AN ESSAY ON
THE PROBLEM OF FREEDCM AND DETERMINISM.

"Strive to enter in at the steait
gate:for mang,I say unto you, will
seek to enter in and shall not be

able, " St.Luke,XIII:24,

M.A. Thesis in Philosophy

presented by

Juliette E. Ouéohek.

Is41



TABLE OF CONTENTS.

Pages
PART I . The immediate reslity of the Problem.

Chapter I. The immediate reelity of the Problem . . . . . 8

PART II . Historical Exposition
Chepter I. The problem in Antiquity (Greeks) . . .. . 2I
Chapter II. The problem in Christimnity (with specisl

reference to lt.hul'l oetrine ?f Predes-
tination,dnd 2 T" tcounl on the solution given tothe 40
‘Or

problem by the phi ers of the'MidJe Ages®
Chapter III. The preblem in Isleme o o o « + « o o o o [{°]
Chepter IV . Thg problem in Modern thought. . . . . . . 84

CON]-“.,-OB . . . . . . . - . . . . . I0I.

PART III. The problem as treated by Al-Ghaszzalli, Soho-
penhaver and Bergson.

Chapter I. Al-Ghezzalli's doetrine of Freedom snd deter-
minism. . . . . . . . . . ® . . . mo

Chepter II. Shhopenhsuer transcendental freedom. .. I2%.
~~ Chepter III. Bergson's rebellion ageinst determiniem. . Ip4.
PART 1IV. (Critique end Persomsl econelusion

Ch.pt.r I. A oritiecal eppreissl. . . . . . « o IBO

Chepter II. Personsl comelusion . . . ., . e o « 19%

uauoamm................1,11



PART I.

The Immediate Reslity of the Problem.



CEHAPTER I

The fimmediste reality of the problem.

It seems quite out of place to spesk of liberty in an age
similar to the XXth century, and in s period whioch ~ apparently at
least - gives the first place t:u;or- of govermment such as Nezism
end Sovietism. In fact, for o person borm in our age, brought up
sceording to the most recent solentifie educetionmal systems, a per=-
son namely who hes & seientifie spirit lined with the deepest be -
liefs that solence will some dey - soonmer or lster - reveasl to us
the ultimate reelity of our being, for such & person, I say, it is
of course mot the proper time to spesk of freedom or of liberty.
Surely 1t is not the proper time to speek of certsin facts whiech,
by the novelty and spontaneity of their spparition esceape the un~
shakable and universal laws of selence,

Seience has done & tremendous snd wonderful work in every
domein. It has taken into its sphere everything, material or intel-
lectuel ; and like & mereiless Judge, hes foreed everything to re-
vesl the secrets of its being. Moreover, not satisfied with pure
knowledge it hes got from them, solence has subdued their existence
to some definite lows, sotthst every thing in the future happens,
end will elways happen, in the way seience has sssigned to it. And
science sucoeeds most of the time.

As & result of this sucecess of soience end of seientific

laws, the humen mind has taken the sttitude of submissi veness to



everything that een be formulated in the form of an algebraie equs-~
tion - i.e., everything the nature of which can be studied, simpli-
fied, and explained by the law of cause snd effect, or by any other
law, Other things such es mirecles, or even certain domeins of the
soul whieh have not yet been explained by any of the seientific a-
xioms are, considered as untrue and rejeeted momentarily with the
hope that one dey science will surely overcome the diffioulty or t
the obsourity contasined in them. In short, liberty is not a XXth
eentury dogms, for with it is brought the doubt in the wvelue of seien-
ce, the aim of which is to gather as many feets as possible under
one and unique law, To believe in liberty is slso to believe thet
solentific laws have not the oharsoter of universality - -that they
hold true for some facts only, and leave in derkness many others,
And with the doubt in the value of seience is also brought the stave
of unrest to the mind to which the neture of things escapes now, so
much so thet I believe one is not very misteken if he thinks that
our anxious search fo laws, our searech for faith in soience, and in
general in the prineipé of Determinism, comes first of all from our
human cheracter which seeks pesce, unity and eontinuity in things -
these being surely gueranted by the existence of laws.

I have also said that the reason why liberty is out of pla-
¢e in our age is the fact thet we are in an epoeh in which suech forms
of Government as Nezlsm and Sovietism are developped. In fact, what
these two systems proclaim first of all, is the primcy of the State

v 4
over the individusl, Of course, there iz a mipmtlcxi’::. the re-
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tribution by the state of the benefit it receives from the indivi-
dual, yet, the chief aim of this latter is by no means his own good,
but the good and walfare of the State. Aan im these forms of govern-
ment is but & useful mechine, s means for the grest work : the good
of the state. Now with suoh'state of things is there sny room to
speak of the individuslity, of the frredom and will of men ? Is he
not rather reduced to & thing with nothing of whet is ecalled proper~
ly humen ¥

I shall not bulld further neither upon the rigid seien -
tisn nor upon the "mechanised humenity” of Hezism snd Sovietism, my
purpose being simply to state a fact whioch seems to be obvious : the
fuet, namely, thet our sge is mot the age of liberty : that our ge-
neral belief is thet we have sclved the problem of liberty by seien-
ce end machine and laborstory, and slse by Statism. Yet, in spite
of all these spperent proofs ageinst the existenee of liberty, in
spite of the feet that on almost helf of the surfaee of our earthly
globe men have lost most of their individusl humen rights : in spi-
te of ull this, I say, the problem of liberty remsins imtaect, and
man is essentislly a free being.

A repid glence east upon the soeinl life of man, as well
a3 the religlous field of his experiemces, will be enough to reveal
to us how true and real snd ever-living is the problem of his free-
dom. In fmet, what is the meaning of this eternsl strife of the na-
tions for their independence 7 What is the meaning of these dread-

ful wers of liberation 1 What is the meaning of this general indi-



gretion of ues sll towards sn event such as the oppression of smsll
netions by the great, if not the revolt of humsnity for her robbed
liberty ;1 And are we Wrong if we say that the libderty of nations,
or their being free, is something true and even truer than their
being dominated or even supervised by others ? In other words, es
I have understood the formstion of a nattion, it eppeers to me that
a netion 13 but the embodiement of the human oharacter which is man's
love of property : be it his house, his food, his family, _I_:_l_o__idnn,
or _h}_l_ sentiments. Of ecourse, men is a sooial being ; that is, he
1s borm to live with others ; yet his soclsbility means not a com-
plete dependence upon others ; on the contrary, the soeisbility of
s persomn, or of e group, or of & people, diminishes graduslly when
the person or group or people hes the suffieient meens which umable
him to get rid of others. Man is mot born & slave he is not even
born with resl profound love of equality of riches ; he is egoistie
as well., Now his being egoistie, his being lover of property and
independence, means nothing else then his being free ; snd it is be-
esuse he is so thet he fights, end will ever fight for his indepen-
dence, for his liberstion. It is becsuse he is free thet the fron-
tiers will never be suppressed, and I dare even say that because
men is free, that communism finds diffieulty to extend it-self over
the world. Netionesl Independence, wars of liberation, show that
there had been always a continual progress, e continusl advence to-
wards the conguest of freedom. A mere example f the kind of evo~-

lution of the condition of woman : from a simple objeet in the house
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of hor master (husband), woman is mow ssking,and in certain demoors-
eles enjoying, the right of voting i.e. of contributing in e direet
way to her own destiny, and the destiny of sll.

Leaving the socolal field of nationel independemce, let us
consider snother phemomenon 1 the eternal strife for the liberty of
conscience snd the liderty of worship. In feot History as well as
the spirit of our present tiwe show thet liberty of oonscience as
well as liberty of worship is an ideal for which any ssorificles a-
re due. There had been martyrs of religions i.e. persons who had
the love of God so deeply rooted in thelr heart that in order to
worship freely that God they sccepted all kinds of sserifices and
even death(l).In our times, there is no room for martyrdom : for
neither the State mor the Church imposes their own religious beliefs,
for with the emsnoipstion of the mind, with the age of eriticism end
positivism any thing imposed by foree would have no ohence of good
result. 1In order to meet this state of mind laleity or seeulsrity
has been sdopted. With the laieal sohool the education of the youth
is made without the primeoy of our religion over others : no pecu-
liar religious tesohing is given ; sll religlons are respectable be-
osuse sll of them though through different ways lead us to the one
aim whioh is God. This generous ides of the laiocal school is lined
with another ides of no less importance : to leave the youth to choo-
se freely the ways which will leadthim to God. It is J.J.Roussesu
who first gave in the "Emile" the plen for such an educstion. At the

age of fifteen the young boy will have to make & oholce, & free snd

(I) The pilgrim Fathers who left the old world to worship freely
God dpea living example of this treal thurst of liberty.



voluntary choice, of one religion emong the mny revealed dogma ;
and his choice will be so free thet it does not bear the impress
of the religion of his femily, nor that of his State. The lsieal
school aims then at bringing the young persons to individusl expe~
riences, to resdings in the history of religions, to persomsl deep
reflexions about faith ; it sims, in other nr“,ied!"iqu of him
& person eapable of choice, and consequently, a free person.

And now, leaving the social field of the life of the in-
dividual, how many questions remsin to be ssked as to his own pri-
vate life : how often does men desperstly ask himself : Am I free
or determined to love thet person or to hate her T Am I free to
choose my associate in 1ife end in work ¥ Am I free to choose e~
ven my work ¥ Am I free to egree openly or in my heart with this
or that eause in the present war ? These are tregic personsl pheno-
:om of freedom or of determinism.

¥hy, man asks himself, in spite of the meny obvious so~
elal reason of class, of wealth, of beauty, do I find myself loving
this person rether then that 7 Nelther science nor laborstories nor
the most recent theories of heredity or any secientifie theory ex -
pPlein selection, can foree me to love en other, nor explain my pre-
sent love. Love presents to me one of the most originel menifesta~
tion of our freedom : when I love, i.e. when &mong the msny possible
subjects of love I decide to Join my destiny to the other one who ap=-
perently end secording to the many determinant fectors had less chan-

ce to be chosen by me, I aek myself : am I reaslly free to choose him
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or her 7 1 often spesk of predestinstion or of fatality reigning
over me and directing blindly my life ; but is it so true, this
ehance or this sngdl of fstality 7 And have I not really contri-
buted to my destiny ? Heve I not judged him or her the idesl being?

Andwhen I hate s persom, does not my hatred snd its corel-
laries, revenge and seold, depend on me 1 I hate sometimes snd 1
plan revenge, or sometimes 1 plan to be meroiful ; but wery often I
hear myself revolting agsinst the blind passion whieh has led me to
awful scts of wiokedness. Vhich is true, ny freedom in this senti-
ment, or my being determined by passions or even by externsl events 7
lorality sny how seems to say - snd I do egree with her - thet ha-
tred and revenge depend om us, and it prposes to us certsin modes of
giving way, or of deviating our remeour. The Jewish lew proposed
"the eye for the eye" ; Christ proposed for us complete negation of
hatred i Tolostoi, after the tenching of Christ, proposed not teo
resist evil. All these aim to say one thing : thet we ecen and we
do direot our sentiments, even those which we Judge, by the foree
of their apparition, to be fatal. In feet, soience, so far as I
know, had not given smy law which eould give the resctions or even
the menifestations of hatred, of Jealousy : every being resots aif-
ferently snd his resotion depends on how muoh he had scquired light
or enlightened his heart and will with elear reasons and pure iplrl-
tual ideas,

Am I free to ochoose the work of my life ? Apparently not.

Very few can practically follow the career which fits their mind and
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their heart. Yet we keep in the very depth of our being the hope
that one day, sooner or leter, we could reslize the work we have
elways willed, we have always loved : "Du sollst der werden der du

bist", You must become whet you are, Nietszsche used to affirm, mee-

ning thereby that our will to power is = fsotor no less important
than any other in the work of our proper aseension.

Whet sbout the srtistical erestion ¥ Are not the Fifth
fymphony of Bethoven, the Virgin of Raphsel, end Hemlet of Shakspes-
re, the spontensous manifestations of s demi-God, oreator and free ?
From the innumersble possibilities of the beautiful, the artistd
chooses ome form, end he coneeives it with his genious. Are such
pieces of art but the result of deternining feaotors of heredity,so-
elety, influence of elimate, or education 7 Heve the technical laws
of painting, of writing, of hermonies direoted their hends end mind
blindly, and the result was whet they gave ¢ Of course, everything
bears its merk on the werk of the individuel ;: yet none ean give of
it the lesst true explanation : every plece of art depends and is
erested by whet is purely humen snd personsl. It was the sentiments
snd imegination end idesl of Beethoven whieh gove birth to the Fifth
Symphony ; the latter is the free creation of this men who has suf-
fered end loved and of nothing else ; it is the pure oreation of a
genius, whom neither malady nor Poverty could prevent from tending
towards these eternal forms of the Tragical, of the Beautiful, of
the Glorjous, of the Joy snd the Heppiness whioh he sew, understood

end felt, snd which he wanted to give u comerete form.
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In other words, the problem of the freedom of msn is brought
about whenever the nature of man is concerned ; mamely, whenmever his
humanity i.e. his resson end his will, his suffering snd his heppi-
ness, are concerned, The problem of the liberty of men is en onto-
logical problem ({)man is or is not free and freedom comstitutes an
essentisl i.e. existential charscter of his being : & being who rea-
sons and loves and hetes, s being who wills end suffers, a being who
is respomsible end who comes to decisions regarding his own destiny,

It then appears thet the fact of e necessity l'llllx?f;;'l
life is not a hinderance mor sn objeotion to the freedom of man, for
man is free - if ever - independently of this necessity. He might
not susoeed to &n the object of his love, he might not adopt the
eareer which fits his ability, Yet it remains true thet his love
lests for ever i.e. he remains free to love or not, and his hope and
his search for the work he likes last likewise.

Yet, 1f such en externsl necessity as the one whioh rules
our actions, sueh es society, externsl eireumstences, or even eour
physieal conestitution, is net sn objection agsinst men's freedom $
there is an other kind of necessity which not only makes poesible
the faot of freedom, but also it is the condition of freedom or of
free sots at all, Here I would like to clesr somehow my understan=-
ding of liberty. I ean by no means understand liberty by the mere
fact thet there are no ruleswhatsoever whioch bind men's spirit ; to
be free iz not, fccording to me, to do whetever I like simply becau-

se I do not respect any of the predent laws, or simply beecause I ha-

() Ontol%%: [onkos = which js; logos = &itcouru]: the
seience of B.ins.
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ve the power to do whatever I like and indifferently ohoose this

way of life or that, or this current of thought or that . To me

i Flewently

librium arbiter, or the feculty of the will to decide as to her se-

tion, is mot reel freedom ; and man does not show his freedom by de-
ternining himself to eny one of two possible sotions, but rather,
when faced by these two possible sctions, he deliberatly, i.e. with
reason and choiee, determines himself to that which sppesrs to him
to be the best. In other words, I believe thet freedom is shown
whenever there is on the part of the person obediense to something
outside or inside of her, for instense to the love of God or the I-
des of the good, or the beautiful, or sny other idea.

Now, that we have oxpounl”lwry briefly some of the mani-
festation of liberty, let us east a glance at the many proofs of
its existence. First of all, let us hesr the psychologist speak in
favour of our liberty. His message to us is of this form : we heve
the intultiom (I) thet = in certein cases - our aetionms are absolut-
ly free : nobody ean prevent me from welking or singing. And what
he means is simply this : whenever we reflect upon this substange
of humen setivity, i.e. whenever we inguire into the nature or the
motives of this sctivity - in some eases, we find that humen setivi-
ty is free in its oumo,é‘in its being. Exemple, what is the mes-
ning of = physiesl effort, if mot the menifestation of our free po-
wer 7 I% is then a strenght which flashes from all our being ; 1t
then commends it and gives it its direotion. Such a feet of our

freedom needs no proof : we simply feel ourselves to be free.Descartes

‘.-----n-ﬂ----.

(I) A.Rey. Logique et Morsle, Paris, Rieder I921 ehap.XXVIII. La 14-
berté, 1s cons tion de la liberté humaine.



{s among those who ssid that "freedom needs mo proofs : it is true
by the mere experience that we have of it." "Elle se comnnaft sans
peuves par ls seule expérience que nous en svons."(I) Bossuet al-
go believes that such freedom needs mot to be proved, for sny mner-
mal person ean intuitively spprehend his free will. "Un homme, he
ddys ‘qui n's pes 1'esprit g€té n'es pes desoin qu'on luil prouve son
frenmo srbitre, ocar il le sent.” (2)

Whet in'few words the psychologists hold is this : we
feel that we are free in what we do ; i.e. our setions emsmate from
our being, sand have no other motives then our will. Bergson, whom
we shell meet sgein in this work, belioves that we are free : our
free sots sre nothing else but scts resulting, by way of psyshiesl
esuselity, from sll our psyohical life. Yhet they all say about
liberty is of course neither serious nor deep ; they advenced as
t.ru the intuition of liberty, snd this very word brings with it
some vegueness snd shallowness ; they alsoc spoke of free sotions
es if liberty is found only ia”’fot'iou of man, while it is rather
in men himself, in his nature thet suffers snd loves and hates and
wills., Any how, let us take their argument for whet it is worth,
and before leaving the field of psyohology let us hear what Reid
has to say also in favour of our freedom . Reid (5) has found thst
the "fait privilégié"™ of Becon is also found in the domein of Psy-
chology;this "fait privilégié™ or the erueisl experiment which de-
eldes as to the existenece of our liberty is the case usually onlled

"case of indifference” and by it is meant any sction brought sbout

- - - ——

(1) Principe de Philosophie, I. srt.39

(2) A.Cuvillier. Manuel de philosophie, tome I. Colin, Peris IS3I
ohap.XX, La liberté.

(3) Thomas Reld, the scotish philosopher born in I7I0.
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"{ndifferently” by this or thet ehain of causes. Example : some
pleces of money I have in my purse, I have no definite reason why
I teke this rether than thet : it is the seme cese of indiffirence
which made the Ass of Buriden free to eat his bundle of grass ei-
ther on the right or on the left. What he meens by "ease of indif-
ference” is that two or more possible mctions present to'‘his mind,
have sll of them the same attractions te it, so thet a persom be-
lieves thet she has no specisl resson to tend towsrds this alterns-
tives rether then towards the other, end she believes that her sect
depends on the pure espricious play of her will. Now this feoulty
to bring oneself to actions without any deterninate motive would

be nothing other than liberty.

Not only Psychology is convinoed of the reality of our
freedom, but also every humen institution has the same eonviction.
First, let us define what & humsn institution is. A humen institu-
tion is this ensemble of rules or of laws which are esteblished
whenever there is a group of individusls living together and dee-
ling onme with the other. These rules are here in order to check u-
pon the proper econduct of every one of them, 5o defined humen ins-
titutions meen slso Seeiclogy, Educetion end Ethies, since these so
eslled sciences deal with humen sentiments snd will and aetions. Now,
if we inquire into the basic ground of these scicnces we find the
faet that the liberty of men has been considered snd one of the two
alternatives (its existence, or non existence) has been adopted, te-

ken for grented or even implied.



If men make contracts or contract promises, this cen only
mean that they are free to perform them, end thet they recognised
themselves mutuelly engeged by their own will, "Contrsets” imply
in reletion to humen oharecter the uiltonoo of the freedom of men
in two ways. The first one is thet contracts sare themselves the
ereation of @ free will : ocontreots ere not some natursl fsets, we
do not find them made by nature; they are not like our physicel ms-
ture for instenee which imposes itself upon us ; they are not like
the foreces of nature which we suppert, nor ere contrsots given to
man by er setivity which is not humen : neither any divinity mor ne-
ture een ever impose contracts, or even the necessity of contrsects
upon man. Uen slone hes creeted this conventiomel arbiter - which
is the contreset - to check upon his will end consequently his mc=
tions in the future ; in other words, men alone, freely adopted for
hirelf snd for others this ruler end judge. IThe second wey by
which freedom is implied in contracts, is that there is no meaning,
no "raison d'@tre" whatsoever of the contraets, if men were not free
to perform them, or even to break them, and if their exeoution did
not depend upon his good feith. In faot, I said that contrscts are
the pure orestion of man by which he engeges himself into some se-
tions in the future. Now, if he engsges himself, this means that
he cen escspe from his promise ; end thet is why he promises (this
implying his freedom) ; or even if he decided te perforn them, this
means also thet he has t:h; i-p.oity to fulfil his engagement, i.e.
in other words he is free (by cspseity I sisply meen the lsek of con-

treint which could prevent him from doing sny set.).
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Let us pass to the existemce of Law (I), snd let us try
to see what sre the suppositions made by its existence. Law implies
the supposition on the one hend, thst all retiomal beings, im = gi-
von oiroumstance, have more than one way to sot ; and, on the other,
the affirmetion of the soeisl necessity of one way only. In other
words : Lew supposes thst msn is free to sot in any way he likes,
in any way which appesls to him most ; and yet it preseribes to him,
{n the name of & higher good, (the good of soeiety, for instance)
only some one way to follow. forbidding him from following the rest.
How, if such is the supposition msde by lew, this simply meens that
men is oconsidered as s free being, s being nemely who possesses rea-
son, which enmables him to fesce the many possible sctions and unders-
tend their mofives, and & will which sllows him to take any decision
whetsoever. Law moreover implies that men is responmsible i.e. pos-
-unlng e certain knowledge of what is good or what is bed ; his se-
tions are such that he osn be judged for them. Were he not free and
responsible, man would never have sppesred in a court of justice,sin-
ce onnl-ht’ erime he commits will be pardoned, if he has no knowled-
ge snd no will. In fect, punishment and esnctions would be mons -
truous and iniquitous if the forbidden sect had not been deliberstely
scoomplished i.e. socomplished with resson and cholece. In fect, why
ghould there be any punishment at ell ? if not to set right or te
correct the tracks of the free will, When justiee grents or refuses
the "fellintive circumstances” this simply mesns that it takes into
oconsiderstion what was unaveideble to tfu delinguents, what was in

(I) See nlso A.Rey, Logique et Norsle, Paris, Rieder et Cie I§21
echap. XXVIII. Le libertf, comnstatation de la liberté humsine.
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other words in‘certain sense imposed upon them by external eiroums-
tances (insenity or even simple trasoces of heredity), and what was
willingly sdopted by the delicsey of their moral consclence.

Sueh were the srguments presented by Sociology snd Law inm
favour of the liberty of men ; and it appeared to us that not only
is liberty implied in these seiences, but that Law snd justioe would
be meaningless if man were not free.

If now we pass to the domein of Ethics, we find that there
slso the liberty of man is comsidered as being en essentisl fector
in the understanding of eny moral system in the ome hand, and in
the sdmission, on the other, of its existence st all. If we belie-
ve, &5 kant did, that Morals presuppose freedom, end freedom consti-
tutes sp property of our free will ("You must, henee you oan") we
will recognize thst it is of grest absurdity to propose rules to
person who is not in the required state to spply them, i.e. if that
person were not free . Also the very feect of the morsl duty appears
to me to be the vietory of our resson over humea weakness in obedisn-
oe to a moral idesl. Now vietory is the very proof of the existence
in men of & faculty which enables him, after ressoning and judging,
to decide on the side of the ideal settled by Morels : the faculty,
namely, of our will. This freedom we suceeed in having not in a
very easy way : it 1.?“%#"." result of deep suffering end struggle a-
gainst ourselves, it is when we feel the "lee" invading our soul and
we think and say to ourselves : "If I strive egsinst my feelings I

shall be viotorious, end I will slso prove my liberty." This liberty
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is thet of the wise man whose will appeer to have combined feelings
end motives and resson in such & way es %o result in & free set.
This freedom of the wise msn is probably the true freedom : thet
whioh reveals the real mature of msn, bringing into confliet his
resson snd ideal on the onme hend, snd his humsenity, week end vain,
on the other. It is in this cese of imwerd struggle of the "angel”
ageinst the "beast”, thet man shows himself to be responsible and
willing - if ever, snd not & pure objeet into the hends of his pas-
sons of his ambition. This freedom is truer than any form of free-
dom, since man has to free hinself from himself, has to win the
vietory not over externsl things but over his humenity. Cormeille,
the Fremeh tragedien of the XVIIth eentury, makes his hero of the
tragedy of Cinme, Auguste, say : "Je suis meftre de moi, comme de
1'univers® : "I am my proper mester, ss I am the master of the uni -
verse", mesning that Auguste, sfter violent end peinful strife a-
gainst his own feelinge and embitions, sceepted the dietstes of his
resson, which was in & better position then his heart to judge whe-
ther or not he must set in suoh and such a way.

This liberty of the wise man brings us msturslly to think
of the sim of Eduestion : what is its mesning, if not the deviation
of the violent instinots of man for the bemefit of some reasonable
attitudes, which attitudes will be in the future prefered and chosen
by the scrupulousness of the consciemce. Now if such is the aim of

education, educstion of man's will, or even of his emotions, this

simply means thet there is s belief in the mind of the educestors that
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the youth they are educating presents a possibility of change i.e.
of passing from s present charesoter to snother, and education es 2
whole implies the possibility of pdlishing and eivilising our e~
motions i.e. of modifying the current of our psychical and instine-
tive life end slso giving to us the possibility of sequiring new
fsculties. Now this modifiestion, this civilisstion, this sequi~
sition of new ways of living snd thinking imply, I repest, the faet
that man is free, i.e. not determined once for all to think and
feel and mct in certain definite forms.

¢hus far 1 have tried to show how the problem of the free-
dom of men srises, how freedom must be understood in the being of
mwen snd not independently of the existence of & necessity i.e. of &
determining object. I have slso tried to show that the problem of
the freedom of msn is a problem which is takenm inte considerstionm
‘uny time humen nsture is concerned, any time msn comes inte rela -
tion with his fellow men. This was the mesning of the different
nr‘.mntl which I presented from Psychology, Soelology, Ethies snd
Educetion.

In the next pert my endesvour will be to fellow liberty
in its devious course in history ; starting from Antiquity, passing
by Christianity, Islam and Xodern thought, I shall try to see how
sueh, and where, man had illusions sbout his own neture, when he re-
cognised himself to be free, snd, consequently, reslly humen and

ressonable.



PART Il

Eistorieel Exposition.



CHAPYER I

THE PROBLEM IN ANTIQUITY.

In genersl, we csn ssy that Antiquity considered the cosmos s &
hsrmonious end retional system in which ell phenomens were enchained end
detormined, and where, consequently, liberty had & very little pleace.This
{s especially true of Antiguity before Socretes, for sll the phuouphora_
of that time were philosophers of nature and of the universal, and it was
reserved to Soorates to bring beck the attention end intelligence of man
to himeelf.

Let us throw a quick glence at the kind of sctivities of those first
philosophers, snd determine the meaning of thier being philosophers of me-

ture snd of the universal.

The first philosophers of Greece had not had to give & solution
to the problem of freedom, for the simple resson thet the problem had neo
meaning at all for them. They were much more busied by questions of na-
ture and physies, snd were unsble to distinguish between the ides of mat-
ter sand the ides of life and spirit ; their thought was st the seme time
conorete, synthetiesl and confused (I). They all tried to explein the
world, snd were wuch more concerned with csuses end effects, with phenome-
ps and astronomy, than with men snd his peture. From Thales to Ameximen-
der, from Zemo to Xenophenes and Parmenides snd the Pythagorisns, the
mein issue that was raised was : what is the neture of the first prinei-
ple of things ; and they found it to be water, infinite etmosphere, fire

or number.

(1) See Janet ot Séailles. Les Problises et les écoles p.326.




Accordingly the Ionisns (4) derived the whole world and its imnu-
merable shepes from one being, matter, water, air or fire, to which they
sometimes, as Herselitus end Diogenes of Appolina did attributes intel-
ligenee. The prineiple of the world, which is st the same time physical
and spiritusl, thus becomes, by a matural evolution, the humen soul. Any-
how the problem of liberty is foreshadowed by the Pytagoreesns, for sccor-
ding to them, it hratrh sins it has commited that the humen soul enters
& humen body : efter death, the soul goes either to the Kommos or to the
Tenxtare sccording to its merits, where it is condemned to make new pe-
rigrinations through the bodies of men and even of animels. This theory,
we can say, at least foresees liberty. Yet 'we don not know whether the
Pythagoresns have considered the union of the soul with its body as ba-
sed on & choice ; it mey be based only on a natural affinity, or also on
~ the arbitrary will of the divimity' (2) , Probably they did not even ask
that question, but rether comsidered this trasmigretion of the souls in
the ensemble of the harmonious movements which are taking place in the
nl:nru-.

The Eleaties professed 2 kind of pentheism ; they believed in the
unity of the supreme prineiple whioh is eternal end immutable ; and they
eonfused the corporsl and the incorporal, According to Parmenides and
Demoeritus, the same prineiple which is at the same time Destiny and Jus-
tice, is also the Providence and the cause of the Universe., There is
for the thinker but one sigle being, the all one, in whom all individual
differences are merged. The being that thinks, snd the being that is
thought, are the same thing (35). Bowever, this is true only in part for

Demoeritus, to whom the final reality is the atom and ite movements. The

-

5(I) See Weber and Perry, History of Philosophy p.9,18-19,356, see also
the whole chapter)|9-86.

(2)2elley, Fyay fx t T P4is
(3) wewer and Perry p.I4.



soul even consists of the finest, smoothest end thouronr:i}ﬂh atoms.
These atous sre endowed with perpetusl motion, which they do not receive
frou a transeendentsl principle, but which belongs te their essenmce. Wow,
this force which moves them sets mecording to necessity ; Memooritus re-
Jeets Seleology or finmlity, but he also demies chamee, whioh, scoording
to him, expresces msn's ignoremce of the resl ceuses of phenomens. No-
thing in nature hsppens wlthoutf’uu- i o1l things have $heir resson and
necessity (1)

But as we advance through antiquity we approsch the philosophers of
men. It seems as if wondering st the world has disappeared, and the minds
of the philosophers have been turned towerds m new wonder : men himgelf.
The philosophy of the elements gives up to the philosophy of men. The tren-
sition from the former interest to the latter was effected through the be-
nefieent and happy stete of scepticism culuinating in Protegores ; the con~
elusion they came to is 'thet the world is s perpetusl metamorphoses ; the
senses show only the things thet psss sway snd do not revesl the immuteble,
necessary snd universsl. Hemoe, if we would know the truth, we muat deri-
ve it from a better source then our d‘uopuu senses ; we must appeal to
refleation snd reason'(2). The many truths found out by Democritus Ansxs-
goras, Hersclitus at the school of Miletus are purely hypothetiecel, and
mhimm\ntuam‘ltthth-hthtthnh-ch
for man except in what he perceives, feels and experiences. And as sensa-
tions differ for different individuals, & thing seening blue to ome snd
green %o snother, if follows thet there sre ss many truths ss individusls;
thtthlﬂld“lllmmmdthwn&mﬁlsoj thet thers
are no universslly walid truths or prineiples ; or, st lesst, that we have

- -

(1) Weber and Perry p.12.
(2) 1vid. p.4a1



e 74 -

oo eertein eriterion by which to recognize the absolute truth of a mets-~
physicel or morsl proposition. The individual is the messure of the true
end the good. Metaphysieel controversies are therefore utterly weim. It
is not possible for us to prove anything but the particular fast of sen-
sation ; still more impossible is it to know the csuses or ultimmte con-
ditions of reality which esespe all sense - perception. Let men there-
fore ocoupy himself with the only really accessible objeet : with himself.
Let him abandon his sterile speculations eoncerning ultimate csuses, and
concentrate his attention upon what is, after all, the only problem of im-
portence - the question concerning the conditions of heppiness (I).

Anyhow, let ue not expect that with these mew philosophers, the pro-
blem of liberty is more im fevour. Men is now, indeed, the object of
their philosophiecsl -qulrl'.u. but you rerely find there & resl study of
men and his being (save in the ease of Soorates, Plato and Aristotles who,
as we shall see, made of msn the w center of their philosophy).But emy-
how, in this period what was most important was the establishment of a ays~
tem of Ethios, e ayah--hhh;:l‘u to men the best may of living, the su-
rest way to happiness. ¥With such an sim the philosophers of course made
of man the center of their intellectusl setivities ; they were all anxious
to establish for him & system of morals. But this very system wes not
bullt upon a reel undestpending of men himself i.e. his humanity as sueh ;
but rather, these systems were based upon a certsin conseption of happl -
ness i.c. on his psyohology, be it virtue, pleasure knowledge eto. Now ,
with such & point of departure, we osn mot expect a resl stydy of the liber-
ty of man. Liberty is only spoken of in sn indireot way : we can only de-
duce its presence, snd ssy whether the philosophers implied it in the natu-
re of the "ought'. Exoept in Aristotle, I repest,the problem of liberty,

Ervvrem—e

§) ®eber and Perry p. 41-42.
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taken as ® property of man's being and charscters, hes not beem really ap-
prosched by philosophers of antigquity. We have slready seen one of the
reasons why it was so vii., the anwiety of the philosophers to know the
ultimate reslity they come in comtsct with.

Let us now advange & little further through Antigquity, and let us
take from it as much light as we ean on this problem. If the first phi-
losophers had nothing to tell us sbout our freedom, the message of the
Sophists, 1.e. these who made of man the messure of all things, on the
same subjeot was neither deep mor serious. Soeorates, who rescted ageinst
them, was the first philosopher whose approsch to the question, by way of
Ethies, is worthy of eonsiderstion. Though seepticsl in cosmology,Scera~-
tes does mot extend his seepticism to the field of morsls. We never kmow
what is the neture of the world, its origin and its end ; but we do know
what we ourselves ought to be and do. What is the mesening and sim of 1i-
fe, ﬁohl;hutpdd’ﬂonﬂ:thhkmlod‘onhuhmlnﬂm-
ful, becsuse it is the only possible knowledge. Outside of ethies there
oan be mo serious philosophy. Speaking of Soerstes Cleerc seid 1 "he
brought philosophy from hesven on esrth', that is, he turned the mind
from the former field of interest, which was the physical, universal inter-
protation of the world, to a new one whioh is men, the individusl precise
entity on earth. Henmce, there is no wore necessity for studying the laws
of mature, nor ‘.rdulﬁa;u to what 1s the real mature or the first ele-
ment of the world, simee all these mnu-tu have proved to be decelving
end changing ; on the contrary, let us concentrate our efforts tonthe
things which are lssting snd insportent i.e. our life and sctions, our

-"l m..



The first long psuse that I ehall make on the philosophers of An-
tiquity is on Soerstes, not only becsuse he was the first philosopher of
liberty, but slso becsuse he wes the founder of Kthies in gemersl.

It must be emphasised from the begimning thet Soerstes does not be-
lieve in freedom of choloe, in the semse of a liberty by which one choo~
ses either the good or the bed ; he rether believes in the necessity of
the good ; the good, he says, onoe it is kmown, imposes itself upon men'
will end intelligemee. Let us expound e little more fully the impliced
tion of these words.

Callicles in the Gorglas declsred, as & good, i.e. s prectical and
& wise man, that the only rule of conduct is the sstisfeotion of sll de-
sires. To this declarstion Socrstes objeoted, that to be governed by de-~
sires snd passions, is not & sign of freedom st all, but rether that it
proves that one is the play of & tyrsanicel and cepricious nature. In s
violent resction agsinst sophistry, Soorstes confuses morsls end selen-
@o, virtue and knowledge. He holds moreover that the good is identiesl
with the true ; and that when it is known, it imposes itself irresisti-
bly upen the will end the intelligence of men. Aecordingly every mam
wants necessarily his good and his happiness ; all his partioulsr scts
are but means through whiech he resches thet end. HNow, the good of the
individuel is slso the gemersl good or the good in itself ; he who knows
it, does it, and whosoever does evil, is simply an ignorsnt man who does
not see clearly, snd who consequently mekes & bud cholce of the mesns
which are in relation to his end. In fact the most outstending dootrine
of Soorstes is his identificstion of wvirtue snd knowledge. %hen asked,
once, whether he oslled 'wise' those persons who kpow what they ought to
do, snd who yet did the contrary, he replied : (mocording to Xenophon in

A - -
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the 'Memorsbilis' (I) :'They sre mot less ignorsnt then unwise ; beecsu-
se all men, I think, do prefer smong things that are possible, those
which they believe to be the most useful for them Af they reslize them.
Therefore I think that the people who commit evil are meither lesrned
{.0. having knowledge, nor wise, in their conduct. Justice and other
virtue is secience (kmowledge) ; for the things mede justly and seccording
to virtue sre sll good and besutiful, and those who know them camnot
prefer any other thing to them'. Agesim in the 'Nemorsbilis' Xemophom,
speaking of Soerates, says : ' And Soerstes never separsted wisdom from
wise conduct ; and he used to consider wise and happy those who,knowing
the good things, do them, snd, knowing the shameful things, refrain from
doing them.'

Also Aristotle im his Nichomeschesn Ethies (2) writes : Soorates
used to combat stomgly this proposition thst & mem can knowingly be in-
continent, becsause nobody ects eontrarily to the good, knowingly ; he
does so only by igmorsnce.'

The following diseussion arises in the Protagorss between Soers-
tes and the Great Sophist, smbout the teschability of virtue; and them it
extends to the unity snd multiplieity of virtue :

'Uncover your mind to me Protagoras',says Soerates (3) 'emd revesl
your opinion sbout knowledge that I may know whether you sgree with the
rest of the world. Now the rest of the world are of.opinhn that know-
ledge is = prineiple mot of the stremgth, or of rule, or of command:
their notion is that a men msy have knowledge, snd yet thet the knowled-
ge which is in him msy be over-mastered by anger, or plessure, or pein
or love, or perhaps by fear - just ss if knowledge were a slave, and

might be dragged sbout snyhow. Now, is that your view 7 Or do you think

(1) Memorsbilie III,S.
(2) Ethie.Nieh.VII,2 & I.
(3) 362 b - e.



(as I do) thet knowledge is & moble and commending thing, which esnnot

be overcome, and will not sllow & man, if he only kmows the differemce

of good and evil, to do anything whieh is contrery to kmowledge, but

that wisdom will have strenght enough to help him 7 ' In this passage
Soorstes clearly states that kmowledge is invineible and that 1t is im-
possible to know the good without doing it ; ®o that to be virtuous is

to possess the sciemse of the good. Soerstes believes thet ill-doing

has no other reeson thsn this ; man in gemeral hes mo other standard to
sct save that of plessure and pein ; and there is, for common sense, no
other way then to explsin evil by pain, sand good by plessure. As common
sense has termed 'ill-doing' being overcome by 'plessure', Soorates shows
the contradiction liying in it, and coneludes that only knowledge contri-
butes to the salvation of buman Life.

fo say thet man does evil becsuse he is overcome by pleasure means -
thet & man does evil because he is overcome by good - which is an absur-
dity. In s knowledge of messuring and weighing pleasures end psins,then,
would be the salvation of humen life. This seience of messuring is vir-
tue. Men in their choiee between good and evil choose the latter only
through ignorence. To prefer evil to good is not in human msture, and
when & man is compelled to choose onme of two evils, no one will choose
the greater when he may have the less.' 'No man voluntarily pursues evil
or that which he thinks to be evil.'

