stili further and applled to the distinctlon between good
and evil. |
Discrimination and valuation presuppose dividedness
and loss of wholeness. Herein lies the fundamental
paradox of ethicas: the morsl good has a bag origln

and 1ts bad origin pursues it like a curse.”

Therefore the distinction between good and evil cannot be

ultimate, and Berdyaev finds that “in its inmost belng

lSee ¥S, pp. 31, 84, 86, 121 ff.; SF, p. 96;

Di, pp. 219, 227.

®Sée SF, p. 248.

See FS, p. 101 f.

4DM, p. 84. Berdyaev apparently does not reallze
that his condemnetlon of ethical evaluatlons iz dependent
on just such an evaluation, for hils negative judsment is

based upcn the presupvesition that distinction as such is
"b&d. 1]
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reallty 1s neither good nor evil";l“only that wvhich is
"pDeyond good and evil' is resl.™

Finitude has thus been exposed as hostile to free-
dom because 1t 1limits 1t: as resistance, as plurallty, as
consclous discrimination, as evaluation, as cholce--in all
these respects 1t opposes freedom, which must therefore be
sought outside the finlte sphere. But these reasons for
abandoning finitude are reasons which have been encountered
before in this essay, They were precisely the grounds on
which reason, taking 'determination is negation' as its
motto, drove beyond the limitations of conceptual thouzht
and lost ltself in the void. In the eérlier c23e, reason
proceeded by a process of subtrection until nothing was left
but pure emptiness. In the present case, there has been a
slmllar subtraction of everything that might stand over
agalnst freedom, so that one might very well Inquire whether
anything remains of freedom but a void. In fact, the close
analogy between the two cases strongly suggests that Berdyaevfs
whole conceptlon of freedom is derived from the sane ratlonal
principle as was Hon-Being. This susplcion 1s emphatically
confirmed by Berdyaev himself when he states,

Freedom exposes the limitations of oevery kind of

rational thought; it appears 1rrational, abysmal, with-
out foundations, inexplicable, non-objectifiable,”

lnm, pP. 18; see also pp. 15, 287.
2DM, p. 18; see also pp. 32, 35, 39,
%SR, p. 105.
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Might not this statement just as well read, "Freedom ex~

poses that determination is negation"?

Freedom hes been reduced to the complete absence
of determination. As such, it is lndistingulshable from
the void, But the void cannot supply the quality of
creative energy which 1s bound up with Berdyaev's concep-
tion of freedom. ¥For the injJection of the dynamic element,
a wave of the meglic wand 1s required in order to transform

the vold intoc the abyss.

Abyamal Non-Being as Source of Freedom

On the basls of the foregoing mccount, 1t becomes
increasingly evident that the requirements of freedom
closely parallel the description of Non-Being. Freedom
must be free from the domination of conceptual thought,
even from consclousness. This in itself points to Non-
Being, for metaphyslcs since Parmenldes has generally
tended to equate thought and Being. If, then, freedom de-
fles thought, it must derive from Non-Beirg. In Berdyaevt's
own words:

Freedom exercises a primacy over Belng, which is

merely an objectified state, an arrested freedom shaped
by mental concepts. By way of contrast, freedom 1s an

apophatlc state,
It will be recalled that Non-Being 1s also apophatlc, that

it, like freedom, is also prior to good and evil, prior to
Being.

1 -
SR, P 128 (my 1talicS)c
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Up to this point, the present treatment has de-
liberately kept separate the comsideration of Non-Being
and of freedom, in order to demonstrate their derivation
from 2 common principle. If thls bas been done success-.
fully, then it will come as no surprise to introduce scme
of the classic statements in which Berdyaev spesaiks of the -
two in such a way as even to suggest thelr identity:

Every objectlivized system of 1lntellectuallistic
philosophy is a system of determinism. It derlves
freedom from Being. Freedom appears as determined
Being; that is, In the last resort, freedom is the
of fspring of necessity. Belng appears as ideal
necessity; no break-through 1s possible in 1t....
But freedom cannot be derived from Belng; freedom
is rooted in nothing, in baselessness, In Non-Belng,
if we use ontologicel terminology. Freedom is
without foundation; it 1s not determined by Being
nor borm of it.

Freedom 1s Nothing, 1n the sense that it %s not
one of the realities of the naturel world....

It is necessary to concede the exiatence of an
uncreated freedom which precedes Belng and i1s sub-
merged in the :eratiogal sphere, in whei Boehme
calls the UEEr\ma-ooo

Freed02 springs from an abysmal, pre-existentlal
source. - e B

Freedom exposes the limitations of every kind of
rational thought; it appears irrational, aby=mal,
without foundations, inexplicable, non-objectifigble-
+essJacob Boehme's Ungrund is that very freedom.

1sp, p. 76. °pH, p. V.

SpH, p. 90. ‘DM, p. 297.
°SR, p. 10S.
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Freedom and Non-Belng are thus Intimately conjolned--
whether in & holy or an unholy alliance remains to be
seen.
Is the meontic freedom 3o derived relsted to Non-

Belng as vold, or as abyss? Granted that it is prior to
choice, limitleas,l 1nfinite,215 it characterized by the
static emptiness of the former, or by the unconditioned
power of the latter? The answer is predictable: slnce
freedom concerns actlon, 1t requlres the dynamic. Hence
Berdyaev refers frequently to

+ e othe dynamism, the freedom, and the lrraticnal

princlples of vital activity, which break through all

limitatlions and determine the hlstorical process....

Historiecal reality lmplles the existence of an Ir-

ratlional princlple which makes dynamlsm possible....

We should think of this irrational princlple...on-

tological%y a3 the slne qua non of freedom and
dynamism,

Freedom 13 to be found In the chaotlc, unprinclpled surgs
which wells up out of the abysas of Non-Being, 1n which
*there are breaks, fractlons, abyssss, paradoxes.“4 Ir
God is thought of as bestowlng harmony upon chaos, then
thls meontic freedom is mightier than God himself, for it

can shatter any attempt to impose order upon it!

1see Fs, pp. 119, 156, 165.

®3ee FS, p. 128.

SSee Nicolas Berdyaev, The lieanlne of History,
trans. George Reavey (ILondon: Geolirey Bles, Ltd., 1936},
p. 36. Deslgnated below by the abpbreviation MH.

4

SF, p. 76.
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There is in the very origin of the world an ir-
rational freedom which is grounded in the void, in
that abyas from which the dark stream of life issues
forth and in which every sort of possibility is
latent....Apart from the dark abyss of chaos there
would be nelther life nor 1liberty....The dwelling-
place of freedom is the abyss of darkness and Nothing-
ness.s...Freedom is not created because it 13 not a
part of nature; it is prilor to the world and has 1ts .
origin in the primal void. God is zll-powerful in
relation to Being Rut not in relation to Nothingness
and to freedom,...

Freedom is not created by God: it is rooted in

the Nothing, in the Ungrund, from all eternity. Free-

dom 1s not determined by God; 1t is a part of the

Nothing, out of which God created the world....3od

the creator 1s all-powerful over Being, over the

created world, but h® has no power over Non-Being,

over_the uncreated freedom which is impenetrable to

him.?
These references make it clear that meontic freedom has b een
reached by two steps under the guise of one. PFirst, by re-~
moving all determinations and restrictlions, freedom was re-
duced to the apophatic vold. But second, and only implicitly,
the transition has been made to Non-Being as abyss, the un-

differentiated source of energy. At one solitary point

 ps, p. 160. It is significent that in this passage
Berdyaev uses the terms 'void' and 'abyss! interchangeably.
This illustrates a) his failure to make the expliclt dis-
tinction drawn above, b) his apparently unconscious depend-
ence upon both meanings of "Non-Being”"; and ¢} his conse-
quent tendency to shift implicitly from one meaning to the
other in accordance with the exigencles of the argument, ea
will be illustrated below. Suffice it to cite here a pas-
sage 1n which only the dynamic meaning of Non-Being is re-
tained: "“The supremacy of freedom over Being 1s also the
supremacy of splirit over Being. Beilng is statlie, spirit is
dynamic; spirit is not Being" (SF, p. 76). Here Non-Being-
as-vold 1s entirely overlooked, though it was by way of
negation that freedom was firat declared toc be meontic.

°IM, p. 25.
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Berdyaev does actuelly betray this covert transition, when
he refers to "freedom which 1s both the voild and infinite
power."l Once the transition is made, the question arises:
Does any distinction remain between this meortic freedom
and a sort of cosmic Dionyslan prineciple? Is 1t 1In fact

very different from Bergson's élan vital?

Time Ultimate

If the two most comprehensive concepts which one
has ere the Apollonlen and Dionysian, then freedom must
be lnterpreted in terms of either one or the other. If
in terms of the former, then freedom becomes mere con-
Tormity to an externally imposed pattern; this is Berdyaev's'
constant complaint agalnst Thomism. But If in terms of
the laﬁtér, 1f the Dionysian is given priority over the
Apcllonian, then there are far-reaching consequences,
nott only for freedom, as already indiceted, but for the
correlative amapects of the problem which this study
must consider--specifically, for the conception of time.

If abysmal Non-Being 1s dynsmic, while Being 1is

statlc; and if, for the sake of freedom, Non-Being is given

1ps, p. 179.
23ee SF, p. 258; SS, pp. 129, 151.
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the primacy over Being; then, contrary to so much meta-
physical speculation both Oriental and Occidental, not
eternity, but time is ultimate. For dynamics involves
change, and change, as Berdyaev agrees, involves time.
The creativity which is for him éuch-an essential part of
freedom is thoroughly bound up with tima.l Consequently
he condemns the devaluation of time by mystlics and
idealists,” insisting that spirit, which is for him the
most preclous reality, is best characterized as "creative
becoming, "3

As already observed in the case of Bergson and
Heidegger, the implications of regarding time as ultimate
are drastic indeed. Perhaps it 1is owing to apprehension
about this that Berdyaev seems to pause on the threshoeld,
to try to make some compromise with eternity, when he asks,
"Is change a betrayal of eternity?"4 But the logical 4if-
flcultles in such a guestion are iﬁsuperable. If change
can be confused with the changeless, t hen logic breaks down.
Hence he is ultimately forced to concede that, on the basis
of his own presuppositions, the temporal must be the ground

of the eternal,sjust a3 Non-Belng is the ground of Being.

1see SF, p. 258; S8, pp. 129, 151.

2
See 83, p. 131.

3599 F5, p. 4.

436¢e S5, p. 4

S3ee MH, p. 68.
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For 1f Non-Being is dynamic, it must be temporal.

At this polnt in the discussion one comes Tface to
face with one of the knottiest and most curious problems
of all. On the one hend, Non-Belng was held to be limitless
and inflnite; on the other hand, it has now been revealed
as temporal--but time, together with space, has generslly
been regarded as one of the c¢hlef constituents of finitude!
This would seem to indlcate thet whenever the transition is

made from the static yoid to the dynamic abyss, parl passu

the shift has also been made from infinite to finits.t 1In
so far as Berdyaev stlll wishes to claim both dynamism and
infinitude for his Non-Being, he is clearly faced with an
Intricate problem.

He attempts to find a solution in what he calls
"existential time,” as distinct from cosmic and historical
time.2 Cosmlc time, as the name implies, is the time of
the seasons, the years, the planetary revolutions: historical
time 1s that of the clock, the calendar, of epochs such as

anne dominl; and exlstential time 1s often described in terms

strikingly similar to Bergson's durée. Wheress the first
two kinds of time, being ob jective (Bergson would say "

tended"), comprise the realm of determinism,3 the third,

lThe sl tuation 1s complicated still further when it
ia recalled that, in fact, time 1tself 1s "infinite" in the
sense of "endless.,"

®See SF, pp. 257 £f. OSee DY, p. 146.



220 _ -

being inward, intensive, and subjective,lia wholly unde-
termined.2 But though 1t may, like gggég, serve the punrpose
of escaping the supposed determiniam of extended time, it
st11l does not avold the problem of how Non-Being can be at
once apophatic and temporal. For existential time 13 ac-
knowledged as the necessary correlate of dynamism, of change,
of the events of the "meta-hlstory" which plays such a
prominent role in Berdyaev!'s thought.5 Consequently, if
Non-Being 1s to be concelved strictly apophaticslly, it
must be as voild, not as abyss, for the abyss 1s temporsl.

In the Interest of freedom, however, the dynamism of the
ahyss 1s required. In so far, therefore, 2 s Berdyasev ad-
heres to his doctrine of meontic freedom, he must maintain -

the ultimacy of the sabyss--and with it, of time.

Abortive Attempt to Transcend Valuation

When Non-Belng is regerded as prior to Being, there
are ramilflications not only as regards time, as indicated

above, but also in the realm of evaluation. Indeed, it 1s

precisely at this point that one of the crucial issues of
the present study is encountered; namely, the impossibility
of escaping wvalue judgments. On the one hand, as already
noted, Non-Being, since it 1s unlimlited, 1s beyond all dis-

tinctions, for to distinguish is to discern s boundary,

lsee SF, pp. 260 f. 2See SS, pp. 144, 150 f.
5See SF, p. 262; MH, ch. iii, 1iv.
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that is, %o limit; this means that in Non-Belng there is
no distinetlion between good end evil--in other words, no
evaluation. But on the other hand, Berdyaev cannot avoid
making some very definite evaluative statements, so that
what he has denled he in fact 1ﬁplies. To an examination
of the nature of these evaluations attentlon is now
directed. .

Perhaps there 1s no better beginning than to polnt
out the subtle presupposition which has dominated the entire
discussion: that the Iinfinite ought to be chosen instead
of the finite, that 1t is valued more highly. This tacit
assumption becomes more directly apparent when Berdyaev
characterizes sin itself as "attraction to the finite,"l

and speaks of limitatlion a3 evil in itself;zand conversely,

when he deslignates the overcoming of all limltation as the
aim of'spiritual.activity.3 Such a view contrasts sharply
with that of Aristotle, for exemple, who regarded perfec-
tion as unchanging self-sufficlency, since that which changes
1s not yet perfect. For Berdyaev, however, that which 1s

already 'perfect' has reached a limit, and the limited can

never be perfect for him. He therefore declares immobile

lSee ¥s, pp. 46, 57, 1l03.

2See MH, p. 192; FS, pp. 312, 337; DH, p. 46;
SR, p. 177.

®See Fs, p. 115.
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self-sufficiency to be limited and imperfect,land concludes

that perfection itself is apophatic; like Non-Being, it 1s

infinite, creative dyn&mism.2

Once perfectlon i1s deseribed in such terms, one
wonders how 1t will differ from Bergson's view, if at all,
Like the French philosopher, he is reducsd to argulng that
energy 1tself 1s good:

The good must be conceived of in terms of energy
and not of purpose. The thing that matters most 1is
the realizatiog of creative energy and not the 1deal
normatlive end.,

And again:

The moral good is not a goal but an inner force :
whlch lights up man's 1ife from within. The Important
thing is the source from which activi&y springs and not
the end towards which 1t 1s directed.

Furthermore, this energy as such is regarded as creative,

5

just as 1s Bergson's élan vital. On this basis, Berdyaev's

"ethics of creativity"6 closely parallels the "second source

of morality and religlon," since 'value is creative activity";8

1See DH, p. 47.
®See DM, pp. 288 f.

SSee DH, p. 144.

4See DM, p. 80; see alsc pp. 16, 43, 145,

SSeo DM, pp. 133, 145.
Ssee DM, II, ch. 111.

7Berdy&ev himgelf calls attention to the similarity
between his ethics and Bergson's; see SS, pp. 123 n., 182.

Bsee DH, p. 1l2.
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that 1s, creativity conceived as pure ensrgy needs no othef
Justification. It is self-justifying, b ecause it expresses
the indomitsble urge to shatter the bonds of finitude in the
name of the 1nfinite.1 Finally, the similarity to Bergson
can be pushed ome step further, and perhaps even epitomized,
by Berdyaev's stetement that the chief characteristic of
creatlvity is novelty. Whatever is new is the product of
creatlivity, and the creative always brings forth the new
out of the depths of the abyss of Non-Being:

The absolutely new arises through creativeness alone,
1.6., through freedom which has its roots in Non-Being.
Creatlion means transition from Non-Belng to Being
through a free act....Primeval meonic fﬁeedum can slone
Provide an explanation of creativeness.

Creativeness is always...the making of something
new that had not existed in the world before. The
Problem of creativeness is the Problem as to whether
some thing completely new is really possible....
Creation is the greatest mystery of life, the mystery
of the appearance of something new that had never ex-
isted before and is not deduced from, or generated by,
anything. Creativeness presupposes Non-Being,...
which 1s the source of the primeval, pre-cosmic, pre-
exlstent freedom in man....Creativeness can only spring
from fathomless freedom, for such freedom mlone can
glve rise to the new, to what had never oexisted vefore,

1see MH, p. 202; SF, pp. 126, 312.

2DM, p. 33. For some reason, the spelling "m-e-o-n-
1-e" is consistently used in the translations of Berdyaev!s
works. But since the word "ontic" igs already in current
usage, the present writer has chosen to spell its counter-
part "m-e-o-n-t-i-c" (Cf. the French méontigue).

DM, p. 126 f.
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Creativity 1s thus seen to be the correlats of

meontic freedom, definable in terms of energy and novelty,
and a self-authenticeting value in itself. As in Bergson's
case, this equating of energy and novelty with value has
the effect of removing any principle of discrimination be-
tween possible actions. Evén if one tried the dubious ex-
pedient of preferring one action to another on the ground
that 1t was "newer" or "more energetic," this would still
emount to saying that it was for that reason better. BRut
such a thing 1s far from Berdyaev's intent. His aim from
the outset was to get beyond the distinction between better
and worse, and he reiterates emphatically that creativity
is beyond good and evil.l On the basls of this posltion he
1s perfectly consistent in saying that Yevery asct is a

creative 8 ct. ne

It may amppear superficlally that he has

thereby succeeded in excluding all distlnctions, es-

pecislly normative distinctions. A second look, however,

reveals that this is by no means the case, that in fact

the very effort to suppress such distinctions actually pre-

supposes and depends upon a prior distinction of precisely

this nature. 1In short, what Berdyaev's explicit deniél

1s loglcally dependent upon is what he already pre supposes.
The pressing question which immedlatelyarises is:

upon what prior judgment of value does his position depend?

lSee DM, pp. 42, 130 f.

2SF, p. 24.
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The obvious answer is that he evaluates creatlvity, novelty,
and energy hlgher than their opposites. But this is not the
bottom of the matter. For creativity, novelty, snd energy

are derivative, the value placed upon them 1s the result

of the inltlal assumption that not to make distinctions of
value is better than to do so, that not to dlscriminate 4is
better than to discriminate. In other words, to suppress
value judgments 1s precisely to make such a Judgment against
them; the oppoailtilon to such discriminations itself pre-
supposes & prilor dlscrimination on behalf of non-dlilfferentia-

tion.

Transvaluation of Values

The preceding enalysis has attempted to show that
the attempt to go beyond all distinctions of value 1s itself
dependent upon & prior value Judgment; that 1s, it contra-
dicts 1tself, This means that 1t can never be a question
of whether valuation occurs, but only of what the criterion
of value 18, When this fact is ignored, when the attempt 1isa
made, as it is by Berdyaev, to reach a level beyond such dis-
tinctions, then a curious nemesis liles in walt: for in the
attempt to avold any valuation at all, it develops that in
actual fact Berdyaev has achieved only a transvaluation of
values 1n the Nietzschean sense--he has succeeded only in msking
evil good, and vice versa, And here the enalogy with Bergson
gives way to a comparison wlth Heldegger. Where Bergson

restricted the ldea of Non-Being to what has been termed
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berein as the void, and then banished it as illusory,1
both Heidegger and Berdyaev retain Non-Being, sometimes

giving 1t a content suggesting the élan vital, and sometimes

confining 1t to the void. Whether or not the logic of
Bergson's position would ultimately result in a similar
transvaluation is beyond the scope of thils essay to ingquire.
But both Heidegger and Berdyaev, 1in regarding Non=-Belng as
ultimate, try to get beyond the distinction between falr

eand foul--end in so doing they end by implying and even
stating that "fair is foul, and foul is faip.”

That this is so in Heldegger's case has already
been shown. In Berdyaev's, the whole process by which 1t
occurs 1s elaborated in far greater detail, and can conse-
quently be studled even more fruitfully. From at least three
seperate polnts, the often implicit judgment of value from
which Berdyaev launches his attack on valuation moves
along three converging lines to one final conclusion: that
evil 1s "better" than good. Fiprst: owlng to his uncom-
promlsing aversion to the objective world and to finitude,
he concludes thet the good must be directly contrary to
everything in this world: "Christianity cells us to Ffollow
the line of the greatest resistance to the world."2 "The
Gospel 1s opposed not only to evil but to what men consider

g00d."®  Second: by regarding limit as evil, he is driven

1see Creative Evolution, pp. 291 r.
< 3
DM, p. 115.