Is knowledge s mere capecity of messuring, and distinguising bet-
ween pleasure and pain, between the evil end the good 7 Is it possible
that Soerates, the man to whom the morsl volee was made olear, made our
salvetion the priviledge of those who measure well 7 In fect what was

the morsl sense sccording to Soorstes 7 Are we all sble to follow it ¥



Is there any free choice 1 We said thet Sooretes was seepticsl as regards
all fields of knowledge when cosmology and metephysics were concerned,
but that he believed thet we heve s resl sbsolute knowledge of whet we
are snd do, the guestion arises whence comes this certsinity of our kmow-
ledge ? from whom does man sttain it 1 Socrates believed thst man oan
know himself with great certeinity as e moral being ; and that humen ne-
ture in genersl is endowed with sn immutable morsl lew. He himself based
his proper life, his conduct, on this unchanging immuteble moral law, de-
clering himself ignorsnt of ell things save of this one fact that it is
better for a men to be just then to be unjust, and better to suf fer wrong
then to do wrong. What Soorstes did, them, in opposition to the sophists,
was his declarstion that there is such s thing in humen neture which is
sbsolute, immutable and kmowable. But such spprehension of the sbsolute
is impossible without  kmowing feeulty emobling men to discover,te resd
the sbsolute benesth the superficisl changing layer ; snd Soerates assu-
med the existensce in man of sueh s fsoulty, mamely ‘resson’.

What did Socrstes mean reslly by the word 'resson' t It is an in -
ner infellible sense, bringing us into contrset with the morsl sbsolute.
Resson, then, was to Soorates some-thing very similar to what we call
‘the morsl conscience'. What does Soerates say about this moral semse.
In the IVth book of the Memorabilis, Soorstes, talking sbout this supre-
me gift bestowed by the gods uponm mankind, ssys : 'And more, when we are
unable to foresee whet is sdvantageous for us in the future, the gods
are still with us, telling us of what we were consult them, of things to
come by the voice of propheey snd teaching us what is best'. '"But with
you Soerates, they seem to desl more kindly them with other men, simce
even without your asking, they forewarn you of what should be done end

whet not'. Soerates seknowledges the truth of this favour but deels -

- e -
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res that sny man may cttaiz to the scme harmony with the divine 'if he
will not want to see the gods in their setual forms, but will be content
with disoerning their works to homour and worship them'. And a little
later he spesks of s divine immsnence in men, which men should recogni-
ge and homour. Of this moral sense Soorates wade & divine inspirstion,
a spark of the divine intelligence implanted in every soul by God ; end
he often comperes it to = supernstural guide (Saipoviov) inspiring the
humsn individusls. His famous moral prineiple 'Know thyself', is itself
s divine order from the Delphie orsele. Not onmly in its origin does the
moral resson seem divine, but even slso in its funetloning : it seenms a3
if Soerates sdmitted every moral sot to be the object of a divine inspi-
ration.

This morsl sense, or reasom, is slso intuitive ; it tells us im-
mediately the truth ; it is intuitive, end it gives us knowledge of our
moral being, which is absolute ; this knowledge, being & 'commsnding
thing' provokes necessarily the sotion conformsbly to itself. The kmow-
ledge of the good, imtuitively, through the morasl reason, impearted to we
by God, and influenced sctually by Him - is the condition necesssry snd
sufficient for the sceomplishment of the good.

Nsn errs only when he does not know or when he does not hear the
voisce, or attend to the divine wernings. Does then morsl respomsability,
which is the identifiestion of virtue and knowledge, consist at lesst in
our attending to the 'dsimon' 1 Are we free, in other words, to take it
or not to take it 7 to hear it or mot to eare for it ?

This does mot seem to be the case : Soorates ss interpreted by Xe-
nophon and as shown in the Lesser Hippias rejects the freedom of ehoice.

It is for him an sbsurd notiom : 'He who runs bad voluntarily, is supe-

- -
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rior to him who would do it without kmowing 4t : for the former would
have at least the knowledge of the good and the power to reslise it (I).
Then froedom of choice and will, if admitted, leads first to this eon -~
olusion : that the guilty person is better than the innoecent ; and this
is obviously untrue. But further, why would he, who possesses the knmow-
ledge of the good, mot do the good 1 The good runner runs badly for the
purpose of resching some higher good, which leads to a higher interest ;
and the possibility of running bad diminishes eas his higest interest
tends to coindide with his rsce. But the men who possesses the knowled-
;-otth-gndnmthdotorliudtodohd-tomhd-‘yth“u
of & good that iz superior te the resl good which he slready kmows. His
highest interest coincides exsotly with his race. Is it not absurd %o
say then, that he mey still 'run’' bed when he hes all the power to runm
well. He camnot help but do the good.

vhat & parsdox indeed ! To affirm morslity and at the ssme time
to-undermine its very foundation ! How did Soorstes solve it 7 As fer
as we know, we osn sey that he did not solve it. Let us see how Plato,
his pupil per excellemce , faoedthe problem.

I shaell not lay much emphasis upon Plato's sttitude. As & matter
of feot, this problem, ss well as sll the problems discussed in the Pls-
tonie Dislogues, may as well be aseribed to Soorates ; or at least, mo
one oan surely say where the Soorstie teschings stop, and where the Pla-
tonie ones start ; so that one is mot wvery much wrong if he speaks of
this problem as being a Socrsto-Platonie problem. Both of them believed
that virtue is knowledge : in many o plece, among the differemt Platomie
dlelogues,(s.g. in the Charmides, in Lysis and in Protagors) virtus is

(1) Lesser Hippies, 37Id4 272s.



spoken of @ being & selence. '..... tempersnce or wisdom, if implying

s knowledge of snything, must be a seience of something'(I).'Por I say
that justice, tempsrance end the like, sre, all of them, parts of virtue,
as well as courage'. In the Leches (2) "..... the terrible things as I
should say, sre the evils which are future, and the hepeful sre the good
or not evil things which are future ..... and the knowledge of these
things you osll courage'(5). Also in the Butypho ‘'what is plety 1 Do
you mean that it is a sort of science of praying snd ssorificing t Is it
s solence of asking and giving 1'

Pleto then identifies virtue with knowledge ; end, like his mas-
ter, believes that our evil is determined by the good ; yet Plato brings
some extesnuation to his measter's doetrine. There is, mecording to him,
in the soul of man, a part which is not ressonsble, which is elways rea-
dy for rebellion ; pure opinion is mot sufficient te fight or to appesse
it, so thet man can say the contrary of what appears to him to be the
good. 'Seience alone is true and invieible, opinion is but ignorance'.
Virtue, secording to Plato and Soorates, is then the evil determined by
the seience of the good ; it is then freedom, the true freedom, the true
happiness. The ignorant man is also sn evil doer snd & misersble slave.
Plate moreover seems to have given man e perfect freedom, when, us he
does in the Xth book of the Republie (4), he represenmts the souls chosing
their future econditions on esrth. Men is responsible for his cholee:

God is innocent. ‘iMortal souls, behold = new eycle of life and mortali-
ty, for genious will not be allotted te you, but you will choose your ge-
nius ; and let him whe draws the first lot have the first cholce, and the
life which he chooses shall be his destiny. Virtue is free, and as & man

honours or dishonours her he will have more or less of her; the responsa~-

- —

(1) Charmides 186 e.
(2) Laches 1I%& b.
28 Ibid. 196 o.

4) 616 o. 61§ b.
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bility is with the choosen. God is justified.' One reading this, ssks
himself : Did Plato mean, as Kent did later dop that man decides once,
for sll of his life, by a free oholce 1 Is the liberty foreshadowed by
Plato, this ssme intelligible liberty of Kent ¥ (I) It seems mot ; for
the cholee is determined by the state of the soul which chooses, and de-
pends then upon its relative knowledge of the good ; so thet, for a free
good ehoice, man should turn sll his efforts to the only solence whiech is
profitable : the soience of the good.

Aristotle refutes both Socrstes and Plate, end proves the existence
of liberty by the mere presence of responsability, snd else by & pure psy-
chological snelysis.

"Nothing is more irresistible then soience' says he in Nieh Ethie(2)
Socrates and Plato had mdmitted this ; but what they did not sceoept is
the faot that one cen do things though they do not appear to him to be
the best, so much so that they elaimed that the incontinent is he who ,
blinded by plessures, possesses not & selence but & pure opiniom. New,
ssys Aristotle, if it is true that the incontinent possesses only opli -
nion, i.e. but a fesble comception, and if he is not ecapable of resis -
tence as are those people who doubt, we must psrdon him, for he was not
able to resist strong pessions. Yet we do not forgive him : there is no
resl forgivness for wiokedness (3). Respomsebility then implies liberty.
If we soecept the theory of Plato and Soerates, virtue is not praise-wor-
thy, snd viee is not reprochable. To say that vice is not an set of will
is to forget thet we have done it by a free choice, i.e. to forget that

man is the primeiple and fether of his setions.

- - -

(1) See Janet et Séailles. Les problimes et les Ecoles.
(2) Nieh.Ethie. VII,Z2.
(3) See les problimes et les Ecoles p.328-29.




So far, liberty hes been proved by the fact of man's responssbili-
ty, but there is another proof of free will - psychologieal snalysis.

He says : Will is sn inelimation, & ressonmable and peinless imslimetion,
the object of which is the good - be it resl or epparent ; it is = form
of & desire, whioh lesds with it the whole mature towards perfection.

Now the end of the will is the good ; yet this genersl end does not de-
tormine the mesns ; the particuler scts sre contingent and depend upon
our cholee. The choice is something different from the desire and from
the pestion, since some times it goes sgeimst them ; it is slso diffe -
rent from opinion and seiemce, since it is not aluuys the ecase that he
who thinks well end has the feirest ideass, sets best. We deliberate ,
1.0. we resson sbout, snd messure things which have to come in the fu-
ture ; and it depends upon us to do things of whiech there is » possible
choice. The reflective determimetion is not then reduced to s pure in-
elimation, and it is mot reduced to & pure thought. It presupposes both
of_th-l ¢ the inolination, since it tends towards the good ; and the resa-
soning, sinee it ocomes only after deliberation. Hence = definition of
the free set is that it is the sction which is deliberanted in advence.
Liberty pertsining to & being, who is at the ssume time ressonable end
gensible, and who is neither determined by his thoughts nor by his desi-
res, but in whose sctions happiness interferes.

Aristotle then believed in the free choice of man ; and his belief
is based upon two proofs : psychology snd the existence of responssbili-
ty. Now as’consequense of such & belief it follows that there is mo
.uhaﬂd.n‘ s s striet succession of phenomens ; men might introduce in-

to the world setions which were not in the least expeoted of him - so
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thet of two things which must happen in the future it is not necessary
thet one must be good, and the other falge, at the moments at which we
judge them.

Liberty is slso hidden in & peculisr way in Aristotle's comeep-
tion of matter. For matter, mecording to him, is not the mot being of
Plato, but the potential being, the possibility or espseity of being,
the germ and begining of becoming. Now the concrete being represents
the development of this germ, the realisation of this possibility; it
is the potentisl sctuslised. Natter becomes this or that under the in-
fluence of the idea or the form towards which it espires end under
which it develops. Exemple of this is givenm by Aristotle when he says
thet brass is e potential stetue ; the statue iteelf is the sctuslize~
tion of the brass. Meatter, in other words, is & contingent oreation,
and if there is & liberty o4 a3l im Aristotle's philosophy it =it
be found precisely here : in the contingeney in the possibility whieh
metter possesses to become this thing or thet other. Now if we come
to relste this metaphysies of potentislity with the Aristotlesn ethies
of freedom and choice, or rether if we come to summarise Aristotle' s
unified tesching on freedom, we can sey that his conmception - be it in
matter, or in the moral field - esn be schematized as follows : freedom
petween two determinstioms i.e. & freedom between two sims (I). First
there is the good to whieh the will tends, there is the Form %o which
the matter tends ; this good snd this form sre the resl being, though
not determining uecessarily the means, -‘ﬂn at least the most obvious
weys. There is no hephazard in nsture, there is no chence in morsl li-
fo, but there is ressoning. Now freedom takes place : it consists in
the bez! choiece, ressonable choice when man's setions are concerned to

resch the good or to reslise = piece of ert, and somehow blind eholee

(1) Ross,®.D. Aristote, Methuen, London 1§37. Teleology snd necessity
pe. T6. Bee also seme book : Aristotle's problem of the being and
becoming, priority of the being to the becoming.
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when works of nature have to be reslised. Now these good epnd form sre
present in the begining and st the end of the sctions. Freedom though
very true is not to be confused with free cholee or haphagerd, it is

the real freedom which is not understood without the existence of ne-

cessity.

In Epieurus we find the trsmspositiom of the matter of Aristotle.
He is but an equivooal matristist, for he aleo, in his eonception of
the universe, has left a plage for chance, Matter for him is not a non-
being, s it was for Plato ; but & positive, and the only prineiple of
things ; it 1s the universal substratum of whieh soul, mind and thought
are mere secidents. Now metter is composed of imnumersble, uncreated
end indestructible atoms in perpetusl motion. According to Demceritus
the corpuscles naturally end necessarily move downwards ; but,says Epi-
curus, in as much as they are joined together and form bodies, it is
certain that they deviated from the perpendicular lines. WNow this for-
u.uoerdi.-g to which the devistion is operated i8 the clinsmen,and the
deviation could only heve been the result of chance. This 'freedom’
(or the devistion, i.e. lack of perfeect regularity in phenomens) is but
a cosmologicsl freedom, and hes mothing to do with the freedom of men.
Anyhow Epleourus ’-.' not an absolute determinist, for he assumes chance
i.e. the possibility of an effect without a ocsuse ; and this seme view
allows him to recognise in the field of ethies the freedom of indiffe-
rence, that is of the existence of causes without effeect.

« oo

With the Stolecs comes the apotheosis of the will, i.e. the glori-

fication of the will, end consequently, we expect that in their philo~

sophy greater attention will be peid for the problem of freedom than

-
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was paid in antiquity. Let us state very briefly their way of ressoning
on the humen reason, and the conclusion they readhed.

Though not denying s weekeness in the reasoning feculty of msn,
the stoies have , however, insisted upon the importance of judgement in
order to show how passsions depend upon us. Chrysiffesin perticular
has shown the fact of judgements in one way to escspe teo the sotion of
pascions. The stoies do not believe that human reason can deduce from
the pure spontaneocus inelinations, the good and virtue ; but they do
believe that it is by resson itself thet men discovers the end, in view
of which all sctions are mede, so much so that the basis of sll morsl
life is preeisely the kind of our sponteneous choice, thet our inelina-
tions lead us to do for the sake of our conservetion : the sim of life
is to live, snd to choose reflectively snd voluntarily things which are
in conformity with the universsl nsture. At least this is the meening
-.ttributod to the words of Zeno when he defined the nim of msn to be
'living scoording to reason' : Neture i.e. Reeson end Destiny sre equive-
lent terms. Hsppy is the sage who, versed in the seerets of nature,
knows himself and others who is freed by his knowledge from the guardian-
ship of men, time, socisnl prejudices, and 1-. themselves, in so rtr“tluy
ere humsn ocsprice and not of resson. Every-thing, senording to the
stoies, comes through the universal resson ; and they cell this ressom
God's will, snd destiny. Nemee the attitude of man must necessarily
comsist in an inward attitude of our will : come what may, the stoio is
resigned in the deepest of his heart. Alome an unwise resson tries to
resist the universal good - Neture Remson - and to oppose to it the
fentasmagory of an individusl good, be it richness, heslth or honour.

The wise is he who sccepts, after reflections, the evdnts which come
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from the device of Destimy direoting himself volumtarily to the diree-
tion thet destiny leads him : while the evil doer shows resistance the
wise man scoepts even his misfortune, if such is the order of God-will,
Neture. 'Non pareo Dec sed sssentor' seid Semeca. 'I do not obey God,
I simply adhere to what he has decided'. The stoiesl resignatiom is
not & blind and foreed one ; it is, on the contrary, e positive end
pleasing attitude of men towsrds the world. ' e must sot in such & way
that our will comes in sccordence with the events'. Follow Nsture,
follow Peamson, follow God ; and Nature, Reason and God mre like the
Christien Trinity, i.e. three entities into one simple being. Thet wes
the message of the Stoles es to the will and freedonm of men ; it cen be
summarigsed in these worde : To seek happiness through reeson, for this
slone frees us from our passions. Knowledge and reamson meen freesdom.
He alone is free,who has cvercome the werld as well es his passions ;
snd this freedom is atteined by sn attitude of our will,townrds the vol-~
ce of Universel Reeson, which is Neture, which is God.
¥ith the stoics we thus reech, at last, & real spprosch to the
problem of the freedom of men, snd with them s definition of freedom
ean be drawn t a free man is he whose knowledge [reason'ennble him to
get rid of the humen individual psssions. For the first time in the
history of the thought, morsl emsmoipation, in the real sense of the
term, is eonsidered an idesl.
.« s e

Though what hes been snld in this smsll ehapter is very little,
nonrtholon.‘fis enough to give & somehow true imege of the comception
of the freedom of man in Antiquity. We have soen thet the problem has

completly unknown by the first philosophers ; lightly snd equiwvoeally

- v - -



approsched by some of them ; snd givem importance only by the stoies.
¥e have slso seen that, not only did Antiquity hardly know the problem
at all, but elso it did not know even men himself !

Mow, if we try to find out the resson for this, we csn say thet
it wes probsbly the fact thet the whole problem of spirituslity snd im-
mortality of the soul remsined mesningless to Altiq-iljngo. save for Pla-
to and Soorates. Were this problem resl, the freedom of man would heve
been raised with sharpness ; for immortslity bringe with it the problem
of evil and good, of betterment, of the ought instead of moral diseipli-
ne end of morsl rrn‘c-.qh?/ruk mind was nelither ontologlesl (I) or exis-
tential, nor spiritusl ; the soul was not of great inmterest to it. The
Greek mind was muoh more concerned with form, besuty and hermomy, then
with men end the problem of his being. What is ultimate for the Greeks
is the present: to live well, to be wise end happy this is most impor-
tant, exsmple their morsl system, hapriness, wisdom, aims of every man,,
n-ul one is not mistaken if he believes thet sntiquity set the problem

of freedom of man but did not know its anguish 1

(I) Study of the being in his essence, s he is reslly and not as he
eppears through his action.
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THE PROBLEM IN CHRISTIANITY.

It wes reserved to Christisnity te give to the freedom of man
its highest end noblest form. In faet, the whole story of Jesus Christ
his taking of the eross, his death and resurrectiom, or, in & word,
Christisnity ae a whole, has no mesning save in thet way : Man is &
gimmer ; Jesus Christ, his redeemer and Saviour. Jesus Christ's only
sim in this world was the saving of humenity from simn, in order to gi-
ve man the eternal life of pesce and joy, and, therefore, of freedon.

Before going further in my exposition of the problem of liberty
in Christienity, I would like to make olesr my understending and use
of these words : "Liberty of men in Christianity". I do not intemd
to state the problem ss it is treated by the Christisn philosophers ;
and St.lugustine, or St.Thomss Aguineas, or Luther or Pasesl, will
find no plece in my smell esssy. iiy whole endesvour will be to find
out, #s elearly as it is possible for me, how the problem of the 1li-
berty of man is conteined in the teschings of Jesus Christ, snd how
it has been solved, or rather interpreted and presented, by such Bi-
blieal writers ss St.Matthew, St.Luke, St.John, or St.Psul. A longer
peuse will be mede et St.Peul's teaschings ; beceuse it is he who, a~
mong all apostles, was oalled the Apostle of salvetion ; and, moreover,
because it 1s by reference to his teschings that the doetrine of pre-
destination has been elsborated. Some words will be also said om the
0ld Testament Age, for two ressons : in order to emphessise the new
. element brought by Christisnity conecerning the problem ; and in order
to show the resemblance that one finds between the writings of that

age, and some Korsnie verses.



A study of the problem of liberty inm Christisnity will make ma-
nifest the fmet that, on the whole, Christianity has taken the liberty
of man as sn sxiom. And liberty here is by no means equivalent to the
eaprice of a will or to the liberty of indifference of which we have
alresdy said some words. It rather constitutes su essential trait of
the spiritusl snd moral neture of men. It is this kind of liberty
that one proves, when, fasced by different possibilities of seting or
thinking or feeling, he deliberately (1+0. with reason and will) choo-
ses only one of them. For s Christisn there ere two ways of living =
and dying ; thet is, he eun attribute to his life one of two meanings;
- the besutiful and eternsl on the one hend, the temporsl end mesn on
the other ; eternmal life through Jesus Christ om the onie hand, and
the law of sin snd eternsl death on the other., The Christisn meni -
fests his freedom by following Jesus Christ.

This being, in & few words, the meaning of Christien froedom,
‘let us now approsch the problem more earefully and try to prove our
last assertion.

I have ssid that some words onm the Old Testement Age will em-
phasise the velue of the new temching brought by Jesus Christ eomeer-
ning our freedom. Here slso, I have to make it plein to the resder
thet I do not intend to discuss, much less to determine, the resl pert
of freedom conteined in the sin of Adam - this, being the subjeot of
endless philosophical as well as theological debates, has mothing to
do in this repid glance cast upon Christisnity s & whole. By sppros-
ching the 01d Testament Age I simply intend to know the nature of the
stmosphere in which one lives when he goes, for instenmce, thru the

Psalms of David or the Lementstions of Jeremish. The spirit dominent
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{n the 0ld Testament Age is that of a complete dominstion of man by
God his Crestor ; snd, comsequently, very little plaece is left for
freedom and responsability. In fact, what the Mossie Lew primesliry
taught wes : God es an almighty end omnipotent persom. Sueh & God is
nothing but & free determinant of all that comes to pess - the almigh-
ty meker of sll thet is. He is the supreme ruler of all thet Ke has
made.(I)

Even the common language of life was affected by his persussive
peint of view so that, for exsmple, it was rare to meet with such a
phrase ss it reins” ; and men by preference spoke of God sending
rein (2).

"ghou visitest the earth end waterest it, thou greatly enri-

ehest it with the river of God, whieh is full of water:thou
prepsrest them corn, when thou hast so provided for it."(3)

411 things without exeeption are indeed disposed by Him, and His will
is the ultimete sgcount of all that ocours. Heaven and esrth end sll
thet is in them ere the instruments thru which He works His ends. Na-
ture, nations, snd the fortune of the individuel alike present in all
their ohanges the transeript of His purpose. The winds are His mes -
sengers, the flaming fire His servant : every nstursl ocouremce is His
set ; propperity is His gift, and if cslsmity falls upon man, it is
the Lord thet has done 1t.(4) "Out of the mouth of the most High pro-
ceedeth not evil snd good 1" - we find in the Lamentations of Jeremish(s)
It is he that lesds the feet of men, it is He thet opens or hardens the
heart of man, snd ereates the very thoughts sand intents of his soul.

S0 much 50 that man in front of his Creator does mot elsim any will,

nor sny freedom :

"S$ho is he that ssith and it cometh to pass when the Lord com-
mandeth it not 1"(8).

- -

(I) A Dictiomary of the Bible, by Hestings ; Seribmers,N.Y. I900. Art.
' h b’ .8.- ." -III.PQ-IIO-III-

(2) 1bid., wol IV Art. '"Predestimation' by B.B.Werfield,pp.47-63.

(3) Ps. LXV ¢ §

(4) Art. "Predestimtion' op.eit.

&s La. III : 38.

8) La. III ¢ 37.



It 18 very essy to comeceive ¥hat, with such » conception of God, the

Jew of that time had the only feeling of fear and respect. David sd-

dressing the Jews, says :

"Come ye children, hesrken unté me : I will temch you the
fear of the Lord".(I) '

Nor could we comeeive of sny equality whatsoever between the Creator
and his eremture. If the latter is good, he csnnot hope to be more
than the serveant of God, his mester.

Of course what hes been said so far sbout the 0ld Testament Ages
far from being sufficient to sllow us to comclude snything deoisive
eencerning the coneception of the freedom of men in that mge. However,
it would be neither untrue nor exaggersted to believe thet, with an al-
mighty God, ereator of all that is, on the one hand, end with & senti-
ment of fear of, snd trembling before, this God, in the soul of men,

on the other hand, freedom hes but an spparent existence.

But now, leaving the age of the fear of God, of the 0ld Testa-
ment, we reach the age of the New Testament, snd with it the reigan of
Love and Liberty. In fset, the divine messsge of Jesus Christ, his
earthly life and suffering, his erueifixion, his desth and resurree -
tion, 1s & message of the eternsl life in Hesven where the Lord, his
Fether, sits. The immortality of the soul, its resl life after the
earthly passage, that life of pesce and joy - this was the promise of
desus Christ, this was the meaning of his life, snd it is to this life
of beauty and rest that the exsmple of his own life invites us. This
promise of rest by Jesus Christ, we find in the simple verses which he
saddredsed to his followers :

"Come unto me all ye thet labour and are heavy lsden, and
I will give you rest. Take my yoke upon you and lesrn of

(I) Ps. XXXIV 3 XI.



me, for I am meek and lowly in heart ; and ye shall find
rest in your souls." (I).

This also is a promise of freedom.

In faot, what is the mesning of the very coming of Christ te
earth, if not the redemption of humsnity, snd making it worthy of Geod
the Father 7 What would the very resurrection of Jesus mean, if it
were not the symbol of our own resurrection from our sinful existencel
It is of course, becsuse the soul is immortal, end beosuse it is cepe-
ble of being saved from derkness unto light and truth, thet the pro -
blem of our freedom is so important. But nmow, should we commit the
error snd believe that it is after death only that our freedom is res-
lised t Surely not, for the effect of redemption starts during our
earthly life, end it is only in proportion to the freedom we have at~-
tained for our souls on esrth, that freedom, or eternal life of pesee
snd joy, is granted to us im Heaven. If the immortality of the soul
is the supreme proof for selvation, it certsinly does not imply that
selvetion is in any way less real and evident for men while he is li-
ving @ '

"Jesus ssid to those Jews which believed on him : '"If ye oon-
tinue in my word, then are ye my disciples indeed; snd ye
shell know the truth, end the truth shall make you free.'"(2)

But this freedom is sn inward freedom, & lp;ﬂtul snd morsl
emsnoipetion of the soul from sin ; it is o stete of perfeet purity of
heart and mind ~ that state, mamely, which mekes of msn the true fol-
lower of Christ. But, as it happened, suech freedom was not understood
by the Jews, who snswered Jesus seying :

" We be Abrahem's seed and were never in hﬂ-’o to any msn :
how sayest thou, ye shell be made free 1" (3

And Christ replied :
Matt. MWIKI : 26-29.

(1
tz Jn. VIII : 31I-33.
$) Jn. VIII : 33.



-4f -

"yerily, verily I ssy unte you, whosoever committeth sin is
the servent of sin. And the servant sbideth mot in the hou-
se for ever ; but the son abideth ever. If the son there-
fore shall make you free, ye shall be free indeed." (1)

Let us try to understsnd, inm our tursm, the meaning of Jesus
Christ's words. Jesus spoks of Truth. What is it, if not Jesus Christ
Himself, and our fsith in Him and in what He tesches 1 Is it mot the
Credo of the Christisn - the belief, namely, thet Jesus is the son of
God coming to earth for the sake of sll human beings 7 the belief that
Jesus died, snd that he liveth again, snd that he is sitting now &t
the right hend of the Fsther in order to be eomtimuslly plesding for
us 1 It simply tesches Love and Humility. In fset, no truer inter-
pretation could be given to the coming of the Son of God to earth, of
his taking our earthly form, of his suffering and desth,.Jesus taught
us also thet this Love and Humility sre but the meens for the highest
purpose detined for man, memely, the Love of God and Eternal Life., Of
w- purpose Jesus gave us & vision through His resurrection, which
is, I repeat, the symbol of our own resurrection ; end He gave us sl-
so the vision of the Love of God by the exsmple of His love to His Fe-
ther.

Jesus spoke slso of Freedom. What is it, if mot our knowledge
of that truth 7 And what is that knowledge, if not the confirmation
of ome's life to the teschings of Christ 1

Jesus spoke slso of Bomdsge. What is it, if not the oin or
the lew of the flesh which, hindering us from seeing thet truth, keeps
us slaves for ever ?

And yet, ther is & way to eseape from thet stete of slavery ;
There is & way for us to free ourselves from sin - the way, nmamely

which econsists in our conformity to the law of the spirit. B8t. Peul,

(1) Jn. VILI : 34-36.



- 48 =

speaking to the Romans. seys ¢

"por the law of the spirit of life in Jesus Christ hath ma-
de me free from the law of sin snd desth."(I)

Could we mot, indeed, ssy that the supreme argument for the reality
of our freedom is precisely the fact thet Jesus Christ has the power
to liberate humsnity from the power of sin, end that to be free is
the destiny of men 1

Now, since we are destined to be in the state of freedom, &
question naturslly arises : How ocan we free ourselves from the bom-
dege of sin 7 And sre we sll able %o know the truth and become the
ehildren of God § It is, indeed, e double question ; snd 'n will try
to face the ferst] part of it at the moment, reserving the discussion
of the first to the latter part of this ohapter, when it will be dealt
with in conjunetion with St.Faul.

"How ean we free ourselves fvow the bondage of sim 1" To this
gquestion Christienity gives the answer : There is one way to free your-
selves from the bondage of sin, and this way is Love. Liberty,the glo-
rious stste of the ohildren of God, constitutes the noblest goal of
men; snd it is only by love, love of God and love of man, thet man emn
attein 1t.( ) Is it strenge that the religiom of Christ has made of
Love the means of the purificationm of our souls ? Is He not Himself
the first personifiestion of Love ? Jesus Christ loved His Father ;
apd it is because He loved Him thet He ceame to earth and suffered and
dled. He loved His Father, end He loved us also, we human beings -
for He 1s our ssviour, and can the saviour help but love those who &~

re lost 1 His love for His Father was the proof of His freedom, and

(1! Romens, VIII : 2.
(7} nowsns, VITT : 2
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the promise of our freedom,

It was the proof of His freedom, snd His freedom was the idesl
one, for it consisted in His perfeot oontor-'lty to the word of God @
all of whet Jesus did was what His Father had commanded ; and He said
to the people @

"I oan of wine own self do mothing ; @s I heer, I Judge ;

and my judgment is just ; because I seek not mine own

will, but the will of the Pather which hath sent me."()
Self-will for Jesus Christ is not freedom, and the true freedom for
Him was the will of His Father.

But we, human beings, how can we msnifest our freedon, how
cen we free ourselves 7 Jesus's snswer is : By loving man, your com-
panions; for he who really loves, is he who possesses that perfect
freedom.; It is by loving our companions that we prove our love to
God, but slso not before we heve the love of God deeply rooted in
our souls are we cspable of loving otner men. The question remains:
‘How oen love give us freedom 1

First of all, let us keep in mind that "freedom” in Christis-
nity is nothing else then freedom from the bondage of sin ; it is
then a purely moral emancipetion from the state of corruption to that
of purity of heart ; it is sn emsncipation from our humen weakness and
from the darkness into whioch our soul is simking ; it is then & purely
spiritunl and moral freedom for the highest reward : Love of Godjgter-
pel life. Yet this supreme emsneipetion csn not be done save by the

way of love. What does Christien Love mesn Y

It is very diffioult, of course, to define it. In feet, it hes
never been given justice, for it has been often treated as a sentiment

tality of poor kind ; snd it has been elaimed that to love in & Chris-~

(1) . v 1 30.



tien way is the sttribute of the weak, of sll those who are not cape~
ble of stromg sctions ; end thus Christisn love has elways beem éppo~
sed to might end power.

Christien love has the same becuty as the sublimest love of
whieh human snture osan ever conceive : and yet it surpasses any love
preeisely becsuse it comtains thet very element which, sceording te
some constitutes its holiness, snd grandeur, while it is for the o~
thers the source of its weakness - the element, mamely, of Charity
snd Humility. St.Matthew records s definition af Christien love me
follows

"Love your enemies, bless them thet curse you, do good %o
them which despitefully use you and perseoute you."(I)
"For if you love them which love you,whet reward have you?

Do not even the publicens so? And if you salute your bre-
thern only what do you more then others { do mot even the
publieans so ™(2).

In spite of the simplicity of its appearance, end the weak-
ness of its adheremts, Christisn love appears to be the most diffi-

- cult task that man undertskes. Only the purest minds esn approhend
its meaning ; only the lt.rogut charscters osn admit its practieal
realisetion. Very few, in my opinion, are christismn, if thet love is
Christianity. Very few are, scoording to me, the free men !

In fect, whet does the love of enemies mean 7 What it means is
nothing other than the purifiestion of your soul from rancour snd ha-
te and resemtment, from senxiety and interest ; and the love of some-
thing higher then pou, nobler, and more spiritusl, for the sake of
which you suffer, you sre humble, snd you take the eross. Freedom is
precisely that state of peace snd rest which you attain when, after
self-conguest and suffering, you have become higher then sin, higher
then revenge and hate, higher than thesee human vanities whieh ineite

(1; Hatt. V & 44.
(2) Matt. V 1 48-47.



-4 -

you to treat yoyr enemy as you have been treated by him. Freedom is
that refinement, whereby your soul remsins pure and grand, while all
around you is wicked end vile. It is of course the freest gesture to
give the left cheek when the right one hed been offended by & slap ;
it is not weakness, it is not cowardiee, it is not the morale of the

feeble, but rether of the boldest smnd freegt men.

This is the meaning of Christien Love snd Christian Freedom.

It is the meening of Redemption. It 1s the meaning of Jesus Christ's
life and sufferings, death snd resurreetion.

But then the seoond question arises : Are we all cspable of lo-
ving God 7 of freeing ourselves fﬂ;l the bondage of sin 1 Hes Christ
died for ell of us 7 and is the effeot of redemption resl in all of ust
If our freedom {s sn ideal, the highest one which men oen pursue, is
it attelneble by ell of us 1 Is it not rether the reward of the few,
those whom God has predestined simoe the beginuning of the world to in-
herit the celestisl kingdom 1

This sentiment of unrest snd smxiety comes to men, not as e
consequence of the development of his resson, but through the very tes-
chings of Jesus Christ as recorded in the Gospel, snd thru the strange
contradietion in the writings of Paul (who, emong ell the epostles of
Jesus understood him beat.) This amxiety and unrest, I say, form the
subjeoct matter of the problem of predestinstion : s problem for ever
reised and never solved. Let us first state it es it is generslly
found in the New Testement, end then pass to St.Paul.

Though the New Testament brought s new snd stromg emphasis of

the Fatherhood of God, this was not done at the expense of His me josty




and nlﬂt. He is spoken of ss the Heavenly Father, whose throne is in
Hesven, while the earth is but the footstool under His feet. ' | There
is mo limitation sdmitted to the resch of His power ; the minutest oo~
cursnces are ss directly controlled by Him as the grestest.

"fhe very hairs of your head are all mmbered, (V) ro cne

of them s farpotten by Ged."(:)
g0 thet men must leern with what confidence he might depend upon the
Father's hand. Alresdy snd from such s desoription of God, man esks
himself, But what am I, poor cresture, in the hands of my Creator 1
Do I have amy will 7 Do my sotions depend on me 1 Am I responsible
for the sins I commit 7 This is the begimming of the snxiety, whieh
will get to be sherper end more vivid when men knows that God surveys
ell things end lesds the whole world to the end which He has appointed
for it - the Kingdom of God., This kingdom is the heritsge of those
blessed ones for whom it has been prepared from the foundetion of the
world.

"shen shall the King ssy umto them in his right hend, Come

ye blessed of my Father inherit the Kingdom prepared for y

you from the foundationm of the world."(2)
These are the blessed ones, and the Christian asks himself : Am I one
one of them 7 Shall I be smong the few who shall be chosen ¥ ~ for

"Many are the ealled, but few are the chosen."(})
#111 God choose me ? What can I do in order to be chosen by Him 1 The
answer is very discoursging of course - for God chooses scoording to
His omn pleasure, distributing ss He wills, that which is His own. Ei~-
ther you are since your birth smong the ealled ; or, you are not snd
never will be ; Either you sre condemned, you fsll, snd nobody een
help you for stending agein ; or you are smong the elect, who are guer-

ded from rg_gxnn; away, snd at the lsst day will receive the inheriten-
'\Ij‘ ett.V 3 &€ ;
(f) Luke XII = 7Y
(8) Matt.XXV : 34.
() Matt.XXII @ I4.

vl . 3
Yyl @ i%, g .



oe prepered for them from eternity. Not omly this, but the very tea-
ehings of Christ will be veiled from them to whom they are not dirse-
ted, so that

"Seeing they may see and not perveive, and heering they may
hear and not undestsnd”,

while to the others it is given even to know the mystery of the king-
dom of God.

S0 much for the elementary exposition of the problem ss pre-
sented in the sayings of Jesus. But now if we imagine the Christisn,
seeking comfort and peace to his disturbed soul, which is amxious s~
bout its destiny, and desiring te know whether it will be among the
few who will be saved, snd coming to St.Peul's tesehing, we will im-
mediately notice that his anxiety is not in the least appeased. For
it is by reference to the very teachings of St.Psul that theologisns
and philosophers have professed snd proved a striet dootrine of pre-
" destination, i.0. @& salvation due to the prerogetive of God, indepen-
dently of sny eonsiderstion of the work of man.

Yet, if we were to exemine the truth implied in sueh & convie-
tien, it would not take us a long time to disecover its instability.
For at omoe the objeotion would mrise, undermining two of the essen-
tinl convictions of Paul. In the first plasce : If Peul believed that
only & few are saved, this also would mesn that he believed thet Je-
sus Christ had died not for all, but enly for & few human beings -
this being in no way conforming with hie mission. In the second ple-
ce : If we remember that Paul was continuslly exhorting men to do the
good (which implies that he was considering man responsible for his

soul, and eapable of working for his own salvetion) we esn hardly be-




lieve that he himself ocould presch s doctrine of predestination,where
man has neither will nor freedom. For Paul used to say :

“por we must sll appesr before the judgment sest of Christ;
thet every one may receive the thing done in his body me-
cording to what he hath dome,whether it be good or bed."(1)

Over end sbove this double contradietiom, we find that the
whole doetrine of St.Paul concerning freedom and predestimetion, eon-
teins two dishermonious elements : kan is @ sinner who oan never be
saved by his own means ; snd it is up to God elone to save him, if it
plesses Him so to do ; snd yet man does not remain passive in the
tesk of his selvation, but is rather s conscious, responsible end free
sotive agent. Shall we say then that there is s contradietion ? Not
st all, for he who knows St.Paul's love of Ood does not find it stren-
ge that he has made our sslvstion, and our happiness, dependent upon
God's initiative sand will. This new light on which the issue is dis-
cussed has the merit that it changes the form of our anxiety : having
-been et first full of despeir and rebellion, we now become humble,sub-
zigsive, snd hopeful.

Peul was oalled the spostle of sslwvetion, a salvation for sll
men. Rhat does this meen, if not thet Paul believed first of all,that
21l humen beings, Jews as well as Oreeks, sre under the weight of sint
This sin, aocording to him, we commit all salong our life simply becau-
se we follow the law of the flesh, simply because we all are humenly
weak and wain. Evil we do maturslly end almost in spite of our will,
simply becsuse sin is dwelling in us. He says @

"For the good that I would, I do mot, but the evil whieh I
would not, that I do; If I do that I would not,it is mo mo-
re I thet do it, but sin that dwelleth in men."(2)

Man, then, mccording to Peul, 18 & simmer ; he knows it snd he laments:

- - -

(I) 2core v ¢ 10 ; see slso RO. II:I2 § XIV 310 3 I & 32.
(! Ro.VIIt1§=-20. See F.Prat,85.J. .'ﬂnolgﬁ. de St.Paul, Paris, Bauchune,
I1924. Vol.I. p.229,241, 242-48, 9?3 «II p.%1.



"0 wretehed man that I am, who shall deliver me from the bo-
dy of the death."(I)

But Paul believes that there is & salwvation for ell men, Jews end
Greeks who sre under sin ; he does not lesve men under the psinful
reslity of their loss : on the contrary, he declares that God hss
planned to heve pity on us, and to give us the help whieh neither
pature nor lew have been able to provide us with. Ged's righteous-
ness shell be then manifested in sending us his unique Son Jesus
Christ, with & promise of redemption for all those who believe @

"shenk God through Jesus Christ our Lord. So then with the
mind I myself serve the law of God."(2)

So that -
"There is no more condemmation to them which are in Christ
Jesus,who walk not sfter the flesh but after the spirit,
for the lew of the spirit of Life in Christ Jesus hath ma-
de me free from the law of sin and deeth."(3)
God,then, our unigue Creator, is slso the universsl saviour ; Jesus
Christ, the only son of God, is alse the universal medistor between
God and his ereation ; there is no sslvation outside of Him, end it
is to Him that all must return when they sre lost. St.Psul in more
than one instsnce emphasizes the Charsoter of the universality of our
salvation thro;u‘h Jesus Christ :
"Is He the Ged of the Jews only ? Is He not slse of the
Gentiles t Yes of the Gentiles elso ; seeing it is one

God whiech shall justify the eiroumeision by faith, and un-~
eiroumcision through faith."(4)

"For there is no difference between the Jew end the Greek,
for the same Lord over all is rich unto all that eall u-
pon Him." (5)
Now, meking us sure snd confident of the feet that salvetion is gran-
ted to all of us, Paul goes on and emphasizes the greatness of our ho-
pe in god. In fact, we have so many ressoms to be hopeful : God hes

sent us his son, who eeme to earth s a2 men, suffered, end died on the

-

{1; Ro. VII : 24.
2) Ro. VII : 25.
(3) Ro. VIII : I-2.
(4) Ro. III : 29-30.
(6) Re. x & I2.



eross, for the explstion of our sins ; his desth was but for s few
days - for Jesus Christ, the Son of God, could not die an etermsl
dosth, for he has followed the law of the gspirit, which is the word
of God. MNis resurrection is the symbol of our resurrectiom, if like
Him, we follow the law of God : Jesus is mow sitting at the right
hand of the Fether, se thet his help for us remsins for ever reasl snd
effective. Now, who is it that doubts the love of God for us 1 Who
is thet denies Jesus Christ's love and sserifice for the sake of huma-
nity ? Nothing ean reelly seperste us from the Love of God through
Jesus Christ. Seys Psul :

"I sm persusded thet neither death mor life, nor angels nor
principalities, nor powers, mor things present, mor things
to come, nor height, mor depth, nor any other ereature
shall be sble to sepsrate us frém the love of God which is
in Jesus Christ our Lord."(I)

And mow, for such certitude concerning universal selvetion,Psul
exhorts every men to work and labour, knowing however that this esn be
done only thru sufferings snd seerifices ; he exhorts him to work, for
if one knows the truth and does not follow its path, he is lost ; and
being reponsible for it, his loss is still deeper.

"wherefore”, says Paul to the Philippians, "my beloved, as
ye have alweys obeyed, mot in my presence only, but now
much more in my sbsence, work out your own salvetion with
fear and trembling."(2)

If,then, man must work for his selwation, s question arises : Are we
2ll sble to work and save ourselves ¥ Whet kind of work have we to
do, in order to be saved t Here Paul's dootrime of predestimation be-
comes olear 1 To ell these guestions his snswers ere of 2 predestinea-~

rian form. i.e. to all of them Peul answers in terms of the will eof

God, of the choice of Qod, of election through s eall of prescience and
predestineation.

-

(I) Ro« VIII : 38-3%.
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Let us first inguire into the questiom : “het kind of work
should we do in order to be saved ? and then pass to this other @
Are we 2ll capable of such a work 1

Paul believes that this work of salvatiom is of & different
nsture from that of the Mossic Age, which consisted in living seccor-
ding to the Law and working sccording te it. It is sumsarized in the-
se words : "Have faith in Jesus Christ". Faith elone justifies man:
a1l those who are saved through the Law or the works are not justified
by God. ‘Abrahsm had feith ; he believed in God ; end it was secounted
to him for righteousness.(I)

"Enow ye therefore thet they, which sre of faith, the seme
are the ohildren of Abrahsm...”So then they, which are of
feith, are blessed with fsithful Abreham... But no men is
justified by the law.”(2)

But it heppened thst though Paul presched salvation and faith
for all men, he nevertheless saw exemplified before his eyes the faet
_ that some heard the word of God snd understood it, =nd others heard
i1t and either did not understand it or else rebelled egeimst it. In
faot, 81l those who love God and believe in Him ere saved, but all a-
re not able to love God end to bave feith in Him. Why ? It is true
that the Law of the Spirit delivers us from the law of the flesh ; it
is not less true thet in ell of us it is not the law of the spirit
that triumphs. Why ? The snswer leads us to Prul's coneeption of
faith : Vie ere all saved and justified not by work, nor by the effect
of the law, but by a pure act of faith ; end th:l.f feith is neither
the work of men, nor an objeet of his will, but a pure gift of God.
Peul, spesking to the Ephesians, seys :

"por by grace are ye saved through faith ; and that not of

yourselves : it is the gift of God t not of works, lest
eny men should boest."(3)

---------- -

(I) Gel. IIX & 8.
[?. gal. III : 7-I1.

(3) Ephesi I1 ¢t 6~9 ; see on man's contribution to his feith in
Cu’llt, .1. I‘ ’01‘10



Now, it is not only the oase that this greace is not given to all men
but only to the few whom God has chosen, but, moreover, this very
cholce of God is undertaken secording to his own pleasure and will:
"For He saith to Moses, I will have mercy on whom I will
have meroy, snd I will have compassion on whom I will ha-
ve compassion, so that it is not of him that willeth mer
of him that runneth, but of God that sheweth meroy."(1)
In sum 1 Selwetion through fsith is an set of God, sn set
of choice and freedom ; it is given to simmers of all resces snd na-
tions. Those to whom it is given are predestined by God to be sa-
ved, and they form the sless of the eleot.

Part (2) distinguishes in the act of sslwation different
phases dependent one upon the others : The first one is the pres-
eience of God, the last one is the glorifieation by God. In the
first plece, there is the PRESCIENCE of God - that is, his ante~-
rior knowledge of things before their existence. This knowledge is
followed by an aet of FREDESTIRATION ; which is elso an eternal aet
of God, sinee it existed before the foundation of the world ; it is
an sbsolute and free set, since it depends only and exelusively u-
pon the counsel of God and His will. This predestinetion, socording
to Prat, 1s universal in the sense that all, being known by Ged, are
also predestined by Him to selvation - or rether, spesking in terms
of grace, we oan say that all ere predestined to receive the grece of
God, or that the graee is predestined to sll. But though all of us
&re predestined to the greace of God, yet Wery few are those who have
feith. God makes a choloe ; He elects. ELECTION, secording to Prat,
oomes after Predestinstion, end is slso eternal, It contsins & new
element, non-existent in the pure sct of predestinstion, the ehement

nemely of favour for those who sre its objeets, whioh is an element of

(I) Ro., IX : Ib~IS. .
(2) Prat 2vo) 11 (‘hafn. Voloute Saln'{t‘?uc Aives af/ue-‘i A veuloirdivin,



preference in the set of God. Then, those who are elected are justified
by Ged, and fimally glerified. As it has been sald 1@
"por whom he did FLRE-ENOW, he also did PREDESTINATE to be con-
formed to the imsge of His Son, thet he might be the first
born smong many brethern ; moreover,whom he did predestinate,

them He also CALLED : and whom he ealled,them he slse JUSTI~
FIED ; end whom he hustified, them he slse GLORIFI®D"(I)

It is reslly strange that Paul believed in the grace of God,when
he was the first objeet of the effect of that grace itself 7 One, on
the contrsry, is very much inelined to believe thet the finel ergument
which had led Paul into this eonviction was the apparition of Jesus
Christ to him on the rosd to Demsscus, while he wes going to persecute
the few Christiens living there. Prat says (2)

"In the comversion of Psul the work of the grace becomes qui-
te evident"

snd he deseribes this effeet of the grace to be as quick ss the light -
ning where man's will has nothing to do :

Le reviresent est instantend ; e'est un &elair, un éblouisse~
ment, 1'adhfésion raupide & 1'appel divin d'une volonté qui n'

& presque pes econsecience d'savoir comsenti. Qui & ecomnu pareil-
le erise @ le sentiment plus net, 1'intuition plus vive que
tout 1"homneur du chengement revient 4 Dieu ; il sime 4 se
representer 1'opéretion comme un sete d'obfissence libre sans
doute, mais qui une fois posé,vous jette tout d4'un coup em

un monde nouvesu de droits, de devoirs, d'obligstions et de
privildges”.

This is the operative effect of the grece of God in our hesrt, an effect

quick snd absolute, whioch trensforms the whole being of man. ¥en becoms

all of s sudden, the pure voice of God, seting sccording to His word.
Shell we ssy, then, thet God has sent his grace to all (since

he sent it to Paul), but some only received it end made profit of it,

while in the heart of others it remsined sterile ¥ St.Paul et first
(I) Ro. VIII~ 29-30
(!) Pl'.t. .poﬂit' 'ol-l. p-!’



thought in this very way, sttributing to msn full responsability ; but
he did not retain for a long time his convietion that men possesses &
free will ; for he says 1@

"But the grace of God 1 nm what I em, and his grace which wes
bestowed upon me was not in wvain ; but I laboured more abum-
dantly than they all : yet mot I, but the grace of God which
was with me.(I)

Or shall we say that it is unjust of God to have done so, and
to condemn a man for the fault he commits, becsuse He did not send him
His greee 7 Not at all ; for

"sho art thou, 0 men, that repliest sgainst God ¢ Shall the
thing formed say to him that formed it, Why hest thou made
me thus 7"(2)

The truth is that this distribution of the graces of Ood remsi-

ned for Paul s pystery - a mystery which makes him exclsim :"0 sltitudo!™(3)

L

No. Thet Paul preached s dootrine of predestinetion is not &
strange thing et all, Por, in the first plsee, the grace of God (es
already seen) hed been msnifested in him, snd hes been the reason and
csuse of his econversion. He, Paul, the persecutor of the followers of
Christ, has beoome the bearer of the testimony of Christ's resurree -
tion ; snd he presched the Gospel sll through his life.(4) In the se-
eond place he presched such a dootrinme becsuse of the rfle that was as-
signed to him - %0 establish Christianity in the world. Hed he not
believed that all Gentiles are not condemned, but oan be saved, provié
ded God sends to them His greee, his whole presching would have no mea-
ning vhetsoever. For, what is the use of presching et all to sll tho-
se are eternelly lost ¥ When St.Psul used to be asked :

"Even us whom he hath oslled, not of the Jews only, but alse
of the Gentiles "

- -

(1) 1 co. XV ¢ I0.

‘2 Ro. IX ¢ 20.

(3) See Prat, Vol.I, p.300.
(4) Aets Che XX s 24- =,
(5) Ro.xt :1y
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he used to answer 3

®1 will esll them my people whioh were not my people ; snd
her beloved, which was not belowved.

And it shall come to pess theat in the place where it wes
said unto them, Ye are not my people ; there shall they
be called the children of the living God."(I)
In the third plece, one may sttribute St.Paul's dootrine of predestins-
tiom to his lowe of Jesus Christ his Lord :

"No man ever had intenser and more vital sense of (od the un-
corruptidble one, the only wise who does all things secording
to his good plessure, before whom men should bow in the hu-
mility of absolute dependence, recognizing in him the one
moulding power as well in history as in the life of the in-
dividusl ; of him and through him, sll and in all.(2)

Now, before such s God, how vain it is of man to eleim any right to se-~
tion - except suoh sction as is permitted by God. The very intemts of
our souls are but His work, so that, if men has feith, it is because
God has wanted it. This predestinstion that Paul presched is much more
the result of sueh a econvietion, that it is the mere desire to throw the
weight on man of an invinoible fatulity ; God's prevision is but the re-
sult of His prescience. It is not gquite comtrary to the freedom of man
but man must know that he csn not do snything by himself had not God
known it and wanted it.

It seems as if St.Paul wanted his doeotrine of salwvetion to sat
tisfy two conditione ; it must be universal, end it must slse reduse
to nothing the wein glory of men in the work of & complete salvation by
himself. He susceeded in both : we have said that secording to him
salvation is done nsither by work mer by law, but by pure faith ; mow
faeith is an act of pure spontemiety ; there is no other aet simpler and
more genersl than it ; yet this faith is & pure gift of God, & kind of

charity which we receive from the hands of God, snd our sttitude is ve-

(I) Ro. IX : 24-28.
tz) piet. of the Bible, Article P"'J”"._'l“_‘t"‘k  Lhe Wew Testament *Tle Fea
flu«'} ot St. Paul,



ry much like thet of a begger receiving the alms from the heands of &
benefsctor. These two entities, God's will end grace on the one hand
end the freedom of man and his responsability, on th? other, remsin
real from the begiming to the end of his teschings, and he did not
resolve the sntithesis st sll, J.VWeiss remsrks (1) @

" The ethical sense of respomsability, the energy for strug-
gle, and the diseipline of will mas not paralyzed in Paul's
ecuse by his eonsecliousness of redemption and his prefound
spiritusl experiences. He believed in divine eleotion,pre-
knowledge nsnd predestinstion, and without attempting to re-
solve the sntithesis placed human determimmtion side by si-
de with thege."”

In feot, St.Peul seys 1@

"For it is God which worketh in you both to will and to do
of his geod pleasure”(2)

Thet was St.Paul's doctrine of Predestimation, end 1t was slseo
the problem as it is found in Christienity - = problem, or rsther a
_source of anxiety and suffering for the Christian, from whieh he never
recovers.

But mnow to sey that, by introdueing the doetrine of predestina-
tion, Christisnity denied the freedom of men will be u grave error. Forl
hold thet liberty -~ thet imward and spirituel emencipetion of the soul,
whioh implies 2 worsl progress, a betterment, an ascent from the is %o
the ought above it - this liberty constitutes the positive and sotusl
message of Christisnity regarding the freedom of man.

Of course it is not c:n ontologieal and discursive exposition of
the free will of man, that we find in Christianity. For Will here is
replaced by Love ; and it is by loving in a disinterested memner, both

our friende and our enemies, that we prove our freedon.

(I; Peul end Jesus, Eng. Irens,, Londen I90% p.IIS
(2 p. 11 ¢ IB.



#oreover, Christien liberty &s sueh that, though it is very di-
ficult for men to sttain, is yet & "humen” attribute. By so deseribing
1t, I mean thet Christian liberty is not necessarily dependsnt upom any

belief in God, spiritusl snd unseen ; and thst it can be attsined without

any such belief.

If now we were to give & justifiocestion, s rsison d'Stre, for

the problem of predestimation, we may interpret it as a "test" for our
feith in God - though of eourse, a very hard test, simee it puts owr
whole 1ife in denger. (By ssyinmg thet it puts our whole life in danger,
I heve in mind those beings whose morsl life depends upon their reli-
gious convietions ; for the others - or rather, these of the "others"w
who are not sceptice - morelity is ss vivid end resl with religious
eonvictions ens without them.)

ind,not only may the problem of predestimmtion be looked upon
"ms & "test" for our feith, but it may slso, in the second place, be con-
sidered ae a way through which we return with more humility to Ged,our
slmighty Creator, in whose hande lies our whole destiny end life. It is
this last interpretation thet we will meet in Islam ; end it is in the
light of the conception of & God, the Creetor and laker of all things,
end of man, 8 oresture quite different from its erestor, thet Islam ,as

we shell see, will raise und never solve the problem of the freedom of



THEE PROBLEN IN THE MIDDLE AGE

Under the hesding of this chapter "the problem in christisnity"”
comes slso, though not chromologiecally in this essay, the problem of 1i-
berty as it has been trested by the writers in the Middle Ages in the
VWest. In fact St.Paul's teachings on predestimation raised, to the
theologians and philosophers of thst age, one of the most importent pro-
blems in humsm life ; end Sts Augustine, Thomss Aquines und Duns Soott
gave for its solution s great deal of thelr intelleotusl energles, abo-
ve the infinite depth of their persomsl sufferings and religious expe~
riences.

For whet is the meaning of the problem of the {reedom of men
for s believer ? or in other words, why is there such s problem at all?
The snswer is simple, snd we shall try to state it, The Christiesn, or
en believer, is he who before every thing else, believes in God ile. s
_ereator slmighty and good ; and this God does not only posses goodness
and knowledge, but also is the meker of sll thet hsppens, so thet what-
ever comes to msn is but His act and gift. Qunipotence and amnisclence
ere the most striking divine attributes in say religlous faith (st least
so far as Christienity and Islem are concerned). A believer, moreover,
acecepts the system of morals appropriated to his religion; thus there
is the ohristism Ethics as well as the loslem. This system of Ethies
preseribes to man eeortein sotlons snd forbids him from certein others;
and man either mccepts the system, snd then he is counted among the
real believer, or he refuses to sdhers to these preseriptions, and he
is then counted among those non-believers who will be later condemned
to eternsl death. Now, this capecity that pan possesses, elther to se-

cept or to refuse a moral law, is ealled his liberty.

- -



In other words sny system of morsls, as we have seem it, implies
or takes for granted the liberty of men i.e. his ocepaeity to do s oer -~
tain sotion rether then snother. MNow, if all thet we sre, and do, is
en eot of God, and Af on the other hand there is such & thing ss the mo-
rel codification, the problem inevitably srises, how will my beliefs in
guch and such sttributes of God, the almighty meker, the omniscient eres-
tor , go hend in hand with & system of morels, ﬂﬁ.oh implies my freedom Y
For, Af it is God, snd not I, who is respensible for what I do, my good
and my bad actions insluded, then He is not only the doer of evlil whieh
13 elready s contredictory thing in the eomception or understending of
God, but He slso condemns me without eny spperent reason to sin and death
snd that is perfect injustice on his behalf. If, on the other hand, it
is I, snd not God who is respousible, I then work for my sslvetion snd
1 either conform myself to God's teschings, or I reject them. In other
words I determine myself freely ; and if by so believing I deny some of
the attributes of God, I yet save God's justice. That is the meaning
of the problem of freedom of wen for him who has sny religious beliefs.
In faet, #¢ it sppesred to the theologiems of the Widdle Ages, the pro-
blem reised through the teechings of St.Psul sssumed the following form:
sinoe the free will of men must be teken for grented for the justifiea-
tion of God, i.e. for the belief in his Justice, and the establishment
of & system of worals, how, shel we recomecile it with the preseiense of
God end with His grece t (I)

Of eourse, there is no room, in this repid and genersl review
of the problem in the hiistory of humen thought, to state fully the doe~
trines of St.lugustine or of St.Thomas Aquinss ; and we shall be conten-

ted with stating very briefly the solutions given by them to that dilemmm.




St.Augustine. When, in St.Augustine, it is the psychologist
who spesks, the freedom of man is a feot of grest certainty ; when on
the sontrsry, it is the theologians who spesks, the liberty of msn has
no mesning whatsoever (I). In faet, for St.Augustine the pure comcept
of will implies liberty. It is sccording to him & pure sophism to op~-
pose the causel chains of fectsito the freedom of the will. The will
is not an effect, but on the contrary the cause of all humen actions ;
it 1s the will which constitutes the substretum of sll sots of our

spiritusl life : "Voluntas est guippe in omnibus, imo omnes hihil sliund

guem voluntatbs sunt” (Aug, de Viv Dei, XIV, 6). Will is not at all

determined by the intelligence, but preceecds it all the time. That was
the messege of St.Augustine the psychologist, but what he grsnts us s
& psychologist he retrascts ss a theologisn. In fset, St.fugustine shows
indignetion, if one ecies to teke swey from the divine providenee the
human determinetion. He says : Dieu & parlé une fois, et tout a été
“dit et nos volontés libres sont ecomprises deans 1'ordre des esuses, or=
dre ocertein en Pleu, ce qui fsit qu'slles ne lsissent pes d'@tre libres.
Tout oe gu'elles pouvent, elles le peuvent trés certainement, tout ce
qu'elles doivent faire, elles le feront effectivement”.(Civ,,Dei I1II,¥)
Lee mots jameis, svent slors n'ont pes de sens dens ls vie divine (@onf.
XI, 13,14,50). Ged 1s the spectetor, and slso the real author, of all
phenomens which hepyen in time. The contingent (2) things do not happen
because God hes foreseen them, but God foresees them because they will
hepren.

Now, St.fugustine believed in the undeserved grace of God. Adem
sccording to him, was free before the sin ; he hed the ceproity to re-

mein in & state of sinlesaness ; but after the sin, it beceme impossible

(I) Les problimes et les Eooles, Janet et Séailles p.334
(2) Contingent, that which is not necessery.
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for man not to sin j scd St.iugustin believed that by himselfmsn is .
able at sll to save himself snd to become the ehild of God, without the
help of God(s grece, so that whatever good men eccomplishes, it is mot
of him but of God who sets in him. God is, -otolspuk.m!nrlp-
wer to do the good ; the very desire of the good is the act of God's
grece., With such a econmception, we ere led by St.Augustine to a striet
doetrine of predestination, so that, if we ask St.Augustine what hes
become of our freedom which seemed so meturslly humen, we find thet he
hes mede of it the privilege of one men - Adem - who out of the wicked-
ness of his humen neture, used his liberty once only, snd that was to
his loss. St fugustine was rather pessimdstic in his eonception of hu-
men neture ; and freedom in his dootrine finds met & smeller plage than

it does even in Et.Paul's beachings.

With St.Thomss Aquinss (I) freedom also is not very well come ;
taking agein the theory of St.lugustine sad insisting upon the preseien-
- ce of God, he affirms that God knows even the contingent things ; he
says (Sum Theology 1 U, I4 ,I3) God knows &ll things mnot only when
they become sotual, but also when they ere in & stete of potentiality(3d
= S0 thet sll the future contingents, as they are in themselves, are
known by God in s infallible manner. "L'éternité existe toute ensembdle
et enveloppe tout le temps, d'oll il est oleir que les contingents somt
infsilliblement connus de Dieu en tent que soumis per presentialit§ 2
la vue divine et que ocependunt ids sont futures comtingents quend on
les compere & leurs eauses prochaines.” fe seys : Imegine a man whe,
from & high tower secs in one glance meny travellers passing in the way

but from a lower pluce, sees them only ome efter the other., Similar

(1) Les probléues #t leos fcoles p. 336

(2) Pote ity, sctuslity are Aristotelisn words, they correspond al-
0 to virtuslity and reality.
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with God : from eternity He percieves by a simple glamce the sucocessi-
wve scts of his oreatures ; He sees them by his prescience, and deterni-
nes them by His providence. Acecording to St.Thomss, mot only are our
sotions foreseen by God, but they sre slso required by Him to be what
they are ; and yet these very sotions are free ; for God, says $t.Tho~-
mas, determines me to met freely in such snd such manmer ; or in other
words, my setions are at the same time free end necesssry - whish is
quite a strange solution, which seems to identify two eontrsdistory
things !

Yet the Middle Ages had the philosopher of liberty in the per-
son of Duns Scott, the most eager opponent of St.Thomss. Duns Seott,
first of sll, asserts the contingency of the world, and maintains thet
there are some causes which are free to met or not to met, and some
feets which may or mey not happen. He asserts also that will is supe-

rior to intelligence. Voluntss est superior imtelleectu ; and it is by

. an sot of a free adhesion that one seeepts the truth of feith whioh ean
not be proved by pure logiesl demonstration.

But this freedoam of wan depends upon, or reather is understood
only under the light of the freedom of God. God is before every thing
s free Creator. He does mot find in His intelligence the idess neces-
sary for the Creation ; it is by s purely set that He crested the true
and the good. Of course, D. Scott believes if the first cause, i. e,
God sots in » necessary way, the second csuses, i.e. man would set in
& necessary way, snd consequently necessity would have been reigning
over the world, snd liberty would not find a place at all. This is
not the esse. The first csuse scts freely ; the world is the result

of a completely free act ; and we ourselves are the free csuses of our
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actions (Opus. Oseon I, I,fol.Zb et fol.I30, ed. Venet) (I)

This is very briefly end very imperfeotly what has been said
in the Middle Ages of the Christian Philosophers on the freedom of man.
We say Christisn philosophers ss if philosophy belongs to & religionm
and & nationality., But as a matter of faot, for that problem at least,
philosophy een be spoken of in terms of s religion - be it Christisn
or Mahommedsn ; for as we have seen, the Holy Bible had been a point of
departure of the problem of freedom for the Christisn writers ; and the
Holy Keran, es we will see leter, will be the safe gulde for the solu-
tion of the same problem to the Noslem philosophers of the Hiddle Ages

in the Bast.

(1) See Les Probldmes et les Beoles p.336,337.




CHAPTER III

THE PROBLEM IN ISLAN.

If liberty plays suech sn important part in the life of the
Christian, if it constitutes one of his most diffiocult problems, for ¢
the follower of kchammed .ih importence is also grest. The same an-
guish snd the same anxiety which overhelm the heart of the christian
when he desperately asks himself : "shall I be able to free myself from
the bondage of sin end become worthy of the etermal 1life", invede slso
that of the moslem. But, just becsuse he is & moslem (I) this snxiety
end this anguish take the form of resignetion and submissiwvness before
the unlimited will of God.

The problem of the freedom of men is as Christien as it is No-
hammeden, for both religions believe in the immortality of the soul,
and in the day of judgement ; both of them believe in Heaven and Hell,
in the good end in the evil ; both of them believe in God who rewards
end punishes man according to his sctions. Yet, in both religions the
same problem is differently reaised, understood end solved - if at all
it 1s solved. The Christian freedom atteined by love and suffering
has no meaning whetsoever to the moslem ; that imward morsl emancips -
tion, that freedom of the soul which follows the knowledge of the truth
is net l'ou.-l\‘ln the Koran. In other words, as far as my understanding
of both religions goes, it appears to me that the problem of the free-
dom of men, though comstituting an essential pert of Islem, is yet not
#s vital in thet religion as it is in the religion of Christ. The deba-~
tes around it, those theologieal and philosophiesl controversies con -

eerning the will of God and the responsability of men in Islem, seen

(1) A moslem, (.L.a means in arsbio, he who surrenders to the will
of Ged.
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scute and eritiesl then they are in Christiesnity.

When I try te meke elear to myself the ressoms of this, I find
them to be as follows : first, Nohammed, the founder of Islam, is not
Jesus Christ, the saviour and the Redeemer; secondly, salvation is Islam
ean be schieved through man's own deeds ; and fimally, resurrection, as
fourd in the Koran, does not heve the seme spiritusl meaning thet it has
in the religion of Christ 1 it is rather, as we shall gsee, = simple and
universsl phenomenon of life.

I have ssid that the first and most obvious of sll reasons why
the problem of the freedom of man is not as vital in Islam as it is in
the religion of Christ is the feect that Nohsmmed, the founder of Islem,
is not Jesus Christ, the seviour and the Hedeemer. In feot, Jesus
Christ's life and desth and resurrection are the symbol of our salw -
tion : we are saved, or rather, we cen be saved, because of Jesus Christ
The way to free our souls from sin, wes his tesching ; and redemption
through Him wes his message.

Now the message of Wohammed, on the other hand, wes different :
Mohammed, the Ssint-Apostle of God, wae first and foremost the bearer
of the message of the One and Unique God ; and we ean say thet Redemp-
tion through & historie person is not found in Islam : in faet, men as
the Koran presents him is an individual who has to bear the burden of
his own scotions, whom no other being whetsoever ean help, who is left
to his own persomsl efrforts, and who is the trustee of e free persons-
lity whiech he sceepts at his peril (I)

"Verily, we proposed to the Heavens snd to the Harth snd to

the mountains to receive the 'trust',but they refused the
burden and they feared to receive it. Man underteock to beer

. it (2)

(I) Igbal Mohammed : Six lectures om the
thought in Islam Kepur Art,Lshore I%30 Sect.IV. The human ego,his
freedom and imsortelity.

(2) Koran Chap. XXXIII : 72
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It is precisely this feet, namely,that men is fully responsible for his
own sctions, end thet the sin of Adam is not inherited by his descen -
dants, that is the cause of the isck of redemption in Islam. When man
commits sin, this sin is imputed to him alone, i.e. it remeins his own ;
it ean be neither received from others, nor given to others. Adem sin-
ned and his sin, sccording to the #ible, is inherited by all men, so
that all are necessarily sinners and are inineed of = Redeemer or » sa-
viour ; hence the ehristian belief in redemption through Jesus Christ.

A moslem, on the other hand, believes that he is not born with the sin
i.0¢ he is not & fallen being ; he consequently does not need a Redee~
mer ; he may not fall st sll, and whenever he fells he ecan save himself,
as we shell see a little further. A moslem, then, is not, since his
birth, the slave of sin, and Mohammed is mot sent by God to redeem him:
Mohammed came to preach to the Arab of the desert the One snd Unique God,
and to gusrd him egsinst evil, Speeking of the Koran, Mohammed seys 1

"This book, there is no doubt in it, is = guide to those who
guard (eagainst evil)(I).

Nevertheless, though the christian phenomenon of Redemption hes
no mesning to the moslem at all, yet a Moslem believes in salvetion.
There is salvation, in fact, to him who sots well : here agein there is
& difference between Islamic salvation and Christisn sslvation. While
Christien salvation is done first of all by Ged's greace, Islamie sealva-~
tion is done through men's efforts snd sotions.

"Blessed 1s He in whose hands 1s the kingdom ,and wha hes po-
wer over all things,Who heth oreated death and life that He
may try you which of you is the best in point of deeds. He is
the Mighty and Forgiving"(2)

Man then acts, snd God Judges him ; if his deeds are good, God rewards
him, end if bed He punishes him. One is not astonished at suoh belief

(I) Xoran Ch. II 32
(2) Xorsn Chep. LXVII : I,2.
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ek ell, for it is but & corollary of another more fundementsl one -~ the
belief namely sbout the nature of God. God, as we shall see later on,

hes no oomneotion whatsoever with His ecrestures, snd consequently does

not intervene at all in their setions.

The lest resson whioh seems to make clear the fmet why the pro-
blem of freedom is not so resl to Islem is that of the resurreetion of
the soul. The resurrection of the soul, i.e. its psssege from death
to life, has not in the religion of Mohemmed the seme spiritual, end
mysterious meening ss thet given to it by Christisnity. In fact, as
¥M.Madkour (1) suggeste, Islam does not emecoursge the study of the soul
et all. It is quite a dry subjeet, whieh is left to Revelation and the
divine soience. It is even ssid in the Korsn that Nohemmed,ssked once,
ebout the soul, answered that he knos very little sbout it, and thet it
perteins to God. While Christisnity had mede of the resurrection of the
soul something quite enigmatico, o jump into the unkmown, Islam, on the
eontrary, simplified it, and made of it a natursl universsl phenomenon
of life, true even of birds snd animels (2)

"And there is mo snimel thet welks upon the earth mora bird
thet flies with its two wings,but they sre like yourselves;
we have neglected nothing in the book then to their Lord sh
shall they be gathered"(3)

Is it wrong to believe thet the more & faith requires s super-
natural effort, the more does & believer work in the supernatural ije
the spiritusl sense, and the more does the problem of his soul become
vital and serious ? - for when he compares his soul end its states to
the supernatural idesl, he reslises its state of imperfection and the
ultisate need of improvement ; while, when things sppesr to be nsturel,

he scoepte his being es it is,with no anxiety in his heert, but with e

(I) M.I.Medkour. La place d'el-Farabi dens 1'6cole philosophigue musul-
meane, Maisomneuve, Paris I934 p.I62 ; see also XII, 87.

(2) See Prefece of the Korem (Life after death).

(3) chep. VI, 3.



state of self-content of submissevmess. This result of the comperison
of Islam and Christienity, which applies to ell religlous-moral gques~
tions, spplies in perticular to the question of liberty.

These are some of the ressons which, sccording to me, explain
the feot namely, thet the problem of the freedom of man is Islam is not

a8 importent es it is in the religion of Jesus Christ.

Coming to the desert, meeting there a people in complete igno-
rance of the existence of the One God, a people nemely whioh wes 1i -
ving in nsture, sdoring its strange forces, the Seint Apoestle of God
decided thet there is nothing which it is more imperative to presch
than the One snd Unigue God. All thet he spoke of was in terms of @God
sun and earth, plants and enimels, men and his actions sre but the ms-
nifestations of God's existence and attributes ; so thet, when the pro-
blen of the freedom of men is raised, it will also be in terms of God
and of His attributes. If a persllel between the two religioms on that
subjeot is possible, we cen ssy that Christianity is persomsl : i} ap-
pesls to, snd works itself out within, the personal existence of men.
Very little eritiecal mention is msde of cosmoligiesl suns end moons and
stars :

"The Eingdom of God is within you".
we find in the Bible. -Au sinee Christian freedom is » highly persomsl
phenomenon - snd not abstrect theoretical determination of our sotions
by hidden dark csuses, be they called God or Neture - Christisn freedom
at least is not & Woslem phenomenon. Freedom, if it exists in Islem,
differs from the freedom of the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, whieh
exists in Christisnity.

- e e -



Speaking of the 0ld Testsment Age I have said that some ot ite
teschings resemble those found in the Korsn. I refer precisely to tho-
se teschings comcerning God and his attributes. This een be easily un-
derstood by the faet that both sges had the same mentslity ss regerds
religious experience : the Jew known by Moses strongly resesbled the
Beduin of the desert, who followed Mohsmmed. What the Mossic Law hed
taught concerning God, was leter on tsught by the Korsn : God the Al-
mighty had erested all things, mountsins snd rivers, man and plants
end snimels. So that, the same feelings of men towards the Crestor a-
re found in the Jewish heart sand in that of the koslem ~ feelings, ne~-
mely of venerstion,fear snd respect ; end the same attitudes of submis-~
siveness end resignation are shared by the followers of koses snd of
Wohammed. Of course, there is s fundsmental difference between the 0ld
Testament Age and Islsm as regards the feet of Liberation, mamely : the
Jews are waiting and will elways be waiting for the Messieh or the Li~
berstor - a unique Jewish phenomenon - whoe will be from the femily of
David snd the tribe of Juda ; nevertheless, the fecling of fear of the
Jews is also a faet, for they mccepted the chastisement of God, and
they were continuslly living im the fear of God,and their every day li-
fe was directly depending upon God.

« o
And now, before going further in tracing the development of the
problem of the freedom of men in Islem, I would like to meke elear my
using of these words "liberty in Islax”. It is not my purpose at all -
for this would be too long and a hard work ~ to state the many philoso-
phiesl and theologiesl dootrines writtem on that subject ; and the Dja-
barites'(I) views as well as those of the Kadirites (2),Mutezilites (3)

- -

(1 ﬂ:u-‘“ those who completely deny the freedom of men.
(2 QAs-.a)t those who are midway between the Djabarites and the-Mutezilites.
deny completely sny freedon,; the Hutesilites.

(8) .1 or those who believe men has perfect freecdom



end Asharites (I), will find no plece in this smell chepter, My only
purpose will be ~ as it hes been in Christisnity - to find out ss elear-
ly ss possible in the Holy Korsn how the problem of the freedom of man
esn be raised, and how the faet of predestimstion commonly known under
the title of fatalism, cen equelly be proved.

After mnll these preliminary idees, an in s way of pure introdue-
tion, I allow myself to mske this assertion - built up on the fsote sbo-
ve cited upon my personal resction to the Korenie teachings on that sub-

Jeot - thet liberty as I understand it, and as I found it in the religion

of Christ, is not found in Islem : Islem does not believe im the freedom

of wan (ir does not even reslise the necessity of suech moral, and comnse-
Quently internsl,self-conquest) ; or, if it does then in an indérect wey.
I have said that the problem of the freedom of men in Islem is
spoken of in terms of God end of lis attributes, eand what I meant there-
by is aimply that the question whether men is or is mot free, is not
raised in the Korsn by reference to man's nature of being - sufferings
end will - and that it simply smounts to this : glven the mature of
God, is it possible for men to possess & free will T is he the master
of his own destiny 7 Let us then stste as eleer as possible the isla-
mie conception of the divine nature. What is God in Islam 7 Let us
keep in mind the faet that when the Et.Apostle of God came to the de -
sert, the people he met there were, I repeat, of very primitive ments-
lity as regerds religious experiences. The bedouins of the desert ado-
red all forees in neture ; there were for their mind and their hearts,
8s many gods as there were strange nsturel phenomens. kohemmed then
hed nothing better to do than to bring to these people the belief not

- - -



only in deity, but in the One and Unique God. Islem in faet, it is
ssid, has the superiority of sepsrating radieelly the Creator from the
erestures. Neture does not present many gods, Neture is but the erea-
tion of the only One God. The Apostle of God brought then to the A~
rabs of thet time - and thet was his divine messege - the truth that
there is only one and Unique God : La ilah ille leh auv'ranv e
Being the only One, He is the universal and unique creestor, who pos-
sesses all the attributes of Might, Power and Enowledge. This God

was pleced by liohmmmed so much sbove sll oreatures, that men have teo
raise their minds end souls in order to apprehend His meture. We find
here also the origin of snother fundemental difference between Islam
snd Christianity - the difference, namely, that in Islsm God is not
incernated in s person, es He is in Christ Jesus. Of course “"the hi-
ghest sinm of religion is eommunion with God, but sccording %o the ho-
ly faith of Islam, this communion is not attsined by bringing down God
to man in the sense of incarnetion, but by the rise of man graduslly
towards God by spiritual progress, end the purificatiom of his life
from all sensusl desires and lsw motives. The perfect one who reveals
the face of God to the world, is not the Divine Being in human form,but
the human being whose person has become a manifestation of the Divinme
ettributes, by his own personality having been consumed in the fire of
the love of God."(1) The God of Islem therefore is & transcendent God.
He is the cause of ell things ; sll the forces ars his creations ; snd
Ee is the only scting Foree. The Mohsmmedsn oonception of Allsh is pu-
rely negative, seys Zwemer (2). God is Unigque end hes no relation to s-
ny ereature that pertakes of reseablance. He eannot be defined in terms

other than negative (3).