DM, p. 123.
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to say that perfection is evlil; for thet which is perfect -
13 complete, and as such 1t has reached its 1imit. The
creatlvity which he values so highly therefore demands im-
perfection as 1ts correlate: "Creatlveness is bound up with
imperfection, and perfecticn may bd unfavorable to it."l
Third: 1f morality as such is bad, then non-mor elity must
be good. The person who ignores value judgments 1s in
reality following a higher valuel This is what he refers

to under the deceptive name of "creative" or “personallstic”
ethics:

Personalist ethics signify just that golng out from
the "common" which Kierkegaard and Shestov consider sa
break with ethics....The personalistic transvaluation
of values regards as lmmoral everything which is de-
fined excluslvely by Its relation to the "common"...to
soclety, the nation, the state, an abstract idea, ab-
stract goodness, morel and logical law...and not to
concrete man in his existence. Those who are no longer
under the law of the Ycommon", it is they who are the
really moral people; while those who are subject to the
law of the "common" and determined by the soclal rou-
tine of dalily life, they are the immoral people. Such
people as Kierkegaard aae the victims of the old anti-
personallst ethics...."

All three of the foregoing lines of approach can be
summarized briefly as follows: all limits are bad; the good
imposes a limit--there is a "thou shalt not" implied in
every conception of the good; therefore the only gggl"good'
is that which sets no 1imit; nsamely, 6vil! Furthermore, it
la preclsely that which knows no limit that is the founda-
tion of Berdyaev's thought; that is, Non-Being! Thus doses

iDM, p. 131.

®SF, pp. 43 £ (my italics).
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evil turn out to be fundamental to reality, constitutive
of that from which all else derives. In hils own words
"wvil is thus the motive force behlnd the life of the uni-

verse."l

"Evil 1s a return to the state of pure power."Z
If the primordial Non-Being 1s the source of evil,
then there are consequences with regard to freedom, slnce
freedom 1s "meontic":

The source of evil is...1ln the unfathomable
rationality of freedom, 1in pure posslbility, in the
forces concealed within that dark vo%d which precedes
all posltive determination of beinz.

By taking this step he makes a subtle but highly significant
departure from the traditional Christian view. For him,

evil 1s no longer that which corrupts freedom, but rather a
necessary constituent of freedom 1tself: "There is no freedom

without the freedom of evil."® Indeed, the devil himself

lps, p. 185.
%ps, p. 165.
SFS, p. 165.

4DH, P. 92. In splte of Berdyaev's constent in-
slstence that In order to be true to reality he must defy
the laws of reason and frankly face paradoxes and contrsa-
dlectlons, his correlation of freedom and evil betrays a
wholly intellectual approach to the whole subject. His
fundamental concern, as he often admits, is theodicy--
the rational explanation of evil (see FS, pp. 119, 132,
160; DM, pp. 54, 278, 293). The chief functlon of meontlc
freedom 1s to supply the explanation of evil: "God is all-
powerful in relation to Being, but not in relation to Nothlng-
ness and to freedom; and that 1s why evil exists." FS,
P.160,
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1s slmply the'manifestation of irrational i‘reedom."l

Having thus embraced evil, Berdyaev makes statements
as nihilistlc as Heldegger's. There 1s, he says,an element
of savagery and barbarism in the creative act,? Evil 1s not
the path to hell, but to heaven;sit 1s the way to the know-
ledge of God.4 Hence guilt 1s a noble experience.5 Re~
bellion against God is man's glory.6 The world should be

destroyed.7

Witk these references the present argument
rests 1lts case, hoping to have shown that if one serlously
attempts to deny value jJjudgments altogether, one ends by

exaltlng evil,

The Meontic Self

The consequences of Berdyaev's decision to regard
abysmal Non-Being as ultimate can be observed in still an-
other realm; that of selfhood. What must be the nature of
the free agent 1f he 1s to exercise meontle freedom? The

word whlch he uses to designate the self in so far as 1t is

1see s, p. 163.

%See SF, p. 123.

SSee DH, pp. 90 f.; for further references to evil
23 a means %o good, see FS, pp. 184 f., 310; DN, Pp. 38,
41, 297; SR, p. 112; DH, p. 91.

4see DH, p. 95.

SSes DM, p. 115.

6see DM, p. 28.

7See SF, p. 95.
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free, 1is “spirit“;lhence whatever l1s sald about spilrit may -~
be taken as applyling to the self in its freedom. Indeed, as
he frequently relterates, spirit 1is freedom.2 If this is the
case, then one would expect to find statements made about
spirit or about the free self similar to those made about
freedomn. And 1in fact one does not have to look far in
order to find such statements: spirit, like freedom, 1is
unlimitedsand 1nfin1te;4it is energy, dynamism,Sand
creativity.® This identification of spirit and freedom is
carrled one step further when 1t iIs flatly said that spirit
1s the source of evil.”

If spirit and freedom are to be thus closely i1dentifled,
1t follows that the former, 1like the latter, must also be
"meontic," that the self is fraught with Non-Belng, just as
it 1s in Heldegger. This is abundantly confirmed by Berdyaev:

It would be an error to identify spirit and Being.
Spirit is freedom, creativeness. Spilrit exercises =

lBerdyaev generally maintains that the self has or
acquires spirit, rather than is spirit. See SR, p. 154; DH,
p. 128. Though beyond the scope of the presemt study, the
problem does arise; how can the self acquire spirit if it
does not already have it in some degree in the first place?

2See DM, pp. 31, 219; SR, pp. 17, 32, 34, 128, 154;
DH, pp. 130, 193.

3See SR, pp. 46, 50, 175.
“see SR, pp. 65, 111, 176.
SSee SR, pp. 33, 46, 172.
6See SR, pp. 34, 154.

"Seo SR, pp. 73, 104; SF, p. 249; FS, pp. 160-170,
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primacy over Being, the primacy of freedam.l

Spirit, whlch is neilther nature nor aubétance, is
not even Belng, since freedom is not Being.

Man's fear of God is his fear of himself,_of the
yawning abyss of Non-Being in his own nature,®

If the self 1s free in so far as 1t is meontic, then
it follows that consciousness, far from being essential to
the exercise of freedom, is a positive detriment. For not
only is consciousness selective? (that is, it limits by
excluding), but it also presupposes the distinction between
subject and object5 which, according to Berdyaev, is hostile
to freedom. Consclousness 1s therefore not of t he apiritj6
1t doea violenee to creativeneas;7in fact, it is =a "poison"8
which enslaves man to the objective world.g

If consciousness is taken away from freedam, can
there be any such thing as responslibility? It is difficult
to see how there could, but for Berdyaev this is not even
8 desideratum. Responsibility is a category belonging
merely to the finite realm, rathsr than to the realm of

1sr, p. 32. ®sR, p. 155.

5DM, p. 41. 4see Fs, pp. 101 f.
SSee DM, p. 13. 63ee DM, p. 78.
“See DM, p. 76. 8see DM, p. 292.

%see DH, p. 198, The "super-consciousness" to
which Berdyaev sometimes refers is in fact indistinguishable
from subconsciousness.
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spirit and freedom, just as freedem in the sense of choice’
really enslaves men to hils principle of selection:

The religlous and spiritual problem of freedem must
not be confused with the question of free will. Free-
dom has 1ts foundations not in the will but in the
spirlt....%When men seek for proof of the existence of
free willl the true pathos of freedom is entirely over-
looked. [©or the motlve behind such attempts has been
the deslre to establish the moral responsibility of
mﬂn....

If responsibllity 1is abandoned, then it 1s no
longer Important to :etain self-l1dentity, in the sense that
for purposes of responsibility I am today the same person
who malled a letter yeasterday. Consequently Berdyaev is
quibé content to say:

The exlstence of person&lity presupposes inter-
raptlion; 1t l1s inexplicable by any sort of unin-
Eerrupyion; it 1s inegplicable by any sort of unin-

errupted continuity.
Here Berdyaev's positlon is similar to Bergson's. For
both, the enduring is the static, and is therefore
inlmical to freedom. 1In full consistency with this prin-
ciplé, then, they both must concentrate exclusively on
the dynamic, and In so dolng they sacrifice any possible
polnt of ventage beyond tlme from which the free agent
makes decislions within time, and to which he relates them
In order that they maey have meanlng. In short, the self
does not transcend time. Although Berdyaev fregquently

refers to "transcension" as s characteristic of spirit,

1FS, pp. 117 £ (my 1ltalics); see also p. 119;
DM, pp. 43 f.

23F, p. 2l.
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it means no more for him than "infinite asPiration."l
As he himselfl testifies, he nuses the word in the game senao

as Heidegger.2

Freedom Reduced to Indeterminiam

Throughout the preceding analysis the intention has
been to answer the question: what are the consequences for
the various aspects of the problem of freedom when abysmal,
dynamic Non-Being 1s regarded as ultimate? In conclusion
i1t remeins only to inquire: when all the foragoing data
are taken into account, what sort of "freedom" remains?
Actually, the answer to this question has been implled fram
the outset, becoming more and more evident as the argument
proceeded. A brief recapitulation at this Juncture should
therefore suffice to render 1t wholly explicit.

The starting point of the discusslon was Berdyaev's
decision to regard Non-Being as ultimate, concelved under
the aspect of dynamic abyss, and his virtual ildentification
of freedom with just this Nothingness. Illustrations were
then adduced to show that 1f this abyss is taken as ult imate,
then so also 1s time. For it is above ell else dynamic, as
opposed to étatic, and if dynamic, then temporal (and,one
mey add parenthetically, if temporal, then scarcely infinite),

Once it is established that time is of the essence of Non-

lsee DEH, p. 45.
2See DH, p. 45.
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Being, and that freedom is meontic, then the fate of free-
dom follows as inexorably as in the case of Bergson. It can
be spoken of only in terms of novelty and energy. Es-
sentially it 1s no more than "freedom from"..., that is,
from any limitation or determinsation. Like Non-Being, it

1s arrived at by a process of subtraction. "According to

our definition," says Berdyaev, "spirit is free from deter-

mintsm,"L

If time is taken as ultimate, then 1t is no longer
posslble for the self as free agent to transcend tlme~-nor,
on Berdyaev'!s deflnition of freedom, is it necessary or de-
sirable. The consequences of this position, radical though
they be, are quite acceptable to him: there 1is no enduring
self which remeins the same throughout change; there is con-
sequently no responsible self; and finally consclousness it-
self 1s decried, since 1t is slways selectlive, and in select-
ing it excludes and limits. Moreover, to choose in ac-
cordance wilth a selective principle 13 not freedom at all;
rather, 1t enslaves the self to the criterion of choice.

As the evlidence accumuletes, 1t becomes apparent
that for Berdyaev there are fundamentally only two alterna-
tives, determinism and indeterminism, the one corresponding
to the Apollonian, the other to the Dionyslan. He speaks

2
of "the duallam of freedom &nd necessity,” and refers to

1SR, P. 159 (my ltalics); see also p. 176.

®DH, p. 128; see also p. 177; SF, p. 79.
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the dichotomy of "freedom and impulse"” on the one hand,
as against "determinism end causality" on the other.l
Tne third alternative of self-determination simply eludes
analysis 1n terms of either Apollonian or Dionysian. The
so=-called free agent cannot be comprehended as self-deter-
mining in such terms; instead, he is sald to be a “rupture

of ceausal relations."2

Given only the two posslbilitiles,
determinism and indeterminism, Berdyaev prefers to describe
freedom in terms of the latter. In cerrying thls decision
through consistently, he cannot stop short of saying that
freedom is the absence of ali determination; that is, 1t

13 meontic. But in the last analysls meontlc freedom

stands revealed as Dlonysian indeterminism.

C - THE APOLLONIAN PREDOMINANT: TIME DISPARAGED

The preceding sectlon, In which the doctrine of
meontic freedom 1s central, represents by far the major em-
phasls in Berdyaev's thought. If consistency had been his
chief alm, possibly there would be nothing more to add con-
cerning the relation of freedom and time in his philosophy.
It will be recalled, however, that one of the reasons why

his works are so fruitful lies in hils determination to do

1See S5, p. 144,

°SF, p. 95; see also SS, p. 139.
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justice to all aspects of a problem, even at the pricé of
logical consistency. This belng so, he 1s not prevented
from recognlzing the extremely mrecarious status of free-
dom when it is based upon the Dlonysian (thet is, when it
loses a trens-temporal reference), and from trying to
remedy the situation. The remainder of the present chapter
is devoted to a consideration of the various remedies he
attempts.

In the present section, tne first and most obvious
alternative 1s examined; namely, the attempt to regard the
Apollonien as ultimate. Such an endeavor stands in such

striking contrast to all that was earlierlsaid about the

1'I'he word "earlier" in this context refers, not to
any chronological development in Berdyaev's own writings,
but simply to those elements in all his writings which have
been collected and presented in &n earlier part of the
present study. The reader 1s therefore asked especially
to bear in mind the strictl? qualified sense in which the
words "earlier" and "former" will be used in the following
pages to refer to the "Dionysian" emphasis in Berdyaev's
thought, presented in the "earliser" part of the present
chapter.

The Turther question naturally arises, to what
~extent has there been development in Berdyaev's thought?

Is it in any sense true that the Dionysian passages sare
earlier, not merely 1n order of presentation herein, but
also chronologically, in the evolution of hls philosophy
1tself? In an effort to answer this gquestion, the following
table has been prepared. Down the left-hand column i1t ligts
the books in the order of original publication, and opposite
each, across the page to the right, it tabulates the number
of references made in the present essay to each of the five
different strands of his thought; namely, the Dionysian,

in which the dynamlc predominates; the Apollonlan, 1in which
the static predominates; the dualistic, in which the two

are represented as coeval; the amblguous passages, in wnich
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primacy of the irrationel thet one can well anticipate the
result: a series of statements in direct contradiction to
much of what had seemed essential to meontic freedom. Al-
though these contradictions might have been more dramatic-
ally presented by ranging them side by side with their
counterparts in the preceding section, nevertheless, for
the sake of a more systematic treafment, they ere here ad-
duced as an independent and more or less self-consigtent
whole, all derivative from the one baslc prasupposition of
the ultimacy of the Apollonian. To appreciate the full

welght of the contrast, the reader 1s asked to bear in mind

the two are not clearly distingulished; eand flnally, those
contexts in which, at the cost of logic, the necessary pre-
supposition of freedom i1s held to be neither the atatlc
alone, nor the dynamic alone, but permanence-in-chsnge.

The results indicate rather emphsatically that, whereas there
mey be some fluctuation in emphasils from one book to another,
there is no ground for seeing any significent development in
Berdysev'!s thought at the points with which the present
study 1s concerned.

Dion- Apol- Pual- Ambi- Permanence-
ysian lonian 1istle guous in-change

M (1923) 5 6 4 1 2
FS (1926) 28 13 4 4 S
DM (1931) 44 S1 13 10 7
S3 (1934) 11 i8 1 5 3
SR (1937) 24 i0 8 2 5
SF (1940) 29 17 6 4 1l
DH (1947) 18 i5 3 6 4
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the developrment of the preceding section under the segis

of the Dionysian.

Valuation Restored

If, as was formerly the case, novelty and energy
are held to be self-Justifying, then there remains no
criterion agailnst chaos. A tangled mass of luxuriant
jungle growth would seem to fulfill both specifications
quite well. The sheer lirrationality which was prajsed so
highly suddenly appears as a threat to all structure and
meaning, and the high estimate of meontic freedom turns out
to be an endorsement of destruction. Reacting to this dan-
ger, Berdyaev resorts to the only alternative avallable in
his dichotomized world-view: the Apollonian principle of
rationality, form, order. In order to avold the confusion,
mesninglessness, and destructlion involved in the esrlier
view, 1t becomes necessary to establish some fixed point
or frame of reference in relation to which the meaning of
dynamic process can be discerned. Accordingly, even though
against his will, he is forced to speak of an "eternal

1 and a "world of intelligible essences,“zin the

order"
best ideallist tradition. In so dolng he reinstates thel
rational principle.

The chief function of the intellect in relation to

freedom consists in making value judgments. Consequently,

1ss, p. 199. 2ps, p. 353.
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once the Apollonian principle has been restored, one ﬁight-
expect that, in spite of all that was sald earlier about
the fatal effect of velue judgments on freedam, they too
would reappear in this context. It 1s only % partial sur-
prise therefore when he declares that value is essential to

1

meaning,” and speaks of a realm of "etermal values®:

The lidea of the existence of eternsl prineciples of
life...has a positive significance when freedom, justice,
the brotherhood of men, the supreme value of human per-
sonality as that which must not be turned into = mg ans
to an end, are aclknowledged as eternal minclples.

One of the characteristic words in his phllosophical voca-
bulary is "axlological," meaning "pertalning to value(s),"
which he applies freguently at the very polnts where values
were formerly beld to be fatal to freedom. For exemple,
whereas spirit was formerly spoken of &s vitality and as
the creator of novelty, it now develops that "spirit is

axiological";3

that 1s, it 1s preeminently concerned with
values.

The effect of this reinstatement of valuation is
drastically to modify the unqualified endorsement whlich,
under the Dionysian point of view, was accorded to ecstasy,

novelty, infinity, and creativity. Vhereas these four

1See DH, p. 12,

23F, p. 1190; see also DM, pp. 136 f., 140, 155,
158, 263,

3SR, p. 39.
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were formerly regarded as seli-justlifying, they are

no longer held to be good 1n themselves. For example,

there 1s both a desirable and an undesirablo ecstasy;l

2

novelty can be either "good" or "bad";%creativeness, too,

is not always good, but may be evil;3

and infinity itselfl
1s no longer simply deslrable as such; rather, the
Apollonian principle is necessary to distingulsh the higher
and lower elements within 1nfinit:;r.4
One of the functions of values In relstlion to free-

dom 1s the establisiment of purpose. In spite of the fact
that 1t was earlier held that purpose lmposed a determina-
tlon upon freedom, and was therefore to.be deprecated, the
destructive and chaotic implications of such a consistently
Dionysian interpretation compel a compromise:
Liberation cennot result in inner emptiness...it is
not merely liberatlion from something but also liberation
for the sake of something. And this "for the sake of"

13 creativeness.. Creativeness cannot be almless and
objectless,.?

The realization of ideal ends, formerly consldered to be
the enslavement of freedom, now becomes essential: "To be
oneself means to realize God's idea of oneself. That is the

assence of personality as the highest value;“s- Though

1gee SF, p. 253. 2300 DH, p. b55.
2See DM, p. 131l. 430e FS, p. 228.

SpM, p. 147. S, p. 134; see also p. 286.
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ostenslbly banished from the reslm of spirit and freedom,
teleclogy has thus reentered by the back door,

finally, while it was formerly held that the
spiritual world was the wopld of free, creative energy, as
agalnst the rigic 1limits of reason and of the natural world,
it has now become necessary to maintsin the opposite: "But
while power is a natural category, truth 1s a spiritual
category.“l This reversal glves the primacy to truth over
energy, and leads to a repudiation of Bergsonlan vitalism,
even though it was exceedlngly difficult to distinguish

meontic freedom from just such a vitalism.Z?

The Rational Values

In order to save freedom from being reduced to blind
1mpulsé, it was found necessary to relnstate valuation. It
must now be asked, what are the values supplied by the
Apollonian principle? The answer need cause no surprise;
they are the values traditionally propounded by rationalist
phllosophy: simplicity, wholeness, harmony:

The goal is the attainment of wholeness, the over-
coming of gisruption, the surmounting of false anti-
nomles.... '

A whole,and a unity, can be sought only 1n spirit

which4is not alienated from itself and not objectiv-
1zedo

ps, p. o1.

®see SR, p. 131; SF, p. 80; FS, pp. 34, 37.
°DH, p. 199.
“sF, p. 98.
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Spirit introduces the quaiities of wholeness, unity,
and design into mants...life.

The ontologlcal justification of asceticism is ita
achievement of simplicity or gholeness, of freedem from
complexlity or disintegration.

These ers, of course, precisely the values whichwere in-
tolerable to meontic freedom with its discontinuity and in-
completeness. What formerly was anathema has now become the
desideratum. Conversely, from the Apollonian point of view,
what was formerly consildered d¢sirable is now rejected: "Sin
1s dividedness, a state of deficiency, incompleteness, dis-
sociation....“3 Whereas formerly any sort of order was re-
garded as a restriction of freedom, and therefore undesir;
able, now 1t 1Is stated that evll 1s precisely the upsetting
of hanmony.4

From this posltlion a curious consequence follows,

based upon ths following logic: Thought must be thought of
gomething; thérefore, in Parmenldes' words, thought cor-
relates with Being; but thought 1s impossible without ration-
al structure; therefore Being has this structure, and every-
thing that 1is, 1is intelligible; a thing possesses being in

go far as it possesses form; but form has already been pro-

claimed as fhe criterion of value, from the Apollonian point

2SR, p. 92.