- - -

(I) Prefece to the Holy Qur'sn, by Hewlawi ¥hhemed Ali p.IX, Divine re-
velation. '
(2) Zwemer,s.u. Arable, Cradle of Islem p.I7I

(3) A popular song says : "Kulls ms yukhtaru fi belik ferabbune mukheli-
fun an thelik. eV IS Lo ebh S_dsLy”
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Now, these two Moslem comceptions of God lesd to the belief
thet God is the only sotually existing thing thru all the wordly exis-
tences. Mouteins and suns, wan and his esections sre but God's sctions.
All thet wills, sll thet 1s, is but God willing them to be and to will.

" This one supreme Being is the only Agent, the only Foree,the

only Aot existing throughout the universe, snd leaves to all
beings else, matter or spirit, instinet or imtelligemce, phy-
sical or moral nothing but pure inconditional passiveness,s-
like in movement or in quiessence, in setiom or in espseity.
The sole power, the sole Motor movement, emergy and deed is
God, the rest is downright inerties and mere instrumentality,

from the highest archangel down to the simplest etom of orea-
tion.”

This oneness of the Supreme being who has not even a som is found
in the Korem (I) :
" Wonderful Origimstor of the Heavens and the earth ! How

oould He have & son when Has no consort, snd He himself orea~
ted every thing,and Ee is the knower of all things."

211 great attributes sre centred in this One end Unique imper-
sonal Crestor j; and the most obvious of these sttributes are His Abse-
lute sovereignity and ruthless ommipotence 1

" Alleh is the Crestor of every thing snd He has charge over e~
very thing."(2)

" He is Allsh the Crestor,the Meker, the Fashioner; His ere the
nost excelleht memes ; whatsoever 1s in the Hesvens and the
earth deolares His glory end He is the Mighty and Wise."(3)

"Thus unmeasurably snd eternslly exslted above, snd dissimiler from all
creatures, which lie levelled before him on one common plasoce of instru-
mentality end inertness, God is one in the totality of ommdpotent end
omnipresent sotion, whioh scknowledge no rule, stendard or limit save
his own sole and sbsolute will. He communicates nothing to his eres-
tures,for their seeming power end sot ever remsin His alone and in re -
t‘m he receives nothing from them ; for whatever they may be, thet

fhoy are in Him, by Him and from Him alone."(4). God,then, being the

(I) chap. VI : I0Z.
(2) chep. XXXIX : 82).
(3) chape LIX : 24).

(4) Zwemor, Arsbis, the orsdle of Islam, p.I7Y



Almighty Creator does anything He wants ; end conversely, everything
reflects the will of God. Moreover, He not only does the things He
wants, but He also does them acoording to His own plessure,(whiech ples-
sure, far from being a espricious will, is s will thet loves harmony. )
He foresees things end feshions them with messure. So thet every thing
that is, exists for the purpose that God has sppointed for it. It is be-
osuse He so wanted it, thet you are a moslem i.e. that you are s belie-
ver and not an atheist. Every thing ocours snd will ococur in the order
prepared for it by the Lord.

"If your Lord hed plessed, surely all who are in the earth
would have believed, all of them."

"And it is not for & soul to believe except by Alleh's per-
mission ; and He omets uncleesness on those who will not un-
desstend.” (I)

“Surely we orested you, then we fashioned you"

says also the Korsn (2)
As & econsequence of such attributes, snother one follows : vis:

being our Crestor and Msker, He heas perfect knowledge. His knowledge
. is quite different from ours, since He knows not only the present but
also the past and future, sinoe He is the supreme Maker of sll that
ox.{.t. ! the intents of the soul, the thoughts of the mind, have no
secrets for Him ; it is He who possesses the key of our life snd desti-
By ; it is He who knows how long & soul shell live and where she will
die :

"And & soul will not die but with the permission of Alleh ,

the term is fixed and whoever desires the reward of this

world, We will give him of 1t and whoever desires the re-

ward of the hereafter, ie will give him of it ; and We will
reward the grateful."(s)

loreover, God our Creator snd Maker is not only sn Almighty Onme,

t:; Chep. X : 99, 100.
2) Chap. VYII : II.
(8) Chap. III : I44.
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who possesses the perfect seiense, but he 1s also cherscterized by a mo-

re distinotive attribute which brings more emphasis upon the fatelistie

spirit of Islem : is the attribute expressed by the word "written" '
God has writtem all things that exist end that will oceur.

There are some Hadiths relative to the feet, which it is of wa-
lue to relate here : e.g. God oreated the pencil before everything, end
ordoned it to write; and the peneil replied "But 0 Lord whet do you
want me to write f", and the Lord answered : "Write the destiny of men."

Another Hadith relstes the following eonversation between Adam
snd Moses : Mowes is reprehending Adam for his feult : "You Adem",sefd
Moses, "the first ereature whom God trusted, have failed to this order”;
and Adem answered : "You Moses who are scolding me, you to whom God had
given the Laws fourty years before I was crested, have you not resd that:
God oreated Adam and Adem disobeyed his God 1" (1)

And now, with such attributes of God, the Almighty Creator, who

possesses the perfect kmowledge, who moreover had writtem all things -
that heappen end will ever happen, what becomes of men ¢ What is he 1§
Has he any will ¥ Are his sotions the sots of a free being, responsi-
ble and willing ?

Only one answer to this question ean be given,thru such verses
as the following :

"Surely we have placed cheins in their neeks end these resch
to their chins, so they have their heeds raised sloft." ()

or :
" We have exslted some of them ebove the other in degree..”
These and many other similar verses all point te the seme faoct - namely,

the unlimited power of God over his creature, and the conseguent small-

(2) chep. xXXVI : £,9
{ Tkue two kadiths are found in he book of AL Manbali 3 shafa al alil

miin mlsaail alklh wal Kaalam
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ness of man in the hands of the Creator ; and the feeling of nothingness
and complete dependance of man upon his Creator is found in the reli -
glon of Mohsmmed, even more emphatically than in Christisnisy.

There are two different spirits in whioh the interpretation at
this answer oan be done. The first one - with which I do not persomel-
ly sgree - is examplified by the spirit of Zwemer, who qualifies this
Oneness, Omnipresence and Omniscience of God by & kind of jealousy and
pride of God, who not only does not even sceept & Son,i.e. 2 ereature
similar to Himself, but who, slso, wants to keep the creatures in a
state of complete slavery, making them feeling at every moment their
dependance upon Him. Zwemer, spesking of the Islamie God, seys :"It
is his singuler satisfsétion to let oreated things conmtinually feel
that they are mothing else then his slsves, his tools snd contempti-
ble tools elso, thet thus they may the better sokmowledge his superio-
rity, snd know his power to be sbove their will, his pride above their
pride ; or rether that there is no power, cunning will or pride save
his own."(I) And evidently, with such state of mind the suthor of the-
se lines, and all those who believe like him, do not even conceive of
the idea of liberty in Islam : man being, like any other created thing,
nothing but & tool, ereated by God's will, end remsining for ever un -
der His ospricious mnd sutoeratic will.

The other spirit, by whioh, this dependency of msn upon the
Creator ean be interpreted, is thet of s pure oslm submission of the
oreature to the oreator. Of course men hes mo liberty wha tsoever, yet
this submissiwvness, the pesce which the moslem makes with his Go‘l. is
an set of obedience and love, fear and vemerstion of Him who has ores-

ted all things and who hes power over all things ; for, mot only are

(1) Zwemer, Arsbis, the Credle of Islam, p.I73



we made by Mim, but slso we depend upon Him in the coming life. "Islam
1s & significant neme” we find in the prefsee to the prefsce to the Cur'
en by Mewlawi Muhsmmed Ali, "it is the making of pesce. - Pesce us &
metter of feot is the dominent idee in the (ur'an. A moslem is he who
has mede his pesce with God and man, with the creator as well as with
the oreature. Pesce of God means complete submission to His will/ and
pesce with man implies the doing of good to one's fellow men.”

"Yes whoever submits himself entirely to Allsh end he is the
doer of good to others he hae his reward from his Lord."(I)

end thet, is also selvetion.(2)

So fer then, as the teschings of lMohsumed about God sre soncer-~
ned, one is justified to conelude thet Islem means s submissiveness of
men to the will of God, and conseguently his soceptance of the destiny
thst God has eppointed to him. In other words, Islam means s complete

denial of freedom ; hence the neme fatum mahomedsnis attributed without

eny precaution to Islanm.
Yot to say thet lslsm meens s complete fatalism would be inade-~
quate snd false. In more than one verse HWohamed is heerd spesking of

men's setions end will : e.3.

"ind the soul and its perfection ; so He intimeted to it by
inspirstion its divietion from truth snd its guarding a-
geinst evil, He will indeed be successful who purifies it;
and he will indeed fail who ocorrupts 1%."(3)

"Shosoever does good it is for his own soul,mand whoscever
does evil, it is sgeinst it end the Lord is not the lesst
unjust to his servents."(¢)

Moreover in certein places, in order to meke impossible sny doubt whe-
ther man has sny real sotions, his sctions sre separsted from those of
God, for it is said :

"Shatever affliction befalls you it is sn mccount of what

your hends have wrought and (yet) He pardons most of your
ceennane Teults."(5)

(I) chap.IX ¢ 1X2.

(2) The Dk E'u. Prefsce by Mawlawi Gubasmed Ali p.VI.
(8 Chp- XCI @ (+ 1

(‘ Chap. XII “o

(5) ChepXLI} 58539



e "Whatever benefit comes to you (0 men !) it is from Allah,
end whatever misfortune befalls you, it is from yourself."(l)

Ehell we sey then that the Korsn believed in the freedom of msn
end in his will end in his sctions ¢ Why did Mohemmed spesk of man's
esotions 7 Probably it is beesuse, as we have said, man in Islan works
for his own salvation, whioh depends upon his own sctions. But we have
seen how salvetion, though it is wmede by msn's deeds - as oppesed to
God's grece and Redemption - is purely an set of God. It is God who
wented you to pray snd to be a believer ; or it is He who kept light
from your eyes so thet you could nmot see the true psth. And we made
sure that God's reletion to men is not s direet ome, but thet we ,and
our setions, are but s part of the universel creation (which is an sot
of God) snd thet Qod never intervenes direetly with one of his ecresatu-
re.

If it is not ohiefly bectuse of salvation thet Mohamwed spoke
of man's deeds, is it beecsuse of the presence of evil in the world 1
For the question is raised : If whatever exists in this world is His
creation, then evil also is His ; and ocan such a thing be possible 17
Or, if it is not becsuse of this remson, is it because of the other one
given by the Mutezilites later on - that of the Justiee of God t For
the question is also raised : If God is the perfeet being, then He is
Just ; and how can He be Just, when He condemms certsin men, end saves
others, by pure scts of His own will ¢ @od being in his essence just,
ean not eondemm man for good of for evil.

Which of these alternatives did Mohamned fsce when he spoke of
man's sotions and liberty 1t

Some writers such ms Grime, believe Mohammed to be en opportu~-
nist and olainm thet he might have been omoce faced by the question :"How

do you coneeive of a God, perfeot in goodness and Justice, and yet pus=

- e - -

I)Chep. IV ¢ 7%



nishing man for sctions of which He himself is slone respomsible 1" seo
that, in snswer to sueh serupulness of the conscience, snd surely in
order mot to disecoursge his questioners, he broke the rigid fatalistie
teschings, end spoke of the justice of God, of the will of men, end of
the perfectiom of the soul. Is it true that such was the solution gi~
ven by Mohaumed to the problem of this freedom of man 7 Pid Vohammed
really face this problem at =ll t This I do not think so ; but what
one esn be sure of is this : Nohammed, the St./Apoatle of God believing
God to be the perfeet ome, surely believed that God is just ; he sure-
ly believed that evil ean not possibly come from Him, snd thet evil, i.e.
imperfeotion, oan not be derived from perfeotion ; and consequently that
evil comes only through the hends of men. It is, in other words, net
because he wanted to save God from injustiece that Nohemmed spoke of man's
sotion ; lohemmed must have beem convimced of God's justice, this being
by no meens & problem for him.

Mohamsed, it is cleer, did not fece the problem of man's nature,
but rather of God's. God wes for him, es it was leter on for Al-Ghazsa~
11, sll in sll, The freedom of msn, ss & metter of fsct is spoken of in
terms of deorees of God " o 5. anisilies ¥ EKada’ wa Kadar ; Kade” being
the universel deeree of God, #nd Esder the setusl realisation of the

Eade® in o given time.(I)

As we have seen, the problem of freedom of msn takes in Islem
the two opprosite sltermstive answers : both beliefs can be proved : the
existence of liberty end its negetion.

Yet in the sense in which I myself understand liberty, viz.the

inwerd moral progress of the soul, Islam, I believe, denies the freedom
(1) This is the definition given by the Emoyclopedy of Islam, and is com-
monly sceepted by all students of Islam.



of men, most probebly, let us repeat it, because of God's neture. For

nowhere in the Korsn do we find an insentive te the state of freedom ;
nowhere are we given the wey to free ourselves from the state of dsrk-
ness, in order to reech the perfect state of happiness and holiness by
which we become the ohildren of God. Of course the duslity of beliefs
is slso found inm the Bible - since the problem remsined = subjeet for

intense dedetes mmong philesophers and theologlens, as we have seen in
the lMiddle Ages.

Mohenmed, it is said, hed seen the diffioulty implied in this
problem,and meny hadiths relate his perplexity concerning it. E.g. When
he was asked sbout the Keds® and Keder of Allsh, he onoce replied :

"It is s seeret of which God slone possesses the key.”

I believe that the Prophet of God wes right ; for why should we
be at all anxious to believe in only ome of two things - the omnipo-
tence of God, or his unlimited will ; and the freedom of wman § Both
may be true, snd we should mer sserifiecthe one for the sake of the o-
ther. It sppears to me that the wise and the morel men is he who, be-
lieving in God; will and power, has enough liberty to consider himself
as 8 free being, snd consequently to hold himself responsible of his

acts, the good ones, as well as the evil.,



CHAPTER VI

The Problem in Modern and Contempory Times.

For the philosophers of Modern Times the problem of the free-
dom of man was as important as it was for the philosophers of the
Middle Ages - but, of eourse, from another point of view.

Starting with Descartes in the XVIIth eentury end ending in
the XXth, Nodern Times knew two eurrents of thought regarding this
vitsl question of the freedom of men : the retionslistic and the
idealistic leaving out of consideration the empiriesl and the sense-
tiomelistic views, which explein the spirituel lesws of life by exter-
nel phenomens end their relatioms, snd which, consequently, deny ini-
tistive in men's sotioms.

The position of the reatiomslistie philosophers, such sas Des-
cartes, Spinosa snd Leibnis, is cherseterized, as their neme indies-
tes, by @& grest confldence in,snd love of, reason. Thus tho' diffe-
ring as to the results of their philesophiecal 1nqu|.|j~“l (I) these phi-
losophers have one comeon attitude towards freesdom. All of them finmd
an intimste relstiom betweer Reason and Freedom. Leibniz as we shall
see i a little further makes of Reason the safest guide to the per-
fect freedom.. Resson, in other words, socording to these philosophers
is that faoculty of ours whieh guides us to freedom, or, at lesst, en~
lightens us as to its mature !

Without going further into gemersl considerstions regarding
the retionslistie point of view, let us throw e quick glence on the

philosophies of these wise men, end find out their definite attitudes
towards freedom.

(1) Descartes believes in complete freesdom } Spinosa rejeets it jend
Leibnis partly sdmits its existence.



DESCARTES' philesophy mey be ocalled the philosophy of liber-
ty. The soul, secording to him, is not only imtelligence but else 1i-
bery. "By the use of my understanding”, he seys (in the fourth medite-
tion), "I ean neither affirm nor deny snything, I can simply eonceive
fidess of things which I might either affirm or deny." 1In is then the
will whioh gives its consent to whet hes been perceived by the unders-
tending. Intelligence, in other words, is subordinste to liberty :1to
Judge is to will. Now what charscterises the will is its freedom,and
freedon sccording to Descertes is "a positive faculty to determine
one's self to any ons of two contraries il.e. either to follow or to m-
void one and the same thing."

¥With such e point of departure the philosophy of Descartes
seems to be sinking in & complete and genmeral indeterminism ; but that
is s wrong end superfioial apprecistion of the Cartesisn philosophy,
for Deseartes calls on God, who by his infinite wisdom, establishes
order in the world, and by so doing, saves a philosopher, and makes
him effirm thet a complete determinism reigns over the matursl fsots
-~ ot least ! in snslysis of Descartes' econceptiom of the freedom of
God, in comperison to thet of mesn, makes the preceding statements oles-~
rer. God, acoording to Descartes (I) has perfeot fresdom of will. He
does not sffirm s thing beceuse it is so ; on the contrary, it is so
becsuse He affirms it (2) ; similerly a thing is good simply becsuse
He wills it. Every thing, even the eternal verities, is dependent u-
pon God's good plemsure ; end therefore His will eannot be eonditioned
by His intelligense. While it is quite otherwise with men, with him

to believe end to be good are identical with willing. Then, coneerning

(I) See Erdmann, History of Philesophy, p.26
(2) See Ghazzalli onm that point in this essey p.




God, Descartes is s Seotist ;(I) concerning man, he is & Thomist. He

does not however suffer men to lose his indifferentiation srbitrii :

for we may recollect thet we heve known something to be good, snd the-
refore desired it, snd this recolleotion mey become the motive of an
act of will ; thus man, by eecustoming himself to set in sccordence
with what wes previously kmown to be right, mey become sble to oppose
whet sppears to him at the moment to be good. Nor does this imply any
loss of freedom, but rether the gsin of s higher freedom than the equi -

librium srbitrii. Descertes conceives of the divine will as perfect

freedom from necessity, but it must not therefore be supposed that he
believes freedom from determimation to be the highest quelity of the
humen will. Rether he expressly ssys (2) that indiffercnce is the lo-
weet stege of will, snd that the man who always knew clearly and plain-
ly whet was true snd good, would mever hesitate to choose. Such a onme
would be perfeetly free, but he would not be indiffrerent.

Desosrtes is om the cross-roed : his ealling on God, who by
his wisdom estsblishes the order in ths world, is the Proof of his cons-
ciousness of the feot, that the freedom of man iz in contradiction with
& sclentific notion of the universe. This entinomy will go more snd mo-

re scoentusted.

SPINOZA (3) rejects completly sny existence of freedom :"mothing",
he says, "is contigent in the mature of the beings ; all things, on the
contrary, are determined by the necessity of the divine neture to be and

to met in & given manner."(4) There is in the soul no absolute free will:
(I) See Duns Seott in this essey p. 4.¢r und St Thomas 6566,

(2) Meditation IV. '

(8) Janet ot Séailles. Les problemes et les écoles p, 343.

(‘ Eth’.o.pﬂpo IXIX part h




the soul is determined to will, by = ocsuse ; which, in turn, is deter-
mined by another ; and so on to the infinite (I). This ergument of
Spinosa of the non existence of liberty, he calls sn s priori argussnt;

snd he sccompanies it by an a posteriori argument, teken from psysholo-

gy He says : there is in the soul mo other volition (i.e. no other
affirmation or negation) exeept thet of the enveloping ides.(2) This
means simply that, for Epineza, understanding and will are one snd the
seme thing ; so thet when we say thet » msn hes suspended his Judgement,
we sinmply mean that he does not perceive elearly and edequalely the ob-
Ject of his intention. As to our "conseiousness” of our liberty, it is
on illusion which comes from the faet that a men is comseious of his set

and is ignorant of the csuses which have determined it.

LEIBNI? refutes both Desoartes and Spinoea.

To begin with Desoartes' theory of free will shooked him. His
aim was the eonoilistion between faith snd resson. Descertes said that
811 sotions of man are acts of the will of God. If follows that the
good as well as the evil aots ere attributable to God. The theory of
equilibrium, held by Descertes, is denied by nsture, snd it is inoomps-
tible with the very laws of the soul, which do not show at ell such »
state of perfeet equilibriwa. "The universe is not like an ellipse or
other such owsl whieh the straight line drawn through its center cen di-
vide into eongruent parts. The universe has no eenter ant its parts a-
re infinitely varied. Thus it will never happen thet all will be perfec-
tly equal sand will strike equally from one side and from the other. There

is always some thing though infinitly smell (petites perceptions) which
deternines anfl brings about sotions."(3)

(1) Bthi. prop. XLVIII part II.

(2) Ethi. prop. LIX part II.

(3) Letter to Mr.Coste on contingency and necessity. S Ducce G.M. Tk fluts.
Jaf,lu'a.{ waty {&:'Jk,}-]



As to Spinosa, Leibniz says thet his error lies in bis confu-
sion between the resl, the possible and the necessary. "It is possible
all thet taken sbsolutely does not imply comtradiotion"(I), seys Leid-
nie. The econtrery of ell thet is heppening in the world was possible
and econsequently all phencmens sre contingent. It is necessery for
& triangle to heve three angles, but it is not necessery for the uni-
verse to heve this speeiel form. The world es it is, is not a logleal
deduction from the nature of God, and God eould hsve chosen for it amy
other form or figure, snd if He has given it this or that speeiel form
or figure, it is becsuse He had a resson for so doing.

Refuting both philosophies, the Cartesian liberty, and the Spie
noslstic determinism, Leibniz believed thet there is s morsl necessity,
but & necessity whieh inelines without any constraimt "inclinet non me-
cessitet” : there wes before God en infinity of poinl.blo worlds, yet he
chose only one ; and this one obeys the only necessity, which is the ne-
cessity of the good. The world as it is the best possible one } all phe~-
nomens in it are foreseen and coordinated dy God. "Every thing is deter-
mined in sdvence in man es in every other place,” says Leibniz in his
Theodiey,(2) "and the humen soul is = spiritun]l esutometon.” The soul
is also compared by him %o = balence, the weights of which ere the mo-
tives. He elso compares the soul to & foree which deploys itself on
many sides, snd yet has an effect only on the side which presents least
resistence. Now the inclimations of the soul sre directed towards sll
the good things which present themselves ; these are called its antece-
dent wills ; but the consequent will, which is their result (is determi-
ned by  what affects it more.

- -

(I) Letter to Wr.Coste om contingenoy and necessity.
(2 mt.! p.62.



Yot we may aduit to men a certein freedom. First of all let
us see what liberty implies. Liberty, sccording to Leibnis, requires
three main charseteristios : the intelligence (or the faculty to ohoe-
se), spontsristy, end contingeney. Intelligence is the distinet kmow-
ledge of the object upon which we deliberaste ; it is the exeot end com-
Plete perception of the differences existing between possible things
and their reletions. WNow this perfeet use of our reason, whieh econ-
sists in having elear and distinet thoughts, does not belong to any na-
ture, but we in partioular possess this kind of intelligence chersote-
rised by hesitation, and the faeulty to ohoose which is required by 1li-~
berty.

Sponteniety is the feculty to set end to be the prineiple,i.e.
the erestor, of setion. Aecording to Leibniz, we possess this sponta-~
neity since we ere composed of moneds, i.e. of spiritual atoms without
sny direet or reciproosl ections existing between them ; in itself eve-
ry moned ie e world, independent end free, with no window st sll to the
outside ; every sct of this monad is a free one 3 and if it has eny re-
lation with the setion of the other, it is beceuse of the harmony prees-
tablished by God.

The third fector required by liberty is contingency : we heve
already seen thet any thing is contingent which is not absolutely impos-
sible, i.e. which is not contredietory ; in this sense all phenomens of
the universe wre contingent, and the sots of men are also contingent.

Apperently then, fcoording to Leibniz, we are strietly necessi-
tated ; ell our mctions have one motive or another. These motives imeli-

ne the soul, though they do not necessitate it. Yet we are free and our

- - - -



freedom is in proportion te the elarity of our reason. God possessing
the perfect remson is the freest man. Yet his freedom consists in fol-
lowing the necessity of the good. usn, who does not have & perfeot
reanson st sll, has but & relative freedom.

S0 far a coneilietion between the rigid determinism of feots,
and liberty, seemed to be impossible. It was reserved, however, to
KANT to bring e new hypothesis which, recomgnizing both fects, determi-
nism on the one hend, snd freedom on the other, reconsciles them toge-
ther through an intermediste factor ; namely, the distinetion between
the phenomenal world snd the world of noumens:. Before fully expound ng
Kant's doetrine, let us express it in a few words ¢ Kent believes that
man as & phenomenon, is ruled by strict determinism, but as a thing in
itself, is free. Also men es a phenomenon receives the morsl law: man
88 & noumenon gives it.

The Kantian messege, which is also that of the idealists, oon-
sisted in limiting our knowledge to the Sppeararices, or to the world
&8s we perceive it, 4ind so fer, it sppears to us only under the rules
of esuse and effect or of sufficlent resson. Now our reason is right
when it denies to this world and to men's setions any liberty ; but,
when it tries to extend its knowledge to things which do mot fall un-
der its econtrol, namely, the world of the thing in iteelf, it feilsi to
attein the truth, snd it is Precizely in this latter thet freedom is
hidden,

Now, let us epprosch more carefully Kant's dootrine of free-

dom. I have sald » moment 8g0 thet Kent mede a comeiliation between two

- -
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opposites whioh seemed irreconcileble, and that the human mind cen
now at one snd the seme time effirm two contredietory things, Acoor-
ding toothe philosopher of Koenigsberg, we can peroeive phenomens on-
ly under the forms of spsee and time - these forming the thread of
our minds, sand the necessery oconmditions of sll our experiences. Now
these phenomensa, in order to be at ome with the unity snd identity

of the sonsciocusness, or in other words with the "I" must in their
reoiprocal sctions be encheined by en inflexible determinism (prinei-
ple of causslity). But, sinee all the concepts eand prineiples of our
understanding are vein outside the limits of experience, reason is eom-
pletely wrong and illusioned when it gives an objective value to such
subjective maxims es God, freedom and imwortality of the seul. By so
doing Ksnt frees us from fetelism. For the world ss it epvesrs to us
is subjeet to & strict determinism } but it is only s world of appes-
rences : the world of reslities, or of the noumens is not subjeet st
ell to the laws of our sensibility (Spece, Time and Ceusality). In o-
ther worde, says Kant, we heve no right to econclude whet is from

what a rs. His Critigue of Pure Resson establishes the possibilit
L u

of liberty, while his Critique of Prastiesl Resson establishes Shot dts

necessity - Why ? For the simple resson thet the "ought" the setego-

irieal l-pontln, hes no meening wheatsoever save through and by the exis-

tence of liberty. Of course, in the present life, the ensemble of our
“

eets, which sre pure phenomens, forms s system whose terms are enchai-

ned one to the other by the laws of determinism. But this multiple,suo-

eessive, and divisible series in time 1s bdut the expression of & simple

and unique sct whieh is free outside Time in the eternsl. Necessity is

- - -



but the appearsnee, liberty is the reality : and so sclence is rempla-
ced by feith (seys Kent in the Prefece to the second edition of the

Critique of Pure Reason.) Eo that for Kent there sre two worlds 1 the

world es it appears, the world of phenomens, which is subjset to the
forms of spase and time, snd which ¢an not be thought of ssve under

the law of determinism ; and the world of the noumens, which exists
outside time, end to which we hsve mo right whatsoever to apply any of
the oategories of sensibility. In the world of phenomena, empirical
ceusslity reigns ; in the world of the noumens, there is no more time,
nor the notion of "before" end "after", nor entecedents snd consequents;
it 1s the reign of the intelligible causslity, i.e. liberty.

Let us now apply this prineiple to man. There is the phenome -
nel man snd the noumers]l men. ¥an as he appears to others and to him-
self is but the phenomenon of what he is in himself, All sotiomns of
men, as phenomensa, fall in time and are subjest to s striet deterninism,
80 thet if we ceam know the many prineiples which govern the setions of
man we eould surely know what his sotions will be in the future, as strio-
tly ss we osn prediet the ealipse of the moon.

Yot whence comes this ewpiriocel cherscter of man, this law or
general rule whioh governs the life of the individusl . Kent eays : the
enpirical charscter of man as well es all thst falls in time, is but the
expression of the thing in iteelf, the sbsolute eternsl reslity. what

constitutes the empiricsl oharsoter of wen, its "ralson 4'8tre” must be

the ought in his intelligible chersater. ¥e freely will - outside time-
all our metions in their prineiple. It is precisely this free choice in

the extre-temporal whioh Justifies - in spite of determinism - the remorse

- -



in the heart of the guilty ; is this free 'Eoloo whioch provokes our
indignetion when we ere face to feoe with certsin sets of which we
disepprove, although we believe in the fatelity of the weskness of

those who copmitted them. Men s & phenomenon recieves the moral law,

man a8 & noumenon gives it. The fact thet the morsl lew spesks as en

imperative, yields en importent oonsequence : that I unconditiomaly
ought I esn feel simply, beceuse I at the same time feel thet I osan.
Therefore, the faoct of the ought does not mske certain “"the esn” or
freedom (this oould not be proved) but 1t makes me sure and certain
of it. Since without freedom there is no "ought" l.e. no moral lew
could be possible, there is & ground of knowledge of (or rather of
eertainty ebout) freedom ; snd it sgein is & real ground of the mo-
ral law (i) . The certsinty of thet frecdom is purely subjeotive;
it comes to us from the fact thet we ought.

This wes very bklefly the Kentian message concesming the free-
dom of wen ; end now, before closing this smell chapter on the free-
dom of men in whet is eslled Modern fimes, we shell gtate the dootri-

ne of the philosopher who is the philosopher of liberty per excellenee

in thet sge - the dootrine of Fichte.

There is one prineiple which turns through sll the Flohtesn
philosophy, even in its two distinet pheses (pre- snd post-Revolu-
tionsry). This prineiple - the centrsl motionm of the Fichtesn philo~
sophy - is, as Weber desoribes it, "the most exalted snd at the sem
time the most parsdoxal notion ever formulated by philesophy.": it

is the monism of the moral will, Fiehte thereby affirms both the mo-

ral ideal (as Kant did), end the unity of the "two worlds.” (as Spinose

did) simulteneously. “Henee his philosophy is & synthesis, unigue in

- e -
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its kind for modern times, of what seemed forever irrecomeilsble :

monism and liberty. Identity of the ethicsl principle and the meta-
physieal prinecipe : thst is the fundementel dogms of his system."(I)

So ascording to Fichte, the resl rality is the Good, sotive
Reason, pure Will, the moral Ego. What is considered by commonsense
to be real, is merely s phenomenon, a manifestation. The highest prin-
eiple of everything, the final aim of everything, is not what is, but
what ought to be ; mot being, but duty. Being, in reality, has no va~
lue nor existence : its slleged stability is & mere sppearance. It is
ell movement, tendency, will,

All the universe is a manifestation of this will. We ought,
therefore, to recognése the inanity of the phenomensl world epert from
its intelligible essenee - to regard the objective world not as the
effeot of outside esuses, but ms the product of the ego itself : as
the objectified ego..

Lltimetely, there is no science except this seience of the
Lgos knovledge is only & function of this Ego - it is not, wholly or
partly, the product of sensstions, bpt rether the product of the Bgo
itselsf.

In other words, if the sensible world (which has the sppearan-
ce of something existing outelde of the Ego) exists st all, it owes ite
very existence to the setivity of the Lgo itself ; the epperently-objec-
tive limitation of the subject is, in reality, = subjective limitation,

self imposed by the subject himself. "Suppress the kgo, end you suppress
the world:

(I) weber p.39s.



.
This eelf-imposed, subjective, apparently-objective limitetion

of the Ego is , however, the product of en inner necessity on the pert
of the Ego, and cennot be escaped by thought slome. Indeed, thought
itslef presuppeses s "thought object”, and thought canmot think wi-
thout affirming the existence of a thought objeet other than the Ego.
This duslism of the thinking subjeot mnd the thought objeet,

is an inesespuble illusion of theoretiocal resson : only setion can

free us from it. Hence, prectiecsl ut‘lvlty is the real triumph of
resason. And, tho' the will in reelity is not more suecessful in com-
pletely eonquering the resistence of metter than the understanding,
end tho' we oennot esospe the fatalism of the phenomenal world, yet
the sbsolute sutonomy of resson is elways an ideal which the Ego pur-
sues.,

Fichte thus establishes the primsey of practicsl reason. Free-
dom o him is the highest principle - superior even to truth; it is
the essence of things ; the highest truth. It is not an abstraoction:
it is the supreme reslity. Being so - and precisely for being so -
it cannot be an empiricel detum, or e brutel, fatel faet - but it
ereates itself, it realises itself.

This self-realization means self-development in s series of
stages ; it thus implies durstion or time. If time is the intuitive fe-
eulty itself, it follows that the understanding - or the faculty which
divides the Ego into subject and objeet - is the suxiliary of prectical
reason, the organ of the will, the servant of frecdom,

Hence,the duslism of the two reasons - practical end thnq‘tul-

is done awny with ; The understanding is simply = phase in the develop-
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ment of Freedom : Enowledge is the means, setion the fimsl gosl, of

boing.

Liberty, in short, reslizes itself in time, and by means of
thought - by distinguishing between the peroeiving, thinking subjeect
and the perceived, thought object.

The problem in Gontemporery Times.

As tinme passes on, and, as centuries ere added to eenturies
in the history of humsnity, the belief in Liberty grows weaker, while
the elaim of indubitable Determinism standsfirm, end invedes seience,
bringing rest and satisfection to our minds.(I) In feot, with the de-
velopement of science, the certainty of universel and necessary laws
&ppears more sand more obvious. Whatever e&ppears to be without eause,
(the notion of mirsele, for instance), whatever falls in the domein of
the mysterious or the uneontrolled, is rejected; soience even goes
to extent of trylng to explain the haphazard, whish it defines ss being
the imprevisible meeting of two or seversl series of csuses snd effects,
whieh in themselves are very cleer snd knowable. Henmce for s thinker
of the XXth century, living amidst the continual revelations given by
the magy selences, everything appeers to be methematicised, and liber-
ty is potl eccepted by him ag » simple faot.

Now if this thinker spesks of liberty, his atteck of it would
be as follows : deternminism since some years is inveding domeins whieh

at thet time, were considered ss eitedels of free sots. The Phenomens

- -
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or our soul, eonsidered by most of the thinkers ss quasi-divine meni-
festations, sre now the elews of psycho-physiology snd psycho-physies.
Fechner and Vieber have tried to find thet the relation existing bet-
ween excitation end sensation is = logerythmicsl form. Binet neasu-
red the intelligence by way of tests. Pleron wrote en essay snd tried
to represent the eurve of fatigue , or even of the mttention, of »
rerson sceording to his age, or to the cleass to which he pertains.
Psychologistes of Freud's school worked even on the unconscoious and ex-
plained the ressons of our behaviour which sometimes appears to us to
be spontaneous, i.e. without csuse, i.e. free. In a word whet seemed
to be free, or at least outside of eny rigourous determinism, is now
ruled by genersl snd wmiversal lews.

This thinker of the XXth century would sdd So the list of
fields where laws have inveded apparently free domains, the further
field of politiecal and ecomomie phenomena - where laws sre held to es-
tablish the relstions between psychologlosl states of the individusls
and the material processes of things. This science of Politiesl Eoo-
nomy was considered as mysterious domein, but mow it is considered ss
& mecanics of exchsnges besed upon the psychologieal prineciple : "he-
ve the meximum of satisfsction with the minimum of work."(I) Seeiolo-
gionl studies in genersl, by the help of statisties, cleim thet when
the individuals are grouped, their free will is somehow neutrsliged.
Statitles pretend slso to deseribe on = map, the curves of merriages,
sulcides, orimes - which sre free smots - with the same clarity in whieh
it describes on this very mep longitudes and latitudes. For exsmple :

suicide is » fuotion of religiom ; for very few ocsses of suloide are

(I) It is the Fremeh scientist Cournot who conceived this primeiple;
the German Gossen applied it ana the Enqlish  Stanly Jevons
spoke o (v At the aanial Un-c.enj ot Polibkveal Ecouo'm.\ [lt'ﬂ] .
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found emong the Jews, and they are a little more numerous among Chris-
tisns and specially Protestants. Lemarok, Montesqius and Durkheim
tried to explain soclety by the many influences of elimate, food esdap-
tetion ete. What do all these show but the sppliestion of the -';';7”'*
to all eolleotive mots ? In feet soolal groups sre the object of expe~
riments of Psychology, Kdueation, Economy, Soelology, every thing (oine-
ma, redle, press, school) has been so arrenged as to lead the orowd to
the destiny been appointed to it : appointed by whom, by what 7 - pro-
bably by the leaders : Nesism, Communism trensformed free beings inte
sutomatons. Now We might probebly ome day witness the return of Life,
end the individusl will agein be detached from the group in order te
live his proper llto.)(dlor. the soience of life, Blology, is. attempting
to explain meohenicelly , physically and ehemically all the menifeste~
tions of life ; and it says for instance, that all beings have the ten-

dency to go this way or that way.

That is very briefly the argumentstion of the thinker of the
Xxth century against the feot of our freedom. In the depths of his
hesrt, he generslly does not believe st all in eny spontaneity; in any
freedom. Every thing eppesrs to him to be methematicised, mechanically
omhlnﬁ by csuses and effects. And if we ask him how snd whether the-
re is a poasibility for the belief in liberty, he would find only one
ehannel : the ehannel, namely of doudbting in the velue of seicnce ; for
only by doubting in our caproity to know the reel neture of things, and
by believing thet there is some other reality outside the domsin of

soience, can we think that liberty is hidden in that reslity (this suspi-

.

(*} Dur hhu‘ml Suierde | Pa Fis, Alean 1930,
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eion as we cen easily remember is alresdy brought by Kent when he af -
firwed that our knowledge is but of the spparent world.

In this state of mind we can see thet selentists have left o
room for what they eeall the unknown. E.g. in Frence, scicnce is repre-
sented by Dslbeuf, Boutroux, end Poimesré, in such e way thet it leaves
us writben the supposition thet, in between the soientifie laws, there
is @ hephasard which cen be considered ss being the index of liberty.
Their eonvietion on that subjeet can be summerized in the following
words of Poimearé : "Laws of nature mra but spproximete” and the ree-
sons of this are many, the most obvious of them all being that we ean-
not praectioally know all the conditions involved or implied in s given
law, i.e. in s given time !