3

1sr, p. 39.
DH, p. 80."
4

See F3, p. 168,
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of view; therefore the conclusion 1s that in so far as any-
thing exlsts at all, 1t possesses structure, and is to that
extent good. In other words, in so far as a thing exists,
it 1is good.1 This leads to the principal point of contrast
with meontic freedom. For Af being 1s goodness, then 1t
follows that evil is non-exlstent, is——non-being!2 "Evil 1s
evll solely because it is falsehood, untruth, non-being.“b
Here there comes to light the utter confusion which lurks
within the word "non-belng." Whereas before 1t was regarded
83 the primary reality, prior even to Being, it is here intro-
duced in the sense of “Inconsequential, possessing no reality":
Now the mosat complete victory over evil comes through
the convliction of 1ts emptiness and vanity--in a word, of
1ts non-being....Evil 13 non-being, but non-existence
1s the last extremity of boredom, emptiness, and 1mpo-
tence....The evil which is regarded as powerful and en-
ticing 1s an evil yet unconquered which will remsin in-
vinelble as long as 1t is so regarded. Only the know-
ledge of 1ts absoluti tedium and emptlness can glve us
the victory over it.
By means of using the same word with sn entirely
different meaning in each case, the semblance of & certain
conslistency between these Apollonian passages and the

earlier, Dionysilan ones 1s maintained. For in both cases,

" lgee FS, p. 160.
2The spelling of this word with capltal letters 1s
reserved for those contexts in vwhich definite reality is
attributed to 1t, as in the case of meontlc freedom.
DM, p. 166.

4ps, p. 183.
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non-being was said to be evil. That this consistency 1is
only apparent, however, is quite clear as soon as it is re-
called that in the former case, the evil Non-Being was pri-
mordlial even to Being, ad that this led to ‘a transvaluation
of values in which evlil was “better” than good. In the
present case, though evlil is still non-being, 1t is for that
very reason not to be t aken serlously:
No evil passion pursued to the end has eny positive
content. All evlil consumes itself. Its nothingness
is lald bare by its own inner course of development.
Evil is the sphere of phantasy.,.."l
The kingdom of the devil is not reality but non-
being, the realm of dark meonic freedom, the illuscry
subjective realm.
Formerly the basic reality, non-being (as well as evll) has
now become illusory, smd Berdyaev actually takes Heidegger
to task for taking Non-Being as the basls of his philosophy.5
The foregolng analysis has prepared for a statement
of one of the most difficult problems raised by the present
1nqﬁ1ry; namely, the problem of the ontological status of
values. For 1f the attempt 1s made to by-pass the problem
by rising to a level where veluation no longer applles, the
result, as demonstrated sbove, 1s to call evil good, eand
vice versa. On the other hand, 1f veluation is acknowledged,

and if value 13 equated with form and with Being, then evil

becomes mere deficlency~-there is no real evil, but only

1Fs, p. 183.
“DM, p. 281. See also pp. 269, 273,277.

3See DH, p. 4l.
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degrees of good. The fact that in each case evil 1s celled
"non-being" simply serves to obscure the problem. The prob-
lem itself, however, continues to press for solution: on
the one hand, freedom would seem to require valuation &s a
necessary correlate; on the other hand, an analysia eof
value seems to lead either to a veneration of evil Non-

Being or to the relegation of evil to the realm of unreality.

Time Disparaged

The burden of the A pollonisn argument thus far has
been to the effect that pure change leads tc chaos and
meaninglessness, and that that which is incomplete 1s not so
good as that which is complete., Consequently an attack can
be expected upon the domain of change and incompleteness:
time~-even though time ﬁas sarlisr found to be indispensable
to the dynamism required by freedom. Such an attack 1s not
long in coming} YPime is an evil, & mortal di sease, exuding
a fatal nostalgia.“l Why? Berdysev raises thils question
and answers 1t himself:

Wherein lies the rvot of time's evil and 1ts ac-
companylng nostaliga? It lies in the fact that man
finds 1t lmpossible to expgrience the present as a com-
plete and Joyful whole....

What was formerly so highly regarded as the necessary correl-

ate of dynamism is now unbearsble when regarded as transience.3

1SS, p. 134; see also FS, p. 95.

235, p. 135 (my italics).

53ee SF, p. 267.
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Prom this polnt of view, man's chief aim 1s to es-
cape from time;l indeed, this 1s a morel obligetlion.” Time
1s a2 tragic problem to be solved,band it 1s the glory of
Christianity and philosophy to triumph over corruptlblllty
and change, to establish the victory of eternity over time.%
So 1ntolérable is man's bondage to time that no eplthet 1=
inapplicable to 1t: most frequently it 1s held to be the
result of sin,5as well as a nightmare,ﬁhell 1tself,I7 a
11ving death.®

Is there any escape from the curse of tlme? On the
basis of the Dionysian, it would seem that Berdyaev, llke

Heidegger in Sein und Zelt, must describe the human situatlon

as & hopeless dilemma: time is intolerable, but there 1s no
way out. Just as Heldegger was forced to modify this posi-
tion in hls subsequent writings, however, Berdyaev makes a far

more emphatlc break with the "meontic“g and appeals dlrectly

lsee DE, p. 156.

%see DM, p. 147.

3see MH, p. 187; SF, p. 263.
4See SF, p. 267; MH, p. 19; FS, p. 286; DH, pp. 54,
181.
Sges FS, p. 198; DM, pp. 147, 249, 252; SS, pp. 130,
138.

6see DM, p. 295.

7See DM, pp. 268, 278; DH, p. 163.

8sec DM, p. 251.

9For an example of his repudlatlicon of lon-Belng,

see DH, pp. 126 f.
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to eternity: "The very point under discussion ls emancipa-

tion from the claims of the power of the t emporal and his-
torical, and growth tawards the eternal.":

Before examining further the extent to which the
Apollonian approach exalts the eternal at the expense of the
temporal, it is well to pause long enough to inquire whether
or not the dilfference between the two 1s logically recon-
cilable or not., This will depend upon the definition of the
two words. It is difficult to see how "tlme" can be meaning-
fully applied except as successlon, as the indlspensable
condition and correlate of change. "Eternity," on the otler
hand, whatever nuances of meaning may attach to it, gener-
ally refers to that which is beyond flux snd change (not to
be confused with "semplternity,” or endless time), If this
be true, then 15.11: not gl sc trﬁe that the word "eternal®
reéily représenta a‘wsﬁ of sayiﬁg'“ndn-temporal“ without
the use of a mere negative expression, so as to imply some
content to that which 1s beyond time? Again, 1If this be
the case, then any attempt to reduce fime to starnity, or
vice versa, 1s tantemount to trylng to reduce the temporal
to the non-temporal, the changing to the changeless. This
is the very thing which Plato, In his dlscusslon of the
"same" and the "other”, shows to be fatai to logle. It will
be recalled thet in his emphasis on Non-Belng Berdysev
found himself so conmitted to the ultimacy of time as to

pH, p. 54; see also pp. 126, 156.
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ask, "Is time a betrayal of eternity?" DNow, however, he
unhesitatingly answers his own question with a declided
negative: "“Eternlty is extra-temporal."l "The 1dea of
eternlty 1s opposed to the nightmare of both finite and in-
finite time." And he goes on to lnclude under this
stricture Bergson's gggég, which 18 so simllar to hls own
“existential time." There can therefore be no time in
eternity,5 nor in the realm of the spirit.4

One of hls favorite comparisons of eternlty and
time i1s that the former is to the latter as 1life is to death.’
This means, as was implied in the dlscusslon of values, that
there can be perfection only 1n eternity.6 And 1t can lead,
as it has so often done iIn ideslistlc and mystical philoso-
phy, to the conclusion that after all, only eternity is real,
and that time 1s 111usory.7 And 1f this 1s the case, then
it can no longer be true, as was malntained earlier, that
time 1s the source of eternity; rather, he must now maintain

the opposlite: "Dymamism and change therefore have thelr

58, p. 149; see also p. 152.
°ss, p. 154,

See DM, p. 288; S5, p. 130.
See SR, p. 174; SF, p. 195.

See MH, pp. 68-72; DM, p. 258; DH, p. 164;
83, pp. 135, 156.

See DM, p. 288.

See DH, p. 156.



249

genesis in eternity,“lfbr time is a lapse from eternity.
Paradise, therefore, conceived as the optimum state of
affairs,is one in which there will be no more time.2
Finally, one further aspect of the problem of freoe-
dom end time is illumined when it is stated, in what may be

called the "Apollonian contexts,” that time is determined.3

The significance of such & statement 1s apparent when it is
recalled that formerly it was precisely time which provided

g complete indeterminism! This emblvalent attitude springs

from the fact that there are two possible ways of regarding
time: acecording to the first, the antecedent moment is con-
ceived as necessarily determining the subsequent moment;
according to the second, the antecedent bears no causal
relation to the subsequent. The attempt may be made to hold
both of these attitudes st once by dividing time into two
realms; in the first realm, which mey be called that of
"gxtended” or "objectivized" time, determinism applies; in
the second, which may be called "duration" or "existential
time," indeterminism applies. But the artificial character
of this attempt is exposed as soon as it is recognized that
in both realms the definlitive charecteristlic of time
(nemely, succession and change) 1s retained. It is therefore

not immediately obvious why one of the two realms should be

lsee S5, p. 144.

25ee SF, p. 267; DH, p. 197.

5See SF, pp. 144, 150 f.
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relegated to determinism and the other reserved for inde-
terminism. But, more immediate to the present argument, can
freedom be based upon either of these two realms, even 1if

the distinction between them were valid?

The.Trans-Te@poral Sell

At stlll another point does the medominance of the
Apollonian effect the problem of freedom as a whole; namely,
the nature of the free agent. In striking contrast to all
that was said :rom the Dionysian point of view about the
meontic nature of selfhood, it is now stated; “Personality
was forged by the religion of Apollo, the god of form and

measure.“l

"Wilthout the logos, without the spiritual prin-
ciple, personality disintegrates.“2 Notwlithstanding the fact
that spirit was earlier described in terms of unlimited
énergy, it i1s now maintained: "Spirit introduces the
qualltlies of wholeness, unity, end design into man's psychic
and psychic-corporeal life."® "There 1s no wholeness, no
totality, no universality of any kind outside personality....
To this we shall constantly return."?

If the self 1s described in terms of wholeness, the
question of its relation to time 1s Immedietely raised. For

time 1s always ™not yet," it 1s never a completed whole.

lFS, p. 228; see also SR, p. 36.

DM, p. 189; see also pp. 62 f.

5SR, p. 39.

4sF, p. 42; see also p. 41; SR, p. 103.
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Does thls mean that the self, though formerly declsred to
be essentially tempofal, is now to be taken out of time al-
together? Berdyaev replies: "Spirit is timeless as well
as spaceleas."l "The essence of personality is immutable.“2
Perhaps the most significantly Apollonian statement in this
vein 1s: "By virtue of its essence or 'idea’, the personal-
ity is both immortal and eternal."® With such statements
there is established one of the elements of responsible
freedom which was lacking when the self was regarded meontic-
ally: self-identlty, the persistence of the same self
throughout the passing of time. This conceptlon, howsver,
stands In such sharp contrast to the earller trestment

that Berdyaev could scarcely fail to notice and to come to
grips with the discrepancy, as he does in the following two

citations:

The personality 1s also the symbol of human integrity,
of permanent wvalues, of & constant and unique form
created in the midst of incessant flux....The personali-
ty postulates further the existence of a dark, violent,
and irrational principle, the soul's capacity to exper-
ience powerful smotlons; 1t also postulates the soults
ultimate and everlasting triumph over this irrational

principle.*

The personality stands in a paradoxical relationship
to time. The personality is synonymous with change and
perpetual creation, and yet it is at the same time im-
mutable. Thus, on the one hand, 1t is temporal in so
far as it realizes 1tself in time, but, on the other,

1SR, DP. &5; see also p. 39; FS, p. 329.
235, p. 194. 3ss, p. 199.

455, p. 161 (my italics).
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it eschews time, like every other ferm of materializa-
tlon, as a danger to 1lts exlstence.

Whether or not these two passages succeed in acconplishing
more than merely to state the problem need not be inguired
nere., Suffice 1t to note that In both the primacy is given
to the non-temporal, though in the second there is perhaps

& foreshadowlng of the tendency to grant an equal statué to
both aspects.

When Berdyaev speaks sub specle Apollonls, he is

able to establish not only self-identity, as already shown,
but also another correlate of responsible freedom: valuation.
As has already been lndicated, he speaks of spirit as an
"axlological category";zin other words, "Spirlt 1s not a
blologlcal or a psychologlcal category, but an ethicel and

spiritual."®

And this 1s posslble because the self has a
vantage polnt above process from which to evaluate that
which occurs in time. If, however, the szlf is essentlially
non-temporal, of what relevance to it are the value Judg~
ments whlch it is able to make? This is the question which
wlll have to be consldered below.

It remalins to inquire whether or not the kind of self
80 far described is consaclous.  Since, in conformity wlth the

Apollonian principle, it 1s both rational and capable of

evaluating, one would suppose that 1t wes. Just 2t this

1ss, p. 152.

®Seo 58, pp. 160, 162; SF, p. 23.

3SF, pP. 25; see also p. 3Y.
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point, however, the Apollonian joins with the Dionysian

ln decrying consciousness. For consclousness Presupposes
the separation between subject and object, and ag long as
there 1s this duality, the Apollonian demand for wholeness
can never be satisfied. The eonsclous state must therefore
be overcome. But can this be done without simply lepsing
into unconsciousness? Berdyaev seeks to circumvent this
danger by appealling to what he calls "superconscicusness":

The development of spirituality implies g passage

beyond disrupted consciousness towards superconscious=-
ness, an escape from the power of necessity, frgm the
causal wrld, into a sphere of freedom and love.

When this statement is coupled with those which pro-
claim the necesslty for escaping from time, 1t could well be
inferred, though Berdyaev does not S&y 80 explicitly, that
consclousness belongs to time, and must there fore be aban-
doned together with all things temporal. Whether or not
this i3 ths camse, the question remains as to whethepr or not
freedom is possible without consciousness. The answer de-
pends upon what dne is able to sgy about Superconsclousness,
and in actual fact Berdyaev is sble to 8dy nothing about
such a state which would not fpply equally well t o uncon-
sclousness, so that the di stinction between the two turns
out to be merely formal. This is nowhere better 1llustrated

than in the following eltation:

1SR, p. 103.
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There are three stages In the development of the |
spirit: the originsl paradisiacal wholeness, pre-
conscious wholeness which has not hsd the experience
of thought and of freedom; division, reflection,
valuatlon, and freedom of choice; and, Tinally, super-
consclous wholeness and completenesi that comes after
freedom, reflectlon, and valuation,
Thls strongly suggests that in transcending time, the
Apollonian abandons consclousness, and in so dolng (directly
contrary to the lmmedlately preceding cltation!) leaves

freedom behilnd as well.

Freedom QOvercome

It remains only to sum up the bearing upon freedom
of the various aspects of the problem considered from the
Apollonian point of view. It was seen that the Apollonian
does provide one necessary prerequisite of responsible free-
dom: self-identity. But when the self is thus elevated
above time, it apparently loses all contact with the t empor-
al. For are ﬁot the temporal and the eternal avowedly incom-
patible? And if the self 1s essentially non-temporal, how
can it exerclise freedom? For does freedom have any meaning
apart from decisions and actions tsken in the present with
reference to the future? The inference seems to be: the
self 1s non-temporal; freedom is a temporal phenomenon;
therefore the self 1s essentially ﬁot free.

Nevertheless, 1t must be acknowledged that to some

extent the self does find itself a creature of tine, exercising

lDM, p. 39 (my italiecs).
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the freedom which belongs to time (though how this can

be conslstently accounted for 1s another matter). How is
it possible to account for this anomalous sltuation in
which an essentially timeless self is embroiled in time?
The answer: time is a lapse from eternlity, and the frée—
dom which accompanies time is a mark of this separation
from perfection. Freedom is the result of sin. In conse-
quence, man must bear the burden of declsion--decision in
accordance with the walues of good and evil. If he chooses
the former, which 1s equated with Being, he will ultimately
once agaln reach the state of static perfection from which
he fell, and there will be no more time and no more freedom.
This 13 just the conception of freedom which is at-
tacked so strongly by Existentislism (and which Berdyaev
himself denounces in his frequent criticism of Thomism).
The mxistentialists make a double charge: flrat, this 1s
not freedom, but determinism; and second, freedom zaims at
its owmn liquidation. The first charge 1s one which Berdyaev
himself makes over and over agaln wherever he speaks in
behalf of meontic freedom. The burden of his attack 1s sim-
ply that where the self 1s determined in its actlons by a
given norm such as intelligible Being, then it no longer
has any freedom. It 1is detennined-from without. Teleology
is fatal to freedom. Yet 1n the Apollonlan contexts he

himself Specifically‘endorses values and teleology.l The

lSee ¥MH, p. 186; FS, p. 304,
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second charge holds that though the sslf whose goel is
goodness and Being 1s in fact determined by this alien
norm, nevertheless at any time prior to its "arrival” et
its goal it is theoretically free to turn aside in its
purpose. But upon reaching the goal of Belng, it loses
even this potentiel freedom, being united finélly and in-
separably with the object of ita pursuit. In his Apollonilan
moods, Berdyaev appears to be without defense against this
second charge. Freedom, he says, 1s "subjection to the
Truth."l Just as there is no more time in paradise, so
also is there no more fresdom.? It 1s even suggested that
God himselr is not free.®

In conclusion, it may be noted how this rationalis- _
tic view of freedom tempts the Existentialist to respond
with the exaltation of Non-Being. On the Apollonisn view,
goodness correlstes with Being and evil with non-being, in
the sense of non-existent.4 Evil cannot therefore be taken
too serlously. But the Existentialist, concerned as he is
to preserve freedom at any cost, asks what it 1s that

destroys freedom, and discovers that it is precisely the

1sp, p. 70.

®see DM, pp. 148, 288 f., 297; DH, p. 48,

5Fs, p. 131.

4For an example of the identification of evil with
non-being in this sense, see J. Maritain,Existence snd the

Existent, trans. Lewis Galentiere and Gersa « Phelan
New York: Pantheon Books, 1948), ch. iv.
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good. The 1deal of the good prevents the exercise of free
cholce, and the attainment of the good eliminates even the

possibility of choice (Augustine's non posase peccare can

be interpreted in this sense). He then asks what would
preserve freedom, and discovers that the answer ig--

evil Non-Beingl If Non-Being will free him where goodness
enslaved, he declares himself ready to worship this true
god which can thus defy Belng itself. 1In such a way the
Journey 1s begun back toward & Dionysian indeterminism

as an escape from Apollonien determinism.

D - HINTS OF AN ULTIMATE DUALITY

The results of the analysis thus far have led to
en impasse: 1in the first place, the Dionysian and Apollon-
ian are not to be reduced to each other if logic is tobe
retalned; but_in the second, freedom has been shown to be
impossible upon the basis of elther the one or the other.
A way out of this blind alley has sometimes been sought in
an ultimate duelity, in two distinect principles which react
upon each other, or which a&lternately hold sway, in the
manner of‘the Chinese yang and yin. Though 1t 1s not a
sufficlently significant aspect of his philbsophy to merit
detalled attention here, Berdysev's own tendency 1in this
directlon does serve to illustrate his perplexity over the

problem of freedom and time.
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Two Coeval Principles

The passages which most strongly suggest this
ultimate dualism are those in which he speaks of tragedy.
For example:

Tragedy means confllct between polarities, but it
need not necessarily be a conflict between good and
evlil, the divine and the disbolical. True depths of
tragedy become apparent when two equally divine prin-
ciples come into conflict. The whob of my bofk is
devoted to describing confllcts of that type.

Reality conaists of the conflict of two equipollent forces.C
In fact, "the opposite of God is again God,“3 the structure
of reality is polar,4and change 1s the result of the pendu-

lum swing of two coeval principles.5

Cholice Between "Equel Goods™

If the conflict of which Berdyaev speaks is not
between good =nd evil, but between two equally primal prin-
ciplesa, then the méaning of the word "value" becames uncer-
tain indeed. Surely it can no longer refer to what one
ought to choose, since there is no ground for preferring
elther of the two ultimates over 1its counterpart. And this

conclusion 1s drawn by Berdyasev himself:

1DM, p. 31 (my 1tzlics).

“See SR, pp. 155, 173; SS, p. 187; DH, p. 179;
DM, pp. 41, 154, 156.

3pH, p. 87.
4see FS, p. 309; SR, p. 67.

5ps, p. 309.
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‘His (man®s) tragedy is, as we have seen, not merelﬁ
a struggle between good and evil, but something still
deeper=--a conflict between values which are qually good.
Tragedy 1s connected with the conflict of values
which are recognized as equally deserving of creative
effort.
~ From this it follows that rebellion against God is
hnpossible;srebellion against God is done in the name of
God himself. With the ontological basis of evil thus re-
moved, the word "good” no longer signifies something which
is "better" than evil, but only distinguishes the one cosmic
principle from its opposite. Indeed, good and evil are
correlative.? And when this statement i1s coupled with the
belief in two ultimate principles of equal value, then
there no longer remains any reason why the two words "good"
and "evil" should not be a@plied interchengeably. And as
soon as thls becames possible, then obviously the words

have lost ell meaning, and valuation has ceased to have any

foundation in reality.

The Polar Self

Whereas man was formerly regarded either primarily

&s meontic or as an immutable essence, d epending upon

Iom, p. 47.

DM, p. 139.

See DM, p. 54.

See DM, pp. 35, 285; SR, p. 112; SF, p. 241;
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whether the Apollonian or the Dionysian predominated,
from the point of view of an ultimate duallity man appears
&s a microcosmic replice of the psrpetual macrocosmic con-

flict. He 1s the locus par excellence of this conflict:

There are two elements in human nature, and it is
their combination and interaction that constitutes man.
There 1s in him the element of primeval, utterly unde-
termined potential freedom springing from the abyss of
Non-Being, and the element determined by the fact that
man is the lmage and llkeness of God, a djvine idea
which his freedom may realize or destroy.

Man has sprung from God and from the dust, from
God's creation and Non-Belng, from God's idea and
freedom. Therein lies the complexity of human nature
and 1ts polarity. The co-exlstence of opposite prin-
ciples in man 1is due not to the fall, as is often
supposed, but to the original duaslity of human n=ature
and origin,?
If the self 1s thus described as the meeting ground of two
opposite principles, then it may be inferred that tragedy
(in Berdyaev's sense of the word, that is, "conflliet™) is
definitive for spirit. Human nature, he says, is polar,3
and within the depths of spirituality ™all is vital tragedy",4
including the creative activity of spirit.5 The self 1is
thus reduced to the status of battleground for the two con-

flieting forces.

1DM, p. 53; see alsoc pp. 46, 56.

2DM, p- 54; see also SF, p. 20; FS, p. 228.

3See SR, p. 90.

4ps, p. 33.

5see SR, p. 56; DH, p. 182; SF, pp. 127, 139.
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Freedom Precluded

If en ultimate duality of Apollonian and Dionysisn
be postulated, then it does not sppear that the problem of
freedom and time is any nearer solutlon. Valuation, the
essential Intellectual correlate which safeguards freedom
from becoming blind impulse, is eliminated, and the self
is reduced at best to the mere possibllity of observing the
Interplay of cosmic forces taking place within it. Since
these forces are of equal value, thelr struggle loses its
meaning,l and man'!s only consolation comes from the

catharsis of realizing this.g

The problem of freedom 1s
actually not even raised. In its stead there is substi-
tuted the alternating interaction of determinism ami inde-
terminism, the "fatal dielectilc" of necessity and spontan-

eity.5

E - AMBIGUITIES

Three alternatives have now been tried, none of
which provldes an adequate basis for freedom. Neither the

Apollonian, nor the Dionysian, nor a combination of the two

1
See SF, p. 256.
2See MH, p. 206.

%see SF, p. 255; MH, pp. 213, 220; SR, pp. 52, 56.
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has proven satisfactory, and yet the 1awé of loglc do

not permit the reduction of one to ths other. Under the
duress of this predicament, 1t 1s understandable that one
might find the laws of logic straightening, and be tempted
to stretch them beyond the legitimate 1limit. The present
section lists same of the points at which Berdyaev is in
fact forced into this position by the stubborn refusal of
the other alternatives to mrovide for freedom, the purpose
being to show that when the attempt is made to solve the
problem by blurring distinctions between concepts, then
clarity of meaning, and with it the possibility of com-

munication, 1is threatened.

Non-Being
The ambizuity surrounding Berdyaev's use of the

ﬁord "Non-Being" has already besen brought out. Suffice it
here to note cne or two of the more obvious Iinstances.

Since it is not Being, he can say that it does not axist,1
for then it would be Being. But thls non-existent Nén-Being
can be used in at least two distinct senses. When 1t is said
that evlil is "mere non-being," the meaning i1s that evlil does
not exist at all.? It is trivial =md 1nconsequentia1; But
when Non-Being bécomes the abyss and inexhaustable source

of a1l that is, it is suddenly the most resl of all.

1
See SR, p. 54.

®3ee FS, p. 183; DM, pp. 269 f.
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Berdyaev himself recoznizes these two distinct meanings
when he says: “Evil...has no independent exlstence, 1t 1is
that non-belng which must be distinguished from the original

void."l

This is a distinction, however, which he seldom ob-
serves,

A simllar amblgulty holds in regard to the relastion
of God to the primordlal Non-Belng. Sometimes God is iden-
tical with Being,2 sometlimes with abysmal Non-Baing, like

Eckhardt's Gottheilt and Boehmse's Unggunc‘z.fJ

Time

The exasperating difficulties of the Apollonian-
Dionyslan dichotomy are nowhere more vivldly 1llustrated
than 1n the problem of freedom and time. On the one hand,
freedom concerns action, and as such it must be temporal
(Dionysian); on the other, the valuation and self-identity
which are necessary to preserve freodom from chaos can only
be established on & non-temporal (Apollonian) basis. This
is the crux of the problem, and Berdyaev 1s sometimes
tempted to solve 1t, or rather, to clrcumvent it, by denying
the Irresolvable distinctlon between time and eternity
(though they are at times speciflically said to be incom-

mensurable),4 betweenlApollonian and Dionysien.

lps, p. 168.

©See DM, p. 46.
°See DH, pp. 15, 44; SF, p. 85; FS, pp. 69, 1o4.

4
See DM, p. 274.
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Somatimes this tendency appears as an effort to
establish dynamism apart from time, so that it may be incor-
porated into eternity--though how there could be dynamism
without time 1is scarcely comprehensible:
Paradise is not 1n the future, 1s not in time, but
in eternity....Eternity is not a cessation of movement,

of cre%tive life; 1t 13 creative life of a different
order;

...8ternity may be creative and dynmmic.3

Can any meaning be attached to creativity apart from change?
Berdyaev is unwilling to go this far, and therefore is
forced to admit that 1f there is creatlivlity in eternity,

there must also be change.3

"But if change, must there not
also be time? This is the rock upon which any attempt must
wreck which seeks to incorporate change 1in eternity to the
exclusion of time.

The only remalning alternative 1s to reconsider the
sharp distinction which was elsewhere drawn between etermity
and time, and to declare that they are not mutually exclusive
after all.4 Once this liberty has been teken wlth the laws
of logic, statements like the following can arlse:

The temporality of human existence 1s the outcome of

a degraded state, though its original nature is extra-

temporal.

If the original nature of temporality is extra-temporal, then

1pM, p. 288; see also pp. 289,295, 296 (my italics].
2DM, pP. 44; see also 53, p. 143.

S

See 85, p. 151, 4See MH, p. 65.

535, p. 156; see also p. 155.
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the very meaning of words is threatened, for “t emporallty" -
can mean “non-temporalilty." Such are the extremltles to
whlch one may be driven in the effort to have creativity

without time.

Values

The relation of valuation to freedom has also led
finally to a dilemma. On the one hand, values are declared
to be hostile to freedom, since they determine its exercise.
If my action 1a directed by the good, so the arpgument runs,
then I am not free at all, but have been dictated to from
without. 1In order to avoid any such alien rule, sheer,
spontaneous novelty 1s declared to be self-Justifying.
But such a positlon has no criterion against an unbridled
ﬁntinomianism, and 1t becomes necessary to distingulsh be-
tween a "good" and a “bagd" novelty. Change must preserve
spiritual continuity,l and dynamlsm must includs deslgn.2
But to take this step is to raise once agalin the spectre of
determinlism by dictating the direction in which freedom must
act. In short, there appears to be no escape from the alter-
natives of determinism and indetesrminism.

The question of values is 9imilarly related to time.

For as long as creativity and novelty are the summum bonum,

then there must be time, as in Bergson's case. But when

1see DH, p. 50.
23ee DH, p. 126.
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value is regarded in terms of harmony and wholeness, then
time becames & positive detriment:

Porfection, fullness, arxxl wholeness are not
realizable in time, for they indicate the eng ef time,
victory over it, and entrance into eternity.

Once agaln the investigation finds itself between

-Sc¢ylla and Charybdis, betwsen an unrestricted, dynamic, tem-

poral novelty which leads to indeterminism, on the one hard,

and & trans-temporal harmony which enforces determinism, on

the other. And once again the temptation 1s to reconcile
the duallty by obscuring the necessary loglcel distinctions
between the two alternatives. This may be done from the
side of the Apollonian, when Berdyaev attempts to include
dynamism within completeness: he favors a concept of per-
Tection which will "admit of ysarminz and need in the notion
of completeness."® 1In a similar veln he says thet wholeness
has a special meaning as applied to spirit:

The whole and the unity acquirs & different meaning,
and §o not 1imply the sugpression of the "partial," the
multiple, the personal.

Once again the very meaning of words has become unstable.

The same sort of attempt may be made from the side

of the Dionyslan, in the form of an appeal to the "goodnesag"
cf rejeéting goodness! Thils is strikingly illiustrated in the

following statements:

1o, p. 2ss.

“PH, p. 15.
3SF, p. 98.
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The good 1s a means, it is a path, and it has
arlisen in opposition to evil....The good indeid lies
beyond o stinctlon between good and evil.
There are two different kinds of gbod--the good
«s«that Judges erd makes vealuations,...and thg good
which...does not Judge or make valuations....
In this one sees the desperate effort to preserve freedom
by removing goodness, and at the same time to prevent chaos
by including goodness. The device of distinguishing between
two supposedly different kinds of goodness does not con-

ceal the difficulty, much less overcome it.

Selfhood

As implied in much of the foregoing, freedom also
mokes a double demand upon thse self. On the one hand, the
self 1s not free if it does not change-~the iImmutable could
hardly be called free; on the other, without self-identity
(that is, "sameness,” Immutebility) there is no true free-
dom, but only caprice. Are these two demands reconciliable?
Clearly not, 1f indeed it be the case that logically the
mutable and the immutable are mutually exclusive. And yet,

1f t he entlre analyais is correct, the experience of

1DH, p. 139 (my italics).

2DM, P 294. The idea of a paradissical "good"
which has no evil correlate would seem to be required by
a8 Christian view. The Kingdom of God is concelved as wholly
good. The cruciel point, however, is whether this kingdom's
final triumph 1s reserved, as it should be, for another
ason, or whether the effort is made to apply the "good
which 1s beyond good and evil" to the here and now. A
considerable number of Christian theologlans have preceded
Berdyeev in following the latter course.



268
freedom obstinsately continues to require them both. In
this situation, what is more likely than that the canons
of logic should once agaln be strained to meet the emer-
gency. For example:

It (the perscnality) exists by virtue of a myster-
lous alliance between change and lnnovation, on the
one hand, and constancy and self-sufficiency, on the
other. 1In defining the humen personality, stress
should be 1ald on the persistence of its identity de-
splte many outward c?anges and the acquisition of many
new characteristics.

In other words, it ls necessary to postulate a self which
is both static and dynamic st the same time.

Another emblgulty 1s encountered with reference to
consciousness. It will be recalled that the Apollonian
seemed to imply consclousness, in as much as it requlred
the intellectual elements of purpose and of valuetion,
but that 1n the last analysis it was at one with the
Dionysian in re Jecting consciousness (though on the grounds
of divisiveness, rather than finitude). This raises the
question of whether purpose, values, and indeed reasson it-
self can be conceived apart from consciousness. Does
reason liquidate 1tself when it rejects consciousness? If
so, then purpose and velues can scarcely be maintalned.
And yet, in the following passage, the attempt i1s made both

to retain purpose and to transcend resson:

The Logos is akin to spirit, it informs everything
with purpose. But at the same time spirit is irration-

1ss, pp. 194 f.
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al, supra-rational. The rationalistlc imnterpretation
of spirit only deforms and debases it. When con-
fronted with man's irrational, unconscious nature,
spirit struggles bravely to dominate it. In this
procesas of splritualization--not rationslization--my
natural foundations appear alien end determined from
without,

This passage, with its attempt to retain purpose
without reason, alsc contalns a suggestion of the device
which is often used to accomplish such a feat: namely,
the appeal to the "supra-rational,” or "super-conscious-

nesa."z

By the use of these words, the claim is made to
have transcended consclousness while retaining purpose and
values. Whether this claim is valid or not depends partly
upon whether any distinctlon can be made between thils
"supra-rational” and the irrational. and,in fact, though
a detalled scrutiny lies beyond the scops of the present
study, Ber&yaev nowhere distinguishes between the two, and
in passeges like the following strongly implies that no
distinction 1s posaible:
Orgiastic cosmic mysticlsm...is vitallstiec

rather then spirituslistic, it is expressive of soul

and body. But this type of mysticism alaso aims at

overcoming the limitations of consciousness, st

bresking away from the domination of raticnalism.

It 1s problematlc whether this path lgads to super-
consciousness or to subconsciousness.

If the word "superconsciousness" 1s to be used significant-

1SR, pp. 34 £ {my italies).

2The idea of a superconscious reason has abundant
precedent in German thought. Nietzsche, for example,
generally speaks of the Apollonisan in suck terms.

3SR, p. 136 (my italies).
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ly, the onus liles upon its user to distingulsh it from
subconsciousness, Failing this, 1t will have to be &c-
Xnowkdged that there 1s no freedom without consclousness.
But such a freedom eludes description in elther Apollonian

or Dionysian terms,

Freedom

Finally, the very concept of freedom itself has
turned out to be one which defies elaboration in logically
conslstent terms. For on the onse hand, freedom does seem to
require the absence of all determinism. If this point 1is
pushed far enough, freedom becomes freedom from--that ia;
from all determinateness and relatedness. This is the
route which leads by means of the apophatic method to the
eqﬁation of freedom with the Unconditioned. But on the
other hand, such & conception reduces freedom to mere energy,
without responsibility, valuation, or decision--21l of which

are essentlial to freedom as actually experlienced and as the

very presupposition of so meny of man's activitles. MNever-
theless the fact remains that the moment valuation and res-
ponsibillity are introduced, the autonomy of freedom has
been ylelded up to allen considerations; the exercilse of
freedom 13 reduced to the mere process of calculation in
order to determine the course of actlon most clearly in
accord with the given norm (as in J. S. M11ll's utiliterian-

ism).
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Thus asnalyzed, freedom appears to demand defini-
tion in incompatible terms: 1t defles all external refer-
ence, in order to be truly free, yet it requires just
such a reference to preserve itself from caprice; in short,
from the point of view of the Dionysian, it réquireg inde-
terminism, while from that of the Apollonian, 1t requires
determinism. Confronted by this situation, one might well
expect to discover attempts to by-pass the difficulty by
blurring the logical distinction between these two irrecon-
cllable aspects. Two such ettempts are illustrated by the
following citations. In the fifst, Berdyeev tries to
identify freedom of cholice with the totally undetermlined
freedom concelved simply as energy:

Personallty, the character of personality, indi-
cates that a man has made a cholce, that he has estab-
lished differences, that he 1s not indifferent, and
that he makes distinctions. This freedom...lis eedom
of the spirit, of the creative spiritual energy.

In the second, the seme attempt is made in slightly differ-
ent terms; namely, the relation between duty and freedom.
Duty, of course, stands for the rational element of valua-
tion snd decision--the very element which appears to seek
the subjection of freedom. But here Berdyaev tries to re-
concile the two as follows:

Freedom of personallity is a duty, it is a fulfill-
ment of vocation, the realization of the divine idea

of man, an answer to the divine casll. Man ought to be
frecece.

lsp, p. 48. SF, p. 48.
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hhefeas Kant demonstrated that duty presupposes freedom,
SBerdyaev sees that duty also exercises a tyranny over free-
dom., But Iin order to save freedom from chaotic spontaneity,
he seeks to retaln duty 1n an Iinverse status; that is, he
reverses the Kantian position and says that freedom pre-
supposes duty! At thls point, however, the precariousness
of his position is evident. If “duty" can have any meaning
apart from the presupposition of freedom, 1t can only be a
meaningrfundamentally alfferent from the conventional one.
Here then 1s ons more example of the extremities to which
one may be driven by the perplexing nature of the problem
of the relation between freedom and time: the loose use of

words to joln together that whlch strict loglc holds apart.

Conclusion

The foregolng pages have sought to analyze the rela-
tion of freedom and tlme on the basls of the fundamental
distlnction between Apollonien and Dionysian. The concep;
tion of meontle freedom, it was argued, actually rests upon
the Dionysian, inasmuch as Non-~Being is concelved as the in-
exhaustible, abysmal source of energy. Such a view of free-
dom amounts ultimately to no more than a Bergsonlan vital-
ism; that is, to Indeterminism. Frenkly recognizing that
such a position does not do justice to freedom, Berdyaev
turns for support to the only other possibillity open to him,

to the Apollonian as the basis of freedom. But this view
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of the matter falls at once under his own strictures; 1t
subordinates freedom to law, regardlng 1% as the result

of & deviation from perfectlon, and aiming at 1ts eventual
ellmination.

Perhaps suspecting that freedom has eluded analysis
in terms of elther Dlonyslan or Apollonlan separately,
Berdyaev suggests in scattered passages two further possi-
bilities. The first acknowledges an ultimate duality be-
tween the two principles, postulating thelr interaction 1n
the manner of yang and yin, o serious effort 1s made to
establish freedom on thls basis, since the Juxtaposltion
of determinlsm and indeterminlsm could scarcely account for
se}f-detennination. But the loglcal incompatibllity of the
Apollonian and Dionysian is taken seriously. The two are
placed side by side,wilthout confusion. In the final possible
solution, however, this 1s no longer the cese. Driven to
desperation by the fellure to account for the fact of free-
dom in terms of Apollonian-Dionysian théogz, Berdyaev 1is
tempted to try the expedient of merging these two princlples.
In order to Join together what loglc rigidly separates with-
out asserting a contradiction, he must obscure the dis-
tinction between static and dynamlic, immutable and mutable,
eternal and temporal. As analysls showed, the appesarance
that these pairs had been combined was achleved by an

amblguous use of words and phrases.
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Does this mean that the guest for true freedom must
end In failure? The foregolng pages have analyzed several
aspecta of the thought of a2 meny-slded thinker and have
falled tvo dlscover freedom. Have all possibilitles been
exhausted, or 1s there still another? The concluding
chapter will offer an additional alternative, one toward
which many of the precedlng pages have polnted, and of which

there are strong hints 1in Berdyaev hlmself.



CHAPTER V
CONCIUSION

The principal conclusion to be dravn from the in-
vestigatlion was anticipated in the introduction and re-
ferred to throughout. Before developing 1t more extensive-
ly, the present chapter will, in 1ts first section, recap-
ltulate the chief results of the preceding pages as a means
of further clarifylng the issues 1ﬁvolved, of determining
more specifically the prerequisites of freedom. In the
second sectlon, the suggestion tentatively advanced at the
beginning, and steadily reinforced as the 1lnquiry proceeded,
will recelve explicit statement and elaboration. Finally,
the concludlng sectlon will apply it to the sesveral facets
of the complex herein designeted as freedom, supported by
corroboration from Berdyaev. For, as already Intimeted, he
1s commltted to the method of leaving no stone unturned in
the search for freedom. As a result, and at times seeming-
ly in spite of himself, the feilure to uncover freedom in
any other way leads him occasionally to spesk of 1t in the
terms anticipated hereiln at the outset in a priori analysis;
that is, as a phenomenon which is at once both temporal
and trans-temporel. Thls step, taking liberties as 1% does

275
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with the canons of loglc, is probably justifiable only on
the basis of the fallure of the alternative possibilities.
Once taken, however, 1t provides a certain degree of self-
Justification by its ability to meet the requirements of

freedom where other apmroaches have failed.

A - RECAPTTULATYON AND CIARIFICATION

The maelysis of Bergson, Heldegger, and Berdyaev
has sought to show that all three agree basically on an ipr-
reducible logical disparity between the mutable and the im-
mutable. By far the greater part of the study, however, weas
devoted to establishing that on the basis of this fundamental
presupposition, none of them is able to establish freedom on
the basis of either time or eternity alons. The effort to
make this point has led to a rather minute analysis of the
three phllosophers, for the fact is thet, in ceontrediction
to the thesis maintained herein, all three claim in many

contexts to establish freedom. Bergson's durée, Heidegger'ts

Entschlossenheit, Berdyaev's meontlc freedom--all these
apparently fly in the face of the present thesis.
In order to vindicate its point as against this

prime facle opposition, the present investigation was forced

to show that, notwlthstanding the strong connotations of
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freedom within the thought of all three men, nevertheless
they are difficult to justify when taken in the context

of the respective philosophies as a whole. Perhaps the
best i1illustration of this is Bergson, who, when he speaks
about freedom per se, is apt to describe it in almost the
same terms as those employed herein. That is, while recog-
nizing 1ts dynamic nature, he denies that it 1nv61ves arbl-
trary caprice, and even concludes that it postulates an in-
separablie unity of the temporal and ths trens-temporal. In
this situation; the task set for this study wes to show that
in the mature elaboration of his thought, the emphasis on
the temporal (or dynamic), at the expense of the eternal
(or static) finally reduces freedom to mere spontaneous
Impulse, even over Bergson's own protest.