Let us consider, says he (1), the lew of gravitation. This law
permits us the prevision of the movements of the pPlanets. When I use it
for instsnce to caloulste the orbit of Saturn, I negleet the action of
the stars and by so doing I am certain not to commit sny mistske becsuse
I know that the sters are at too far away from Seturn, so thet their in-
Bluence may be equal to sero. But now, I snnounce with & gussi certain-
ty that the coordimmtes of Saturn st this given moment will be comprised
between such and sueh limits 3 is this certitude absolute ? No, it is
only & probability. In feet what Poincaré says about this peculisr law
miy also be applied to sll bthers } moreover, the probably charsoter of
the selentific laws is a faot recognised by sll seientists ; and yet we
see that they are not discouraged at all, they are slways hoping to find

one day & perfect law for they do believe. iIn complete determinism.

- — - -

(I) Poincaré, Le seience ot 1= rnlltrlr P26
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However, and up to that time, the perfeet mathematioisetion
brought by selences is not yet fully ada;ted to phenomene of life,i.e.
phenomens of humsn existence. Any determinism applied to the scienece
of 1life seems a dengerous extrepolstion whioh ean be interpreted as an
index of the love of unity in our minds.

Bergson standing on sn other bisss proclaims thet if we wish to
know life at all, we should sbendon the selentifie language snd meke &
return, {.e. s reflexion to our own being ; we ecsn, then, by » sudden
illuninstion, whieh he entitles the "intuition™, see the truth of our
being.

But any belief in spontsneity, sny escepe from deterninism and

solentifie hn’ is held by the determinist, to be dengereous.



CONCLUSION TO PART II.

From this genersl glance cest upon the problem of liberty in
the history of human thought we could see thet liberty hed followed
quite a devious course. Almost absent in the first period of what we
might eall the dawn of thought, it foreshadowed itself & little time
before Christianity, and with Christinedity it took its sharpest fors.
In faot, the problem had been reised sinoe Christ ; and the philoso~
phers of the Middle Ages made of it the mein point of their inguires.
Islem, steanding on an othor basis raigsed also the problem of liberty,
end the orientsl widdle Ages hed also its philosophers of liberty.
Christisnity und Islem reised then the problem of liberty - the pro-
blem which harsssed end unset the hesrt and mind of theologians end
philosophers.

But, as after every orisis, and every deep suffering with no ap-
parent issues, this search for liberty had its end ; and after the lap-
se of time, human thought end human anxiety followed » new direetion.
Instead of making of man's being the eenter of his inquiries,men tur-
ned his mind to & new interest t the externsl world ; sciences and art.
Since the period of the Eensissance and that of the Reforsation, men
by & "faeing sbout” found himself in front of a new problems. The ques-
tions of religion, of feith, of grace and liberty, appesr to be quite
diffieult and unresmchable by human reeson. They require & jump into
the unknown whioh is ineonmpetible with the faculty of our reason. Res-
Son esn apprehend all forms of the beautiful ; it osn alse epprehend
the most diffiecult problems of nature of external world ; it ean solve
all kinds of philosophieal problems ; why then, if such is the case,

not to abandon these terrible Questions of falth of liberty and turn to

- ——— - -
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these essy problems which we solve by this faculty of resson 7 Seien-
ces and arts thus became the center of man's activity ; Mind became
Positivist and even materialistis, quite confident inm the power of
resson. But after s full and complete confidence in Remson, the lat-
ter was abandoned and men doubted even in it, as he slso doubted in
his senses ; and & kind of soeptioism was then in favor. We know on-
ly - and as & metter of fact nothing exists save it - phenomens op ap-
pearances and their csuses, reeson does not possess any imnete faoulty
of knowledge, so that all thet we finelly know comes from experiences.
However, the time of seepticism did mot last, spd men recoverd his
faith in resson, though this time with grest oare. Reeson knows phe-
nomene, but it does not know the resl nature of things, it knows only
their appearances. What is the nature of things becsme the problem
of man ; many trials have been made to mnswer it, proving themselves
not to be successful ; so mueh so that I believe men decided net to
o&re any more of it end to satisfy his ouriosity with sppearsnces,and
their relations one with the other. What has become of the problem of
our freedom 7 Well, it has also followed the same course. With the
reign of Remson many ressonable solutions heve been adopted ; knowled-
g€® in & word means freedom, to know a thing is to liberste onself from
it, and the more man is ressonable the more is he free. fVhen seepti-
eism ocame, when the only real thing was matter, the problem of liberty
has been solved in terms of Peychiocal sensuous cesuses snd effects. When
the time came end it had been deoided thet mens resson spprehends only
the appearsnces while it knows nothing of the other world of reslities

(or noumenal world) it wes decided thet liberty is e problem which cen



not be solved by resson and that it pertains only to the noumenal

world ; it became of & transcendental mature. Now liberty may be econ-
sidered to be there sinee it hes no real existence nowsdays. If now,

we ask ourselves what are the reasons why the problem of liberty has
taken such a devious course, or slso, what sre the forces whieh bring
men to fece the problem of liberty or to deny it, we find that these
two foroes are Religion on the one hand, send science on the other.
Christienity and Islam have posited the problem ; Nature, the external
world, science and scientifie laws judges it to be non-existent. Whioh
of these two forees is the foree whioh dominates more the human mind,
we oan not really say : men is et one time living in his proper sphe-
re composed of his sentiments and reason, and religion, snd this sphe-
re is plsced in a externsl sphere of the universe ; there are them two
reslities the one pleced into the other snd depending upon it. Religion,
the soul end its life, its eternity end its death evil and sin form the
problem of this internal sphere ; seience, nature form the problem of
the outer sphere. It happens sometimes that we consider ss solved the
problem of our internal sphere and we direet ell our efforts to the ex-
ternal one, and we arm ourselves with Remson ; es a result we deny our
freedom, since every thing appeers logioslly enchained by cause and ef-
feot. Sometimes, on the eontrary, we forget all about this other sphe-
re externsl to us, and considering it as a simple momentensry support,
we direot our sttention, heart and resson, love and suf fering, to the
problem of our religion i.e. of our soul, snd we ssk desperstly oursel-
ves ¢ Am I free or determined to sin 7 to be a morsl being ! Am I de-

termined to the eternsl condemmation or osn I save myself i.e. Am I freet

-



Sueh was the dilemna, the two realities which humsnity hes fa-
oed and will ever fece. The solutions it gave of it were, most of the
time, & kind of compromise between the two. Yot there have been great
lovers of God, beings mamely who had the love of God se deeply rooted
in their hearts thet they believed in our freedom but plseed it into
the hands of God. We sre free in so far as we love Him end it 1is God
vho deteraines us to will end to set. This solution was thet given
by St.Paul, end will be thet of Al-Ghaszalli the great theologisn of

Islam,

Fhat I have seid in this pert of this work being only genersl,
I shell in the next part expound the theory of three men who, becsu-
se of the importance they attached to this problem of the one hand,
end, on the other becsuse of the Peculiar mark which their doetrine
bears, osn represent elearly emough those periods called Islam, Mo~
dern Times snd Contemporery times : Al-Ghuszsslli will stand for the
genersl view of Islam, which is, a5 we have seen, s complete determi-
nation of men by God's will ; Sehopenhawer and his transcendental free-
dom will represent & current of thought of Modern Times ; and Bergson,
of course will represent contemporary time. Antiquity having not real-
ly studied the problem of freedom, I shell mot build upon it further,
contenting myself with what I have reported on Socrates' snd Aristotles'
views. As to Christianity we have elready dwelt upon its emiment re-

presentative in the person of S8t.Paul.



PART III.

The Froblen as treested by Al-Ghszralld,
Sehopenhauer snd Bergsop.



CHAFTER I

AL OHAZZALLI'S DOCTRINE OF FREEDOM AND
DETERMINISM.

What is most interesting in the study of al-Ghaszelli's doctri-
ne of freedom is not - sccording to me - the dootrine itself, no¥ the
results to whigh it leads (for the doctrine, indeed, preaches the seve-
re fatelism thst is generslly found in Islam), but rether what it re-
veals to us sbout the man himself - for in the case of al Ghassalli,
life and doctrine are both rooted in the man's personality ; and this
doetrine revesls to us a deep and sincere love of God on the one hand,
end & strong philosophiosl mind, logicsl and disleetal, on the other(2)

Al-Ghaszalli's greatest problem was the reconcilistion between
Faith end Resson. Brought up in the religion snd prectice of the sdfis,
he seon realized thet the whole structure of their beliefs was insecure
and uneble to stand in the fece of his Resson ; he was, sceordingly left
in a state of deep suffering. Al-Ghazsalli, gifted with s great intele
lectual faculty - the very faculty which he greatly despised in others
and in himself, when he came to know the truth - and living amidst the
significant intellectusl and roliglioua movements of his day, could not

remein long without ssking himself and others about the real value of

(I) Al-Ghaszell, b. 450 H.(IO0b&) et Tus in Khorsssn; spent s grest part

of his 1life at Nelssbur, where he studied under sl-Imsm al-Haremsin.From

Neissbur he went to the court of Nizem sl-Mulk, and he served him ss one

of hs jurisconsultes and theologisns, until, in the year 484/1091,he

was called to Begded to tesch in e Madressa. It was there that he had sty-

died the meny philosophical doetrines of his time. He made the piligrime-

ge to lecen,450/1097,after which followed § years of silence and quitness;

during thet time he composed the Ihys in Jerusalem. He visited Demssous

where he gave lectures on his ‘I_hg. He died at Tus 505/IIIX. For Ghezsal-
o

1i's life and Works see Ene ie de 1'Islam, article D.B.Msodoneld,
Vol.II p.I66. See ulso, miE. &hn&n de pﬂlmyhio J!in et erebe.

(2) In feet ul Ghasealli wes surnemed 'Biggatu-l-islam, or Islem convin-
eing proof.
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all religious beliefs, about Revelatiom end Propheey, and how they oould
be coneilisted with Resson, which, in her turn, gives so many proofs of
her insight into them and into the truth. He was slso haunted by the af-
flieting problem of the value of our kmowledge, end whether it ocsn yield
any certainty sbout the truth : Vhere is the truth ¥ Is it in God ? Or,
is it in humen reeson 1

Al-Ghazealll then sterted his life with doubt end sceptieism a-
bout all things, theology =s well ss law, whieh he had studied in his
early manhood. But this state of mind could nmot remsin long, for el-
Ghaszzalli's love of God wes so deeply rooted 1;: his soul, that throu-
ghout all his sufferings, end his deniel of sny certsin knowledge, the-
re constantly remsined in him the certainty of the reelity of god. At
Baghdad, after years of confliet between feith snd reason, he sucoum-
bed to a severe nervous breskdown, end left the capitel in seasroh of
quiet snd pesce ; when he regsined his cspecity for orderly thought,
he set himself to study afresh the 'four weys' which cleimed to lead to
the truth : I, The soolastic theology, 2, The Te’limites, who believed
that there was an infallible tescher, 3, The Aristotelian philosophers,
end 4, the sQfis, or mystics, who held that God could be mystically ep-
prehended in ecstasy. He went earefully through all these systems, and
finally emerged out & mystio. Mmodonald () relates the conversion of
Al-Ghusralli as follows : efter tragicsl strifes, where his physicsl
and intellectual forces were exhausted, the econversion ceme to his soul;
he was delivered from the snare of vain learning snd wordly smbition
end became convineced of the truth and the morsl power of Islam. He left

Bagdad, where he wes & profeesor in e medresss, end his life became that

(1) Enoyolopédie de 1'Islam. Art. Al-Ghasali by D.B.Mmodoneld &.II
p.I164~156 -
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of & derwish in pilgrimege. "He then sought, in the sseetic life,pes-
oo to his soul and certsinty for his mind, and both were granted teo
him." Heme:, eontinues Mecdonald, his view beceme that of a pragmes-
tist : he teught thet the intellect serves for nothing, save for ite
own destruction (I) ; thet the only ecertain knowledge is that which is
soguired by s personsl experience ; and that a purely philosophiocsl
system has no solid basis (2) ; he hold moreover, that this purely
speculative part introduced in Theology by the Mutakellimin (3) lscks
certainty.

tThis is & very brief and imnddequate summery of el-Ghazzalli's
scepticisme ; to state it fully would be too long a task here, and I
shall content myself by following Munk (4) and point but the manmy the-
mes against whieh Gheszelli turned his polemie ; I shall elso make s
pause on his refutation of the primeiple of esusslity since it is he-
re thet his scepticism culminaltes. His polemic was directed against
the philosophical theories which are comtrary to the religious dogms,
such as orestion ex-nihilo, the resurrection of the bodies, and the
divine attributes, his endeavour is confined to show the weak side of
the philosophers, and the leok of solidity of their views, inm order
to warn people aguinst great confidence in them. He slso believes
thet it is quite artifiecisl on the part of these philosophers to msin-
tain thet their metephysiocal studies deep and obscure as they are, pre-
suppose some meathematical and logical studies. Ghsszzalli's view is
that mathemsties has no relstion whatscever to metaphysies (save that
part of metaphysies oconcerned with astromomy) ; yet this latter cen be

sdmitted by any man, though he does not possess any methematical know-

- -

(I) See hoever in WFO VIII (I922) the positive tesk of the intelleot
sccording to Alghasel, articles "Algazsline” p.47%-82.

(2) Al-Ghaszselli's dislectie, his denial of eerteinty snd of the
first principle, is said to be es inexorable as that of Hume. See for
instence, Tahafut sl-felssife p.b6.

(3) Mutakellimin is this seet of bellevers who introduced the re-

thonal discussion upon religious sudbjeets. They gave rise to the Mu-
tagelites.

(4) Munk, Mélenges de philosophie juive et arebe. p.574
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ledge, in the same way as we esn admit thet a house has been built up
solidly by an erchiteot seting freely, though we know nothing ebout
the geometrioal forms of the house, the number of its beams, or its
stones. As to Logie, it is true that it is necesssery for him who en-
ters upon metaphysiecs, but it is not proper te philosophers.Theolo -
glens elso know it end it forms in their works e partiocular pert cal-
led speculetive studies . Now the philosophers, in order to dszzle
the vulgar have changed this meme into that of logie.

tThe objections whieh Ghaszelli reised sgeinst the prinmeiple
of causslity form the culmineting and most important point of his
seepticisn. "It is not necessary at all",seys al-Ghezszalli, "thet in
things whieh generslly heppen, we seek or try to find a relstion
which we call ceuse sand effect. Cause and effect, on the contrary s-
re things perfectly distinet, the one of whioch is not the other ; and
when the one cesses to exist, the other does mot. So thet any rels-
tion between thirst sand drinking, hunger and esting, and the things
which have 2 visible relationship, is resl only becsuse of the divine
power whioh has established this reletion between them, not beceuse

this relation existes by snd for itself. It is God's power slone

which makes that when we est we are sstiated. This is true also wher-

ever there are two things appsrently related to one another. ¥What
Ghazzalli meent to say was simply this. Ist, Of two eciroumstances,
existing simultaneously, nothing proves thet one is the cause of the
others. Exemple : & man bereft of sight since his birth, snd recove-
ring it during the day, imegines that he perceives things because of

their colors, and forgets thet it is because of the light of the sun

- -
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thet these colours now impress his eyes. 2% : Though we sdmit or
sknowledge the setion:of certein csuses by s simple law of mature, it
does not necesserily follow that in the same snslogous circumstsnces
end even on some anslogous objects, the effect must be the ssme. Exam
ple : cotton sometimes, without cessing to be cotton, takes - by the
will of God - some quality which prevents the sction of fire. Ina
few words, what the philosophers believe to be & law of nature, or a
principle of csusslity, ies & habitusl thing because it is God who
wented it to be 20 j and if we sdmit it es certein, it is Ood, in his
prescience, knowing whet things will always be, gave us the conselious~
ness of it. But there is no immuteble law in meture which enchaine
the will of Cod.

HBere is e glimpse of Ghezselli's scepticism ; it wes necessa-
ry for me to give it, simply becruse, as we shall see, it forms the
point of departure of sl-Ghez:alli's own mysticel philosophy. The ge-
neral conclusion to which Ghezzlli on-; is this : we eean know nothing
by pyre retionsl knowledge ; nothing exists retiomally (i.e. ® law of
nature), novapprehended by the foree of reesoning. If we sre to know
enything, snd speeielly things concerning Religion and Revelation, it
will be by a direet knowledge which God puts into the heart of the be-
liever; it is by = persomel experience, "me“rife’ thet the reslity of
revelation can be established. In a few words, whet charscteriszes
Gheszelli's philosophy is, first of all, the mystieism of a grest lo-
ver of God ; in fact, Ghezzlli's mysticism penetrsted all his philoso-
phicsl doctrines, snd it econstitutes the mein cherscter of his doeotri-
ne of freedom.

But in epite of the vietery of Religion over Reason, of feith

over argument, el Ghazzalli was after all a philosopher, s reationslis-
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tio philosopher ; and his philosophical studies were continuslly emk
lighting his religious convietions. He, of course, delimits the pro-
per sphere of Resson ; an yet, we see him refering to its logieal ar-
guments whenever he has to strengthem any of his religious beliefs,or
to rejeot any views of his opponents. It is also this logieesl ratio-
melistic argumentation that we meet in his doetrine of freedom. Re re-
futed the Aristotelien philosophers of Islsm (I), with en Aristetilien
logie. Though he eame to the comelusion thst only westasy' can yleld
the truth, yet, in coming teo this coneclusion, he took into considers-
tion what every one of the philosophers of his time ssid about reli-
glous discussions. I repest, what constitutes the besuty end foree
of Al-Ghuszalli's metaphysies in general, end of his doctrine of free-
dom in partiecular, is this mysticism lined with the philosophicel olar-
ty of his arguments ; it is this conviction of the truth revesled by
Religion, supported, defended, snd approved by his resson.

Al-Ghazenlli expounds his dootrine of freedom im his great
work the Ihys (2). As wost of his writings, the work wes s reply to
his opponents, the retionslistic philosophers, who greatly influenced
by Aristotlesn theology and logic, had introduced logie everywhere in-
to Islamic theology, and applied it even to Allah. This theologiesl
intellectuslism held by the Mutezilites (3) snd revesled in their do -
trine of the free will, constitutes the central point sgeinst which
Al-Ghazzalli formuletes his doctrine.

The kutazilites started with the Kaderite dictum that men is

the author of his sots ; snd in order to safeguerd the ethieal meture

(1) Acoording to Uberweg, Kistory of Philosophy 1 Among ell philoso-
phers it was the Aristolelian Theology which was fully sdepted with the
rigid monotheism of the uhemadan religion.

tz) Ihys® “ulidmal-Din, or the'revifioation of the soiences of reli-
glon' was written during the period of pesce whioh followed thet of the
moral orisis at Baghdsd. Gheszalli was in his 40th, he died st the a-
g® of b4 at Tus.

(3) See Goldziher. Le dogme ot le Lol dens 1'Islem, chep.V , lex Sectes.
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of God, they manteined the necessity of the Justice of God. God is
by essence just. His sots sre necessarily just - so much so thet the
elmighty power of God is limited by His justice. They say csbaasks
or : He is necessarily graceful. For such belief they certainly eould

quote the Kuren ; for such epithets as "al-Rehmen" "al-rshin", or the

"Compassionate”, the "Mereiful”, are in favour of an ethicel conception
of God, s are the following verses :
"God will not burden eny soul beyond its power, it shall en-
Joy the good whieh 1t hath soquired and it shell beer the
evil for the soquirement of which it laboured”.(I)

end
"God is not unjust towards His servents.”

In fact, ""roxlu' (sulm) is precisely one of the sctions most abhor -
red by Muhammad, so that the Mutazilites were not wholly out of tune
when they emphasiszed the justiee of Allsh (/)

Now becsuse of God's necesssry justice, the Muteszilites were
led to such consequences as the following : punishments were more se-
vere than in orthodox Islem because of the importsnce given not to
Alleh but to man's free will, as the csuse of sin. Man being the ge-
eond orestor of his acts, the Nutesilites meinteined that he decides
upon end orestes his acts, both the good and the evil 3} and thet, oon-
sequently he deserves rewards or punishment in the next world for what
he does ; and so the Lord is safeguarded from association with any evil
or wrong, or sny unbelief and transgression. For, they say, if He erea-
ted the wrong He would be wrong, snd if He erested Justice He would be
Just. Fimelly, the rise of theodicy was s further econsequence. "The
Mutacilites unenimously decleared thet the wise oen only do whet is sa-~

lutery (al-saleh) and good and thet Eis wisdom keeps in view sll that
(I) surs 11,288, see also Sure IV, 44, Surs XXII, IO.
(_2) Wensinek , A J The N[uipim Creed . h-Ce
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is salutery to his servants.” The Mutsiilites were ratiomslistie (I)
and their highest norm was reason (Cekl). fhings, secording to them
ere not good or evil because God declares them to be so. No,God makes
the distinotion between the good and evil account of their being good
or evil. For the Orthodox Islsm of the Eoran, the besutiful and the
good are those things which God has decreed to be so, snd the bed end
the evil are those things forbidden by God 1 for the Mutazilites,there
on obsolate good, and L. absolube Eull, aud it (s reagon wlida qives
is)the measure of this sppreciation ; 1t is remson and not the divine
will whieh judges of it : things sre not good or evil becsuse God decla-
red them to be so, but God mekes this distinetion on mecount of their
being good or evil. This question of the absoluteness of things and of
God chosing the salutary for his serveants was of great importance to
the Mutasilites, for it led them to this other question : "Is faith of
absolute or relative mature 1" (2); but we will not enter imto the lat-
ter question for the moment.

This volee of reason, heard in the words of the kutazilites,
was the volce of the Antique Age ; it influenced both philesophy and
theology. "It 1s against this voice that Ghatslli, exchanging his for-
mer Aristotelisnism with Platonie tendsnoy, rlonnl his persomal salwe-
tion."(3).

Ghazzlli starts with the most important and besiec of all his
beliefs : thut belief, namely, that God is the Creator of all that
exists. He is the only oreator and maker of sli thet 1s. "god is our
Creator.” He oreated ue end what we know.

Before going further into the development al-Ghaszlli's doetri-

ne snd into the ways through which he proves his beliefs, let us stop

b T -

U)ofiﬁih:): ":’:_; ';l :l' f'fk Ke EJI'OIII and };h,‘fp:a‘bh.}a’l decty . Fon auy u/na-u
u " efr .
Wattani by b e b:s!- L_u;»“(’.na de Vaug declares this bosk of Mohamad al Shah.

). 11‘ il 1. arbicle “Shahrastan, ™ f"‘ﬂ""}'"‘"‘ de £'13) 8 me
(1) See Wimiueh -89
L) IhiA,
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s moment and enquire more closely into this fundamental eategory of al-
Ghaszlli's conception of ereation. From the very begimming of what we
may oall his doetrine of freedom, Ghazzlli shows himself to be,above
everthing else, a true follower of Mohammad and the Koranie teachings.
Hies conception of God, the oreator, snd of the world, the eoreation, is
the basie ground of his teachings on the freedom of men. In other words,
Ghazzlli's doedrine of freedom is dominated at bottom by the comeept of
cosmologieal oreation, as oprosed to human persomml facts. Ghazszalli
considers snd treats men first of all es being the creature of God, a
ereature on the same plane ss mountaing, plants and snimels, so that

in the same way in which the other ereatures - mounteains snd plants -
obey the laws of the Creator, man, the creature of God, obey them. And
now with sush a point of departure, his whole doctrine is turned against
his opponon:u'ﬁ.n 3} and in seven propositions, he shows thet God is
free from sny obligation to give leaws, to create, to give reward, or to
take into scoount what is sslutary for his servents ; that it is not ab-
surd thet He should commend them to do what is above their power ; that
e is not obliged to punish sin ; and thet it is not absurd thet He
should send prophets.

And now, before hearing al-Ghaszalli's proofs of these theses,
let us try to indicate how he arrived at them from the mere comception
of God as Creator. What does this belief in God ms Creator imply 7 It
implies, first of sll, the sctual existence of some thing which was for-
merly mon-existent - be it the physieal world, or man himself - through
the intermediary of the Acting Force. Without God, there might heve
been no objective existence st all ; end God could have remeined the on-

ly real antity. We have already pointed out that Gheazzlli did mot be-

- —— -
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lieve at all in the oreation ex-hihilo ; thet is to say, he did not be-

lieve thet the world is etermal as is God himself. God the Creator, in

other words, is an Acting Foroe, the manifestation of which is the orea-
tion of the world as well as of man.

Now Gheszlli meinteined that God wes not obliged ot all to erea-
te, nor to give law, nor to reward or punish, mor to send prophets, ner
to send prophets, nor to teke into secount whet is salutery for his ser-
vents ete. and 1l thése follow meturslly from his conception of God.
For the faot that God is the ereator implied thet nothing was ereated
without him, i.e. mothing co-existed with him ; for hed anything co-eiis-
ted with him, it would have been self-greated, end God would not have
been the c!"ntor of the world. There are, thus, no two etermsl beings;
end God being slome, could not have received any order from sny being
whieh is not himself. @dod crestes freely, simply becsuse suoh is His
will ; He created the world, snd men, without regard to snything outsi-
de Him ; He gave them laws only becsuse He so willed it. If men is but
the creation of God, and could not huve been existent st all without
Him, eould he require rewsrd or punishment from his Crestor ¥ In other
words, does the pure set of ereation imply the necessity of one single
way of ereetion whioh is most sslutary, as the Mu“tezilites claim ? Mo,
for orestion is an set complete by itself, and is not bound to eny other
Justifying reasom. Having erested man, i.e. given him existenmce, God is
not at all responsible towsrds him, and is mot et all under the obligs~-
tion of sending him prophets to work for his sealvation. Such responsabi -
lity, s the Mu“tesilites demsnd, prevails only thru human nature, and
enly so to a oertsin extent : « the father is resposible for the walfare

of his son, but only for a certain lapse of time ; but God, the Crester

- -
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par exocollence, can not be bound by ibligntlou to any of his ereature;
san in His Hends is but & teol to serve the purpose of ereation, or sny
other divine purvese. This relstionship between God snd man ean be also
understood if we compare our own attitude mot towards a person %o whom
we have given life, but towards sn object which we have fashioned oursel -
ves.

That is the way through which Ghaszelli might heve deduced, from
the conception of God as & ereator, the many theses sbove cited. Let us
pass mow to Ghazzelli's actusl way of proofs :

There sre two ways by which al-Gharzlli - s we shell see - de-
fends his point of view - the naturslistie proof, whieh, socording te
Cerrs de Veux (I), is the favourite argument ; end the proof found in
the Korenie verses. In order to make clearer to ourselves this doetrine
of freedom of Al-Qhezzlli, let us seperste it into as many paregraphs ss
there are points defended by him sgainst his opponents, the Mutazilites,

Every existing thing, says sl-Ghszzlli, is God's set snd erestion;
there is no Crestor besides him ; He alone ereated men snd their sctions;
and they are dependent upon His unlimited will. This is proved many a
time in the Koren :

"ind Allah has oresfed you snd what you make."”
He ordained to men to be eareful in his words and actions and intents,be-
esuse He kmows whet their results will be. Now, how osn it be otherwise,
esks Ghassalli, if the whole nature and its movements and its scoldents
are lis orestion 7 God,says he, has an unlimited power and will; snd in
the same way we cen not conceive of the wonderful work of the spider and

the bee as non-controlled by him; we are unable to think of the metions

-

(r 114
) E:m.u Veux, Al-Ghesselli, Alcen, Paris I927. La théologie de Ghasz.

(2) Qoran XXXVII : 96
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of men - which are similsr to all movesents in neture - ms not being
acts of His Creation (I).

God heas created you and whet you meke, and no single movement
esoapes the power of God ; and yet, says al-Ghaszszalli, the decision of
men lies, to a certsin extent, with himself. Every free net is in e
woy declded twice - once by God, end omse by man ; it depends upon God
for its production, and upon man for the merit or demerit resulting
from it. This quality of things being adventageous or disaventageous
exists only from the human point of view ) man oen make @ cholice and
gein (kasb) the sdventageous only. God in feet has given men this oa-
pecity of the appropristion of things (iktisabd), snd this eapsecity (ki-
dre) emables man to deecide concerning his sctions, though he does not
create them at all. The cholee therefore lies with men 3 the sccomplish-
ment of the sction with God : the movement is man’s; the ereation, God's:

God is the oreator of the sotion decided by the human will,

God ereated the choice and the thing chosen, the decision and
the thing decided.

You may tell me, adds Ghaselli, that this is = perfeot determi-
nism, and I enswer you, no ; for man esn easily diseern between the se-
tions depending upon his will, end those which sre pure necessaty re-
flexes,

Then you mey tell me : But why de you not say thet the setions
of man are his pure ereation - &nd how can you comceive of & mode of re-
lation between the eapacity to mot and the set itself, which is not that

of orestion { and to this I reply : the sctions of man sre not his orea-

- -

(I) Inya first proposition of the ehapter III - Aotlons of God.
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tion, for, hed they been so, men would have known all ebout them and
their details, while that is mot the fact.

In order to prove thet the relstionship between men and his
sotions is not neecessarily that of erestion, and, in génfral, thet the
relation existing between the capscity to set and the set itself is
not necessarly that of ereetion, Ghezsalli gives as example, the rela-
tionship existing betwoen the eternsl eapecity of God to oreate the
world and the world before the erestion, i.e. when the world was not
existing at sll (mocording to Al-Ghasszalli, the world is not eternsal).
God, says he, had the capacity to ereate the world, and yet there was
& time when the world was not existing (I) while the relstion between

God and the world hed never cessed to be.

Heving proved that sll the motions of man are the erestion of
God, al-Ghessalli goes further snd insists that these sotions are not
only ereated by Him, but they are, slso, objects of His will. This
new idea 45 of grest importanee sinee it brings with it the problem of
good snd evil. God, mcoording to him, orested both good and evil, Is-
lam and Heresy, oalamity and heppiness (2). Before going through al-
Ghazsalli's proofs of this statement (that all mctions, the good and
the bad, are sets of the will of God), let us see what is the differen-
ee betwoen things being the pure ereation of God, and things being his
oreation and also mets of His will,

Here Ghazzalli seems, as Desontes does later on, to seperste
the intelligence of God from his will, God, the omniseient, may heve

ereated the world by pure sot of intelligence i.e. God erested things

(I) Inym Artiele II in Chapt.IIl, Aotions of God.
(2) Thya Article 111
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whioh He knows ; he knew all things and he ereated all things. But,
meking emphasis on things being objects of God's will, Ghezzalli aims
to say that these things - setions of men, the good snd the evil - we-
re not only known and orested by God, but were also the object of His
will, 1.e. God willingly, by an sot of decision, ereated all actions,
;.h- good as well as the bad, ocalamity and heppiness, Islem and Heresy.

Here the problem, whose discussion we postponed above, arises:
eould God, who is perfeet in goodness, have areated evil willingly 1

Here also Ghazzlli has reeourse, mot only to the bext, but sl-
80 to & logieal srgumentation ; by a simple ressoning he convinces us
of the being of God ss the producer of evil., He says : there are good
sctions, and there are also bed motions ; if we say God produces only
the good, it follows that the bad sre produced by his ennemy, Iblis.
Now, we all see that bad mctions are the most preveiling in the world;
should we then say thet God had permitted his emnemy to be more power-~
ful then Himself, even in His own domein 1

But here a difficulty arises in front of sl-Ghazzlli, which
does not arise in the dootrine of the Mutazilites. One may ask Ghas-
salli: How ean you conceive of s God who prohibits and punishes certain
actions - for surely God punishes the evil - which &re not only ereated
by Him, but which also constitute sots of His will?(I) How did Ghaszssl-
11 solve the problem ? Ghaszzelli did not really solve this new problem,
but he rather escaped from it by & subtle, though not e econvineing, proof.
He distinguished between the commend (amr) snd the will (irfds). He says:
God willed the evil, because he willed every thing that is, but He did

-

(I) We said thet this difrioulty is not found in the doctrine of the
Mutasilites ; for this is the way in whioh they met it : The Crestor,
being wise and just eannot have any relstiom with evil (sharr); and it
osnnot be conceived thet his will regarding His servents should be dif-
ferent from His command.
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not command it in & positive sense ; nemely he did command it snd did
not want his commend to be sstisfied. Qhazzalli gives then the example
of the master who had beaten his servant because the latter hed not o~
beyed his order ; they came before the sultan, who asked the master to
repeat sgein the experiment. The master, in order to prove to the sul-
tan the verseity of his deed, ordeined his servant to do an sotion
which he was sure the servent will not sccomplish.

God willed the evil because nothing eseapes His will, but He
did not command the evil i.e. he did not require from us its sceomplish-
ment ; He command it in a negetive sense, i.e. He did not want his com-
mand to be satisfied. In other words, God permitted the evil by the
mere fact thet He crested it ; but He was sure thet man's intelligence,
end man's love of God would never let him choose the evil,

HEaving proved thet Allsh is the erestor of ell thet is good as
well as of all thet is evil, Ghazzalli passes to the nmeture of this
ereation, end its motives ; and he concludes that God had no obligation
whatsoever to oreste the world. We have seen thet for the Mutesilites
men's responsibility, on the one hand, and the justice of God, as an es-~
sentisl treit of His being, on the other, led them to believe that faith
is not @ divine gift which is lavished upon some and withheld from others;
they amintained thet God's sctions towards all men are determined by what
is most salutery for them from the religious point of view and by what
is best fitted to lead them into the ordered path (I). To this, Ghassel-
11 replied negatively. God orested the world, and granted us feith,not
by any obligstion on his behalf, but by pure bounty and grece, that He
hes not to cere for the best fitted to his ereatures. Msinteining that

-

(1) See Wemsinek,A.J. The Muslim Creed, Ceambridge University Press, 1932
'0500
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God oreated the world ané Yaith by pure bounty (lutf) and generosity,
Ghezzalli proves successively thet obligation amd justice have no mes-
ning whatsoever for God. As to the ides of the'benefit of the erestures’
A1-Ghaszelli shows its fallaey by & simple example., The creation of the
world is & free independent mct of God. When there is any obligation,
says al-Ghazselli, i.e., when an sot is necessary, one at lesst of the
following possibilities must fulfilled or satisfied (1) + an et is neces-
sary when it must avoid @ herm, be thet harm near or remote, or when its
non-existence is = contradietion.

The first possibility (e.g. Man must drink in order to avoid
thirst) is not spplicsble to God, for, if it were, God would be subject
to harm - and yet we know that there is no "relstion between Him and
whet gives profit"; that, "neither harm ean touch Him, nor is He moved
by hurt or pain”; snd consequently that His sotions sre perfectly free,
depending upon His will; moreover it is only His will, as we have seen,
which perseribes to man what he could do and what he should avold.

The second pou!bll'ity by which an sot is obligstory, is thet
its non existence is s contradietion, or in other words, that the con-
trary of this set, is an absurdity. This possibility also is not ap-
plicable to God, for his existence needs not to be proved by that of
the world, or of the good sctions and benefits of his erestures.

To sey, therefore, that God had in view the benefit of his creea-
tures, and that this is a result of His necessary justice, is false. For
if it was true, He would have done better had He cremted his children
direotly in Heaven, sparing them the earthly sufferings.

Moreover, the fact thet God did not have the benefit of the eres-

ture in view, is proved by the example of the three children. You Mute-

- e -

(1) Inys, Art. 4.
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tilites, have claimed, says al-Ghaszelli, thet God must have in mind
the benefit of his srestures (I). We have seen how from the point of
view of God, He could have ereated Miumtly in Heaven. But as &
mstter of fut’].‘-“;l;: ;b--t t:: ;ia :or:utmo”; nh; :nll you say to
thie discussion taken place between God, two sdults, and & child ? The
child and one of the adults died in s state of belief, the other adult
died in s state of heresy. Only the soul of the first adult went to
Heaven, while that of the child went to Limbo. Then the soul of the
child asked God : O God, why have you been 80 severe with me and so
good with my brother. god answered him : becsuse his life was long,
and because he had suffered on earth, end strifed, and saved his soul,
while you have dome mothing. The ehild replied ; but why have you not
given me longer 1life and chance to save my soul 1 The lord answered :
becsuse I kmow that you were to become a sinner. At this moment the
soul of the second adult demd in s state of unbelief, desperatly asked
the Lord, but did you not kmow that I hed to become a simmer ? And why
did you grant me so long & lifey

Moreover, in spite of its epparent impossibility, God may re-
quire frm his ereatures sctions which surpass their power, without
being unjust. He may also, without any imputation of orime, without
eny promise of a future reward, makes his oresatures suffer - and this
is not in the least unjust, for God is free to set in whatever way He
pleaseth in His kingdom. Kis absoluteness, says sl-Ghaszsalli, i.e.
His doing what He plemses without being bound by humen rules, is the
preveiling feature of Allah in the Kuran : He extends His bounty,
His meroy, end His wisdom to whomsoever He pleaseth, He guideth in

the right way, and He leaveth to go astrsy, whomsoever He plesseth.

- - -
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Besides these proofs given by the texts, Ghazzalli oites proofs
from mature to the same feot ; the example of the animml and childrem
suffering without their doing sny bad aotion, or any evil, and without
eny indemnity granted to them by God and this last pretention of the
Nutazilites snd this belief goes sgainst all logie of the mind end the
law. You may ssy, but thet is perfeet injustice. I reply umto you,
there is injustice or wronging (sulm) when there are two domsins, the
one belonging to you and the other %o your neighbour ; end you are un-
Just when you enercech upon -.hnt is ot your own. But ss a metter of
fact all things belong to Him ; end injustice, tsken in that sense, o
oan not be applied to God.

Ghezzalli is not contented only by meking us depend entirely
upon the free will of God ; for he mainteine that what constitutes
the glory of man, thet which gives him responsdbility, and renders
him the master of his own destiny, (in other words, his ressom) is
not infallible, and does not consequently lead us to the true path of
salvation. Our good metions do mot depend upon our reasom, but upen
God's law and Religion ; the go0d 1s what God hed procleimed to be so,
end not what Reason has onlled so.

By so doing Gheszalli had in view the confirmetion of the po-
wer of mirscles and thet of the Prophets ; reeson ean not play the ré-
le of the prophets ; knowledge and reason ean not take the place of
revelation end propheey. To Ghazzalli there is something behind and
above the Intelleot, which is Prophecy. The domsin of Propheecy is sbo-
ve all other domsins. Now the réle of the intelleet is to make us
know the need for the prophets as physieians for our sick souls ; it
leads us to the prophets,und transmits to us whet they dictated for

-



our souls.