) Faced by the danger of being unable to retain free-
dom within # total context which would in fact exclude it,
the three philosophers have recourse to several complicating
expedients, all of which had to be ferreted out in the course
of the essay. First, the word "freedom™ might be used in a
restricted sense, as when Heldegger employs it to mean the
mere understanding of necessity; when Berdyaev employs it
to mean the abseﬂce of all limitations; and when Bergson
uses it to mean the release of energy. Second, confronted
by an impasse in the effort to establish freedom on the
basis of either the temporal or the trans-temporal separate-

ly, Berdyaev, and to a lesser extent Heldegger, i1s driven
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partlially to obscure the logical distinction between change.
and changelessness. Prevented by loglc from allowing the
two orders to Interpenetrate, yet uneble to account for
freedom on the basis of elther separately, they are forced
in desperation to blur the dlstinction between the two.

Thils expedient, however, results in ambiguities which have
rather the effect of threatenling the meaning of words, as
was shown In the case of Heldegger's dual use of the word
"Non-Belng," and Berdyaev's mere direct denials of the
mutual exclusiveness of change and changelessness. Finally,
in the face of so many difficulties, the attempt may be
made to cut the CGordlan knot by suspending freedom alto-
gether, as 1n the case of Heldegger's "letting things be,"
or Berdyaev's rejection of all decision as entailing limi-
tatlon. It was necessary to show that thils sort of askesais
1s In contradictlon with itself, that it represents in

fact a8 declsion against decision, that freedom can be op-

posed only by pre-supposing freedom.

In its pursult of the Inguiry into how far Bergson,
Heldegger, and Berdyaev are able to fit freedom into a
wholly temporal or a wholly non-temporal scheme, and how
far it is in fact necessary for them to resort to some of
the above-mentloned expedients, the investigation has also
hoped further to clarify the problem by analyzing it into
1ts component parts. 4s a result, it is now posslible, by

means of a partial recapitulation of the preceding chapters,
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to determine more precisely the polnt at which alternative

theories have broken down, smd so to discover the require-
ments which a new approach would have to meet. The aim of
the present section 1s accordingly to review the several
constituent parts of the problem in the light of insights
gained from the study of Bergson, Heldegger, and Berdyaev.
In this attempt to bring the several aspects of the problem
into sharper focus, the crux of the matter can be offectlive-
1y highlighted by presenting each of its facets 1ln terms of
a dilemma-~the seme dilemma, in fact, whicn was earller
seen to apply to the relation of freedom and time 1in toto.
This, it will be recalled, was the apparently anomalous
situation in which the mutually exclusive alternatives of
determinism and indeterminism each contalned an ingredient
of freedom, on the one hand, whille precluding freedom, on
the other. Briefly, determinism provided the element of
causality, though the complete mredictabllity which 1t
posits was fatal to freedom; and indeterminism allowed for
unpredictable novelty, though only on the level of sheer
ceprice. The search for freedom thus found itself in a
dilemma. There sppeared to be no third elternative to‘a
choice between causality plus predictability, on the one
hand, and novelty plus chaos, on the other.

As 2 result of the clerification which the preceding

pages have made posslble, this sectlon will conslder the



280
several aspects of the problem of freedom and time in the
light of the same dilemma. Beginning with f{reedom as &
whole, and then passing in turn to its several components

of causality, selfhood, valuation, and chcice, i1t will show

that the mutually exclusive realms of time and eternity both
provide an indlspensable element of freedom, on the ons
hand, but both destroy freedom, on the other. The aim of
this procedure will be twofold: first, in the light of

the foregolng analysis, to emphasize the predicament which
awgits the attempt to account for freedom in terms of either
time or eternity alone; and second, to make expliclt the

requirements which a third alternative would have to meet

in order to make a successful attack upon the problem. This
will serve as preparation for the second section of this
chapter, in which the conclusion toward which the present
investigation has been led will be further elasborated, and
also for the third section, in which it will be applied
successively to these requirements which other presupposl-

tions have falled to fulfill.

Freedom
The chapters on Bergson, Heldegger, end Berdyaev
have sttempted to reveal the impossibllity of interpreting
freedom exclusively in terms of either eternity or time,
static or dynamic, Apollonian or Dionysian, noumensal or

phenomenal. The former member of each pair, standing for
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order and harmony, represents the immutability without
reference to which all change is chaos, all so-called
"freedom" mere impulse. The latter, standlng for verlety
and dynamlsm, represents the factor of change, without
which freedom 1is meaningless. The former sets eternity
over against transience and time, the latter rebels agalnst
a statlc eternity in the name of creative ectivity. These
remarks immedlately suggest that freedom contains elements
of both these principles: time supplles novelty and changes,
but without a criterlon novelty becomes indeterminism;
eternlty, on the other hand, supplies a permanent crlterion,
but elther cannot account for change at all, or else
necessarlly determines whatever change there 13.1 Thus, when
regarded In the light of the problem of freedom, the two
principles of change and of immutabllity appear to supple-
ment each other. DBut from the point of view of logle,
there 1s an irreduclble opposition between them. On the
ground of this logicai Incompatibility, a combination of the
two has been regularly eschewed by philosophy, sven though

it 1s apparently required by freedom. Rather than risk the

lIn the Introduction it was stated that determinism
was one of the two possible ways of looking at events on a
purely temporal basls. As the above statement suggests,
the course of The discussion has revealed that deterministic
theories of time may make a subtle appeal to eternity; that
1s, to that which determines, such as causal law. Some-
times, of course, this appeal 1is quite explicit. Whether
i1t 1s always present, if only implicit, 1s beyond the scope
of the present study to inquire.
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decleration that these two mutually exclusive elements
coexlst inseparably in an act of freedom, most philosc-
phers have attempted to account for 1t on the basis of
elther one or the other. The temptation to do this 1is
strengthened by the ease with which 1t can be shown from
elther polnt of view that 1ts opposite cannot establish
freedom, and vice versasa. Bergson, for example, believes
that freedom has been established by the refutation of
determinism, while some passages in both Heldegger and
Berdyaev concur with Spinoza's view thet freedom is estab-
lished with the understending that all is determined, that
there is no underivable novelty. From the side of time, the
dead hand of a static eternity appears fatal to fresedom.
But from the side of eternlty, the sheer dynamiam of time
represents an unprincipied chaos which must be brought
under contrel (or, in some cases, escaped){

Hence, on the one hand, all three philosophera are
tempted at times to try to insure freedom by grounding 1t in
the temporal. For Bergson, the perpetual novelty of gggég
is thought to guarantee freedom as against a changeleas,

lifeless eternity; for Heidegger, Zeitlichkelt entalls the

burden of free choice as cne espect of the stigma of Non-
Belng which inheres in Dasein as such; and for Berdyeev,

the meontic nature of freedom refers to its inexhaustible,
dyneamic capacity to burst all statlc limits. On the other

hand, however, none of them can altogether escape viewing
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the matter from the opposite point of view, from seeing
that on a basls of sheer succession, freedom is reduced to
mere spontaneous impulse. Hence, in this vein, even
Bergson is constralned at times ;o give some direction to

his 6lan vital; Heldegger seeks a more suthentic kind of

freedom in the understanding of necessity; and Berdyaev
transfers freedom to the realm of Apollonian form and order
as a refuge agalnst the chaotic Dlonysien forces he has un-
leashed, 1In every cese, the philosopher has indirectly ac-
imowledged the two orders, temporal and trans-temporal,
involved in freedom, without being able to do full Juatice
to both elements consistently with the terms set by his
thought as a whole,

Required: a third alternative which will provide
dynamic change and novelty without going over to indeter-
minism, and which will also provide an immutable plane of

reference without thereby establishing determinism.,

Causality
Among the more specific aspects of the problem of

the relation of freedom to time is that of causality. On
the one hand; the category of cause and effect seems in-
evitably to lead to determinism;: for if every.event has an
antecedent cause, then in principle every future event 1s
derivable from a sufficient knowledge of the present
sltuation; and if derlivable, then predictable; but pPro-

dictabllity correlates, not with freedom, but with
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datermini&m.l But on the other hand, the category of

caugality appears essentlal to freedom; for irf the rela-
tion between the agent and his act is not in some sense

causal, then he can no longer be responsible for it; self-

determination is replaced by chance. A dilemma is thus
rosed in which cause-and-effect 13 at the game time essen-
tial and fatal to freedom!

In the intrcductory chapter, Kant and C. D. B road
were cited as eXemples of thinkers who agreed time alone
is insufficlient to account for freedom, that it can provide
only for elther determinism or indeterminism, snd that
responsible freedom requires e relation between agent and
act that is in some sense causal. From these premises,
hoﬁever, each philosopher drew different conclusions.
Granted Professor Broad's prior premlse, that a philosopher
is not jJjustified in appealing to the trans-temporal, it
follows that the notion of responsibility is, as he says,
delusive. Kant, on the other hand, recognizing that in
practice men do, men must, presuppose responsibility (and
on this point he is perhaps more truly "empiricel" than
Broadl}, iInfers therefrom that PBroad's major premise must

be mistaken. Taking hls stand on the fact freedom is a

11n the second chapter of his Ethical Studlies,
¥, H. Bradley points out that freedom, too, requlres a
kilnd of predictabllity, in the sense that I depend on
somecone to exercise his freedom in a consisteng wgy, rather
than capriciously. But this 13 scarcely the same kind of
predlctabllity as in determinism, the predictability
maintalned by Laplace before Napoleon.
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necessary presupposition of human conduct and social re-
lations, and acknowledging that 1t cannot be explained on
a temporal basis, he concludes that a trans-temporal
reference 1s necessary to account for it. And since he glso
recognizes that freedom presupposes a causal relation be-
tween agent and act, he poatulates a different order of
causatlon, one whlich 1s trans-temporal and therefore out-
slde the deterministic sphere of antecedent-and-consequent.

Up to thils point, the present thesls has found 1t-
self in agreement with Xant., But it encountered a grave
difficulty in following his next step., For hlim, the tem-
poral and trans-temporal orders are separated as absolutely
as are the phenomenal and noumenal.. On thils basis, it 1is
very dlfficult to understand how the timeless self, for all
its non-temporal causality, could ever alter the course of
events in space and tlme. And lndeed, 1t was seen that in
fact Kant's metaphysic requlres a strict determinlsm re-
garding all such events. At thls polnt, the present thesls
must depart from Kant, for & freedom which 1s not effective
in time is not the freedom hereln uncer dlscusslon.

On this particular issue, the present writer 1n-
clines more toward the contemporary emphasis on time as
Indlspensaple to freedom, as lllustrated by Bergson, Hel-

degger, and Berdysev. Durée, zeltllchkelt, the "meontic'--

all three, however short of genulne freedom they may ulti-
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mately fall, do at least insist on the dynamic nature of
freedom, on its capacity for introducing the new, the

underivable, into the stream of temporal events. Each of

the three contemporary philosophers, however, is in agree=~
ment with one of Kant's primary presuppositions; nemely,
the sharp separation of the static and dynamic orders.
Consequently, having 3o emphasized the temporal aspect oI
rreedom, they are forced to confine freedom to the temporal
order, snd in so doing, as the foregoing pages have attempted
to show, are confronted with the by now familiar Scylla and
Charybdis: determinism and indeterminlsm.

in thils situation, since the chiefl function of the
temporal in their phllosophies is to provide the dynamlc
element of novelty, both Bergson and Berdyamev, and to a
certain extent Heidegger as well, come down on the side of Iin-
determinism. All three, however, also recognize the insuf-
ficlency of indeterminism &s a substitute for freedom, and
attempt to remedy the situation by implicit or expllelt
appeals to the trans-temporal--Bergson more in the form of
corrective, supplementary statements, Heidegger in the form
of an appeal to the understanding of necessity, and Berdyaev
in the form of a reinstatement 6f the Apollonian as opposed
to the Dionysian. By thus introduclng the trans-temporal,
however, they cross the barrier which they themselves have
epocted between the muteble and the immutable, falling there-

by into the inconsistencies cited above. In sc doing, they
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re-emphasize the inabllity of either the temporal or the

trans-tenporal to provide by itself the kind of causation
demanded by self-determination.

Required: A third alternative which will make use
of Kant'!s idea of a cause which ls not aaterior to its
effect, but which wlll not separate this noumenal causality
from the temporal world on whose baslis elone it 1s postu-

lated.

The Self
Implied In the foregoing pages is the close rela-
tion between freedam and philosophical an thropology. Actu-
ally, the word "freedom™ itself 1s no more than a generaliza-
tion from the fact of free agents; properly speaking, it
ought to refer to no more than "that by virtue of which

an agent acts responslbly, as distinct from the insane or

from animals."” Some of the confusion surrounding the word
may stem from the tendency to regard it as an abstract con-
cept, llke "slavery," 1instead of as a structural constituent
of man and of man alone,

When freedom 1s thus understood, the agent who
exercises 1t muat, on the basis of the definlitlon hereln
intended, be involved in change; freedom refers to actions,
and activity involves before-and-after, or change. On the
other hand, he must transcend change, for two reasons:
first, to discriminate between kinds of novelty implies a

point of wvantage above fransience from which to evaluate
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it, a polnt of leverage from which decisions in time are
taken; second, responsibllity requlres that the agent re-
tain hls identlty, that he remain the same in spite of
change.

Because of the loglcal lncompatibility of change
and changelessness, however, the attempt has generslly beén
made to establish the free self on the basis of either one
or the other., Thus, on the one hand, Heidegger and Berdyaev
follow Bergson in believing that by stressing the temporal-
ity of the self, they have secured its freedom. Just as
Bergson filnally fails to preserve any significant distinc-
tion between durde and the self, so Heldegger tends to

equate Dasein and Zeitlichkelt, and so also does Berdyaev

indicate that in so far as the self is free, it particlpates
in dymamic, abysmal Non-~Being. On the other hand, however,
nelther Heldegger nor Berdyaev confines himself to this
view, but rather oscillates between 1t and i1ts opposite.
Berdyaev, compelled by the force of Hume's argument that

if change is absolute, then there 1s no such thing as self-
ldentity, often takes the view that the self 1s free only
in so far as it transcends time. In this position he is
jolned by Heldegger, though perhﬁps for not quite the same
reason. Less concerned with self-identlity than to est#b—
lish some sort of "philosophert's vantage point" from which
to survey the nightmare of existence, Heldegger often in-

¢lines toward the view that the only true freedom consiats
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in acknowledging and acquiescing in necessity. If the
trans-temporal element In such a position is lesas obvious
than in Berdysev'!s case, one has only to recall another of
Hume's arguments: that if change 1s absolute, then one may
never speak of emplrical necessity at all., To do =0, as

Heldegger does, is therefore ipso facto to make & trans-

temporal appesal; and similarly, the sell which can understand

such necessity must do so from a trans-temporal standpoint.
Thus do Heldegger and Berdyamev illustrate, each in his own
way, the dilemma involved in the attempt to locate the
source of the self's freedom either ln time or in eternity.
Reguired: A third alternatlive which will account
for the free agent as retalning his identlty throughout

change,

Values

At this point in the discusslon, one can frankly
face a problem not clearly foreseeable from the outset,
one which Existentialism takes especlially seriously; namely,
the relation of wvaluation to freedom. In the introduction
it was granted that whereas law did indeed exercise a con-
straint on freedqm, it was nevertheless justifiable in as
much as it guarantesd a basis in which freedom could
operate on its "higher" level without Tear of chaos or
oppression. On this "higher" level choice, decision, and

responsibility contlnue to characterize Ireedom; the
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difference lies in the criterion of decision. Whereas 1t
i1z in the one case the law (though never absolutely so),
in the other it 1s the velues to which the indlvidual
freely glves slleglance.

At thls point the Exlstentiallist interjecis a
question: "These values you speak of," he says,"though
they are of a different orlgin than liaw, do in fact have
the same effect as law. You yourself have sald that at
this so-called 'higher! level velues merely replace law.
What can thls mean except that they function 1n the law's
stead? In so doing, they too exercise a constralnt on
freedom. They want 1t to conform. From thelir polnt of
view, 1t must be subjected. Values, like laws, exercise
a tyranny over freedom."l

This might well be the voice of any of the three
thinkers hereiln consldered, for as the preceding chapters
have shown, all malntain {in some contexts) that valuss asg
such constitute an encroachment upon freedom. If I sm for-
bldden to de a thing simply because it is "bad," they
would say, then my freedom is thereby curtailed. Bergson
therefore resists the interposing of any value judgments
in an act of "freedom," for that would impeae the pure,

spontaneous thrust of the elan vital. Similarly, Berdyaev

insists that freedom must be meontlic, for only then is 1t

lgent trles to avold such a "heteronomy" by his
conception of the self as its own law-giver ("autonomy").
For the Existentianlist, however, this merely puts the selfl
at war with itself, for regardless of 1ts origin, a law as
such places an intolerable restriction upon freedom.
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completely indeterminate, subject to no restraint; the disf'_
tinction between good and evil must be transcended, he main-
tains, for "the good has a bad origin." Heidegger, too,
fipds values at war with freedom; more consistently than the
other two he strives to remain beyond good and evil,

In other contexts, however, all three are forced to
re~Introduce criterla of decision. Without a criterion,
there 13 no longer any decislon at all. Without decisicn,
freedom degenerates intc mere impulse, and the distinction
between man and animals vanishes. Bergson, for example,
though he repudiates the ordinary source of morallity, 1s
none the less bound to advocate morality from a "second
source”; in so far as he does so, he sets up a criterion of

hunan action, even though it be that of uniting mystically

with the élan vital. Heidegger, too, in splte of his ex-

plicit deniml of ethical signlificance to eigentlich and

uneigentllich, i1s unable to avold giving them just such a

connotation; one should act iIn an eigentlich manner., Flnally,

Berdyaev makes a similar capltulation by renouncing Bergsont's

view that life qua life is self-justifying, and by asserting

that the values of order, harmony, and wholeness must be

gserved if freedom is to be distinguished from mere impulse.
In the case of values, therefore, as ln other as-~

pects of freedom, & dilemma arises: On the one hand, in

so far as values dlctate to freedOm, they contravene 1t;

on the other hand, without principles of discerimination

and of choice, there is no longer freedom, but only ir-
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responsible caprice. Furthermore, though a radical solu- |
tion may be éttempted by suspending freedem altogether,
nevertheless such an effort depends upon a prior act of
decision whose criterion (or value) is that decision 23523
to be avolded. This ezpedient thus succeeds only in re-
vealing that freedom, including valuation, is an inevitable
cocnstituent of man qua man.

Required: a third alternative which can supply a
criterion of decision without becoming vulnerable to the
Existentisllst protest against the subjectlon of freedom

to the tyranny of abstract, static ldeals.

Cholce

Closely related to valuation is the phenomenon of
choice, which, as was vividly illustrated by Berdyaev, 1is
unacceptable to either the Apollonian (eternal) or
Dionysian (temporal) point of view. From the former stend-
point, to choose 1is to exclude, and therefore to preclude
the cherished possibility of totality. To put the same
point in another way, to choose 1s to put oneself in
relation, both to the criterion of decision and to that
which is excluded. For logic, however, relatlons constlitute
an insuperable problem; it is driven to say.that the sub-
ject of a free act, 1like the subject of a logical proposi-
tion, must be unrelated, self-sufficient. That 1s, 1t

must not choose. From the Dionysian side, too, cholce 1is
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a burden; when unrestricted novelty is the desideratum,

cholce is felt as a limit, since it may have something to
say about the kind of novelty that is desirable.

Confronted by this opposition to choice from the
side of both temporal and trans-temporsal, the three phillo-
sophers react in what has by now become a famillar pattsrn:
On the one hand, when they regard freedom from the side of
the dynemlc, they see in cholce the abhorrent threat of a
limitation, since cholce determines the direction in which
creative energy shall be spplied. Desperate to avold this
at all costs, they rebel agalnat all cholce and‘thus fell
into indeterminism. It thus turns out that the kind of
freedom which Bergson advocates does not exerclse discrim-
inating decision--to do so characterizes merely the "first
source of morality"; "true" freedom consists rather in sur-
rendering to the urge of the vital forces. A similar
position 1is carried. to the extreme by Heldegger, who, in
the frantic attempt to burst the restraining bonds lmpesed
by the necessity of choice, lashes out 1n all directions in
a frenetic nihilism. By Berdyaev, too, cholece 13 felt as a
burden upon freedom; since 1t implies a criterion, 1t
necessarily impeoses limitations, thereby contravenlng free-
dom as seen from the Dionysian standpoint, and induclng
Berdyaev to argue that the only true freedom must be

meontlec.
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When, on the other hand, they regard choice from the
point of view of the immutaeble, all three philosophers rfind
it at war with the cherished Apollonian demands for totality
and unrelatedness, for cholce excludes, and choice makes
relative distinctlons. 1In seeking to remove this disturbing
element from freedom, they thereby emasculate it, leaving
nothing in 1ts place but the recognitlon of necessity.Though
this t endency 1s less pronounced in Bergson, there is a sense
in which even helgives volce to a determinlsm of sorts. For
the indeterminism which characterizes his thought as a whole
is not consistently conceived as an indeterminism as far as

the individual agent is concerned. On the contrary, instead

of being urged to give free reign to his own vital forces, .
he is sometimes adjured to submit to the surge of the élan

vital as a whole. Though this total impetus 1s utterly

spontaneous, nevertheless from the standpoint of the indi-

vidual Bergson's call is felt as a summons to relinquish
personal decision and sulmit to the dictates of the vital

Impetus--that is, to allow himself to be wholly determined

by them. In Heldegger's philosophy, the same tendency is
quite explliclt. In the name of wholeness, independence,
and unrelatedness, he renounces choice as incompatible

therewith. His Entschlossenhelt 1s thereby reduced to a

merely eplstemological term signifying the acknowledgement
of necessity. Finally, in Berdyaev's thought, the indeter-

minate, meontic freedom frequently gives way to the opposite.
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Instead of explosive energy, fresdom in these contexts 3is
concelved in terms of Lpollonian harmony and order, which
loock askance at any deviation from thelr fixed proportions.
From thls standpoint, any element of spontanelty, any purely
perscnel element, 1s defilnitely out pf order. IFreedom 1ln the

meontlc sense 1s a non desideratum, and the mere faculty of

cholce 1tself is a mark of Imperfection. The free agent
ought to clicose in accordance with the éivan laws of hermony
and order; that is, hils only choice is to conform. He would
be better off without the faculty of cholce to make deviation
even & possibility, and hils zoal is the eventual liquidation
of this hampering capacity.l

Cholce, then, enjoys a peculiar status among the
several components of freedom. In the case of ceausatlion,
an endurlng self, and values, 2all three were apparently com-
patible with an Apollonlan starting point, but not with a
Dionysian. Cholce, however, has been revealed as undesirable
from both poilnts of view. The Apollonian finés it divisive,
the Dionysian finds 1t limliting. Is there any point of
view from which 1t can be upheld? The course of the investi-
gatlon has revealed that there is. As has been illustrated

several times In the precedlng pares, this attempt to condemn

Lihen St. Augustine sald that although it is indeed
freedom to e able to sin, 1t is a greater freedom to be
unable.
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choice from the side of eithsr the Apollonian or Dionysian
actually rests on that which it explicltly denles. In the
one case, a declsion is made against choice in the Interest
of totallity; in the second case, in the interest of novelty.
But what is this but choice--choice which contradicts itselfl
by denying that upon which 1t depends? As values can only
be opposed in the name of another value, explicit or other-
wise, 'so cholece cen be opposed only by choice. This has
been illustrated vividly by the futility of Heidegger's
attempt to put freedom "in brackets," and by Berdyaev's at-
tempt to appeal to an ultimate dualiiy in order to avold
the necessity of cholce.

Required: a philosophical readiness to admit that
the decision agnminst cholce is self-contradictory, and to
give up, if necessary, the criteria of totality and novelty,
both of which are essentially quantitative, in favor of a
qualitative criterion--even though 1t 1mplicate'the acting

subject in relatedness.

B - A POSSIBLE CONCLUSION

'In the preceding section, the attempt was maede to
bring into sharper focus the various aspects of the problem
of the relation of freedom and time. In every case, 1t was

noted that neither time nor the trans-temporal could provide
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a sufficlent basis to account for the various ingredients
of freedom. Though each provided an indispensable element,
each was also open to objection from the point of view of
its opposite. As long aa the discussion confined 1tself to
elther time or the trans-temporal, it could get no Turther
than this. It was condemned to shuttle back and forth,
seeking what one lacked at the hands of the other, but un-
able to find a sufficient basis for freedom in either alone.

In other words, by following these three philoso-
phers in their running battle with the problem of freedom
and time, and by noting the blind alleys into which they
were led by the above-mentioned expedients, the inquiry is
impelled to the gquest for another alternative. 1In thils
situstion, what is more naturasl than to try as a last resort
the "solutilon” indlcated in the introduction by & priori
analysis; nemely, that although "temporal" and "non-temporal
are logicglly disperate, experlence requires that they be
predicated simaltanecusly and inseparably of the free agent?

Having specified in the preceding section the requirements

which a successful approach to the problem would have to
meet, the study undertakes herewith to develop such a

"solution" as a possible way of meeting them.

Conclusion Stated

As & result of the foregolng enalysis of the diffi-

cultles encountered by the three philosophers in the effort



298
to account for freedom either in purely temporal or in
purely non-temporal terms, the present thesis subtmits here-
with a possible view which might escape these difficultiles.
Most succlnetly stated, 1t 1s as follows: a) Logically,
there 1s no reconclilliatlion between the mutable and the im-
mutable; b) the concrete datum of freedam eludes description
in terms of either the one or the other, appearing rather to
include some and exclude other aspects of both; c) therefore
freedom requlires a juncture of what logic holds asunder;
an intersection of the mutable and the immutable as partially
constlitutive of the free agent. The remainder of this
section elaborates some of the implications of this conclu-
slon in two ways: first, by replying to two possible ob-
Jections; and second, by distinguishing it from several

other philosophles with which it might be compared.

First Objection Anticlpated

One critical reaction to the possible conclusion
Just stated would run as follows: From its earliest be-
ginnings, philosophy has been entirely aware that a combina-
tion of change and changelessness characterizes not merely
the free agent, but indeed all natural objects. Whether 1t
be a mountalin, a river, a tree, or an animal, all exhibit
this same twofold nature: on the one hand, qua temporal,

all are involved in change; they are never qults the same
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from one day to the next. On the other hand, each aléo
exhibits an element of permanence, snd enduring structure,
which enables us to say that in spite of change, it is still
the same mountain, river, tree, or animal, and no other.
Without thils eloment of sameness, we could not even communi-
cate with each other about any given object, for no sooner
would we have uttered its name than lo! it would have meta-
morphosed into another, and we would have to begin again.
This curlous combination of semeness snd otherness, far from
belng ignored by philosophy, has in fact been one of the
puzzles which has preoccupied it. To Plato, for example,
one test of a true philosopher was whether or not he per-
ceived this intriguing Interplay of the-one-and-the-many,
the-same-and-the-other. Therefore, says the imaginary
critic, the conclusion which you reach aftser so much
investigation and analysis 1s nothing new to the philosopher.
Rather, it 1s the point from which he takes departure. In
bringing your essay to this conclusion, you have arrived at
the philosopher's starting point.

To this objection, the following reply might be
made: There 1s no doubt that for philosophy the starting
point often has been the puzzling combination of the two
orders which loglc holds apart: the mutable snd the immut-
able. Phllosopby, however, acknowledges the law of non-
contradiction as final arbiter. Under its aegls, one and

the same datum cannot be both mutable and immutable at the
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same tlme. When, therefore, it 1s said that philosophy
begins with the combinetion of the mutable and the Immutable,
1t must be recosnized that this combination represents a

challenge, a problem to solve, Responding to the challenge,

1t sets itself to unrevel the intertwineg strands, %o
sSeparate the two orders, so as to reach a state of affairs
in which mutable 1s mutable, Immutable ig immutable, and
never the twaln shall meet,

To abandon the task at this point, however, would be
to leave 1t st111 unfinilshed. Simply to separate the two
orders would be to set up an ultimate dpalism. In the effort
to go beyond such a dualism, phllosophy frequently takes one
of the two orders as primordial to the other, Thus rational-
1sm, on the one hand, generally takes its steng upon the im-
mutable, ténding to regard 1t as more real than the mutable.
Seeking the unchanging substance underlying alil change,
the essence of every exlstent, it tends to exalt the oeter
nal over the temporal, the noumenal over the phenomenal,
Empiriciém, on the other hand, refuses so to under-estimate
the Importance of the every day world of Space and timse,
or to allow the particular to be swallowed up in the uni-
versal. In order to avoid sacrificing the changinz to
the changeless, it takes 1ts stand upon the natural ang his-
torical processes of which man finds himselr & part, even at
the cost of ignoring, as Hume tends to do, the non-temporal

altogether, of concentrating upon change to the point of
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forgetting structure. An illustration of the transition
from a predominantly rationalistic to a predominantly em-
pirical point of view is offered by the history of the
physical sclences, By contrast with Newtonian times, when
physics saw in particular events the illustration of in-
Tlexible natural laws, contemporary physics contents itself
with the tabulation of statistical averages of the svents
which it observes.l

So muck for the argument that philosophy takes as
1ts starting polnt the cambination of the mutable and the
Immutable. The reply has been that 1n general philosophy
has sought to resolve this mixture into its constituent
elements. By no means is it maintained herewith that such
an underfaking i1s unjustified or unfortunate. On the con-
trary, both the rationslist and the empiricist can claim
significant results in terms of insight achieved and obsta-
cles overcome. Just as the Newtonian theory of natural laws
oenabled man to gain greater understanding of nature, so mlso
the contemporary theories of indeterminsate variabllity en-
able man better to predict the future. What the rresent
thesis does maintain, however, is that this same procedure,

this same attempt to separate out the elements of mutability

1The illustration is by no means perfect. Newton's
molecular theories belong more to an empirical scheme, and
even today physics is not without its a priorl aspects.
Might one go so far as to say that science has succeeded
better than philosophy in safeguarding both the temporal
and the non-temporal aspects of its subject matter?
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and immutabillity, 1s inasdequate when applied to the

phenomenon of human freedom. Whersas natural objects and

occurrences may be better understood by considering each
element in isolation, a similar procedurs in the case of
freedom 1s altogethsr inappropriate. The whole weight of
the preceding chapters has been to the effect that, however
plausibly other phenomena may be profitably snalyzed into
thelr temporal and non-temporal aspect, whensver man at-
tempts Yo analyze freedom into its two component parts, the
result 1s elther determinism (which would correspond to a
more Newtonlan, mechanlstic scheme) or indeterminism (which
would be more in line with modern theories of emergent
novelty). As long as its point of departure is also its

point of attack, as long as it persists in separating the

given combination of the mutable and the immutable, philo-
sophy appears doomed to oscillate between these two possi-
bilities, while the phenomencon of freedom continually slips
through its fingers.

At this point, the discussion recurs briefly tc a
polnt raised in the introduction, when it was asked: is it
possible that the non-temporal may be interpreted simply as
spatlal? Certeinly space is distinct from time. I, then,
1t is held that all natural objects, and not freedom alone,
are compounds of temporal and ncn-temporal, may this not

simply be tantamount to saying that they are spatio-temporal?
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Might it not be plausibly maintained that the structursl
element in natural objects, their logos, correlates with

thelr spatlality, just as Descartes found a correlation

between mind and extension? If, for the sake of argument,
the foregoling posltion be granted for the moment, could it
add anything to the immediate problem under discussion?
Could it help answer the critic who says that since all
objects represent a compound of the temporal and the trans-
temporal, therefore the conclusion of the present paper
merely states the starting point of phllosophy? Evidently
it could, provided that the following three premises are
all recalled: First, that freedom requires an Inseparable
compound of the temporal and the trans-temporal; second,
that natural objects represent a similar compound; and third,
that there 1s between free agents and other natural objects
one radical difference, the sams difference whiech the law
postulates when it distinguishes between responsible and
non~responsible agents,

From these three premlses, one conclusion in parti-
cular is possible, perhaps even plausible; nemely, that in
order to account for this irreducible difference, it may be
necessary to postulate a non-temporal constituent of freedom
which is different from the non-temporal element of other
natural objects. In order for it to be different, it would

have to be non-apatial. And this in turn would mean thet

what has been referred to throughout as the non-temporal
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6lement of freedom should be more properly designated as
the non-spatio-temporal element., This, of coursse, was
exactly what Kant meant by the non-temporal self, and may
even be what Bergson, Heldegger, and Berdysev are really
driving at when they speak of subjective time as the
necessary pre-condition of freedom. What the foregoing
analysis has sought to show is that the great mistake in
each case is to call it "time."™ 1In the course of their
diatribe against the extended (or spatial) world as inimiecal
to freedom, they have sought to estasblish a point of refer-
ence beyond space. In this attempt, what was more natural
than to turn to the most obviously non-spatial dimension
of experience, time? What the present essay has sought to
show is that this search for freedom in time elone, as dis-
tinct from space, was premature. While agreeing with them
(as agalnst Kent) that time is indispensable to freedom, Lt
has concluded with Kant (as against them) that time slone is
Just as fatal to freedom as 1s space. Moreover, as has been
noted, all three philosophers secem at times to sense this
necessity of a nen-temporal element. Perhaps the most
striking exémple is gggég: in so far as it connotes "that
which endures," as it seems at time to do, it might even be
regarded as the very opposite of the "pure change” which 1t
ultimately comes to signify.

In order for these conceptions of subjective time to

it into the conclusion herewith suggested, they would have
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to be radlcally reconsidered and reinterpreted, In view a)‘
of thelr own hostility to space and b) the insufficiency
of time to account for freedom, they would have to posit,
not a temporal, but a trans-spatio-temporal dimension which
inseparably interpenetrates the (spatlo-) temporal as a
necessary constituent of the free agent. As already men-
tioned, & further lnvestigation of this rather provocative
notion lles beyond the scope of this study, which has de-
liberately referred simply to the "non-temporal," without
attemptling to determine whether this word should be under-
stood in a spatlal or a trans-spatial sense. At times, for
example, 1t has spoken of the non-temporal as the static--
a word of definltely spatisl connotatlon; at other times,
it has referred to it as the eternal, which rather suggests
a trans-spatib-tempor&l reference. Which of these two
terms would in fact be more approprilately applied to the
non-temporal element of freedom might well provide a subject
for fufure research, élthough perbaps the results reached
herein provide some preliminary intimation of the direction

which such an inquiry might take.

Second Objection Anticipated

A second objectlon to the concluslon sugzested
micht be ezxpressed as follows: Part of your argument has
rested upon showing that when the three philosophers try

to establlsh freedom on the basis of either time or the



3C6
non-temporal alone, they are frequently forced into the
self~contradictions which you are at such pains to expose.
But now you yoursself blithely assert a contradiction;
nemely, that the concrete datum of freedom 1s at one and
the same tlme both muteble and immutable. Hoﬁ are you
justified in reproaching the three philosophers for doing
what you do yourself?

In reply to this objection, it should be noted
that whereas the three men herein discussed strive to avoeld
contradiction, at least where the relation of time and
eternity is concerned, the present thesis affirms it. To
be sure, they do at times endorse.certain antinomiess:
Bergaon sometimes speaks of gggég as combining the one
and the many; Heidegger's three 'ecstasies! constitute
a multipliclty-in-unity; Berdyaev sometimes embraces
paradox (for the one among several senses in which he does
8o which coincides with the positlon taken hereln, see the
following section)., ©Nevertheless, there ls a strong ten-
dency on the part of all of them to strive to overcome the
entinomies. For them, as for philosophy in genersal, contra-
diction is the goad which spurs the phllosopher elther to
abandon the spatio-temporal world, where contradictions
oceur, or to show that in the last analysls the contradic-
tions wers only apparent. Both these tendencies are to be

found in the thought of Bergson, Heldegger, and Berdyaev.
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In any case, however, in the contexts thus far cited, they
rarely, if ever, assert the inseparable interpenetration
off the mutable and the ilmmutable. The present thesis has
been that the fallure to do so leads them into unwitting,

unacknowledged contradictions, and at the same time prevents

their esteblishing true freedom. By contrast, the present
thesis would egteblish freedom by putting the antinomy where
it belongs: at the intersection of tlime and eternity which
partially constitutes the free agent. Thus, instead of the
fallure to account for freedom accompanied by unintentional
contradicﬁion, it would establish freedom by the consclous
systematic use of contradiction at the polnt where it ap-

parently belongs.

Brief Distinctlon from Kant

Before proceeding further, it is well to distingulsh
the present conclusion from that of Kant. It has from time
to time been observed that the present hypothesis has affin-
ities with him. It agrees, for example, that there can be no
freedom on the basis of time alone, and that since it ls im-
possible not to act as though freedom existed, there must
therefore be a non-temporal self. But whereas Kant's meta-
physic 1s hard put to explaln how the self In 1ts noumenal
aspect ever influences the phenomenal world in which this
freedom 1is supposed to operate, the present thesis has main-

tained that a non-temporal self 1s no more free than an
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exclusively temporal self, that true freedom posits an in-.
separable union of the temporal and non-temporal in one and
the same self.

But is this last view so different from Kent? Did
not he, too, insist that the selfl must be seen from two as-
pocts, phenomenal and noumenal, nelither separable from the
other? The reply to this question recalls the above dis-
tinction between & mixture and a compound. In the former
case, the two elements can be juxtaposed wilthout interpene-
trating, llke the layers of a cake; 1in the latter, by con-
trast, each has so merged with the other that to take one
away would destroy the whole, Jjust as to subtract hydrogen
Ifrom water would leave only oxygen. With this distinction
1ﬁ mind, one can readily see which of the two alternatives
applies to Kant. True, he did hold that neither the phenom-
enal nor the noumenal could be abstracted from the self,
that the self was comprised of both. But nevertheless one
o' the outstanding features of his philosophy is the rigid-
ity with which the two orders are kept absolutely separsate.
On such a basis, freedom cannot consist of both, but must
be confined to one or the other. In actual faet, 1t 1s ex-
plicitly referred to the noumenal aspect, in contrast to the
present view that an Intersection or interpenetration of

etoernity and time is necessary to account for freedom.
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Brief Distinction from Hegel

If, i1t may then be asked, you depart from Kant at
the point where he keeps time and the non-temporal separate,
what is to distingulsh your position from Hegel, who sought
to unite them? The answsr would be that althqugh Hegel
does 1ndeed recognize contradiction in the world, he does
not regard 1t as final. Rather, it helps to supply the
dynamic to his dialectie, it is the goad which spurs the
mind ever onward, to come to rest only when all contradic-
tions have been‘overcome; that is, when in the light of
totality, the contradlections are recognized as merely pre-
liminary. The truth, he says, 1s the whole. It is the
merely partial "truths" which invoive contradictions as
well. From such a panlogiém the present thesis is far re-
moved. Though it might agree wlith and profit from Hegel's
frenk recognltlion of the antinomies iIn the world, 1t has
tried to show-that to go beyond the antinomy of time-and-
eternity is to destroy freedom. And indeed there is very
little of responslble freedom in Hegel. So concerned 1s he
with the concrete universal that concrete individual is
easily snowed under, with the result that in the name of
Frelheit the agent becomes the pawn of the Absolute. 1In
contradistinction to this view, the present position sees no
freedom apart from free agents as locl of an intersection of
the temporal and trans-temporal orders, an antinomy which

can not be dissolved in the light of the whels.
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Comparison with Broad

As was noted earlier, there is one polnt at which
the position taken herein 1s in agreement with Professor
C. D. Broad: that there can be no freedom on the basis of
time slone. From this premise, however, he concludes that
freedom is an 1llusion, for smpiricism can postulate nothing
beyond time. For Broad, at least, the concrete experilence
of freedom must be sacrifliced to this principle. During the

fifteen years since he wrote Determinism, Indeterminism, and

Iiberterianism, his interest in psychical research has led

him to a most significant qualification of this position.
Where his experience of freedom was insufficlent to induce
him to make any inference beyond the t emporal, the phenomena
of extra-sensory perception, and of pre-cognltion 1n particu-
lar, have persuaded him to make the followlng rather
startling proposal: "The establishment of paranormal pre-
cognition requires a radical change in our conception of
time, and probably a correlated change in our conception of
causation."t
The new conception of causation to which he refers
is demanded by the fact that subjects of experiments in
psychical research have consistently been able to foretell
future events. In such cases, the cause of the subjectts

- pregent mental perception is something which has not yet

1c. D. Broad, "The Relevance of Psaychical Ressarch
to Philosophy," in Philosophy, October, 1949, p. 303.
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happened, does not yet exist. Such causation as this,
transcending as it does the more familiar causal pattern
of antecedent-and-consequent, corresponds with the conception
herein developed of the kind of causation necessary to ac-
count for responsible freedom:; that is, one in which the

causg 1s not anterior to its effect. Whereas Broad postu-

lates it in order to account for precognition, it has been
adduced herein to account for s causal relation between
agent and act without thereby establishing determinism.
Likewise, what Broad means by a radically new con-
ceptlion of time also has affinities with the pressnt thesis,
though he expresses 1t differently. Specifically, what he
calls a new kind of time is herein designated as "trans-
temporal.” He arrives at his own view by asking the question,
what is the medium in which this new kind of causation is
operative? Certainly it is not the ordinary medium of
antecedent-and-consequent, for the cause is actﬁally subse-
quent to its effect. He therefore concludes that, whatever
this medium 1s, it transcends that of antecedent-snd-
consequent--though he continues to ecall it time. At this
point, a difference arises between his view and the present
one, perhaps merely a difference in terminology, or perhapsa
a more fundamental one. For the present thesis has been
that, in the interest of clarity, the word "time" must be
restricted to the realm of antecedent and subsequent. What

is at steke, it has mainteined, 13 the distinctlon betwsen
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the mutable and the immutable. If another category, in
addition to that of succession, be adduced, it should pro-~
perly be designated as trans-temporal. Significantly, his

own earlier view (In Determinism, Indeterminism, and

Voluntarism) did restrict the word "time" to the sphere of

succegsion. Terminology, héwever, need offer no cause for
dlssension. More important 1s the fact that Professor Broad
has suggested a view of causation and its relation to suc-
cession which postulates that which, according both to his

own earlier view and that of the present essay, should be
called "trans-temporal.” Just such a view, moreover, has
been postulated by the present thesis as required by responsi-
ble freedom. On its basls, Professor Broad could in principle.

reconsider this "delusive notion."