Here ends Al-Ghazzalli's dootrine of the free will of men, (or,
better the dootrine of the complete determination of men by God), as
presented in the Ihys? In genersl what we oan say sbout it is thet it
fits in very naturally within his entire metephjysies - which is nothing
other then that of a mystie looking et the world, and at truth beyond
it, through the vision of God. God with his unlimited will end power,
embraces all things. From Him we ceame, and to Him we shell return;
the body and its setion, the soul snd its aspirstions end love, eare
from Him and to Him. To the unlimited power of God, Ghaseelli ssori-
fied not only men's will but what is more fundamentel : God's justioe.
In feot this new comeeption of justice, being mesningless whem applied
to God, is quite charsoteristic of Gheszalli, end pertain only to this
great lover of God. According to Him, to believe in God's justice is
to limit His will and Power - which, in faet, are not bound by sny ru-
le. God is the only owner of the world, the only master of our desti-
ny and life. To him we owe our being ; we are his orestures ; and how
could the eresture rebell ageinst its Creator, and require from Him
vhat does not pertain to him (I). How oan we speak of the injustice of
God ? and how oan He be unjust, who deals in his own property in any
way he likes.

Let us now try to meke en evelustion of sl-Gheszalli's doctrine
of man and his relation to God. Or, in other words, What is men in al-
Ghazzalli's view 7 Has he any will ¥ end if so, of what does it con-
sist 1

e -
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First of all (and this is wost striking im el-Ghessslli's doo-
trine of freedom) the dootrine - and we have slresdy pointed this out -
is dominated at bottom by the cosmological ereation of the world by
God, end by the conception thet the material world of the body, as well
as nature and all its movements and secidents, the work of the bee snd
the spider ss well as the sctioms of men, constitute the sphere of ab-
solute necessity, where God's omnipotent will is sll in all. Yet Ghaz-
galli tried to make certsin econcessions to man ; he spoke of iktissd
(sppropristion) through a certain ocspacity celled kidra., He made of
this iktisab a gift of God bestoned upon man, in order to help him %o
deocide, i.0. to ochoose between adventageous and disadventageous things.
But, in feet, it is but an spperent self-govermment of men by himself;
for, as we have seen, the sccomplishment of the ohosen sot lies in the
hands of God ; end the cholee, ms well as the thing chosen are God's
ereation - so that we can say thet even this relstive freedom, whieh
he grants to men, he retracts when the ueoq;lhl-nt of that set is
coneerned.

Not only does freedom not stend firm in Ghazzalli's doetring,
but thes dootrine is one of extreme determinism, and of mystiesl deter-
minism, which ean be understood only through the light of the love of
God ; for, sccording to Ghaszelli, to know God is to love Him, and %o
love him mesns to sbandon one's life, its joys eand sufferings eonfident-
ly into His hands. ¥ith such confidence, how can = soul be tormented
by the question of its freedom, or whet would be the value of this rela-
tive freedom, which one enjoys in this meterisl life, as compared to

that which one enjoys in one's perfect love of God ?
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Ghazsalli thus lesds us through complete determinism to perfect
freedom. He presched a complete determinism since, acoroding to him,we
are direeted in all our sotions by God ; and perfect freedom since, when
we love God in & perfeect way, we do not feel at all the effect of the
slavery, but all thet we do will be os sponteneous as if it has been do-
ne through perfect freedonm.

Let us, then,see what was the meaning of the Love of God 1 and why
1s it so importent in Ghezzelli's philosophy t What I have tried to
show iun this chapter is that Ghezzalli was & mystie whose vision of the
world was made through his religious feith ; and thet he came to mysti~
elsm through scepticism. In faet we saw him attecking resson and logie,
snd rejeoting any "retiomalisation” of the divine sttributes. There is
no such thing as the immutable law of nsture ; resson spprehends things
only because God gave us the consciousness of their being so. In other
words, though seeptical ss to humen knowledge, Ghazzalli did nmot extend
his scepticism to the fact of Religion end Divine Revedetion. This let-
ter is spprehended by men not by the help of his resson, but by a pure
aot of unity with God. OChazzalli believed in such o capscity of commu-
nion of men with His ereator by pure ecstasy ; he peroeived the diffi-
eculty of such & thing ; =nd he required from men & kind of purifieation
of the soul, and & mystical treatment for its health. The many medecine
of it are : pemance ( -'n..'_,’.l' ), patiemce ( 23" ), gratitude ( {2 )
fear ( 53! ), hope ( slait ), poverty ( _ia)' ), remomeement of things
of the world, abnegation of the will, end the love of God. Ghezzalli
preseribes to man a gradusl sseent of the whole of his spiritual being
towards God, who is the only truth. The abnegsation of the will, and

Ll T ——
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the love of God. Ghazzelli preseribes to msm a gradual sscent of the
whole of his spiritusl being towards God, who is the only truth. The
ebnegation of the will, end not its effirmetion is the culminating
point which man reaches before the perfect state of complete union
with his God., Love of God is the supremest aim of man, Here I cen-
not pess on this phase of the mystieism of al-Ghaszalli without remem-
bering Christian Love, the love of St.Peul (I). From the complete ne-
gation of the will, i.e. the complete determinetion of men by God,Ghaz-
galli lesds us to the perfect love, or the perfect freedom of the soul,
when it abendons itself completely into the hands of its Creator, Again,
then, (and with this I shall close the chapter on Ghazzelli's doctrine
of freedom) what is the abmegation of the soul end what is God's Love ?
Abnegation of the will (2) - the prineiple which lies at the
bottom of this degree of perfection - is the faith, or the payohiecal
end experimental vision of the unity of God (et-tawhid). It consists
in the sure belief that God, and God slone, is the real cause of all
that exists and cen exist, that His scts are inspired by his infinite
bounty, compassion and wisdom. When the mystie has atteined such eon-
vietion, he realises that poverty and richnees, death and life, honour
and dishonour depend exclusively upon Him, so that men must fear Him
only, have feith only in Him, and put his entire confidence in Him ;
in other words, abandon his will to thet of the Divine will. If this
feith never weakens, it oreates in the heart of the believer & senti-
ment of absolute abandonment into God - a sentiment of three degrees
of perfeotion, which Ghazzalli compares respectively, to the abandon~-

ment of a oustomer to his lawyer, of a son to his mother, end of =

(I) See on the influence of Christianity on Al-Ghazzalli the beok of
Zwemer "A moslem seeker after God", last chapter.

(2) Inys IV,172 ; see also MOF VII ert. Le mystique d'sl-Ghszzalli,by
Dr.M.Asin Palscios. . - 1 ad di
.. Seealso by al-Ghazzalli: Kitab al Arbain fi Usul ad din
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corpse into the hands of it burrier.

This abnegation of the will is not as passive as it seems to
be ; and it is quite useless, unless man hes the convietion that in
all his setions, mortification, sserifices and suffering, he keeps in
his mind the sure belief in the Revelation snd the love of God. This
latter is the sublimest snd highest point attained by & spiritual per-
feetion. Ghazezalll proves, sgainst those who deny the possibility of
such & sentiment, that the love of God is possible for two kinds of
reason ; that of gratefulness end Platonie love. We love God by gre-~
titude because He is our erestor and it is He who esn preserve our 1i-
fo ; we love Him in a disintereated Platonle msnner, becsuse we love
the besutiful, end He is besutiful. Now what sre the effects of such
love on our souls § We love God and becsuse we are for from Him we
desire Him ; thet is why the mystic is he who, while on earth, desires
most of sll death, He desires desth beecause he wants his suffering,
for being separated from Ged, te have sn end ; in fect, after desth ,
the soul will have the bestifie vision , and during his life the mys-
tie when expeoting death the saviour makes of his life s pleasing ime-

ge to God, and 1t is precisely in thet fact, that consiste his freedom.



SCHOPENHAVER'S TRANSCENDENTAL FREEDOM.

Treading on the steps of Kent, snd eonsidering like him both
aspects of the world, its empiriesl reslity end its trenscendental i-
deality, Schopenheuer like the philosopher of Keenigsberg wes led to
the conolusion thet s striet necessity rules the world of appesramves,
while in the world of the noumens, or of the thing in itself, s comple-.
te freedom reigns.

In feet, in spite of the whole chapter reserved by Schopenhsuer
to "Criticism of the Kentien philosophy”(I) when the problem of freedom
is concerned, Sehopenhsuer gives to Eant full justice (2). Now, it does
not mesan et sll thet Schopenhsuer considered freedom as & morel postu-
late ; but it is a faet, thet both, Ksmt snd Schopenhsuer sonsidered
freedon to be of a trenseendental mature, thet is & property of the
intelligible sharscter of man, snd consequently nmot perceived at all
in the world of sappearsnces, in which we are living and seting. Se
thet, I believe, one oan not reslly write on Schopenhmuer's dootrine
of freedom without keeping in mind, if not refering from time to time,
to the doetrine of Kent, since both doctrines are grounded upon the sea-
me fundementel prineiple.

To expound the schopenhsuverisn conception of freedom is,if not
e herd tesk, at lesst a long one, foralo derived from the spirit of his
whole philosephy, end unleses one has = comprensive view of the whole,
one ean not get the resl renge of one of the perts. So thet, for fear
of losing my reader, I shall do quite an unphilosephiesl thimg, snd
state very briefly the dootrine nll at omee, and then proceed to its

sxposition.

(1) The world es will and Idea V.II oh.I
(2) Bssal sur le libre sarbitre par A.Schopenmhsuer. Trad.Salmon Relmech,
Paris, Alesn 1925 pp.I69-160, I8% fr.




To Schopemhsuer, os I have already pointed out, the world hes
two aspects 1 is pure appearsnoe, or the world of phenomens and the
real substratum of these appesrances, or the world of “noumena”(1),er
the"thing in itself”. This view had slready been professed before
Sehopenhsuer by such philosophers es Pleto, Descartes, Barkely. He
explains it as follows : the world (also my body) is resl, i.e. hes
objective existence, only in 30 far as it is perceived by me. In o-
ther words, 1 do not know it direetly ; for what I kmow is simply an
eye that sees, und & hand feels,etec. There is & world, which we eall
object, snd only in so far as there is # perceiver, thet is a subject
does this objeot form the perception, or the representetion, or also
the idea, of the perceiver. HNalf the world, then, is a sudbjeet, end
the other helf an objeet ; and both exist end vanish together. Now,
this world of sppesrsnces or of idess - my body and setions ineluded-
is necessarily presented to me under the forms of space, time and osu-
sality - which, ss Kent found out, lie a !rlori in the sensibility of
man. G50 thet, whatever belongs to thet world is perceived by me un -
der the forms of spece end time; and ell spaco-tesporsl forms are re-
lated to one another by the rigid law of osusality. To these s priori
prinoiples discovered by Esnt, Schopenhsuer adds & new one, which com-
prises them sll : vis.,the "principle of sufficient ground”, with its
four forms, of whieh the prineiple of causelity is but one. Now, this
principle forms, sccording to Schopenhsuer, the general form of our un-
derstanding ; =nd since the world exists only through understanding,it
follows thet the world is presented to me with the oharsoter of neces-

sity derived from the prineiple, nnd comsequently with no roem for

(I) "Phenomene”, "noumena”, sppesrances” are pure Kantien terms.
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freedom at sll. He ssys (I) 1 "ie philosophie débute par le proposi-
tion que csuse et effet ont seulement une significetion dans le monde,
que celui-¢i n'existe qu'en présuppossnt eeux-1d. Cer le principe de
1s reison suffissnte est seulement la forme le plus générsle de 1'in-
telleet, et e'est uniguement en oe dernier que le monde objectif exis-
te.

But, is the world composed of pure appesrsuces, without sny-
thing that eppears 7 is it but & dresm 7 Or hes it @ resl, constant
pature which remeins for thought, even when there is no sensmous sup~
port whetever 1 And, if it sctuslly has any resl existence, in what
does its nature comsist 7 Schopenhsuer, like Kant, believed thet be-
hind this apparent world of phemomens, there is sn other one, not vi-
sible at all, and yet existing : namely, en intelligible world, sn i~
deal one whieh is the condition snd the very basis of this one. So,if
the world has sn empiricel reslity, is also hes a trenscendentel idea-
lity. The trenscendental ideslity, let us repeat it, is the condition
of the other, but is in itself conditionned by nothing ; it exists by
itself, independant of spsce, time snd causality ; it is simply what
we oall the "thing-in-itself". In this transeendentsl ideslity of the
world thet is, of all things thst are, my body, my ections and my ohe-
reoter inecluded, is also my intelligible charscter, i.e. my being, mot
s it appears (empiriesl eharscter) but es it is. My intelligible cha-
racter also, then, is outside the forms of space and time; it 1s self
existent and free ; it partakes of the mature of the thing in itself.

Thus Kent ss well ss Schopenhauer believed in the thing in

itself ; end placed it beyond ell senses ; and thought of it, s of a

- -

(I) See Gohopenhauer . Fregments sur 1'Histoire de le philosophie, Al-
ean, Paris I§1Z. Seetiom XIV, Quelgues remsrques sur ma propre
philosophie.
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free being ; but, while Kent could say nothing of its neture, having
proved to himself the imcspability of his reason, Schopenhauer went
further then him, and, leaving resson to its impotency, he had recour-
8¢ to & new mean. He made & simple return into his consciousness; and
the most immediate festure he got of himself was that of a willing be-
ing. He concluded, thet we bear the thing in itself in our breasts,
end it is nothing else then & will, send s free will. Not only me, but
elso matursl foroes, the plents, the enimels are but menifestations of
the will ; myself and the world are made of the same stuff ; thet is
why I have wun insight into it at ell, We eand the world likewise, are
& will objectified, so that the inner mature of the sppearsnces, 1i.e.
of 81l phenomens, is not an "unknown", it is not God, it is not & na-
turel foree, but & will. From one point of view, every being in the
world is s phenomenon ; from snother it is in itself will, snd indeed
an absolutly free will ; for necessity arises through the forms, which
belong entirely to the phenomenon, through the prineiple of sufficient
resson. HNow, in speaking of the problem of man's freedom, we cen ap-
prosch man equelly as & phenomenon snd as an intelligible charscter,
As & phenomenon, he is subjeet, as are all phenomena, to the forms of
space, time and osusality ; end it is then quite wrong to believe in
his freedom ; but, as an intelligible charncter, men does heve perfect
freedom. In other words, man's freedom is a trenscendental one, a
freedom not pereeived in his sets (Operari) but presupposed in his be-

ing (Esse).

. a »

This is s very brief statement of Schopenhsuer's doetrine of

freedom ; let us now proeeed to its exposition.

-



"The world is my idea” : with these words Schopenhsuer be -

gins his chief work, "The World as %ill end Ides". This is & truth,

seys he,(I) whieh holds good for every thing that lives snd knows ;
if men can bring it inte reflective and abstrect conseiousness,he has
attained to philosophicel wisdom. It then becomes clear and certain
to him that what he knows is not & sum and an earth, but only an eye
that sees 2 sun, & hand that feels an earth ; that the world which
surrounds him is there only es idea, i.e., only in relation to some-
thing else ; to the sonseiousness which is himself. No thought the-
refore is more certein, more independant of =211 others, and less in
need of proof then this : that all thet exists for knowledge, end the-
refore the whole world, is but e, object in relation to & subjeet,
the perception of e pereeiver, in & word, sn ides,

Thet which knows sll things and is known by mone, continues
Schopenhsuer, is the subjeect ; it is the supporter of the world, sin-
ce all that exists exists only for the subject. ELvery one then finds
himself to be & subject - yet only im so far ss he knows, not in se
fer as he is an object of knowledge. But his bedy is object, end the-
refore from this peint of view we canll it idea. For the body is an
objeot among objects, and 1s conditionned by the laws of objects, al-
though it is en immediate object. Like all objeets of perception, it
lies within the universal forms of kmowledge : time ans space, which
are the conditions of multiplicity. The subjeet, on the contrary ,
which is slweys the knower, and never the kmown, does not come under
these forms, but is presupposed by them ; it therefore, neither hss
multiplieity, mor its opposite, unity ; we never know it, but where

ever there is knowledge, it is the knower.

(I) The World es Will and Ides, Vol. I Chep.I.




The world as idea has two fundamental necessery snd insepers-
ble halves. The one half is an objeet whose forms are spsce sand ti-
me, and, through these, multiplieity ; the other half is the subjeet,
which is not in space and time, for it is present entire and undivi-
ded in every pereipient being. These two helves are inseparsble even
for thought, for esch one sppesrs with the other and vanishes with it.
They limit esch other ; end when the objeet begins, the subject imme-
diately ends. The "universality of his limitetion is shown", says
Schopenhaver, "by the fact that the essential, and hence the univer-
sal, forms of object, spece and time and ceusality, may be, without
the knowledge of the object, discovered end known from a considera-
tion of the subjeet”. How the way in which spece time snd csusality
cooperate, is this : "What the eye, the ear or the hand feels is mot
pereeption ; it is merely its dets. By the undestanding passing from
the effect to the enuse, the world first appeears s perception exten-
ded in spsce, wvarying in respect of form, persistent through sll time
in respect of matter ; for the understanaing unites space end time in
the ides of matter, that is of ceusal relation. 5o theat ss the world
s idea exists only through the understanding, it exists alse for the
understanding (I)

So fur then, we have seen the meaning of the truth expressed
by Sehopenheuer, that the world is ides ; we have also seen the rela-
tion between the subject end the object to be not ome of causality
(sinee this is possible only between objeots), but ome allowing us
to ssy sbout the existence of the objeot thet it is equivalent to its
pereeptibility (since spece, time and ceuselity are the s priori forms

(1) See the world ss: ¥ill and Ides VollI chap.1
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of our conseciousness). On this last point, mamely as to the s priori
forms of sensibility, Sohopenheuer has something to add to the disco-
very of Kant. He quite agrees with him as regards speace snd time,
but he also believes with great conviction thet there is another mo-
re fundamental & priori primeiple of which the principle of csusality
is but one form ; it is the "prineiple of sufficient reeson or ground"
with its four forms. "I, however, go beyond this and mesintsin thet
the prineiple of sufficient resson is the genersl expression for all
these forms of the object of which we are s priori econscious ; snd
that therefore all thet we know purely s priori , is merely the econ-
tont of thet principle and what follows from it ; im it 2ll our cer-
tain s priori knowledge is expressed."(I)

In genersl, and before going into the details of whet the prin-
eiple implies, let us stete its meaning ; Scheopenhauer wants us to see,
that every thing hlon‘in‘; to this world of appearsnces or idems, is
invested with the form of necessity, and that consequently it is wain
to try to find eny room for freedom : "every possible object comes un-
der this primeiple, that is, stands in 2 necessery reletion to other
objects, on the one side eas determined, or the other side as determi-
ning : this is of sueh wide application that the whole existence of
21l objects, so fer as they sre objects, ideas and nothing more, mey
" be entirely traced to this their necessary relestion to esch other."(2)
It is of eourse taken for granted, thet whenever Schopenheuer spesks
of objects, he has also in mind - as we heve seen - msn's body, snd
men's actions so far ms they sre manifested under the forms of space
end time. This is nleo whet one must keep in mind if he hes to find

(I) The World ss Will and Idee Vol.I p.s.
(2) Ibid.




the answer to the guestion whether man's sctions are free, or whether
there is freedom st all.

Briefly then, having established the feot that the world of
phenomens is but a world existing s ides for man, Schopenhauer goes
to prove that these ideas are striotly enchained sceording the law of
suffielent ground. What is the law of suffieient ground or resson,
end how does it operete in the world ¥ Or, im other words, how does
Schopenhaver refute the existence of freedom in the world of esppesran-
ces 1 Aecording to the many olesses of idees, (for there sre many -
each representing, as we shall see, a special objectifiontion of the
will) the prineiple of suffielent resson invests four forms which, if
logienlly enchained ome with the other, sre : the prineiple of being,
applied to space and time ; the prineciple of the becoming, or the lew
of causelity ; the primoiple of motivation, or the resson why we ast
at all ; and nnn! the primciple of Mﬂ' which presupposes and
summarises the three of them. Let us see now, how Schopenhaver ex-
presses himself . This psrt of his philosophy is found in his essay
on the fourfold root of the principle of suffieient Heason (I)

fhere does the necessity of being mmnifest itself ? Sohopen-
hsuor explains : the first eless of objects for the subject is cons-
tituted by the formml element in pereeption, the forms of outer end
inner sense, spsce snd time. Spece and time have the property thet
ull their parts stand to one emother in & relstion in which each is
determined and conditioned by snother. This relation is a peculisr
one, end is intelligible to us neither through understanding nor
through resson, but solely through pure imtuition or pereception =

- - ——

(I) 4n sbstreet of it is given in the work : "The World ss will snd
idea", Vol.III as en sppendix,
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priori. And the law mecording to which the psrts of speace snd time
thus determine one snother is eslled the law of sufficient resson of
being : namely in spsce every position is determined with reference

to every other position, so that the first stands to the seeond in

the reletion of s consequence to its ground. Also, in time every mo-
ment is conditioned by thet which preecedes it. HNow, by the help of
space and time, the outer snd imner sense, we have idess of percep -
tions ; spaoe and time togather are their only forms by which they s~
re eapable of being perceived. If time were the only form there would
be no coexistence, and therefore no persistence ; if speace were their
only form, there would be no suecession, and therefore ne change : but
the union of these two forms of existence is the essentisl condition
of reality, and this uniom is the work of the understending. WNow, in
this class of objects for the subjeot, the principle of sufficient rea-
son sppears as the law of esuselity, or the primciple of sufficient
reason of becoming, and it is through it that all objects which present
themselves in perception are bound together through the change of their
states. When a new state of one or more objects makes its appearance
it must have been preceded by another, on whioh it regularly follows.
This is osusel sequence ; and the first state is the cause, the second
the effeot. The law hes then to do exclusively with the changes of ob~
Jeots of external experience and not with things themselves. In mature
csusation assumes three different forms (I), thet of cause 4in the nar-
row sense, of stimulus, snd of motive, on which differences depend
the true distinctions between inorganie bodies, plants and enimals.

It is only of cause properly oalled that Newtom's third lew of the

(I) The seme exposition is found in the work of Schopenhauer emtitled :
Essai sur le libre arbitre. Chep. III. La volonté devant ls per-

ception extérieure.



equelity of setion and resction is true, and only here do we find the
gree of the effect proportionate to thet of the csuse (second law of
Noewton . Stimulus or Exeitation is charsctarised precisely by the ab-
sence of these festures of the cause properly so called. It is under
this last form of esusality, stimulus, that modifieations in the or-
genism are determimed - that is, ell the development of pleants are pro-
duced under the stimulus of sir, light, warmth and food. Motive requi-~
res knowledge ss its conditiom, end intelligence is only the charsote~
ristio of the enimel, snd man. Motiwvation is then secording to Soho-
penhsuer the festure of those beings who having more or less complica-
ted needs, end who cannot give satisfection to sny one of these needs
by pure reaction, but require deliberation and choice. Of course,as
we shall see, an snimal is not as capeble of deliberation ss man is ;
yet it heas a semblamce of choice. Though different from the brute,
men yet sees his actions ss strictly determined by motives, as their
own. Schopenhauer examines further the distinction between man and
the brutes (I). Men says,he, possesses reason ; that is to say, he
has & class of ideas of which the brutes are not capsble - abstraet
idess, genersl conceptions as the comeepts. HNow, it is precisely be-
eause man is eapable of thought that he hss snother kind of determi -
ning motives than the sensible - which latter are the only determining
motives of san snimal's behaviour. In the first place, both the actions
of man end those of the animels are determined by sensible motives.E.g.
s dog may either contimue to eat the piece of meat, or run after the
est passing at that moment. There is apparently, if not a deliberstien,

then at lesst & kind of hesitation involved ; but, be it deliberstion

(I) In the essay on the fourfold root of the principle of sufficient
reason Ch, V, also Essel sur le libre arbitre pp.80-6I, 82-63.



or not, the sotion performed by thet dog is necessarily determined by

& motive sensible end immediate. But man, in the second plsce, tho'
having in common with the snimels, the determinism by sensible and im-
mediate motives (e.g. man runs awey from fire for fesr of death) is al-
80 determined to setion by motives which are neither sensible nor im-
mediste. For example : man sots in seoordence with the ides of self-
preservation ; he abstrsotly realiges danger, though it is not present
at all ; but be it present and senseous, or invisible and abstraect, it
is always the motive that determines the sets of men. Without sny ex-
ternsl objective motive there is no sotion whatsoever. Moreover this,
and not any other sotion happens necessarily beecause it has been deter-
mined by » series of eauses and effect.

And finelly, the forth form of the prineiple of suffiecient
reason is the ground of knowledge, or the logiesl necessity, means
this genersl thing : whenever the Premisses are given, the conelusion
follows.

Now, of course, this necessity derived from the prineiple of
sufficient resson, exists only in the world of mere phenonens, thet is,
in the world as it appesrs, inm man end his sotions only in so far as
they manifest themsolves under the spaco-temporsl forms,

But the question remsins whether we ere only sppearances, snd
the world but s dresm. When sll sensuous date venish, when the flux
of changes sppesrs and disappesrs, is there not anything whieh remsins
for ever constant, depending upon nothing. This intellectusl enxiety
is very well presented by Sohopenhauer when he writes (I)."We are not
satisfied with knowing thet we have idesns, that they are sush end such,

(I) The world ss will and ides Vol.I p.I28
M
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and that they are conneoted socording to certein laws, the gemersl ex-
pression of which is the principle of sufficient resson. ¥We wish to
know the significsnce of these ideas, we ssk whether the world is mere-
ly ides ; in whioh omse, it would pass by us like an empty dreem, or

a baseless vision mot worth our notice ; or whether it is slso some-
thing else, something more than idee, snd if so, what 1" Schopenhsuer
like Kant, believed that the world is more than pure idea ; he belie-
ved like him that behind the phenomenon-ides, there is = reslity of a
quite fifferent nature from thet which we perceive. We are not what
we appear to be ; we are the expression of sn etermal reality. This
other reality, sceording to both philosophers, is the condition of 1
that sotuslly present ome ; it forms its basis ; and yet it is in it-
self conditioned by nothing ; it lies outside spsce and time and esu-
sality, and the law of sufficient ressonm has no access to it. This reea-
1ity Kant ecalls the transcendental ideality of the world ; so thst now
every thing bas two realities, the one, purely empirieal, and the other
fidesl. While the former is subject to the necessity of space, time and
esusslity, the letter hes s perfeet freedom; being self-existent, it is
what we may called the thing in itself. ¥Nen also has an empiriocsl rea-
lity and & transoendental ideslity, the one constituting his empiriesl
charseter, the other, his intelligible charscter. In other words, man
is = phenomenon, as well as & thing in itself : in the first instance
he is subjeet to the striet law of causality ; in the second instence
he is o free being. Of the nmature of the thing in itself Ksnt seys no-
thing, for it lies beyond the resch of pure resson ; he considered it

as & mysterious unknown. For Schopenhauer the thing in itself revesled

- - -
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{tself, not of course, by the intermediary of reasen, but by snother
new snd purely personsl way. He seys : "Starting from the iden, one
will mever get beyond the idea ise. the phemomenon. One will thus re-
main outside of things and will never be able to penetrate to their
{rmer nature snd investigate what they are in themselves. So far I a-
gree with Eant; but as to the counterpert of this truth, I do say we
are not merely the knowing subjeot, but we belong to the inner nature
thet is to be known ; we ourselves are the thing in itself ; thet the-
refore & way from within stands open for us to that inner nature be-
longing to things thamselves, to which we ocannot penetrate from without
as it were s subterranesn passage, s secret sllience, which as if by
treschery, places us at once within the fortress which it was impossi-
ble to take by ssssult from without. The thing in itself oan, as such,
only some into econseiousness quite direetly, inm this way, that it is
itself conscious of itself : to wish to know it objeetively is to desi-
re some thing eontrsdictory."(I) This thing in itself that ell of us
seek to know, is tlu will, Will constitutes the most immediate uspect
presented by our ego to our own consciousness, what we are, is but wil-
ling beings (2). In faet, every one of us soon reslizes that the only
objeet of our conseiousness is our will ; and by will we do not only
mesn the volitions, or the formsl resolutions which menifest themselves
in sctions {that is in sensible feets), but slso every psychologioal
faot, every desire and wish, every hope and heppiness, ss well as eve-
ry hetred, anxiety and sadness ete. - all of which are but the menifes-
tations of will, the movements of different intensity and which corres-
pond to the individuel will. These movements are oslm when the will is

- - - - -

(1) On knowing the thing in itself, The World as Will and Ides Vol.II
pomo
(2) See also, Essai sur le libre srbitre by A.Schopenhauer p.l1# ff.
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free and satisfied ; they are, on the contrary, intense when it is em-
chained and dissstisfied. Whet they aim st, is either the pesession
of the desired object, or the evoidence (6loignement) of an undesired
one. Moreover, is not the sole mesning of plessure snd pein that the
will becomes conseious of itself in s stete of sstisfection or disss-
tisfaction ¢

If will is the substratum of all things in the world, the ques-
tion arises, whet does Schopenhsuer mean by will 7 How does it manis
fest itself in the world ? This will, in Schopenhauer's mind, has no-
thing of the intellectuel mesning which we gemerally give to it ; it
is & will of » new kind. First of sll it is of = metsphysical nature
i.e. we never find it in neture ; Schopenhauer considers it as s stri-
fe for life or en impulse to be, he says (I): "the theists believe that
the world exists beesuse o will from the outside has commsnded it to be,
end this will guides and regulates the movements of the planets slways
th'bu;h & way external to them ; that wes their error, for I meintain
thet will sots, mueh more from within the world than from without, and

the world is nothing else then the visible manifestation of it. Pen -
theism, he adds, oslls this will God ; I eall it = will to live." This
will manifests itself in all things that are, from the lowest to the
highest, from these physieal forees of neture, to the most conselous
being men. It was Sohopenheuer's merit, says Selmon Reinsch () to ha-
ve found the continuity of nature in the three domsins of being. Im
fact, he attributes will to all of them, the inorganie being as well

%8 the vegetable and the enimsl ; and he says : "Even the merely empi-
riesl considerstion of nature recognises = sonstent transition from the

- -

(1) Busai sur le libre srbitre de Schopenhauer note pebb.
(2) ibid P
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sinplest and most mecesssry manifestation of s universal forece of na-
ture, up to the life end consciousness of men himself, through gentle
gradations, and with only relative, and for the most part fluetusting
limits. Refleotion following this view, snd penetrating somewhst more
deeply into it, will soon be led to the convigtion that in all these
phenomena, the imner nature, thet whieh manifests itself, that whieh
sppears, is one and the seme which comes forth even more distinotly ;
snd sccordingly thet which exhibits itself in & million forms of in~-
finite divinity, end so earries on the most veried and the strangest
play without beginning or end, this is one being which is so closely
disguised behind sll these marks thet it does not even recognise it -
self, snd therefore often trests itself roughly."(I)

So thet this will, which is the Cod of the Pantheists, is but
e will to live. Kverything, sccording to Schopenhsuer, presses snd
strives towards existence - towsrds orgenised existence i.e. life if
possible, and efter thet, towards the higheat possible grade of it.
The will to live is not a consequence of the knowledge of life ; it
is rether what is first and unconditioned, the premiss of all premis-
ses. The will to live does not appeer im consgquence of the world,but
the world in consequence of the will to 1ive.

Let us throw & gquick glance et the objectification of that
will. In the lowest grades of being it expresses itself es = blind
striving, en obsoure, inarticulate impulse. It is the simplest and
the weakest mode of its objectifiention. But it sppeers as this blind
snd unconscious striving in the whole of unorgenised msture, in ell

those origimel foroes, whose laws it is the work of physics and chemis-

(1) The World as Will snd Ides, Vol.III. Trenscendent consideration con-
eerning the will ms thing is itself.
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try to discover and to study, and esch of which manifests itself to us
in millions of phenomens which are exsctly similer end regulay, end whieh
ghow no tresce of individusl echarseter. From grade to grede objeotifying
iteelf more distinotly, yet ecompletely without econseiousness, ss an obs-
cure striving force, the will sets in the yegetable kingdom, im which
the bound of its phenomens consists no longer properly of esuses, but
of stimuli. Finelly, the ever-sscending grades of the objeectification
of the will brings us to the point et which the individuel could mo lon~
ger receive food through mere movement following upon stimuli. For sueh
eomplisated purposes, movement following upon motives, or eonseiousness,
becomes necessary. The certsinty end regulerity with which the will
worked in unorgenised end merely vegetative nature is no more possible
and here kmowledge enlightens the blindly sctive will. Now, whether
this knowledge is merely sensuous (mechanical instinets) or ratiomal,it
remsins true thet it proeeeds originelly from the will itself, end be-
longs to the immer being of the higher grades of its objeetifieation.
Being the universal end fundemental nature of ell phenomena, the
will, or the thing in itself, msnifests itself in the world through eny
one of them. It fresly takes the form of my body and my sentiments snd
my career ; it wills slso freely to be the solidity and cohesion of the
inorgenie bodies. Every sct of my will is et once snd without exception
2 movement of my body. The met of will and the movement of the body sre
not different things ; they do not stund in the relstion of ocsuse and eof -
fect ; they are one snd the same, but are given in entirely different
ways : mamely the will is given immediantely, the body is given im percep-
tion for the understanding. So thet the scotion of the body is nothing

but the set of the will objectified Li.e. passed into perception what -
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#s an idea of peroeption I call my body I ecall my will so fer es I am
conseious ot if ; my body s but the objestivity of my will.

In & few words, the world as it is with its multipliecity of ep-
pearsnces, is but s will thet objectifies itself. Schopenhauer oalls
every individusl objectifieation of this will sn ldea, refering to the
fanous platonic discovery ; in their different grades, these objections
represent also the hierarohy found between the Idesas : in man as & Ple~-
tonic Idea, will finds its clearest and fullest objectifiestion. But,
in spite of the diversity of its appesrances, the will as & thing in
itself remsins undivided, one, not subjeet to the prineiple of suffi-
cient resson -~ thet is groundless, i. e. free.

Now thet we heve seen very biiefly the meaning of this will,
and its objectification in the world, let us manke & return ; snd reca-
pitulate all what we have been taught hitherto by Sehopenhsuer, in order
to fece with a eclear mind the problem of freedom.

The world hes two aspects, the one is purely idea, the other is
will. Under the first form, the world, the objeetive one, presents it-
self to the understanding through the prineiple of suffiecient ground
with its four forms. Now, in so far ms I belong to that world, I em
subject to the necessary law of the understanding i.e. the prineiple of
suffieient reasen, I am then en objeoct among the objects, a phenomenon
with speoo-temporsl forms. Consequently, I possesses no freedom st all.

Under the second mspect of the world, I am mo mere a pure ides;
I am something more ; I sm a will, and an ebsolutly free will. Thet 1s,
I, like all objects of the phenomensl world, possess a being whieh is

no more subjeect to speee, timeo, snd sufficient ressom j; I em and the

- -
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world, a thing in itself, self-dependent and eternal. This being is
what Sehopenhauer calls my intelligible being, that is, what can be
thought without any sensous help or support whatsoever ; it is whet is
hidden behind my sctusl being in this world. Thus, just as Kent, since
he sccepted both the empirical reality of the world and its transcen-
dental ideality eould reslise both the necessity and the freedom of
men's will - so also does Schopenhsuer now when he says that what appears
(my empirical charsoter) reflects what I am (intelligible charscter).
Put in terms of will, I, i.e. my oharscter, is what my will wante it to
be ; my actions ere once for sll determined by my charecter. Put now
in terms of freedom and necessity : I am free in my being (Esse), I am
necessitated in my motions (opereri) ; I am free in my intelligible
charaoter, but when this tekes the forms of space and time, when it be-
comes my empirical charscter, it is then submitted to the lew of suffi-
cient resson under ites prineiple of motivetion (I). I shall not come
back agein to the question, how men's sotions are determined by the mo-
tives, for enough has been seid concerning it before, I shall simply
consider men es a willing being, end enquire into his freedom, Por
that new purpose, let us kkep in mind only this thing : men's sctions
are determined by two fectors, the motives on the one hand, snd his eha-
recter on the other. This idea Schopenhauer states in his essey on the
free will of men in many instences ; he does not believe at all in the
free will, liverum arbitrium, or in the liberty of indifference - for to
one who believes in it "every humen mction sppesrs es sn unintelligible
mirscle, & ceuse without an effeot.”"(4) and Ethics of course is contrary

to the law of sufficient reasom. Of how the sctions of men sre determined
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by the motives, or by the law of motivation, we have said some words
here it is however useful to add this mew thing which we have learned
from the second psrt of the Schopenhsuerisn world, the world as will .
Thet which communiceates to the motive its soting foree, ss well as the
hidden spring of the movement which follows, is but the will. Let us
now p-n' to the other determining motive of msn's metion, thet is his
eharscter. First of esll, let us recall to mind thet, if the sctions
of man depend upon the motives, this has no other mesning than the ex-
ternsl perceptions of idess : for exaxple, the sight of a friend inei-
tes a person to go to her home ; this set of going is deternimed by
the motive, "seing of the friend". Now this motive, though possessing
an soting foree, would be effeotless hed not the person ® foree osps~
ble of resction 1.e. a will, But though all men possess a will, or re-
ther are msde of it, all of them do not respond in the same menner teo
e given motive ; this depends upon their charscter. About the eharae-
ter of -n_'s.hoponhucr has meny things to tell us. First of ell it is
lmﬂgml, end differs from one individusl to the other, theat is why
we meet certain quelities in some persons, which ere sbsent in others.
It is slso empiricsl, that if we come to knmow it after experience, we
have generully illusions about it ; when for instance, we ere faced by
e choice, we are sometimes embarressed, our will tergiversates, we even
heve the illusion to do sny setion we like ; but 2 strong motive inter-
fers snd determines our set.

The eharscter of man is invarieble ; it is the same during his who-
le life ; there are but appeerant modificstions in it, but men himself

does not change st all ; as he onee scted, so he now sets, and so will

- - - -
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he sot in the future. Beesuse the character is invariasble, the effect
of the motive is necessarily the same. Yet, since the motives sre jud-
ged by the understending which is susceptible of modificstions and per-
feetsbility, education ss & result of which the intelligemce of man een
be worked out, is possible - and man has more insight into the abstraect
end the difiocult motives.

Finally, the charsecter of men is imnmete ; it is not a produet
of the haphaterd, nor of nature itself : the ohild of today is the men
of tomorrow ; es he is in his early childhood, he remains for ever. From
thie treit it follows thet sll virtues and vices are innete in man ; for,
if the eharaseter of men were the product of externsl eircumstances,there
would be no worsl responsebility whatsoever, and yot this exists - ss we
shall see later. This morsl responsability, Schopenhsuer recognises,does
not stand et all in the conception of free will, where the sctions of man
have no "raison d'€tre” nor eny cause ; this sgein being refuted by the
understanding itself, the form of which is the lew of suffieient remson.
Schopenhsuer is led to the coneolusion thet, in the same way, as sny phy-
sical effeot in the inorganle nature is the necesseary produect of two fse-
tors, on the one hend & natursl and primitive foree (will), and on the
other a particular csuse, so elso every sction of man is the necessary
product of his character, and of the motive, sé-thet becsnuse of his in-
nate charscter, the great actions which man does, or the gosls at which
he sims are determined in thetressence ; and the mesans whieh he uses to
reach them ere determined on the one side by the externsl eircumstances,
or by the personel way by whieh he understends the world and on the o-
ther, by his cherseter. And Schopemhsuer, in spite of his being s grest

- - -



- 145 -

philosopher, refers to s poem of Goeths:: which supperts his theory
of the imnate charsoter and the necessity of the motions ; of this
poem let us quote the very verses oited by Schopenhesuer (I)

Comme le jour qui t's donné au monde

Le solei étnit 12 pour seluer les plandtes

Tu as sussitét grendl sans cesse,

D'sprds le loi selom laquelle tu ss commencé

Telle est ta destinfe, tu ne peux fchapper & tol méme

Alnsi parledient déjd les Sibylles ;

luoun temps, sucune puissance ne brise

La forme empreinte qui se développe dans le cours de la vie.

Every one then, nots mocording to his essence, this essence bolngl

elways the seme, so thet to expeot of men,under similar influences, to
act in two different ways is to expeot the impossible. Schopemhauer
ends the chapter dealing with the necessity of the actions of men by
two questions (2) :"Cen a given men in given eiroumstsnces perform e-
qually two different setions ! The answer of sll deep thinkers is mo."
He also asks the question : "Could the eareer of a given man - keeping
in mind on the one side his immable charsoter, and on the other, the
influence of the oircumstences which themselves are strictly determined
by externsl motives - eould the career of thet men in a given moment of
its life be different of what it was 1 Here slso the answer is negati -
ve. From these two principles the result resched by Schopenhsuer was
this : whatever happens, the smallest things as well as the biggest ones,
8ll happen in & necessary way (quigquied fit necessario fit). So that,
the life of man is predestined from beginning to end, so mueh that, if it
were given to men to know the oherscter of enother, es slso all the pos-
sible motives which esn influence him, he will be able to prediet the ao-

tions of that man from A to Z. Our sotions revesl our mature, it is by

(1) Essei sur le libre arbitre, Ch. II. Volonté devent ls perception ex-
rieure p.I1I5.
(!) Ibid. p. 118
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them that we come to know ourselves, they have really no begimning.
They present no movelty at all, for they proeeed naturslly from what
we are (I). Schopenhauer wes convinced of this truth, namely that
es » phenomenon man has no freedom whatsoever. He even olaims (2)
that if any one shows a wonder at the hearing of such truth this sim-
ply means that this person has yet much to learn, that also when he
becomes convinced like him of the faet that our setions ere predesti-
ned, he then will realize how, such a belief is ho&‘ul snd how deep
quiteness it gives to the soul (3).

But, if it is true that necessity reigne over the sections of
man, if it is true thet these are determined by his cherseter and the
externs]l motives, there is also another truth, no less obious than the
former, spd from which Sehopenhsuer gould not escape : this is the mo-
ral responssbility snd the moral freedom. In faot. if we ssk our cons-
ciousness, that is, if we mek ourselves, Am I free 7 2m I the real au-
thor of that sct, and was I eble to do snother one | Conseciousness
will elways enswer positively. In other words, man elweys recognises
himgelf s the free author of every one of his actions ; he expects a
reward for some of them, as he fears the result of some others. Why
is this so, unless men is sure of the freedom of his will 7 Morsl res-
ponsebility meens elso the imputebility of the setions to man ; it thenm
tekes the form of such judgements of ours as : this is & good man, this
is = bed men. This morsl responssbility, recognises Schopenhauer, is
not to be found in the sctions of man, but im what is more fundementel,
thet is, in his charscter ; so much so that we judge a man sometimes
not for the sctions he has done, but for those he has not done yet, sim-
(1) See on the predestination of Schopenhsuer his book on Ethies, Ethique,

Droit et Politique, Paris, Alean IS0%.

(2) Essel sur le libre srbitre.

(3) For the support of such theory of predestimstion Sohopenhsuer reserves
in his essal on the free will of mean the whole chapter that he entitles
'my predecessors'; in this chapter he passes in » cuiek review all the

theories of great men philosophers as well as poets,who have presched
like him & dootrine of predestinstion.
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Ply becruse knowing his charscter we expect from him such setions.
Now, where the fault lies, there also the responsdbility lies - i.e.
in men's charscter. When I sey to myself that I could have done this
thing rether then that, I esrefully sdd, provided I were not myself,
that is, I had not this eharsecter.

Now, with what we know about the charmcter of men, said Scho-
penhauer, let us inquire inte its liberty from = purely philosophieal
point of view (I). Here, he says, it 1s convenient to recall to the
reader the distinotion mede by Kent between the intelligible and the
enpirical echarscter of man,

This theory pertsins to what this men, or rather to what hume-
nity es a whole has never produced, of great and beeutiful production;
by it are comeiliated both liberty and necessity -~ the morsl liberty,
of which the feeling of responsdbility is an obvious testemony, and
the necessity of our sctions. Ite meening is this : the empiriesl
eharseter of men, so far as it is sn objeet of experience, is, like
men himself, s simple phenomenon submitted to the forms of sll pheno-
mene = spece, time end ecsusality - and eonsequently ruled by their
strict laws. The counter-part is slso true, that is s the condition
end the basis of the phenomenal charscter, which experience revesls
to ua"ln immuteble thing in itself, is what may be called the intelli-
gible cherseter of men ; it is nothing else in Schopenhauerian termi-
nology then will, Se oonsidered this will, i.e. thing in itself, has
absolute freedom ; it is independant from space, time and causality,
But this liberty is not visible at 21l in the world of experience,it
is & freedom of s« transeendents]l nature. It exists only when , making

- -

(I) Bssai sur le libre arbitre, p.188.
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abstraction of sll phenomensl eppesrsnee, we try to reach this myste-
rious reslity, whieh, plsced beyond and outside time, on2 be thought
of as being the essence of men as sush .

With sueh liberty the sctions of msn sre reslly his own work
in spite of their being necesssrily derived from the charscter and
the motives. The empirieal charscter of man is but the phenomensl ap-
pearsnce of the intelligible eharscter. It follows, then, that the
will is free only in itself and outside the world of phenomens. In the
wolrd of phenomens, on the contrary, it presents fiteelf with & general
chersoter prefixed, and in conformity with which sctions are done.This
considerstion leads us to look for humsn liberty (I) mot, es humsn
beings gemerally do, in the individuel sctions of msn, but in the na-
ture of man (existentis, essentia), This nature of men must be ocon-
sidered as a free set - which, when it menifests itself to the unders-
tending, invests the form of spece, time and ecsuse lity. #Whet we do,
reveals exsotly whet we are ; or in other words, our sctions mre con-
gistent with our essemce. But it is wrong to seek liberty in indivi-
duel sctions (operari) ; for, in reslity, we find it in the charsster
of the Esse (being). Now morsl responsability lies preeisely in the
faet that by whet we do, we recognise what we are ; and not in the
liberty of indifference, sceording to which we are able to do eny me-
tion we like.

Every thing depends on what & men is ; all whet he does proceeds
peturally from his cherscter ; we are not wrong in supposing thet our
setions are our own, provided we sssign te liberty its proper place -

and this plece is, not in the immediste realm of our sotioms, but fur-

FeTresscans

\I) Essei sur le libre erbitre p. I89-1%6
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ther, in » sphere unseen by the eye of those who are not wise ; this
feeling of the sutomomy of our sctions is similar to the needle which,
pointing to an objest plsced at s long distence from the observer, is
believed to be placed in the seme direetion, but at s shorter distence.
Sehopenhauer ends his dootrine of freedom saying : I sm not
denying freedom to men 1 I em simply displacing it. I meintain that
it exists not in individusl sotions, but in e sphere, the scoess to
whieh is diffieult for our intelligence. The freedom I proclaim is

& trenscendentsl freedom.



CHAPTER III

Bergson's rebellion sgeinst Determinism.

When at lest we come to Bergslonianism, we find ourselves
face to feee with a profound philosophical rebellion. New va -
lues are assigned to the self and its modes of knowledge ; in
feet, Bergson transforused every thing, spsce and time ; motion
and causslity, aud came to the conclusion thet men is free.
Bergson, indeed, did not come to this as e conolusion 3 for "free-
don" or "indetoraimstion" is & faot whioh can not be separsted
from Bergson's fundemental philosophiesl beliefs 1 Man is free,
Heture is made out of free objectifications of life, there was
sn set of freedom at the origin of the world, the latter procee~
ding from e ereator possessing = sovereign liberty,

These things, seld at the begining of = chepter dealing
with Bergson's rebellion sguins Determinsm, sre rether difficult
to spprehend and consequently uncleer. Yet, when ome comes to
Bergson he finds it necessary to say everything at omee ; for he
himself once eonfessed it by saying : "our interior life helps
us to understand the uon{'( 1/11‘.' or "Notre vie intérieure nous
aide & deviner le secret de la vie enm g6nbral” (1) ; end, when
one knows the neture of the first prineiple - or god - every
thing 1s elesred up to him.(2) As to the unity of the Bergsonien

philosophy M.Junkelevitoh seid «(3) "Ome must seek it not in a

(1) Bvolution erestrice p.283.
('; + Pe233.
(8) v.Jnnkelewiteh, Bergson, Alean, Paris I93I CheIX Ls liberté.
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CHAPTER III

pergson's rebellion sgeinst Determinism.

Yhen st lest we come to Bergslonianism, we find ourselves
face to feee with & profound philosophicel rebellion. HNew va -
lues are assigned to the self and its modes of knowledge ; in
feot, Bergson transforwed every thing, spsce and time ; motlon
snd causslity, sud came to the comelusion thet men is free.
Bergson, indeed, did not come to this as a conclusion ; for'free-
don" or "indetormimstion" is & fact which can not be separeted
from Bergson's fundemental philosophiesl beliefs : Msn is free,
Neture is msde out of free objectifications of life, there was
en sot of freedom st the origin of the world, the latter procee-
ding from e ereator possessing s sovereign liberty.

These things, suid at the begining of & chapter dealing
with Bergson's rebellion sgeins Determinsm, are rather difficult
to spprehend and consequently uncleer. Yet, when one comes to
Bergson he finds it necessary to say everything at ones ; for he
himself onee eonfessed it by ssying : "our imterior 1ife helps
us to understand the ucrct% {11‘-' or "Notre vie iutérieure nous
aide 2 deviner le secret de ls vie en général" (1) ; and, when
one knows the nature of the first primeiple ~ or God - every
thing is elesred up to him.(2) As to the unity of the Bergsonian

philosophy M.Junkelevitoh seid f(3) "Ome must seek it not in a

(1) Evolution orestrice p.283.
(’g « Pe233.
(8) V.Jenkelewitoh, Bergson, Alean, Paris IS3I Ch.II Ls liberté.



primeiple but he finds it st the end, for we osn say of his doe-
trine what he seid himself of his Crestive evolution, that it is
directed towards en end though it does met fully fulfill the pro-
grem it has made for itself." So thet in this small chepter we
shall find ourselves treating of Bergson's genersl philesophy of
nature, then of his philosophy of men's mature, then of his meta-
physies of Time, agein of his philosophy of neture, snd Join at
the end some words of his conception of the supreme Being - all
these things being strietly encheined one with the other. Let us
start by Bergson's philosophy of nature.

£s » philosopher, Bergson is ranged smong those who have
professed at least one kind of evolutionism, for he oame st s &i-
me in which, as Hoffding ssid (I) : "Every philosopher has to ta-
ke & definite and precise position as regards the concept of evo-
lution, this latter being sonsidered as importent as any one of
the categories i.e. the essentisl forms of our thought, simply be-
esuse this coneept forms the point of departure of many new pro-
blems.” M.Metz spesking of the first step of Bergson in the do-
main of philosophy snd of his coming to the problem of freedom
says t (2) Bergson studied sll great msterialistio philosophies
of his time ; the works of Reman, Taine, Spencer were quite fami-
liar to his mind, es also the works of spiritislistic philosophers
#s Boutroux and Ollé-Laprune. But Spenmcer's trenspositiom in phi-
losophy of the theory of Derwin greatly impressed the youth of thet

time, and the young Bergson wes much influenced by this idea of evo-

- -

(I) Hoffding,H. La philosophie de Bergson,n.g?.

(2) Mets,A. Bergson et le Be geonism, Paris, Vrin 1983 P.10,11;
L) nln.—ghﬂ'oTlo_m.TEﬂc. Plon 1928 p.I47 et ss.

(3) Le Bergsonisme, Paris !ag P37,
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lution, of change of oreation." so much so thet M.Thibeudet wri-
tes (I) : "The philosophy of Bergson resembled very much some no-
tes, or s criticieme written in the mergin of Spemser's philoso-
phy." In faet, he continues : "after careful study of Spencer's
philosophy, after a deep eritieism of this doetrine, Bergson wan-
ted to spply his own ideas on that subject to the most classienl
of all problems 'the problem of the freedom of man' «"(2) Bergson
then is an evolutionist ; he believed in evolutiom, or rather he
considered it "ss en explenstion of the world - though not true -
st least of great possibility", it is mecording to him "e hypothe-
sis whieh finds applicstion emong feet" (3). Every thing happens
as if evolution has teken place : evolution, perpetusl ohange,li-
fe in perpetusl creation, it is what Bergson retsined from doetri-
nes such sae Trensformism, Lemekianism, Evolutionism, Fimelism. So-
me words on these fundemental theses will make clearer Bergson's
own views.(4)

Transformism is this dootrine secording to which the e~
nimel, ss well as the vegetal, have not been sinee their origin
as we see them to day ; they have been differemtiated, by snd by,
under the influence of some natursl causses, so much so that we
ean consider all of them es proceeding - by way of gemerstion -
from few primitive tupes or even from one and unique type only.
Though trsnsformism is most of the time referred to Derwin, it
was Lamarck, in fact, who hed the first primitive idea about it.
without going into details in Lamarkisnism, we ecen briefly sey
that it gonsidered transformism as the result of three factors 1

(I) Le Bergsonisme, Paris 1925 p.37

(2) See Bergson's study of Spencer's doetrine in Evelution ores-
trice c‘-:.

(3) Evolution Creatrice p.26,27.

(4) On these dootrines see Problems of Philosophyenthe origin ot spe-
cies . Lahr Ch. Coursde pllm Pares Reavehtsne, 1§16 Ch.v-Y.
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environement, habit and need. By environement, Lemarek hes in
mind the elimmte, the food and the habitation. Now this factor

is not, seccording to Lamerok, s real osuse, but rether the cccse
sion whioh determines the transformetion ; and the real ceause is
the vital emergy which works scoording to two laws : the law of
need, and thet of hebit or use : so thet need eccording to Lamarek
erestes the organ, use or eustom dml!p- it; heredity fixes it
and perpetustes it. But, unable to prove experimentally the resl
faet of erestion Lamerck proves it by way of amslogy and says that
our every deay life shows that our organs develop when we exercice
them and get weak when we do not often mske use of them ; and that
if this stete of insetion lasts, the orgsn perishes.

Derwin makes of these vegue laws of Lemsrek two definite
laws : the natursl selection snd the struggle for existence. Trans-
formism, in & word, mesans continual chenges of specles : oreation
of new ones and annihilation of old ones ; in other words life ma-
nifesting itself in continual new shapes.

RWhet is the meaning of Evolutionism 7 While the transfor-
misn of Darwin was but a scientifie hypothesis destined to explain
the origin of the species, Evolutionism has & charscter purely me~-
te physieel, for it pretends to explain in one unigue law the ori-
gin of all beings and all fects. Sinoce Bergson has been much im-
pressed by the doetrine of Spencer, let us throw s rapid glsnoe on
Spencer's fundemental idess. He defined evolution as consisting

essentislly of & gradusl passage from the homogeneous to the hete-

- .-

(1)
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rogeneous i.e. from the simple, to the more complex ; and this
passage is made mocording to a necessary and rythmiesl law, At

the begining, every thing was wniform and sesttered eand gonfu-

sed : then, through en imperceptible way every thing centers it~
self, or diversifies itself, or determines itself. And pessing

in a quick review of the multiplicity of phenmomens, from the gra-
dual constitution of our globe, to the apparition of life in its
most genuine form, to the spperition of man with his sentiments
end intelleet, Spencer tried to show the examplification of his
prineiple of evolution, so much so thet, socording to him, the
same law of evolution explains slse the origin of morality, of

the orgenisation of soclety, end of srt. In s few words, in mst-
ter, life and thought - everywhere - we notice this same rythmi-
cal movement whieh econstitutes an integration, 1.e. a concentra-
tion of fsots depending one upon the other. This movement of con-~
centration resembles at the begining a struggle ; but, thanks to
the succoessive sdaptations of all bo‘ln!, it comes to be & mere
hormonious play : that is why the world incessently tends towards
the best, and all as we are, -uu:;x}%‘”ﬁl-’ﬁ*‘lorm in this une-
voideble progress.

Finslism et lest, is the doetrine whieh says thet every-
thing exists and develops, in order to realice the end to whioh
it bas been oreated. 1In this dootrine, the end, or the being -
to use dristotelien terminology - exists before the becoming, or

the meens snd realizes it. S0 that e plen of work is mede first,
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and it is then fulfilled by the developing thing. This end, or
the being - is also celled the osuse of the becoming, or slso the
end to which it aspires.(I)

Now keeping in mind these gemersl things ssid on Evolutio-
nism, Trensformism, Finelism, let us see¢ how Bergson rescted to
them, and what his finel definite attitude was.

fhat he retained from these dootrimes is the motion of
change, of life ereating itself snd transforming itself into ve-
rieties of shapes snd forms ; but as to th= proeedure, or the pro-
cesses through which this chenge, snd evolution is made, Bergson
refuted all thet was proposed by these dootrines. He of eourse,
recognises the faet that evolution hes tsken plece (hence the mul-
tiplieity of shapes snd forms of beings and things) @ yot none of
these doctrines gave sn sdequate explanstion of fsot suh’&k: Eth
vision, for instence. Also, though he believes that the forms im
whieh life is incemmeted sre not steble and continuel, yet he be-
lieves that life is essentislly e continusl current : it is essen-
tislly durstion.(2)

Here we approsch suddenly s Bergsonien dogms : the dogme
of durstion. In faet durstion is the key, the only key, which in-
troduces us into the Bergsonmian domain i to miss its meening,means
to have missed & real understending of this philesophy. 7his is
the mesning of these words of Bergson himself : "A mon avis, tout
résuné de mes vues les déformers dans leur ensemble ot les expose-
9__2._:_& méme d une foule d'objections, s'il ne se place de prime

(1) See on the notiom of finsl ecsuse the four osuses of Aristotle.
See also in generel Aristotle's teleo in W.D.Ross. Aristotle.

(2) About durstion I shell note s very signifiecetive feflexion of
the above-eited Mr.Thibaudet. He says : when we generslly speak
about it, we have in mind something which does not change, fsml-
ways the seme. But with Bergson, durstion means living-ohanging.



abord et s'il ne revient pes sans cesse 4 ce gue je considére
comme le centre mfme de le dootrine : 1'imtuition de le durée,ls
représentetion d'une multiplicité de pénétretion réeiproque toute

différente de ls multiplieité numbrigue, ls représentation d'une

durfe hétérogdne, quslitstive, eréatrice, est le point de départ

d'ol je suis perti et ol je suls constamment revemu.”(I)

But now, preeisely because of duratiomn, or rether of the
nature of duration, we find ourselves fsoce to fece with the pro-
blem of men ; not only this, but we shell find ourselves dealing
elso with the metaphysies of Time and Bpouf/"ti’th the prineiple
of eausslity. So thet, leaving for a moment the whole problem of
evolution, let us study the problem of men mnd thet of his liber-
ty, after which we shall eome sgain to the problem of meture in
general where we left it, and stete in it the pert of liberty. Let
us say it ot onoce, that the Bergsonisn problem of the freedom of
man is pleced in his metephysics of Time, this latter being » most
fundemental vitel impulse, of e crestive evolution of life.

I have said et the begining of thie chepter thet Bergson
did not come to the conelusion that men is free, but that he re-
ther believed in it end he rebelled against those who denied it.
His belief is this : if there is a problem et all of 1liberty, it
is beesuse there is a confusion between spmoe and time. Any ques~
tion comcerning freedom invests, scoording to him, the following
form : ean Time be adequetly projected inmto space 7 (2) And to

Space end Time, these two old discoveries of Kent, Bergson oppo-

- - -

(I) This citetion is found in the sppendix of the work of HoHoff~
ding on the philosophy of Bergson, fr.trad. Paris, Aleen 1918
’.m"ul-

(2) Données immédistes de la consoience, Avent propos p.VII et p.I89
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sed his notion of Duretion.

Let us first explain the feet thet an error between Speoe
end Time leads to o denisl of freedom, snd then, these, on the eon-
trary, Duretion (resl end comcrete Time) reestablishes it.

Bergson himgelf stetes the error predominant since Kent,and
seys (I) 1 the error of Kent has been to believe that time is =
homogeneous medium, but he failed to see that real time or dures
tion is mede out of moments interior one to the other and that
when it invests e homogeneous form, it is them expressed in terms
of spaee. The distinetion he mede between Space sand Time mesns
in reality a confusion of the one with the other, and between the
symbolical representation of the self and the self itself. He found
out that consciousness is unable to perceive paychicel feots other-
wise than e juxtepositionm, and he did mot see thet ¢ medium in
which feots are juxtaposed snd distinet ome from the other is ne-
cessarily spece lnd"%ti,l-. From this he was led to believe that
the seme states in the depth of consciousness are susceptible to
be reproduced in the seme wey as are sll Physiesl phenomens ; it
is however whet he mesnt to sey when he gave to the prineiple of
esuselity the seme mesning end the seme réle inm the external world
as well as in the internel world of conseiousness. Hence, with
him freedom becams an incomprehensible fesot, and yet, he believed
in it, he assigned to it sueh an importance thet he placed it in
the noumensl world. Wot only did Kent meke s confusion between du-
ration end Space, but slso he made of the self resl and free - quite
foreign to spsce - a self, foreign to spsee snd to Durstion and

(1) Données immédiates de le conscience, p.I78, I7%.
M
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whieh canmot consequently be resched by our faculty of knowledge.
But in reslity we perceive this self and we resch its intimate rees-
lity whenever, by an effort, we come beck to ourselves. For in the
seme way in which we osn live in spsce, submitting ourselves to
the primeiple of cmusality, we can repleace ourselves in pure durs-
tion, the moments of which ere interior, heterogeneous, but where
the given cause does not necesserily produce the same effect. That
wes the error of Kent after whioch has led to the denial of freedom
Bergson will restore it with his new discovery : Duration. From
now, one must continuslly keep in mind thet Burstion is nothing el-
se then Time in Bergson's terminology. What is duratiom, what is
its nature, what are its relations to space’ I have said, s little
while ago that because of durstion we find ourselves face to fase
with the problem of men ; the reason of this is simply : Bergson
found out,or rather discovered Durstion (resl Time) by & keen enaly-
sis of the self i.e. of our psychionl life, and he found out thet
not only is durstion an attribute of the self, but the self itself.
thet does this mesn 7 Khet is the self, and what is durstion 1
Duration, explsins Bergson (I), is the form, whioch the
succession of our conscious states essumes, when our ego lets 1t~
self live, when it refrains from separating its present states from
ite former states. Now, from the nature of our psychical state,
this new time i.e. duration, is not s homogeneous medium in whieh
wWe can state side by side stetes of eonsciousness, snd ssy thet this

state of conseiousness is the cause of the other. Preeisely because

——— - -

(I) Données immbdiates de le conseience p.79.
M
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of the nature of our psychieel states, i.e. of duration, we can
by no meens deny the novelty , the sponmtaneity, of sny of our se-
tions, l.o.oj';‘;odu.

Let us follow as faithfully as possible the very evolution
of Bergson's thought. The first thing he does (I) is to explain
the nature of our psychieal states. These states Bergeon calls the
immediate data of consciousness. They are exsctly and simply all
that we feel, all thet we experiment, ell that we live. Now starts
& rediosl Bergsonian notion : these states are of » quelitative and
not of a qusmtitetive nsture. What Bergson mesns here is thas, For
instance, we can by no mesns sey thet the sensstion of pain I presen-~
tly feel is two times greater them thet I heve felt yesterday, or
that the sentiment of love I live mow, is three times wesker than
the ome I experimented hr'mr. In other words, sensetions, senti-
mente, differ not in intcn;lty but in quality : why ? simply becau-
se states of oonsciousness, when they live for & moment, chenge, and
oreate new states ; so that every sensation, every sentiment, is ne-
ver the same at the begining of its 1ife and at its end ; it melts
tnd fuses with the other. While, says Bergeon, eny quantity differs
from any other in the same way as magnitudes differ in spsce (when,
for imstence, ome magnitude contsins the other). Love, hated and suf-
fering are entities which cannot be sdded one to the other. And yet
we attribute to what we feel a representation in the external world;
we do not remsin passive to what the sense of sight, of hearing or of

touch, for instsnce, bring to us ; on the contrery, we interpret the-

(I) The problem of the freedom of man inm Bergson's philosophy is found
in his work called The Immedist data of conseiousness,
M
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se representstions, we situate their objects in spsce, we ettribu~
te to them dimensions of sll kinds and also all kinds of measura-
ble quentities. By so doing, we introduce the quantity. But this
sct of spetislisation is, Bergson says, "an set of the mind whieh
conceives in 8 whole snd juwtaposes states which primerly are in-
extensive.” It is certein, he sgrees, thet we constatly spesk of
sensstions of more or less grest intemsity, but when we do so, we
take into secount two different things : first,we evaluate the in-
tensity of a sensstion of pain for instence, to the extent thet it
hes been irrsdiated in the body ; seecond, we introduce the notion
of ceuse. For instance we say thet s eertsin number of vibretions
executed in a given condition, produce the sensation we usually
osll "sol", yet we know that the "sol" is not this semsation i%-
self, It slso happens thet this very nn-bo:-f:.ikr:;:“'ul' equels
one time and half thet of en other, let us say the "do", yet, we
can by no means say thet the "do" is the 2/5 of the "sol", What
Bergson seys ebout sounds he applies to every other sensatiom ;
viz. we cen surely arrange in a certain order sensstions of dif-
ferent intensities, yet we cen by no means say thet one sensation
is two times or three times bigger then snother ; moreover, if we
do so, we have in view not the sensations themselves, but their
csuses. He goes on snd seys thet to believe in the law of Fechner(I)
means to have introduced methemetics in & domsin which does not be-
long to it at all : nemely, e sensation ocsn not be said to be two

(I) The femous lew of Fechner which seys thet s sensation grows in

en arithmitioal progression, when the additional existing grows
in a geometriecal progression.
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Bergson, oan never be repeated 14!0!‘&101]3;&3%“01! 3 mot oanly
that, but the same osuse of sensation for instance the "ré" does
not produce on us the seme impression at the begining snd st the
end of a plece of musie, because between the two "ré" the sudition
of the whole piece of music hes taken place and had enriched and
modified our self : every sensation is itself and nothing else ;
two sensstions are not reduciblecthings ; they sucoedd to eesch
other, not in & form of juxtapésition, but they are inclined one
on the other, they influence each other, they fuse and melt one
into the other,

What Bergson says about sensetions he spplies t"tuliq-.
sentiments : every sentiment of joy, of pity, every sesthetiocel
feeling shows how each one of them is s living thing which makes
with itself a "snow bell” ; each one shows thet it is not s unity
but & multiplieity ; from homogeneity, a conscious stete passes
to hetereogeneity. And in the same way » sensation becomes of
greester intensity when it is irridiated to a greater part of the
body, so also & sentiment becomes more intense when it has enri-
ched itself with many other states. This point nemely the hetero-
geneity, the richness of e untl-nnt;’/wry importent and must at-
tract our sttention. For it is this point of view thet Bergson
will later proclaim thet there ere free scts, sinee every set pro-
oceeds from & mew sentiment ; and we cen never prediet sotion in
the future precisely because every sentiment when it lives enri -
ches itself and is trunsformed. But let us not build on this econ-

elusion of Bergson ; and before determining the real nature of du-
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ration end ite reletions to Spsee let us meke with Bergson the
distinetion thet he does between the two selves i.e. : the two
egoes, for here one side of the problem esn be cleared up. Berg~
son distinguishes two selves, the one he ealls the superfiocial
8elf, that which, scoording to him ean be apprehended by our in-
telligenece and expressed by mesns of concepts and langusge, the

other, the fundsmental self (le moi profond) which can be percei -

ved by pure imtuition. Under the first aspect, the self presents

itself as made out of definite states, of definite ideas with pre-
eise outlines, which our mind, when it thinks them, finds them in

& state of immobility. Among these:states Bergson ranges the soien-
tific idess, »s well es all beliefs which had been given to us when
we were young, but whioch, all of them, idoas as well as beliefs, ha-
ve remnined st the surface of our consciousness ss "the desd leaves
on the surfece of the water of the lake." These ideas and even sen-
timents, passions, limited and precise in their nature, oan be Jux-
taposed one along-side the other, without fusing onme into the other,
end the relations existing between them oan be of & logiecal nature,
of sontiguity or associstion ; but the nature of each one of them
remsing unknown to the other . Their multiplioity resembles numeri-
ool multiplieity, where units cen be juxtaposed in spsce. To these
idess and sentiments, csusal determinism can be epplied, and when
one believes in determinism, it 1s of these states of consciousness
that he is thinking., The other self, or real comsciousness is qui-
te different ; it is charscterised by mobility, by ehange, by eres-

tion ; between mobility and oconsciousness there is an evident rels-
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tion seys Bergson : "Emtre ls mobility et ls comselence il y a un
rapport evident."(I) What ohsrmcterises this second self (moi pro-
fond) is first of ell its continuity; nsmely, our psyehicsl life

is in continual movement, mnd when there is s discontimuity in 1it,

this 1s due to the discontimuity of our sttention which neglects
one stete for the sake of enother "meis le discontinuité des ep-
peritions des &tats de consciense se dessine sur le econtinui té
d'un fond o) ils se dessinent et awquel ils doivent les interval-
les mémes qui les -Jp-ront. Ce sont des coups de timbele qui é-
olatent de loin en loin dsns la symphonie™(2) Now to the conti-

nuity of these states is sdded another cherscter, that of their

being moving end oreative ; end this continual creative movement
does mot consist only in the passage of one state to the other,
but salso in the trensformation of the one und”";n stete.

We depsrted some pmges ago from s do;inition of duration
in order to explein the nature of our conscious states, eand now ,
precisely from the msture of these eonseious states we reach a
new definition of duratiom. Duration is precisely this succes~
slon of the eonscious states of “reeiprocel pemetration” which
permeate and are fused one into the other ; it is this passage of
one state of consciousness to an other by & gredual and dynemieal
progress, (Conscious stetes penetrate one into the other ; and
this mutusl penetrstion makes that the succession of the conseious
states does not resexmble at all any other materislistie suoccession;
it is not a suocession in which need is to recsall ths psst snd to

separate it from the present. On the contrary, in the succession

(I) Evolution Crestrice p.IIS



- 168 -

of the econseious steates present and pest form but one whole as
happens when we recall the notes of a tune melting so to speak in-
to one another. Even, when these notes succeed one snother, ecould
we not, says ao'rglon, perceive them one into the other, so thet
their totality may be compared to a living being whose parts, al-
though distinet, permente one snother just because they are so eclo-
g=ly connected., WYe esn thus conceive of sueccession without dis-
tinetiun and think of it es & nutusl penetration, an intercomne-
xion, an orgsnisstion of elements esch one of whieh represents the
whole end cennot be distinguished or isoleted from it except by
sbstreet thought. Such is the seceount of duration, he continues,
which would be given by & being who wes never the same and ever
changing and who had no ides of spsce.(I) But femilier with the
latter idea we introduce it umwillingly into our feeling of pure
succession, we set our states of eonsciousness side by side in :
such & way as to perceive then simulteneously no longer in one
another, but mlongside one enother : in @ word we projeet time in-
to space, n?ﬁnu duretion in terms of extension and succession
tekes the form of o continuous line or a chein, the perts of which
touch without penetrating one snother, snd Bergson mekes us note
thet the mentel imege thus shaped implies the perseption no longer

suoccessive, but simultaneous of m before and after, end thet it

would be s contrsdiction to suppose a suceession which was only a
susgession snd which nevertheless was contsined in one and the sa-

me instant. When we come to spesk of an order in duration, snd of

- - -

(1) pormées Immédiates de l= Bonsolence, p.75-77




- I8¢ -

reversibility of this order, is the succession we are dealing -

with - ssks Bergson - a pure succession without any sdmixture

of extension, or is 1t succession developping in speee in such =
way that we oan take in at once a number of elements which are
both distinet and set side by side ? The answer is that we ean
not introduce order among terms unless we distinguish them compa-
ring the pleces which they ocscupy, hence we must perceive them as
multiple, simultaneous and distinet ; end Bergson oconeludes that
the idea of reversible series in duration, or even the ides of =
urhin order of succession iu time itself, implies the represen-
tation of spece and cannot be used to define it. And as & result
of what has preceeded Bergson coneludes thet pure durstion is a
succession of qualitative changes which melt into and permeate
thru one snother without precise outlinmes, without sny tendency
to externalise themselves in relation to one another ; pure dura-
tion is = pure heterogenmeity.(I)

Pure duration is wholly qualitative and differs redicsl-
ly from time, which is & symboliecal construction made by our wind
and modelled on spece. All philosophers sinee Kent have conside-
red it as & homogeneous medium in which phenomema ean be reprodu-
ced again and again, set sid by sid, remsining constently the sa-
me (ss happens is speoe). True duration is not a quantity; end
whenever we try to measure it, we inconseiously substitute space
i‘or it.(2) 1In feot what does the seientist when he studies the

movementdo? he notes the exsot moment of the begining of & movement

(1) Pon. Im. p. 79
(2) Idem p. 60



reversibility of this order, is the succession we are dealing -

with - asks Bergson - a pure suecession without any sdmixture
of extension, or is it succession developping in spsee in such a
way that we ocan take in at onee a number of elements which are
both distinet snd set side by side ¥ The answer is that we esn
not introduce order among terms unless we distinguish them compa~
ring the places which they oecupy, hence we must perceive them es
maltiple, simultanecous end distinet ; end Pergson coneludes that
the idea of reversible series in duration, or even the ides of =
nrhin order of sucecession iu time itself, implies the represen-
tation of spece and cannot be used to define it. And as & result
of what has preceeded Bergson concludes that pure duration is &
succession of qualitetive changes whioh melt into and permeate
thru one snother without precise outlines, without any tendency
to externalise themselves in relation to one enother ; pure dura-
tion is s pure heterogeneity.(I) |
Pure durstion is wholly qualitative and differs redicsl-
ly from time, whioh is a symboliesl construction made by our mind
and modelled on spsce. All philosophers sinee Kent have conside-
red it as & homogeneous medium in which phemomems esn be reprodu-
ced again snd again, set sid by sid, remeining constently the sa-
me (as happens is spece). True duration is not a guantity; end
whenever we try to measure it, we ineonseiously substitute spece
i‘or it.(2) 1In fact what does the seientist when he studies the

movementdo? he notes the exeot moment of the begiming of & movement

(x) Don. Im. Pe 79
(2) Idem p. 60
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{i.0. he notes the simultaneity of an externsl ohange ; he elso no-
tes the moment when the movement ends, this also being e simulta-
neity ; then he measures the spece which is in faot the only mes-
surable thing : namely movement is & dynemical progress, and what
we oall measuring timex by the speed of » movement is nothing el-
se than counting positions in spsce, or also immobilities. Whense
the error of the Bleates. (I)

The seme thing heppens when I try to measure time on the
eloek. "When I follow the movement of the needle which eorresponds
to the oseillations of the pendulum, I am not messuring time, as
we usually believes ; I am counting only simultaneities. OQutside
of my memory whiech has preserved their trsces, there is nothing
in spece save one simgle position of the pendulum, all other he-
ving passed.” (2) In/few words "beneath the homogeneous time -
extensive symbol of pure duration - a keen psychology oan discern
8 duration the moments of which permeate one into the other and
are heterogeneous ; beneath the numerieal mpltipliecity of the cons-
eious states, this same keen psychology discerns s qualitative mul-
tiplieity ; beneath the self the states of which are definite, it
diseerns a self to which suceession means fusion and organisation.”
£nd as we have alreedy seid, this duretion for Bergsom is not only
an attribute of the self, but it is slso the self itself. ind to
return to the error committed since Kant we find that sll philoso-
phers have considered Time as = homogeneous medium while the con-

trary is truc; moreover what i1s homogeneous in it is precisely what

(I) Donn,.Imm. pe. B4-85.
(2) 1bia. p- 9 1.
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does not chenge, i.e. spsce, in which simultaneities ean be set
side by side. Thiking thet they were dealing with Time, it was
with Space thet these philosophers were conoerned. Homogeneous
time is pure illusion, resl time, conerete durstion meens hetero-
geneity, ghality, ehange, creation : any idea of enalysis, of dis-
soalation, of meesure, of inerties is excluded.