G - CONCLUSION APPLIED

In the first section of this chapter, the problem
of the relation of freedom to time was restated in the light
of insgights gained from the preceding chapters. More parti-

cularly, it was specified what requimements & successful

approach to the problem would have to meet. In the second
sectlon, a possible way of meeting these difficulties was
stated and elaborated. In the present section, the test of
these requirements will be applied to the conclusion toward

winleh this study has been led: namely, that out of justice
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to the fact of freedom, it may be necessary to join togsther
what logic holds asunder. Although "temporal" and "non-
temporal," "mutable" and "immutable," are logically dispsrate,
experience may require that they be predicated simultaneously
and inseparably of one and the same "datum," the free agent.
So far, the case for thus flouting ;ggig in the name of fact
has commended 1tself only ind¥ectly; that is, by the fact
that nothing else is satisfactory. But just as other possi-
ble positions were subjected to severe scrutiny, so, too,
must this one be tested by the several requirements of free-
dom 1n order to determine whether it can stand up under fire
where the others fajled--whether, that is, it can supply

what was "required" in the first section.

In this undertaking, there will be considerable as-~
sistance from Berdyaev, who alone sometimes hints at a
similar answer to the problem. Determined to explore sll
possibilities in his exsmination of the problem of freedom
snd tlme, Berdyaev alone among the three rhilosophers
studied herein entertains at times the one to which the
present study has led--even though he never gives 1t final
endorsement over sagainst alternative solutions, but rather
maintains from beginning %o end a tolerant and even positive
attitude toward them. In the chapter on his philosophy,
those aspects of his thought which support such a view have
been deliberately withheld, with an eye to their use as

corroboration of the essay's own conclusion. He has conse-
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quently been presented up to this point as falling into the
same dichotomy of determinism-and-indeterminism as Bergson
and Heidegger; as attempting to derive freedom from the
mere juxtaposi tion of two coeval principles, Apollonian
and Dlonysian; and finally, as falling into ambiguities
by obscuring the logical distinction between these two,
between the immutable and the mutable. 1In addition to
these four different positions of his, however, there is
another Berdyaev, one who lends strong support to the con-
clusion herein offered. It may indeed be that his infre-
quent intimations of such a conclusion are not altogether
Intentional. Certainly they are far from consistent or
systematic. Perhaps they may best be regarded as produced
under the duress of the extremities to wnich he is driven
by the fruitlessness of the search for freedom along other
lines. In alliance with those of his statements which re-
gard freedom as a compound in which time and eternity inter-
penetrate distingulshably, though inseparably, the present
chapter proceeds to apply such a view to the various facets

of the problem.

Contradiction

The several lines of analysls undertaken in the
preceding pages have all tended to converge at a single
point: mnamely, the conclusion that the phenomenon of free-

dom can posslbly be accounted for as at once both temporal
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and non~-temporal., Far from beins accepted lightly, such &
suggestion ought to be subjected to especielly rigorous
testing, because of the loglcal contradiction it regulres.
Belfore proceeding to a preliminary application, however, 1t
1s well to pause and inquire precisely what thils contradic-
tion does and does not involve. Since a similar conclusion
1s sgporadically drawn by Berdyaev, a brief examination of his
use of paradox and contradiction wlll serve this purpose.

At least two of the senses in which Berdyaev uses
the terms "paradox" andl“contradiction“ are emphatically not
the meaning indlcated above. According to the first, the two

terms are alike derogatory; they bear the connotation of

"intolerable."l Hence 1t 1s not surprlsing that they

characterize exclusively what is for him such a deplorable

aphere, the objectlive world.z Objectlvation, lndeed, 1s so
lamentable because of its paradoxical nature. In this

opinion Berdyaev 1s at one with much idealist philosophy,
and he tskes a further step in the samerdirection by con-
cluding that the lrrational objective world is therefore
not real but illu,sory.5 Since the objJjective world as the
seat of paradox is unreal, one is not surprised to learn

further that paradoxes are only &Egarent;4 they do not apply

1See, for example, ¥S, pp. 2%, 50 f.
See DH, pp. 195 f., 202.

°See 7S, pp. 56, 59, 61; SS, pp. 61, 84; SR, p. 52;
SF, pp. 199, 242, 267; DH, p. 198 n.

‘see sF, p. 264,
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to the real world. This 1s one of the grounds on which

Berdyaev dismisses both freedom and values in the ordinary
sense; gince they are paradoxical, appeal must be made to
"another kind" of freedom and goodness. The precedling chapter
attempted to show in part that when the attempt is made to
elaborate this view, contradiction is only worse confounded.
The opinion that Berdyaev rebels against traditional ldeal-
ism should recall this equation of the rational with the
real.

The unreality of the objective world being estab-
lisned by ita self-contradictory character, the incentive
is therewith supplied for a search for the "real" world,
and the instrument of the search is the apophatic method.
At just this point, however, the source of endless con-
fusidn i3 encountered--for he now refers to this method as

paradoxical! At first sight, it might seem incredible to

attempt to overcome the paradoxical world by a paradoxical

method, but explanation lies in the two senses given to the
same word. In distinction from the sense already mentioned,
the second meaning derives from Nicholas of Cusa's doctrine

of the coincidentia oppositorum, wnich Berdyaev endorses.

A coincidence of opposites certainly sounds like a genuine

2

paradox, and he does not hesitate so to designate it. As

the discussion proceeds, however, one becomes increasingly

1See S3, p. l18; ¥S, pp. 22, 65.

ESee'FS, r. 74.
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susplcious that there 1s more to this "coincidence" than

mests the eye. Perhaps the most striking single statement
to indicate that the word "paradox" is used in a very special
sense, occurs when he is contrasting apophatics with the
cataphatic method of orthodox theology. 'The formulas
elaborated by theology,” he says, "excluds paradoxl“l

One has only to recall the orthodox doctrines of original
sin, the two natures of Christ, and the trinity, which have
presented stumbling blocks to reason precisely because of
their paradoxical nature, in order to conclude that the word
has been given a very different meaning. As to what thils
meening is, it can perhaps.be best stated as the loss of all

distinction between contraries; instead of a "coinclidence”

of opposites, it might bs described with less confusion as
the "impossibility of opposites," so that the same thing
can be designated indifferently as good or bad, divine or
demonic, creative or destructive.2 All this 1s attested by

Berdyaev himself when he spesks of the overcoming of the

"false sntinomies" of this world,ssince the apophsatic method
is "above the law of identity and contradiction."? It is
1sr, p. 129.

2

Eelmut Kuhn mentions the general Russlan tendency
to regard destruction as creative, especially on the part cf
Balunin, by whom Berdysaev was influenced. 3ee op cit., p.Z22.

%See DH, p. 199.

%3ee FS, p. 65.
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the only means of getting beyond the opposition of logical

1

contrarles, This does not mean, however, that it is anti-

logical. On the contrary, the drive to overcome opposition
is a fundamental demand of logic, and Berdyaev eppeals to

the rationality of apophaties on just these gr_'ounds.2 it

alone tekes the requirements of logic in total seriocusness
and follows them with complete consistency, clinging tena-
ciously to the tail of the kite it has chosen until it
leaves the world behind altogether and finally finds itself
in--Nothing.

It would therefore be a mistake to say that Berdyaev
embraces paradox in the sense of an Interpenetration of op-
posites.3 In neither of the above two senses does he do
this, but rather strictly adheres to the demands of logic.
In the first case, the discovery of paradox in the objective
world is his excuse for seeking another; in the second, his
determination to overcome these antinomies is carried out
to the bitter end, though only at the price of dissipating
all distinctions.

Between these two usages and the one suggested by

the whole weight of the present inquiry there is a world of

'see SR, pp. 127, 177; DH, pp. 44, 48.
ESee SR, p. 123.
éThis is the sense in which it will be employed here-

in, as equivalent to "antinomy," rather than in its more
technical application to puzzles like "all Cretens are liars.,"
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difference. Where the first of these placed a negative
valuation upon the paradoxical as such, the present usage
maintains a neutral attitude, neither revelling in it for
its own sake, nor pronouncing it illusory or intolerable
when 1t is in fact encountered. And where the second no
longer retained a distinctlion between opposites, this third
way maintains rigid logical distinctions, The compleaint

1s sometimes made that to affirm a paradox is ipso facto

to render the whole enterprise of communication dubious in
the extreme, for if the possibility of paradox be admitted

in principle, then (so it 1s argued) what is to prevent one
from saylng "black" while meaning "white"? The answer 1s
that it 1s the apophatic method which can call black white,
since it acknowledges no distinction between the two, whereas
the method in question insists upon their difference. The
former method abandons the use of concepts, while the latter
preserves them. When the latter postulates the inseparable
coexlstence of the temporal and the trans-temporal as the
necessary precondition of freedom, the former must-press be-
yond this distinction to undifferentiated Non-Being. In so
doing, however, apophatics is subject to a double accusation:
first, in denying the distinction between the mutable and

the immutable, it is apophatics which strikes at the roots

of communication; and second, as shown above, in so far as
Non-Being subtly takes on the guise, now of static void,

now of dynamic abyss, apophatics isg dépendent upon the vary

distinction 1t denies. -
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Thanks to the rich variety of his thought, howevef,
Berdyaev does not confine himself to the two uses of para-
dox described above, but does himself subscribe on occasion
to what has been referred to herein ss the "third" usagoe.
In the sections ol the fourth chapter entitled "Duality"
and "Amblguities," a tendency in this direction was already
observable. The suggestions of an ultimate duality repre-
sented a retreat from apophatics in so far as they preserved
1 rigid distinction between time and eternity; they did not,
however, envisage the possibility of an inseparable union
ol the two. The ambiguous statements such as the suggestion
that eternity 1s both statle and dynamiclalso represented a
retreat from apophatics in so far as they preserved these
two elements from dissipafion in the undifferentiated unity
of Non-Being. In recognizing that both were indispensable,
however, these statements were not careful to distinguish
them, falling thereby into the ambiguities indicated in the
previous chapter,

ﬁOver and above these steps away from the epophatic
method, there are further, more positive endorsements of the
kind of paradox advanced herein =2s the necessary postulats
of freedom. Perhaps the most decisive blecw he strikes for
this position is his break with the idea that thought and

Belng are one.< What does this mean for the present purpose?

1See DH, p. 112.

ESee DH, ». 196.
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Simply this: As long as this maxim held sway, then paradok
(in the present sénse of the word) was ruled out a priori,
for reality could never abrogate the rules of thought, it
could never violate the law of non-contradiction. This was
the reason why apophatics relegated conceptual thought, with
its contradictions, to the sphere of "mere" Béing, and sought
refuge for itself in a more primordial Non-Being, where con-
tradiction was impossible., If, on the other hand, it is
denied that thought and Being are one, then the incentive
not to stop short of homogeneous unity 1is replaced by a
willingness to search for systems of coherence in the world
without recoiling if two of these logically disparate sya-
tems should happen to intersect. This point 1s emphasized
by Berdyasev when he seys that existential truth may in

fact run counter to 10510.1

Far from being hostile to logic,
such a view actually serves to safeguard it by refusing to
aban@on concepts, on the one hand, and by maintaining the
distinction between them, on the other. And if, moreover,
the phenomenon of freedom should require an indissoluble
compound of the mutable and the immutable, such an sttitude

would be in an especially favorable position to comprehend

it.

Freedom
The burden of the entire inquiry has, of course,

been to the effect that precisely such a compound is required

lsee DH, p. 48.
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by the fact of freedom, that a principle of permanence

must coexist Iinseparably with a principle of change. That
neither by itself can give an adeguate account of freedom
is acknowledged on occasion by Berdyaev himself, when he
declares that neither in Greek philosophy,las representative
of the Apollonian, nor in German thought,zas typlically
Dionysian, has there been a satisfactory account of Iree-
dom. On the contrary, he declares, in entire agreement
with the conclusions reached in Chapter IV, Dionysian
"freedom" leads to chaos and Apollonian "freedom" becomes
tyranny.5 The solutlon must combine both these elements.
At this point, however, he becomes somewhat difficult to
follow, asserting that such e& combination is pogsible only
in the two natures of Christ, the God-Man.

On the basis of the attitude toward paradox developed
above, however, it would be equally possible to say simply
that In the faet of freedom what we have is an intersec-
tion of two systems of cohersnce, the static and the
dynamic, logically irreconcilable but joined in experience;
Such & compound would combine novelty with a criterion,
structure with creative change. Moreover, 1t would estab-
lish a basis for a causal relation between agent and act

without passing over into determinism. For cause-and-

1
See MH, pp. 29, 110.
2353 SF, p. 79; DH, ch. 1i, especially p. 27.

SSee FS, pp. 125-137.
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effect becomes determinism on ithe assumption that the cause
is snterior to its effect. The scheme herewith suggested,
however, provides for a non-temporal "cause," like Kantts,
without separating 1t from the temporal order. Instesnd,
a causal series in time could be initiated completely
de novo, underivably, without any absolutely determining
entecedent. The dilemma of determinism-versus-indeter-
minism would thus be surmounted by a genuine self-
determination in which the self, qua temporal, acts rele-
vantly to the time process, but also, gua trans-temporal,
alters the course of process. And this is apparently
what Berdyaev has in mind when he speaks of self-determinism1

and "determinism from within."2

The Self
If freedom is concelived as self-determination, the

inquiry reverts to the self which determines. The hypothesis
herein proposed as one which adequately accounts for the
phencmenon of freedom implies some definite assumptions con-
cerning the nature of the free agent. Specifically, if free-
dom is conceived as grounded in the intersection of the
mutable and the immutable, then the self is precisely the
locus of this intersection, partaking at orice of both the
temporal and eternal orders. It is emphatically not de-
scribable in terms of either one separately, but only in

terms of both at once.

1869 53, p. 39. 2See SF, p. 80,
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It is 1mmedlately apparent that such an account of
the self 1s able to fulfill the requirements mentioned
above; that is, 1t can account for identity thrcughout
change. Qua trans-temporal, the self remains the same;
gua temporal, 1t undsergoes change. Nelther of these two
aspects can be separated from the other without destroying
freedom, for the attempt to do so must then interpret free-
dom elther In terms of the statlc or of the dynamic--an
undertaking which the present study has tried to show is
fatal to freedom.

Although EBerdyaev was among those who tried to
separate the dynamic from the static element of the free
agent, and who were thereby obliged to attempt to account
for freedom on the basis of elther the one or the other,
nevertheless there are numerous passages in which he insists
that this must not be done. This 18 especlally true .
(though not always) when he develops his conception of
personalism: "Therein lies the mystery of personality--

8 mystery bazed on the co-exlstence of contraries."l What

are the contrarles which thus co-exist? Berdysev's answer
follows 30 closely the tenor of the present essay's con-
clusion that three separate expressions of it are herewith

reprocuced verbatim:

158, p. 1l62. In the context of this and the threc
following cltaetions, there lurk treces of Berdyaev's other
tendency to regard contradiction as a thorn in the flesh,
a3 something to be surpassad,
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The sense of time ls based not only on fear but
also on creative activity. HNelther Bergson nor
Heldegger attaches sufflclent importance to this
duality, which is based upon the impossibility of
admitting elther the static or the dynamlc aspect of
human nature. To admlt stasls would be to deny the
process of eternal renewal; to admit dynamism would be
t0o deny the eternal foundations of buman nature., This
duality 1s inherent In the very structure of personal-
ity defiEed as the union of the mutable and the im-
mutaizle.

Personality 1ls changelessness In change. That 1s
one of the essentlal definltions of personality. Changes
arise iIn one and the same subject, If one subjJect 1is
replaced by another, there 1is then no change in the prope
senae of the word.

Personallty 1s the unchanging in chenge, unlty in
the manifold. It strikes us unpleasantly, allke 1if
there i3 the unchanging 1n man and not chenge, and Aif
there 1s change and not the unchangling; 1f there 1is
unity end not the manifold, or the manifold and not
unlty. Both in the one case and in the other the essen--
tial qualitativeness of personallty 1s disclosed. Per-
sonality 1s not a congealed condlition, it breaks up, it
develops, 1t 1s enriched; but 1t is the development of -
one and the same ablding subject. That 1s its very name.”

Here he abandons the dogma that the ratlional 1s the
real, together with the consequent Indlctment of the contra-
dictory phenomenal world and the flight Inte Non-Being. In-
deed, in the passages 1n which he dwells upon hls conceptlon
of personality, he often finds 1t necessary speciflically to

denounce mysticism's withdrawal from the world and from all

158, p. 131 (my ltalics).

2SF, p. 8. The flnal sentence of thils citatlon pro-
pounds the interesting idea that change 1tself 1s percelvable
only from a vantage point beyond change. Kant also held that
change presupposes permanence (1n op. cit., the "first
analogy."™)

33F, p. 22 (my italics).
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relations with 1t.l Instead, he applles reason rigorsusly
to an analysis of the free agent, and when it encounters

the intersection of two disparate systems of coherence, he
no longer passes & negative Jjudgment upon the result. Rather,
he accepts 1t as the end result of rational inguiry, reccg-
nizing that to abstract elither element out of the compouﬁd
not only does vliolence to the fact of selfhood, but also
precludes freedom by having to account for 1t as elther ex-
clusively static or exclusively dynamic. With this position
the conclusion toward which the present study has tended 1s

in entire accord.

Valuea

A particularly difficult problem for freedom was
posed by the guestion of values. On the one hand, one of
the principal factors whlich served to distinguish freedom
from mere impulse consisted 1n values as the criterion of
cholce; on the other hand, to introduce values at all 1a
to give them dominion over freedom, to subject 1t in bondage
to statie, abstract ideals to which it must conform. Is it
posalble that the conceptlon of freedom as an irresolvaﬁle
compound of the mutable and the immntable may help to solve

this dilemma? As long as values are regarded exclusively

lsee FS, pp. 261-265; SR, ch. vi. In both these
contexts, while rejecting Eastern and Western mysticism as
alike fatal to personality, Berdyasv refers vaguely to a
third kind of mystlicism which will avoid this danger, but
never says what 1t is.
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83 the 'eternal verities! of conceptual thought, as long
843 the highest value is the '1dea of the goo4', then the
ixlstentialist protest appears unsnswerable: any deviation
from the fixed norm draws opprobrium upon itself, so that
in so far as freedom involves novelty, change, and dynamism,
it must be suppressed. TUnder the tyranny of values it be-
comes the "freedom" to toe the mark.

Ie there a value which might escape this charge of
despotism while remaining still a value broperly so called?
It is first necessary to Inquire more Speclifically into this
double requirement, In the first place, 1t would have to
remain a 'value' in the sense of constituting 2 point of re-
ference beyond the free agent; this 13 the guarantee sgainst
arbitrary caprice. TIn the second place, however, 1t would
have to permit growth and creativity; this 1s the safeguard
against tyranny. The 1deal goodness, in terms of which
values are so often concelved, can fulfill no more than the
first condition; agalnst them both Existentialism and prag-
matism have rebelled in the name of freedom. The common
criticism against botn these schools, however, is that they
In turm are able %o fulfill only the second condition. Here
again we have the familiar dichotomy: the one side seeks a
criterion in the Static, the other rebels ipn the name of the
dynamic, and neither is able to fulfill the twofold require-

ment. Obviously, what is demanded 1s an Inseparable com-
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bination of beth static and dynamic., Yet 1t is altogether.
understandable that a value which is at the same time static
and dynamic 1s not readily forthcomlng. For such a combina-
tion runs counter to the canons of logle, Is such & thing
even conceivable?

The answer suggested by the conclusion to which
thls essay has been led 1s this: Whethser or not such a

thing 1s concelvable, we do encounter in experience one

concretion of just such a compound. Indeed, the whole ar-
gument hes attempted to establish such a locus of inter-
gsection of the static and dynamic orders as the'necessary
precondition of the phenomenon of responsible freedom;
namely, the free sagent! For the whole burden of the
analysis thus far has been to the effect that freedom 1s
best understandable as exerclsed by a self which retains
its identity throughout change. Here, then, 1s something
which does fulfill the double requirement necessary to
provide value without tyranny, change without caprice.
Wihether or not the self Is in any given situation regarded
as a8 value is another gquestion, beyond the purpose of this
study to inguire. 1Indeed, whether anything is so accepted
depends not so much upon proof as upon the fesponae of the

Individual. It is only a wvalue for some one. Suffice it

here simply to establish one experienced datum which,

whether accepted as a value or not, is in any case meta-



329

physlcally able to meet the double requirement of péﬁman--
ence-in-~change.

Although the present essay is content to let the
matter rest with this metaphysical undergirding of a more
extenslive answer to the general problem of ethics, Berdyeev
takes up the argument just at this point. Hie consideration
of some of the practicel implications and difficulties of
the position just outlined is therefore of interest as an
Indication of where it might lead. Placing human selfhood
at the center of his "personalistic ethics,“lthe first gdirf-
Ticulty he encounvers is the possibility of meking onet's
own sell the supreme value, His reply is that ir everybody
did this, the resulting chaos would be exactly comparable tol
a situation 1n which there were no values, but only impulse.
The very idea of value, he concludes, includes a trans-
subjective reference,zsince even though man may say, "My
wlll be done," he really means, "My will be done because it
1s good." Hence the attempt to discover wvalue by reference
to one's own self alone is self-negating. If personality 1is
the basls of value, it must inelude octher persons. 1In fact,

the very idea of personality presupposes a reference to.

lSee D, Part II, ch. iv. It should be recalled
that throughout the treatment of peraonalistic ethics, there
are, ln addition to passages cited here, a large number
representative rether of the several standpolints analyzed
in the previous chapter of this study.

2See DM, p. 21. |
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anothner, =T this peint Zerdyaev endorses ilertin Zuber's
. . . 2 - v n .
concertion ol I-and-Thou. Yo longer regerded in terms of

lew, whether the public law of statutes and custom or the

private law of ideal norms, vzlue now becomes £ relation to

& person. while it formerly consisted in conf'ormity, it now
is conceived as personal loyalty. as such, it conteins both
static and dynamic elements at the seme tine: stetie, inag-
much as the loyalty is to the Same persdn; dynamic, inesmuch
s the possibilities of creative growth and elaboration of
the relationship are indeterminate. The problem of finding a
value which is at once mutable and immutable has thus found
a solution.

Berdyaev notes, however, thet a further problem
erises, one which confronts all humanism; namely, the problem

of conflicting lovalties. ihat is the criterion by which one

makes a choice between them® The traditional solution to

this question has been the appeal to a summum bonum as the

criterion by which relative goods are judged. Berdyaev
agrees that the personal loyalties which constitute his
values are also relative, that discrimination between them
without reference to = highest good is erbitrary. Hence he
too admits thé necessity of a "best" in order to distinguish
the "better" from the "worse"--but with one decisive dif-

ference: recalling that the double demand upon any value

lSee especlally S5, pp. 167 f., 173; also o,
D. 57; SF, pp. 30, 34.

“See SR, p. 149.



331
is fulfilled only in personality, he concludes that the

summum bonum must be a person; that is, God:

The only thing higher than the love for man is the
love for God, Wh9 is ilso a concrete Being, & Person and
not an abstract idea.

God is a Person rather than a Universal Essence.2

God is not an abstract idea, not an abstract eXist-
ence, elaborated by the ca?egogies of abstract thought.
God is a Being, a Personality.

Though the support of such a coneclusion lies beyond the pur-
pose of this study, 1t is here recorded in order to show the
direction which a development of the present thesis might
take. Berdyaev's argument might be summarized briefly as
follows: 1f personality is the only datum of experience
which fulfills the double requirement of value (identity
throughout change); 1f allegiance to values therofore no
longer involves conformity to a fixed norm, but rather per-
sonal loyalty; and if a highest loyalty 1s required as the
criterion of relatlve ones--then such a eriterion would be
discoverable in God-as-Person. Following this line of thought
one sitep further, and applying it to the time-honored equation

of goodness and truth, he even goes so far as to say that

truth 1tself 1s a concrete personality.4

lDM, p. 106.

2SR, p. 44.

3SF, p. 51. It should be recalled that Berdyaev often
exXpresses the opposite view, as, for example, in DH, pp. 6 f.

4500 5F, p. 81.
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One further objection against the conception of
value in terms of personal loyalty is raised and esaswered
by Berdysev; namely, the complaint that in actual fact it
eXxercises just as grest a tyranny over the ‘self as does
law. For loyalty is g relation, and as long as I am 1n re-
lation to another, I am not self-sufficient. My destiny 1is
not wholly in my own hands, but is determined partly from ‘
beyond me. 1In this situation, the "other" to whém I am
related may exercise in effect an intolerable dominion
over me. Even a tyrant can have loyal subjects; and in the
laest analysis, anyone to whom I give my loyalty enjoys an
intolerable, even if only potentilal, tyranny over me. This
argument is in fact endorsed by Berdyaev in a very large
portion of his writings. VEssentially, 1t rests on the
logical law of identity, which csnnot gccount Tor relations

(praedicatum in subiecto est). In this vein he writes that

the misery of personality 1is its relatednesslto the objective
world. In order to be true to itself, it must withdraw into
its own realm of infinite subjectivity,zwhere there are no
longer any relations. In order to glve any content to this
realm, he 1s forced to say that the peraonality includes all
of society, indeed all history, and the whole univerge with-~
in itself.® There can be no plurality, for thet would in-

volve relations, which, in turn, would condition the self.

2
1See ¥S, p. 51. See SF, p. 22.

)
See SS, pp. 98, 107, 181; sF, Pp. 40, 42, 135.
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In the contexts relevant to the point ﬁnder dis-
cussion, however, Berdyaev takes the opposite view. Al-
Though logic may indeed denounce all relations as faﬁal to
self-sufficiency, he now appeals to one particular kind-of

relatlon which as a matter of experience actually becomes the

way of self-fulfillment, rather than self-estrengement:

love. 1In many contexts, 1t is true, hé spesks of love sim-
ply as narcissism,las & relation to self; in others, he

.8ays that in so far as it does Involve a relation to others,
it bears the stigma of the objective, plural world, and must
be rejected.2 In still other passages, however, he expliclitly
endorses it as a relation to another-~-the one relation which

overcomes 1ln experience the subject-object cleavage which so

perplexes 1og1c.3 When love 1s so0 conceived &3 & relation
between two or more, Berdysev realizes that it i; incompat-
ible with the very apophatic mysticism which plays such a
prominent part in his thought as a whole:

Love, on the other hand, postulates differentiation,
the existence of another personality rather than the iden-

also a mysticism of the 0ne which is attainable through

an abnegation and abstraction of the plural world. 1In
Plotinus there is no mystery of the personality and there-
fore no mystery of love. In Platonic and Neo-Platonic
philosophy...as in Hindu mysticism, the One is super-being

1566 35, pp. 96, 165; SF, p. 56.

®See FS, p. 33.
®see Fs, pp. 109; ss, p. 195.
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and is realized apophatically....Thus the spiritusl
path leads from complex plurality to simple unity.
Being is identicsl with mind, with nous. In Hindu
and Platonlc mysticism everything is diametrically
opposed to the dialogical and dramatic relationship
between man and God, between one personallty and an-
other, as revealed in the Rible. Spirituality is
interpreted as being opposed to the personality, and
therefore as independent of love, human {reedcm, and e
relation between the plural and the One.

This affirmation reveals not only the close affinity between
mysticism and logic, but also the conflict between logic and
love. Whereas the former cannot tolerate plurality, the
latter presupposes it. Consequently, when speaking in this
mood, Berdyaev insists upon pluralism as the pre-condition
of love,2 since love is & relation between two or more:
Love is always for the concrete and the individual.
It 1s impossible to love the abstract and the general....
Love i3 a two-term relation and presupposes the meeting
of two, their communion and unity, and the formation of
8 third--fellowship and brotherhood....It is individual
and goes from one personality to another. ILove is per-
sonalistic,®
In the concrete experience of love, Berdyaev thus
finds an enswer to the complaint against relatedness, a com-
plaint which stems from the demands of logic: How can T
Tulfill myself unless I am self-sufficient? How can a re-

lation to another fail to exasperate me? Berdyaev gives

the same answer that was given in the case of freedom:

1sr, pp. 135 r.
2See S¥, p. 68; DH, p. 133.

°DM, p. 187. See also FS, p. 281; SS, pp. 185, 195;
SR, p. 162.
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apply loglc rigorously to an exemination of experience,
out do not be misled into lettinz logic get the upper bhand
80 as to dlictate the results a oriori.l If freedom postu-
lates a subject in whom two mutually disparate orders of
coherence intersect; if there 1s in fact an experience in
wilch relatsdness 1s felt not as self-eatrangement but as
self-fulfillment; and if this in turn requires a metaphysic
of plurallty as opposed to the lozlcian's quest for ldentlty, -~
then in each case logic can do no more than acknowledge this
state of affairs. It must nelther declare the situation un-
real nor attempt to obscure the fact that experience may
joln together in fact that whieh logle would put asunder.
On thls basis Berdyaev speaks of the (logically) "impossible¥
experlence in which personal relations fulfill instead of
negating the self:
Personallty presupposes a going out from self to an
other and to others, it lacks air and 1s suffocated
when left shut up in itself....Personality 1s I and Thou,
another I. But the Thou to wvhom the I goes out and with
whom 1t enters intc communion is not an object, 1t 1is
another I, it is personality....The personal needs
another, but that other is not external angd alien....
Personality 1s to be found in & series of external re-

latio%s wlth other people and in acts of communion with
them.

1Some recent trends In logiec, thoush they too take
thelr stand upon the law of non-contradiction, avoid a meta-
physlec of identity by refusinc to raise metaphyslical ques-
tilons. When the present essay speaks of “"logic" as denying
relations In the name of undifferentisted unity, It refers
to the metaphysical iImplicetzs of such a logic.

SF, pp. 42 £,
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Choice
Essential to freedom and closely related to the

question of valuation 1s the factor of choice. The above
anelysis disclosed the dilemma which it presents: On the

one hand, to chooses is to acknowladge & principle of choice
beyond oneself, to stand in a relation of subordination to
this criterion; moreover, toc choose is to exclude, and there-

fore ipso facto to deny oneself ail that is rejected in favor

of the one thing chosen. But on the other hand, one cannot
escape choosing; even the attempt to avoid choice altogether
depends upon a prior "choice against cholce." In some con-
texts, Berdyaev's reaction to this dilemma is negative,

Elther he recommends escape from spatlo-temporal existence

(or at least from conscilousness) in which choice is inevit-
able, gg,rfecognizing that escape 1s impossible, he is content
to pronounce life a wretched tragedy because of the necessity
for continual self-limitation and self-denial (thatris,
cholice).

But, as already abundantly demonstrated in the present
chapter, there is another Berdyaev, able to reply to the
dilomma on the basis of the view of freedom herein propossd.
If freedom postulates a self constituted partly by the inter-
sectlion of the temporal and the trans-temporal, then this
self is what it is, indissolubly; that is, its very struc-

ture requires the continual exercise of Ireedom, continual
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decision and choice. The attempt to escape it is out of

the question--this is the metaphysical account of why not to
choose is to choose, and so on in infinite regression. As
Berdyaev puts it, ethics can only be opposed in the namé of

another ethic.l

Once this is accepted as a given datum about
the free agent beyond which one cannot go, then whether it is
regarded as tragic or not depends upon the criterion of
evaluation employed. When logic sits in the judgment seat,

then the relatedness involved is condemned ss intolerable;

when this same logic utters its maxim, "Determination is
negation," it thereby applies a quantitative principle of
Judgnment and can consequently only deplore the limiting
aspect of every act of cholice. Thus from the point of view
of logic, freedom i1s indeed & curse.

But, as Berdyaev argued in the case of values, there
1s another possible point of view, based rather on experience
than on logic, eccording to which it was argued that a rela-

tion need not be a cause for Weltschmerz, but rather for

rejolcing. And now, from the same standpoint, he makes a
case which sounds at first even more radical: that self-

limitation can be the means of self-fulfillment. This can

be seen by analogy with the apophatic method in its onto-
logical application: Vhen, in accordemce with the logical

dictum that "determination is negation,” all positive

1see DM, p. 19.
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affirmations are denied to ultimate reality, the result
is total negation, Non-Being. Similarly, in accordance
with the same logical formula, one might attempt a "practi-
cal apophatics" in the realm of action, seeking to remain

wholly indeterminate by making no choices or decisions,

to ablde in the realm of infinite possibility by refusing
over to actualize oneself in a concrete decision. In the
second case the result 1s exactly the same as in the first:

non-entity--with the added irony that in the second it has

been deliberately chosen! To the loglcal complaint that
to choose 1s to 1limit, Berdyaev replies that not to choose
is to remain indeterminate, which in turn is to land in
non-entity--by choilce:

_ When we abolish such limits and when men finds him-

self in a state of confusion and indifference, his per-
sonality begins to disintegrate, for the power of

conscience is inseparably connected with the denunciation

of evil. In the confusion and state of indiffersnce
resulting from the loss of the perception of evil man
loses his freedom of spirit....

But when men are "shamefully indifferent to good
and evil," when they ars too tolerant and broadminded
and renounce moral 3truggle, the result is demoraliza-
tion and decadence.”

By the same token, mutatis mutandis, personality is created

in the making of decisions:

Personality, the character of personality, indicates
that a man has made a cholce, that he has established
differences, fhat he is not indifferent, that he makes
distinctions.v -

lps, p. 161. %M, p. 158. 5SF, p. 48.
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There 1a therewith established = 'metaphysic of
cholice! as the complement of the 'metephysic of vaiue!
already developed. Each had to bs independently established
80 that neither relatsdness nor 1imit need necessarily be
feared as fatal to the self. It now remains simply to joln
the two together; that 1s, to indicate how personal loyalty
may actually be chosen as a value. Berdyaev finds the key-
stone to his ethiesl edifice in love. Personel loyalty
does place a limit, but this 1imit is not felt as restrictive
1f it 1s chosen in an unmotivated act of love for = concrete
person. "Love iﬁplies by its very nature discfimination and
cholce; it 13 individual and goes from one personality to

enother, #1 Such a relationship must be experienced, rather

than concelved. To attempt to describe i1t further is only
to relterate. It 1s a relationship in which the limits in-
volved in a spontaneous personal alleglance servs to fulfill
the self, to provide a concrete opportunity of free creativ-
ity, rather than to oppress it. Vith this the final intel-
lectual link in the ethlcal system has been added., Whether
or not this same link 1s added in practice 1s a matter of
the response of the incividual, of whether he does in fact
react toward others with the love which wuld supply the

answer to the ethical problem 1f it were his to cormand.

lDM, p. 187.
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Sunmary: The Free Agent

Along three different lines of approach, the present
study has tended toward a single conclusion concerning the

relation of freedom and time. First, a priori analysis in-

dicated that whereas freedom was meaningless apart from
action, and thersfore from time, the attempt to account for
it in terms of time alone could only arrive at either de-
terminism or indeterminism: determinism, if the antecedent
moment of time necessarily'caused the subsequent moment;
indeterminism, if there was no csausal relation between the
entecedent and subsequent moments. This suggested that an
adequate account of freedeom would have to include both time
and the trans-temporal. Second, this thesis was tested by
examining the treatment of the problem by Bergson, Heldegger,
and Berdyaeﬁ. In every case, the attempt was made to ac-
count for freedom in terms either of eternity or of time,
but, except for some parts of Berdyaev's thought, never in
terms of both. And in évery case the result was the same:
what was established was either determinism or indetermin-
lsm, but not freedom. Sometimes the attempt was made to
get rid of frssdom, but this very attempt presupposed free-~
dom. éometimes the logical distinctlion between the static
and the dynamic was obscured in order to introduce elements
of both into freedom without affirming a contradiction--but

this only increased the Suspicion that such an effirmation
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was necessary. Finally, in the case of Berdyaev, this
last, desperate extremity was attempted. It was asserted
that though the mutable and the immutable are logically
mutually exelusive, nevertheless, in order to eccount for
freedom, an "intersection" of these two orders muét be
postulated, with the free agent as its locus, This radical
solution was subjected to preliminary testing by applying
it to the various facets of the problem encountered hersin,
with the following results:

First, if freedom represents the intersection of
time and eternity, then a solution is provided in principle
to the problem of how there can be a causal relation be-~
tween agent and act (essential for responsibility) without
at the‘same time acceding to determinism; for sinece the
problem is no longer confined to time alone, the cause does
not have to be anterior to its effect. The possibility of

initiating an underivable temporal-causal series is estab-

lished. Second, the free agent can thus both be active in
time and still retain his identity throughout change, since
he is partly constituted by the union of the mutable and the
immutable. Third, the double demand of value can now be met.
On the one hand, a value must provice a standard of reference
outside the self in order to prevent chaos and caprice; on
the other hand, it must not exercise the tyranny of the

letter over the spirit; that 1s, it must be both static and
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dynamic at the same time. Though logically difficult %o
conceive, such a datum is provided in experience in the
person of another free agent. As an example of the kind
of ethlcs that might be constructed upon such a foundation,
Berdyaev's personalistic ethlcs were cited. Finally, it
" was shown that the element of choice involved in freedom,
which has often proven a stumbling bloek to philosophy,
not only cannot be rejected without presupposing freedom,
but also, on the basis of an ethic like Berdyaev's, can be
the source of creativity, rather than restriction. As ap-
plied to these several aspects of the problem of freedom,
then, the hypothesis with which this study concludes ap-
parently supplies a possible answer to some otherwise ex-
ceedingly difficult problems,

Finally, 1if there is one principal point at which
the present hypothesis confronts much traditional treatment
of the problem, it is that of anthropology: speclfically,
the nature of the free agent's relation to time and to eter-
nity. Whether or not the logical disparity between change
and changelessness is irreducible, as the present inquiry

as maintained, the fact remains that traditional philosophy
has in fact often kept the two rigidly separate. In so doing,
as demonstrated hersin in the case of Bergson, Heldegger, and
Berdyaev, 1t has allowed the phenomenon of freedom to slip

through its fingers. Insteada of taking departure from the
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free agent as « glven datum, it has tended to interpret maﬁ
in terms of eros and logos, will and idea, Dionyslian ana
Apollonian, phenomenon and noumenon--which, translated into
temporal categories, represent dynemic and static, temporal
and eternal. On the basis of this dichotaomizsed anthropology,
in which the two elements are considered in separation from
each other, there is no true freedom, but either indetermin-
ism, when the mutable predominates, or determinism, when the
immutable predominates.

In contrast to such a procedure, the conclusion here
suggested would not begin with a preconceived metaphysical
framework in which time and eternity could not intersect
8 priorl. Instead of trying to coerce freedom into such a
system, 1t would rather begin with freedom as concrete
datum and méke whatever metaphysical inferences are necessary
to account for it. Chief among these 1s the conclusion that
if freedom 18 to exlst at all, the static and dynamic ele-
ments, though logicelly incompatible, can emphatically not
be separated within the self, btut must rather coexist 4in a
state of inseparable interpenetration. The self can only be
truly free if it represents an indissoluble compound of
both.

Any attempt to resolve the point ai which time and
the trans-temporal intersect would be able to follow only
oneé of the two coordinates at a time, and would therefo:e

either leave the other behind altogether, or at best only
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consider it In isclation. But philosophy hes ail %oo often
been tempted to push its analysls beyond the intersection
volnt. Starting with the given datum of a self in whom
time and the trans-temporal Intersect, 1t has sought to
separate these two strands by abstraction, thus producing
thet monatrosity, the ‘“phllosopher?’s man," a combination of
mind and body, of rationallity and vitality. By extra-
polation, these two principles may then be extended to com-
prise "the world as 'wlll' and idea.™® And what becomes of
freedom under the domlnation of these two concepts? 'The

precedling pages have sought to gather evidence that when

rationality domlinates, the result is determinism; when
vitallty dominates, indeterminism. The phllosophy of
Bergson, Heldegger, and Berdyaev testifies that when the

self is reduced to reason and force, freedom 1pso facto

glves way to elther determinism or indeterminism. To try
to discover freedom on the basis of either of 1ts two com-
ponents separately 1s like trying to account for water on
the basls of hydrogen and/or oxygen separately. Just as
there 1s not 2 trace of water if the two gases are merely
juxtaposed, so also is there nothing left of freedom if
time and/or etermilty are separately analyzed out of the in-

disscluble compound which constitutes the free agent,
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