But now, it is very diffieult,of course, recognises Berg~
son to think of duration in ite origzimsl purity. This is due to
meny reasons. One of them is that we do not endure nlone ; exter-
nel objects, it seems. endure as we do. I shall not build further
on this point for the moment, we shall meet it egein in this chap-
ter. /Another resson is that it is the defeet of the mind which,se~
cording to him, hes slways the tendency to Bubstitute to the beeco-
ming, or the perpetusl chenge, some series of immobile statee ; for
instence he says :"in ¢ rapid movement of our hendes which we do and
our eys are shut" though we heve the right impression thet it was &
unique and indivisible sect, yet, we usunlly say that "our srm hes
exeouted this gesture snd hes passed through sll the intermediary
positions.” "In reslity those positions exist but in our imegine-
tion, for our srm might have passed through these series, but in
faot it 418 not, snd Bergson concludes thet when we attribute divi-
sibility.to the movement, we forget that we can divise s thing and
not en act."(I) I seld that Bergson insisted very much on this ten-
dency of the mind te which treats the movement as e series of immo-

bilitfen, and doing so he has in mind this feet nemely it is by mo

- - -

(1) Ponn. lmm. p. 64



means possible to recompose & personm by an scoumulstion of psyohi-
eal states 1.e. it is by no means possible to recomstitute a be~-
coming with s series of {mmobile states. It is quite s differemt
thing to consider s thing from the ottside, and from the inside,
example, the case of » stranger who in order to heve a resl ides

of Paris, takes many desgigns, emch one representing s pert of

the town ; if he hed not seen Peris before, these designs may be
very numerous, yet he cen never heve s resl gresp of Paris, while
if he had visited snd lived in,thesedesigns would have been of
great profit from whet he hes seen from the inward imsge of Paris
he would be sble to set side by side the designe end relate them
one to the other. So that to understend ® thing, or to have a

resl grapwp of its mature is not to look at it from the outside,

but from the inside i.e. live in it. Now do we come hu&tm

of our conseious states, we can mever understend it, except by an
imward knowledge. This imward knowledge or rether mode of knowled-
ge is the intultion ; we know ourdelves by pure intuition i.e. "an
intellectunl sympathy by which one is transperted to the interior
of #n object in suoch & way ee to coineide with it ; and only in this
wey oan we express its persomml meture.” fecording to Bergson this
intuition 1s & very diffieult thing for the mind : "I1 feut gque 1l'es-
prit se violente, qu'il renverse le sens de 1'opération par leguelle
11 pense habituellement, qu'il retourne oun plutft qu'il renverse le
gens 4de 1l'opfrstion pm; lacuelle 11 pense habituellement, gu'il re-
tourne ou plutft qu'il réfonde sans cesse toutes ses estégories”."Il

y o 12 mn effort pénidble, douloureux méme pour remonter ls pente na-

- - -

() Chevalie,T. Bh /: 5.
(1) H;.]P () r«;hfm: an Teke /m Buﬁ)ﬂ s uu# o th Intioduetin afe Guch .
”I:yj.’m /.} 5. 18, 2%,
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turelle du trevail de la pensée pour se plecer tout de suite, par
une espdge de dilatation intellectuelle dens la chose gu'on étudie.”
Briefly then, it is by » pure intuition thet one gets the resl mes-
ning of duration. Let us now return to the problem of our freedom.
e heve set the real neture of Time, and we have denounced the old
wrong oomeeption, end now let us posit the problem again with Berg-
son "eny question cencerning freedom invests the following form:
ean Time be adequstly projected into spece”™ we snswer by the affir-
mative if it is with time which hes slresdy pessed that we think,and
by the negation if it is with the time whioh is passing thet ome is
concerned ; snd freedom, or the free sction, is produced in the pre-
sent time and not in the time whioh has slresdy passed : sall diffioul-
ties sbout it, even if there is such problem st sll it is becsuse they
attributed to duration the ssme qualities as to extension, becsuse
they translsted succession by simulteneities, and finelly becsuse they
put the idea of liberty in & lengusge which is mot the Aeast fit for
it."(1)

In feot, what did the deterministes do 7 To the first ques -
tion namely whether time can be sdequatly projected imte spece, or,
in other words, whether space end time sre of the same nsture, they
answered by the affirmetive : they made of time = homogeneous medium
Just beecsuse they need it in order to besr the psychioal states (for,
how could ome conseious stete lu the cause of enother if when the one
appears the other has elresdy vanished ?) They projected our inmmer

life into space, snd they took the Prinoiple of ecsusality ususlly used

- -

(1) pomm. Imm. p.I8%
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in seience snd spplied it to our psychiesl life, snd by so doing
condemned man to & complete determinism. This is the case of the
Associationist school, whose ressoning ebout this question very
much resembles the writings of Stuert ¥ill (I) when he says : "I
might have not killed, hed my aversion of the crime and my fear of
the consequences of such sn set been weaker then the temptation
which wes compelling me to commit it"; or s2lse, imn snother insten-
ce "his desire to do the good snd his repugnsey of evil were great
enough to prevent him from any comtrary sotion." In other words
they considered the self as an antity, and the psychical states,
hatred, love, desirs, other entities which oan be set side by side
and sdded one to the other, as if these states were not some living
ereative things, but simple pieces of matter made of inertisa. Yet
we know that sueh is not the case ; for, the least sensetion - and
e fortiori sentiments - grows ens is enriched by the mere fsct thay
it endures.

The error of the determinists then, &3 twofold : first, they
empoverished the self when they considered its stetes ss being immo-
bile;, or rather, they used a wrong conception of the self, which is
as we have seen - heterogemeous, living, creative, and comsequently
which is not only ome and simple, but many at one time. Perheps "ma-
ny" is also & poor word to express the richemess of & psyochiocal state.
When this latter endures i.e. when it lives, it mekes » snmow ball with
itself in such @ way as to envelop the whole personslity. In other

words, beosuse of its being living and perpetuslly fusing into the o=

- —— -

(1) see Philosophie de Hemilton, trad. Cazell p.564.




- I76 -

ther sentiments, we can sey that & sentiment, whenmever it hes res-
ched a certein depth i.e. when ever it has lived during a certain
lepse of time, represents the soul im its enterity, is such a way
thet we esn say that the soul is revealed in it ; so mueh so, says
Bergson, thet we csn know a person if we know one or two of her sen-
timents. Now to say that the soul is determined by sny one of these
sentiments means simply thet it is determined by itself. The asso-
eiationist, or he who believes in ecnuse and effect in the domein of
psychelogy, considers these sentiments ss if they were emtities qui-
te distinet from one snother and having no personsl individusl as-
peet ; he juxteaposits them one slongdide the other in Time ; while
if he comes to consider these psychologiosl ststes with the parti-
eular eolour they invest in every particular person, and if he gives
to every one of them what comes to it from the others, it becomes
then quite useless to sssociate psyohicel states, in order to recom-
pose the persomn this latter, let us repeat it existing wholly in e-
very one of them. Now here is a first definition of s free set: the
externsl manifestation of this internsl state is precisely what we
may osll a free act, since the self,and the self alone, would have
been the suthor, end since this set revesls the whole self (I) "Et
la menifestetion extérieure de cet état interne sers précisdment ce
qu'on eppelle un scte libre, puisque le moi sure été l'suteur , puis-
gu'elle exprimere le moi tout entier.”

Kot to return to the error of the determinists, we see that

they considered not the real self, but the superfiecisl ome. In faot,

- -

(I) Données Immédistes de ls “omsciemce p. I27
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in this case striet determinism cen be applied. For we remember
well that whet Bergsom calls the superficial self is nothing but
these viclent emotions or even habits givem or rather imposed by
a wrong education ; such emotions, sueh habits, eover only the sur~
fece of our eonsclousness snd ere not fused snd melted with the
whole self ; they remain in a state of erystaliisation, so that
when we set under their influence our actioms would lsek frolon.
Ex. t & vielent emotion of love keeps us slaves and blind, end
determines us to setions which we may disapprove st other times.
In & few words, Bergson insists and comes egein to this fundamen-
tal idea 1 whot eonstitutes the error of the determinists (i.e.
those who denied freedom) is thet they considered as being simple
inertis, or immobilities in the movement, impersonslity in & living
psychical state ; and thet they eonsidered as simple the law i.e.
they get rid of quality snd conserved only the qusntity, while the
simple and true 1s the perpetusl movement of life of crestion sand
consequently no definite precise outlines of sentiments or sctions.
As to the second fece of their error, they uded time in e
wrong wey : nsmely they heve considered it ss & homogeneous medium
where psychiesl facts sre set one by the side of the other, snd
they nssocisted them one with the other. They considered the deli-
beration whioh usually preseeds & voluntary action as taking plece
in spece ; they represented by lines the different directions of
our inolinetions ; end finally they believed thet one direction hed
to be followed and consequently ome special sotion hed to be done.

Whet is worse : they expressed their sct by an argusent similer to
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that end they seid : an setion omee secomplished is necomplished;
that is, an sotion esould not be different from what it is ; or,

an action is necessarily determined by what has preceeded it. Mo~
reover they used consepte, i.e. definite forms of thought, to ex-
press a dynamie progress, they treated sentiments es if they were
something quite impersomel snd inert, while, let us repest it with
Bergson, the self is a porpetusl becoming ; and this is fer from
being & homogencous medium ; and the prineiple of cnusslity has o
quite diffrerent memning, it is a esusality of = pesychical form,
end we slways feil when we come to trsnslate into words sny of the
states of our souls. (I)

Now that we heve determined the error of determinism, and
stated by the same process one definition of free scte, before buil-
ding on these free scts end precising the charseter of freedom,let
us posit the problem of “"prevision", or scts in the future, and in-
quire whether the prediction of sets is not s erucisl faet against
liberty., "fhat about setions which esn be foreseen” the determinist
would ask, snd he would formulste such s problem es this : knowing,
from to-dey, =1l the future entecedentsof our setions (futurs enté-
oédents) a grest intelligence sould not prediot with absolute certein-
ty the decision which will ensue. Bergson first of all notes the feot
that there may be some probability in what we een foresee 3 for ins-
tence, knowing the sentiments of a person we eén have - if not a resl
imege of what she will do - at least an imege of grest probsbility,

for our sentiments and our cherscter, though they are in continuel

- -

(I) Domn. Imm. p,126
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modifiestion, are yet only rerely subject to a sudden chenge. But
now to ssy that our knowledge of sll antecedent sotions can lead
us to an ebsolute knowledge of & future mct, is an exagerated as~
sertion. In order to prove this belief, Bergson imegines a per-
son whom he ealls Peter, and who is supposed to come to & deci~
sion which is epperently free. Bergson imegines slso another per-
son, or better, s philosopher, ealled Paul who, living a eentury
before Peter, and knowing consequently ell the conditions in whiech
Peter was moting, meks whether Psul een foresee with certainty the
eetions of Peter. Bergson says, if Peul knows all conditions in
which Peter is seting, this means that there is no deteil whatso-
everof the life of Peter that has escaped him, so that his immgi-
nation ean live end build up the whole story of Peter. The gues~
tion remsins : how osn one know with exsetitude all the conditions
of the conscious states of enother person, snd their importence in
relation to one another ¥ There are two mesns , two hypotheses to
essimilate into ones being the sentiments of snother person : the
one is seid to be lwh, end the other is statio. In the first
instance, Psul places himself into the oonditions of Peter and by
gradusl trensitions he coineides exsctly with him ; so thet, pas~
sing by the same series of conscious states, Peul reaches the sotion
(whioh he was to predict) when it wes sccomplished ; end of course
the problem exists no more. 1In the second way, we presuppose the
finel sot, by the mere feot that we not only indieste the psyeholo~
gienl states, but slso sssign to them their guentitative velues,in

theat way Psul does not live reslly the psychicsl stetes of Peter,

- - -
»
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but he imegines them ; i.e. he substitutes to their reality their
pure images. Here elso the problem does not exist, simply becsu-
se we misinterpret their nature, assigning to them intensive quali-
ties,

Prevision, coneludes Bergson, is & feact whioh can be true
only of meterial impersonsl facts, and not of psychiecal oreative
life. In feet, to predict an astronomical event, for instance,
oconsists primerly in reducing ss much as possible the interval of
time whioh separstes us from the event which we want to predict,
keeping intect the relstion of its different parts. Now is such
s reduction of time possible when it is with our duretiom that we
deal ? Surely mot ; our duration is nmot quantitative but simply
gquelitative ; snd this whole problem erises only beesnuse the deter-
minist uses for our psychologicsl life the same conception of time
whioh the physist uses in physies : we ean shorten a quantity, but
never & quality i.,e. durstion

* o

Now making a brief recapitulation of the fundamentel be-
liefs of Bergson on the problem of freedom, let us state new de-
finitions of free scts ; then we shall pass to the problem of 1i-
berty in genersl and how it is reflected in the world ; and, st
last, under the suggestiom of Mr.Chevalier, let us try to establish
the link, or rather the point of deperture and the end of Bergson's
conception of freedom.

Whet we have tried to expound in this chapter is, first of

sll, that Bergson was an evolutionist, or rather that he believed



that evolution is the most prodable hypothesis for an explamation
of the world. We do not knmow yet how evolution proceeds, we

know simply thet every living thing, and more preeisely, every
psychical stete of the individusl, presents some moving, orestive
thing. From this ides of change and perpetual becoming, Bergson
was led to transform the old conception of Time, snd to replace

it by thet of Durstion. Duretion is heterogeneocus, qualitative
end oreative, so that it is simply the sucoession of our psychi-
cel states ; it is the self iteelf. If this is so, we easily see
that there is no room st all for spesking of any prineiple of ecau-
sality, since every sensation, every sentiment is not a homoge-
neous thing but s living orestive one. Every sensation, every
sentizent makes & "snow ball" with itslef ; that is, envelopes the
whole personelity. It follows, thet if we say thet the soul has
been determined by a certain sentiment, this would simply mean
that it has been determined by itself. For a better understending
of what Bergson called the “"psyehical csusality”, let us compare
it with '!pd_n’uul esusality”. The prineiple of csusslity in the
Physical world implies the fect that a fact is not modified when
it scts on snother fact, or when it is said to be the eause of the
other : in other words, fects remsin identicsl with themselves du-
ring the whole experimentation - while this is mot the case at all
when psychicel fueots are oconcerned : internsl esuselity would be =
dynamieal one, and in it any ides of reversibility, any idea of or-
der sre impossibles true duretion ean not be foreseen precisely
beesuse it is oreative, seys M.Chevalier (I). All these things lead

- -

(I) Chewalier, Bergson, p. I4I
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Bergson to such definitions of free scts as the following : First ,
the free sot is the external menifestation of sny internsl psyehi-
oal state when this latter hes lived enough to revesl the whole
personelity. It is free beosuse the self and the self alone would
have been the author. Now, this same fmet proves thet liberty has
not en absolute ocharsoter, but that it admitis of degrees, so mueh
so thet the free set is thie aot which belongs to s long dynamioal
series of psychicsl stetes end which tries to identify itself with
the fundemental self, for : "C'est de 1'fne entidre que la decision
volonteire émsne, et 1'acte sera d'eutant plus libre gue la efrie
dynamique & laquelle il se retteche tendrs deventsge @ s'identifier
evecle moi fondemental.”(I) snd Bergeson believes that the most se-
vere eduestion would be without eny effect if it does not communi-
oate to us sentiments cspsble of being fused in the soul as a who-
le. A finsl definition of free acts is this 1 "we are free when
our aets reveal our whole personality, when they express it, enmd
when they heve with it this resemblance which we find between the
artist and his pilece of art." "Nous sommes libres quend nos sctes
émanent de notre personslité entidre. Quand ils 1'expriment, guand
ils ont aveo slle cette indéfinisseble ressemblance qu'on trouve
parfois entre l'oeuvre et 1'artiste.”(2)

Thet was the meaning of the free scts of man ; it is a
freedom of a psychicel mature i.e. proceeding essentially from the
nature of our psyehicel 1life. But Bergson did not only believe in
the freedom of men, butt-found it elso in nsture, let us see how,
At the begining of this chapter I have steted Bergson's beliefs in

-

(I) Bergson, Donnfes Immediates p.IZ8
(2) idem . p.IB2
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evolution, and I heve seid that he -w everywhere in matter and
thought s perpetus]l movement of life under multitudes of shapes;
and I have suid that, in spite of thiebelief, he eould not accept
any of the finslistic or evolutionistic explemation of this move-
ment. Life for him was & continuel process : duration. I have al-
so pointed that according to him, to know the seeret of our inte~-
rior life is to know the secret of life in genersl. Let us here
proceed to investigete into the way Bergson applied the notion of
"duration” to the materisl world end showed the existence of liber-
ty therein.

1 have seid thet Bergson was very much impressed by Spen~-
cer's doctrine of evolution. In fact he transformed the materialis-
tic evolution of Spencer into thet of durstion. Duration consists
of the deep and profound imprevisible znd continuel ohspge - the
latter being the primordisl feet of sny consoiousness. Duration is
this continuel progress of the past whiech grows into the future,and
whioh swells as it advences. "La durbe est le progrds econtinu du
psssé qui ronge l'svenir et qui gonfle en svangent."(I) Every thing
iz made up of time, i.e. chenge ; so mueh so that Bergson rejects
every other phenomenon and admits thet of change. Change is every
thing and immobility is but an illusion. Let us take, seys he, the
most astable of our internsl states : the visual pereception of em ob-
Jeot. This objeet might remain always the same, end I might look
et on one side under the same angle, under the same light ; yet the
vision I heve of it now differs from thet which I hed s moment ago,
simply becsuse it has become older, my memory being there snd brin-

ging to my present something of my pest. In feet we change incessan-

- -

(I) Ev.Creat. p-ﬁ
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tly, and even this entity of the "I" whioh we believe to be necessa-
ry to support sll conscious states, is but an artifieiel link: "it

is for our conseiousness & sign destined to remind it to juxtsposit
e state of conseiousnes by the side of the other, while there is no
juxtaposition but simply » eontinustiom " our psychicel life is me-
de of time, thete is no stuff more resistent then 1t."(I) Of eour-
se, recongnizes Bergson physies ascribes s meterisl support to every
movement ; yet as this science advances, this belief in material sup-
ports is getting weeker : for mass wes looked at as if it were compo-
sed of pure molecules ; then of stoms ; then electrons sand corpuscu-
les ; and this support sssigned to the movement is so small that it
is but a scheme, 8 symbol - "a simple concession of the sclentist to
the habits of our visuel imeginstion."™ All this is vain snd useless,
and Bergson concludes that there sre chenges, but there is nothing
thet ohunges ; change does not need any support ; there are movements
but there are no objects that move ; movement does not isply & moving
object (2).

Of course, what is relevent to our present discussion, is to
see how Bergson epplied this notion of duration to the umiverse. It
is certain that meterisl objeets seem immoveble, yet succession in
an incontestable feet in the materisl world. Let us comsider the
most sluplg feet : thet which consists in preparing & gless of sugs-
red water. First, I have to wait until the suger melts in the water;
this fect means meny importunt things for me, becsuse the time which

I spend weiting for the melting of suger is not a methemetiocsl time,
(I) Evol.Creat. P"
(2) La perception du cheangement p.24-28
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simply becsuse it corresponds to my impatienmee ; thet is, it makes

s part of my proper duretion. What is the gemeral meaning of this
experiment, if not that the gless of water, the sugar,the processes
of dissolution of thet suger, ere pure sbstreotions ; and that the
whole of which they have been out out by my senses end my understan-
ding, progresses also in the same way es does o conseiousness.”(I)
The universe is not then ruled by mecheniosl and msthematiocal laws;
end thet in the universe which shows resistence is nothing else than
life t every living being is travsfcrmed, then modified, and gets
old : "ol quelghe chose vit, il y e ouvert quelque pert un registre
o le temps s'inserit.”(2) Bergson refutes ell mechsniesal explana-
tion of the evolution of the world ; he also refutes finalism which
"t{mplies thet things and beings reslise simply = progrem.”(3) The
evolution of life is necording to him similar to our interiok evolu-
tion, thet evolution namely which ends in a free sct ; and his phi-
losophy of life pretends to surpass both mechanism and finelism,
though it approsches the latter. As finalism, it presents to us
the orgenised world as a harmonious whole ; but this harmony is not
as perfect as one seems to believe, for it admits meny digharmonies.
For every species, every simple individusl retains from the globel
impulsion of 1life & certain impulse or energy which he uses for his
own benefit. Species and individusls think only of themselves:that
is why there is lesck of harmony. Yet this hermony exists rightly
for the general impulse of life is & common one, which, however, as

we ascend the grades of being, slows more and more great tendencies.

(1) Evolution ecrestriece p.I0

(2) Ibid. p. I7.
(3) 1vid. p. 43




Bergson's most fundements]l belief is thet there is in the world,
through every existing being, an impulse to life. It is this impil-
se to life, which tekes the form of & movement in advenoe and expls ins
the evolution of beings, end even evolution in generel, It is this

vite]l impulse which explaine, for instance, sush a simple snd comple~
te thing as vision, end the sense orgen of vision itself, the eye,
Neither finslism, nor physico-chemical meohanism, are oapable of ex-
plaining the resl developement of the meny parts of the eye in order
to end to vision itself. The only thing which can explein it, secor-
ding to Bergson, is the sdvance towards vision, through the originsl
vital impulse of life.

In » few words, life is implied in every movement of this
development., Now if we are ssked (I) how end why is life so implied,
we should snswer thet life is primarily s tendeney to set on matter;
of ocourse the direction of this sotion is not determined, hence the
meinfold verieties of shepes which life presents on its way. This ec-
tion presents to & certein degree s charseter of contingeney ; it im-
plies & certein ohoice. Now s choice presuproses first the represen-
tation of mmny possible sotions. It is then necesssry that, there
must be present to the living being before the sceomplishment of any
sotion many possible ections. Bergson believes in life and sttribu-

tes to it the rfle of inserting indeterminism inte matter. "Le r@le

de la vie, dit-i1, (2) est d'inserer de 1'indeterrinisme dans ls ma-
tidre. Indeterminées, je veux dire imprevisibles sont les formes
gu'elle orée su fur et & mesure de son évolutions De plus en plus
indeterminfes, je veux dire de plus en plus libre est 1'sotivité &

- - -

(I) Evol.Crést. pP-I06.
(2) Ibid. peI37
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laguelle ces formes doivent servir de véhicule." Of course, I have
no time in this small chapter to state the whole doetrine of eresti-
ve evolution. I shall be contented with treecing the very fundemen~-
tal current as Bergson expounds it st the beginming of his Creative
Evolution ; and then I shall end the chepter by the suggestions of
certein philosophers as to the probable Bergsonisn coneeption of
God, the very sourse of the vitel impulse of life.

Bergson says(] )the ereative movement would heve been & ve-
ry simple and easy thing, and we could have traced its direction ve-
ry easily, had life teken one end unigue trs jectoty similer to a shot
thrown by & esnon. But this is not the cese ; end life is similar
to & shell which hes burst out of fregments, snd these fragments,
being pieces of shell, have burst out into new fregments destined
also to burst out agein, and so on. Uhen & shell bursts out, its
breeking into frugments depends upon two things ; first the foree of
the explosive powder contained in it ; end second, the resistence of
ite matter. GSimilarly the breskege of life, or its fragmentation in
the individusls, depends upon two things 1 first, the resistence that
life finds in watter ; and second, the explosive foree that life besars
in itself. The resistence of mmtter is the first obstacle thst life
met ; yet the latier succeeded however to win vietory over 1t - though
it was in & very humble way, since indeed life identified itself with
the generul physical and chemioal forces of nature. That is why the
first menifestations of life were very simple : they were like the

simple protoplasm or amoeba thet we observe to day, possessing a tre-

-

(1) Evol. Créet. p.I07
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mendous impulse whioh brought them to the superior levels of life.
Life is & tendency ; snd the easence of s tendenoy is to develop it-
self into & sheave, oreating, by the mere fact of its growth, meny
diverse direetions to whioh it communicates some of its impulses. A
simple objectification of the diverse directions of this tendency is
the fact of our charscter when we look retrospectively at our being
when we were growing . We osn see that there were in us meny perso-
nelities, end es ell of them could not develop in one time, we were
foreed to give way to only one or two of them. Now though it is the
seme in neture, yet this latter, says Bergson (I) does not make the
same ssorifiee. Neture keeps these diverse tendencies, which as they
grow take different individusl roeds. The bifureetions whiech life
follows on its rosd are meny yet we can distinguish three which lead
to main roeds, snd among these three one leads to man end it is lar-
gely opened to give way to the grest breath of life. Minersl specie,
as well as the vegetal and snimal sre not es Aristotle hes declared
it Three different degrees of one and seme tendency, they sre three
different directions of an eotivity which devides itslef (2). "Ce sonmt
trols directions divergentes d"une sotivité qui s'est scindée en grah-
dissant.” As we have ssid, life, inserting itself into every exis -
ting thing encountered the resistence of their metter; but, instwting
itself in different quentities, it gave rise to the many shapes of
things end of individuels. Hence the aparent lack of hermony as well

as the contengenoy and imprevisibllity of forms of life. In a few

words, says Bergson, what we oan notice in the inverse are twe currents

one (life) ssoending snd meking itself, the other desoending snd unme-
(I) Ev.Cr. PoIO’
(2) Ivid. p.148
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making itself. "L'setivité vitale est slors une reelité qui s'est
faite & travers ecelle qui se défeit."(I)

Here we are spprosching ome most importent thing end with it
we shall end the ehapter. A question arises whenece comes this ener-
gy, this life which uses itself, continually inserting itself in
matter 7 It sppears necessery to admit thet at the origin of the
world there is 8 source of the many energies whioh sppear in the
world "il feudra nécesssirement chereher l'origine de ces énergles
dans un processus extre specisl” snd M.Chevalier suggests, let us
meke en inforence of the Bergsonien thought : we must look for en
infinite energy which necesserily gives of itself without losing sny-
thing of its primitive energy. This energy cun be only one of the
ettributes of s being which we eall God. From this point of view
every thing becomes cleer end as M.Metz elso suggests, in feet Berg-
son himself speaks of &« Crestor (2), a center from whiech overflows
the world ss do the fusees from en immense bougquet - provided, we do
not consider this center as s thing (chose) but as an ineessent life,
sotion, end liberty. By so doing, Bergson expleins also the erestion
not as something mysterious, but as something whieh we experience
whenever we act freely. Bergson seems to believe that if there was
not a free sot at the origin of the world there would have been no
plece at all for liberty. And eoncludes ¥.Chevalier, if the world
proceeds from s crestive aeot, from s sovereign liberty, then our 1li-

berty is not only possible, but also is true end resl, i.e. reslise-

lI) Ev.Cr. P-zﬂ’.
(2) Ev.Cr. p.270.



PART IV.

Critique snd personsl coneclusion.



GCGHAPTER 1

CRITICAL APPRAISAL

Before starting the part which I desre to eall personsl eon-
elusion, I shell do something even wore pretentious ; I shall try te
show how sl-Ghaseslli, Sohopenhauer snd Bergeon have fsiled to see
the most important fsotors in humen freedem. For thet purpose, I
shall state what [ consider to be the true eonception of humen free-
dom. These different factors, whioch are necessary for the existence
of freedon, or of free scts et sll, were already pointed out, though
very vaguely, throughout the Preceding parts. For instence, when [
reised the problem of freedom, I have tried to show that libverty is
priserly manifested not in the sotioms of man, but in his being, i.e.
in his nsture, ressomsble, suffering and willing ; and I have said
thet men msy not be precticslly free becsuse, there are msny faoctors
(such as sosiety, for instence) whioh prevent him from reslising him-
self freely ; but thet it wes true howsver that msn remmins free in
every one of his sentiments, in every one of his ereative works. The-
re was snother peint which I heve tried to meke clear ; the point, ne-
mely thet, to me, freedom is not at all this liberum arbitrium, or e-
ven this liberty of indifference, whioh eonsists in allowing men to
do whatever thing he likes ; but that liberty, true liberty, is meni-
fested tmh man ehooses responsibly, wnd deliberstly, fi.e. with
resson and will, one way of living, one way of thinking, this way
being for him the best ; and I have called this feot, that of being
determined, or necessitated to tet, by something outside of wen, or
even inside of him ; and I have said thet such necessity does mot om-

ly make possible the feet of our freedom, but thet it is the only

-



light under whioh the freedom of man ean be understood. Lster on, I
insisted upon christisnity, and I seld thet christionity geve to free-
dom its highest and noblest form : mesning thereby thet, to me, free-
dom is precisely this morsl progrese, this moral esancipsation by man
from his own weak and vanituous mature. Freedom es it is revesmled in
the religion of Christ has taken into consideration sll the fecéors
whioh ere essential in the coneeptiom of freedom } namely it mede of
liberty is the feot of & man reasonsble, respoamsible, willing ; eXli-
berty which manifests itself not as a result of an equilibrium of for-
¢es or of & cspricious will, but rether a liberty determindd, or even
necessitated by the love of God, by the hope of Eternal Life. In other
words the real Christian is he who, efter deep suffering, after strife
against the meny possible ways of soting, chooses resposibly and wil-
lingly the way which leads him to God, and only in so far does he pro-
ve his freedom.

Keeping in nind these different ideas, let us see how far ha-
ve Ghagzelli, Schopenhauer and hrgan understood snd expressed this
kind of freedom.

A eritioism of Gheszalli is more difficult the® that of Seho-
penhauer and Bergson, for the reeson thet Ghazzelld depurted from a
most diffioult dogme : the bellef in God. I say "difffioult” beosuse
not every one csn have this feith, or even this capacity to believe
with reason snd heart thet God, sad oenly He is the orestor of whestever
we do or feel. It is not en easy thing at all to plsce oneself in
this very state of soul of Al=Ghazealli, snd sceept with him, or even

refute with him, the prineiple of causality. I belleve thst Ghez:zslli

- -
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light under which the freedom of man ean be understood. Later om, I
insisted upon ehristianity, snd I seid thet christienity gave to free-
dom its highest and noblest form : mesning thereby that, to me, free-
dom is precisely this morel progress, this morsl emencipation by wan
from his own wesk and venituous mature. Freedom as it is revealed in
the religion of Christ has taken into consideration all the factors
which are essential in the conception of freedom ; mamely it mede of
liberty is the feot of a man reasomsble, responsible, willing ; silli-
berty which manifests itself not sas a result of an equilibrium of for-
oes or of & caprieious will, but rather a liberty determindd, or even
necessitated by the love of God, by the hope of Eternsal Life. In other
words the resl Christien is he who, after deep suffering, after strife
against the meny possible ways of soting, ehooses resposibly and wil-
lingly the way which leads him to God, end only in so far does he pro-
ve his freedon.

Keeping in mind these different idess, let us see how far ha-
ve Ghegzalli, Schopenhsuer and Borg_non understood snd expressed this
kind of freedom.

A oriticism of Gheszalli is more difficult thet that of Secho-
penhauer snd Bergson, for the resson thet Ghazselli departed from a
most diffioult dogme : the belief in God. I say "diffioult” becsuse
not every one ean have this feith, or even this cepscity to believe
with resson snd heart that God, end only He is the oreator of whetever
we do or feel. It is not san easy thing at ell to plsce oneself in
this very state of soul of Al-Ghazralli, and sccept with him, or even

refute with him, the prineiple of ocsusality. I believe thet Ghezzslli



can not be refuted at all, for there is no arm in our hards whieh can
be opposed to his. Fe have no meens of proving to him thet God does
not exist ; we can simply esk him ; How do you kmow that He is our
Creator - & question the only possible answer to which being : How do
you know that He is not ¢
I find two ways of meeting him : the first way is that of se-

oepting his attitude, his sentiments and his reesson (end this imvol-
ves the belief that sll thet we are or do is God's sot). It is thru
this way that we can fully appreciste his refutation of the prineiple
of emusality ; mecept thet "injustice” has no meaning for God ; and
secept that He is the crestor of evil of evil in the world. If we
appropriste his beliefs, how well do we understand that we are not
free, how well do we reslise the good of being the slaves of God, end
how well do we love this liberty he wants us to show when we have at-
tained the degree of perfection sueh that we love God snd we love Him
deeply and on;rily, 50 thet we fully snd enterily depend on Him. Eve-
ry thing is then cleared up, and we do not 8sk Ghazzalll whet about
our will ? What about our nnpulb!uty,ﬁﬂnt about our ressonsble
ehoise. In this dootrine, whet is important, is the gosl and the
point of depsrture ; both sre one end the seme : God. ¥We esnnot even
88k Al-Chazzalli what oan we 40 in order to love God ss he hiuself did,
for to love Him, or mot to love Him, is of God's will.

The second way of meeting Ghassalli is, on the comtrary, to re-
Jeet compleildy his faith in God A the result will be that, all of &
sudden, the loglcal oheing with whioh everything is Supported by Ghez-
selli will fell down. But is this sttitude (whieh is that of the posi~

-
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tivist, or the atheist) reslly a refutation of &Hhis huge dootrine ?
I do not think so ; for the gquestion remains : How ean you do this ¢
how ean you prove that God is mot the Crestor ? If Fgaszalli hed

been dogmetie, we would not be less, so.

Whet about SCHOPENHAUER 1 When one comes to Sohopenhauer he

might oconsider him either s the philosopher of freedom par excellence,

or even &s the complete denler of freedom. In fsot, it is very essy
te consider him ss the philosopher of liberty, sinee he heas made of
the essenece of our being & {ree will, whioh frecly manifests itself
inme ; 1.e. it freely takes the fora of my bedy, of my mind, of my
thought, of my desires end love end hatred and snxiety, snd my ae~
tions. There ean be, of eourse, no more freedom for me than to be
whet I wanted to, and this will work within me, end I bear it in me.
Yet Sohopenhauer's trancendental freedom (sinmce it is & freedos whiech
is not at =l) in Spece Time and csusslity ; and sinee it is not s per-
eeptible but en intilligible freedom) does not really make us sure
that we sre free. Here I do not have in mind the determinism or even
the kind of fatslism to which Schopenhmuer leads us whenever he speaks
of our sctions and our empiriocal sharseter - this point had been rea-
ched as & matter of fact by sll philosophers ; but in my sayin that
Sehopenhauer's transcendeutel freedom does not meke us sure of 7wr free-
dom, I have in mind the distinction whieh the philosopher makes, after
Kent, between the two worlds : the phenomensl world end the noumensl
world. What does he reaslly aim et saying is that freedom exists, but

that we can never spprehend it by intelligenee ; that though it is true
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yot it 1s never perceived : in other words what Schopenhauer requi-
res from us in order to believe in our freedom in an "sote de foi" ;

we need in feot this belief in order to reslise that what we are is
reslly whet we wanted to be. I do mot see any other wey for one to
be sure that $his sentiment of hatred, his charscter, ere the expres-
sions of his proper will - thet will which existed once some time be~-
fore, hidden somewhere (we do not know where) : it is only in so far
es we believe in the moumensl world, thet we recognise ourselves %o
be free. Now if we comsider this free will, thet which constitutes
the essence of our being, we find it to be something, es & blind for-
oe with nothing of waht is eslled intellectusl, sif matursl foree true
even when enimal, vegetsul end miners] kingdoms are comcermed : it is
the same will, declared Schopenhsuer, thet works in the physiosl na-
ture snd works in me ; it is the same strife for existence which wants
to be & plant end takes the form of my soul, of my will end my suffe-
rings. Cen we really sccept ss true thet when we find ourselves in

& morel srisis ; when we are asked to decide upon our own destiny, or
the destiny of others ; when, in other words, we teke a ressonsble at-
titude ; is it only this blind force which sets in us ?t Are my suffe-
rings really this will-foree finding an obstsole on its roed 7 And is
moral heppiness, or thet quietness which we feel et the sight of e
beautiful piece of art, or st the sight of s morsl setion, but shis
very foree finding mo resistence ! Is mot & humen freedom something
more spiritual end more reesonable, them this metaphysiosl will -
trus, s it is, only of our intelligible charsoter %



When we come Lo BEPGSOH' § eoneeption of freedom, it would
seenm to be essier and even more justifiable to eritieclse him. I% is
of course very easy to realise that Bergson's freedom resesbles mush
more spontaneity than freedom ; and thet this spontaneity is elso
true of plants, snd animals, as well. Is frecdom, or the morel eman-
eipation and progress, this liberty which Bergson defines to be "the
-Hl{nt’hﬂ of a sentiment,whioh has engured & certain time snd has
enveloped the whole persomslity of the imdividuel™ ¢ Where liee the
will of msn 7 Where lies his resason ? In what does his sentiment of
responsability consist 7 How would Bergson conceive of masn's freedom
when he is feced by one of the most difficult problems of his moral
being ; when, between two sltermatives, he has to deoide and ehoose
one sotion only 7 I believe he would find nothhng to ssy being sb-
sorbed, s he is, rather by the question of chsnge and duretion. Most
probably, eny morsl problem im his system would not exist at all ;
sinoe from the first moment of its existence it begins to enrich it-
self with new psychicsl stetes ; so thet, to think over one problem
for = long time, is e contradiction in Bergson's dootrine.

Not satisfied by whet he had made of our free sets - those scts
which have that indefinable resemblance of the pisce of srt to the ar-
tist who hes oreated it - Bergson sdded a new vagueness, end believed
thet we do not reelise our freedom by sn set of reesom, snd thet it is
neither by thought noe concepts that we express it ; for, on the contrs-
ry, sny kind of intellectual work inm the work of spprehending freedom
leads us to deny it and to sc ept determinism. We perceive our free-

dom imweidly, i.e. by & kind of reflection inmto our being ; we intuip

- - ——
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our freesdom, snd the sot of intuition may be anything but intelleotusl.
To this poimt they sddressed Bergson by the following remsrk saying : It
seems Guite a dengerous thing to bring into one comumon destiny the notion
of moral liberty snd the pure psychology of faculties ; is it s true in-
terpretation of liberty, of liberty in the sense of our moral experience
the faot to separste from the imtelligence sentiment and will, to eonfi-
ne determinism in the plen of the imtelleot, to insist on I do mot kmow
whet something quite mysterious whioch even surpsss the limits of = psy-
ohleal oausslity which is something like s sponteneity ? Does mot the
sentiment of responsibility grow with the elear consciousness of the
reasons whioh have deteruined us, snd should not the real progress of
e being be measured by the intensity of light which men suceed to bring
to the deepest roots of his will ¢

To this last oriticism it seems thet Bergson never gave en ans-
wer. In & few words, whet Bergson expound is freedom ; but surely he
had not inm mind moral freedom : he proposed s new kind of freedom which
might be oelled ss well & spontaneity or even originsl scts which mske
their apparition in the curreat of our psyohieal life without our being
knowing or willing.

HBere I shell ond this small chapter reserved to the eritiecism of
the three philosophers, in the next and last chapter I shall try to ex-
pound as clearly as poseible how ih my sotusl way of living snd thin-

king I would like liberty to be expressed in the human world.



CEAPTER II.

Personal Conelusion.

In the preceding cheapter I gave a somewhat schematic view of
what I understend to be & true conception of freedom. In this chapter,
with whieh I shall close my work, I shall try to state as elearly es
possible the meaning of sueh words as "freedom is s moral emencipstion”,
as"remson”, as "necessity”, as "responsibility” ; and to show the rela-
tions of every ome of theee words to the other. The whole treatment
would form what I dare to call "Personsl Conelusion” or my own eoncep-
tion of freedom.

Of course, I do not pretend to advasnce s new theory of freedom,
nor do I pretend to solve the eternsl dilemms of freecdom required by re-
ligion and determinem required by seience - my aim being merely to ex-
press how in my present way of thinking end feeling, liberty presents
itself to we ; how I see it expressed by others ; and how I would like
it to be expressed in me. So thet, eny remsrk from my resder comcerning

the foreign origine of whet I cell "personsl” is weloome, speeislly if
he hes in mind the Christien one.

From my insisting en Christisnity, I u_ld, I wanted my reader
to see that the only way in which I do belfeve in freedom is this : it
is the inwerd, spiritual emancipation of men from his weeak nsture 3 it
is precisely this morsl progress which every one of us makes, when he
wins vietory over himself, for the sake of & higher good. Christianity
then, had declered up to me, and glven me the formules of & free mot or

of a free person. But here stops my edherence to the Christien freedom.

- - -
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I do leave it when it made of Love, love of God and love of men, the
eim of thet liberty, when it mede of Eternal Life the determining ne-
cessity which brings men to e fimel sotion 1 eas, for instance, thet man
does not injure his enmemy for, in so doing, he loses the Eternal hep~-
piness . Personally I do believe in Reason, and to me freedom in which
I believe is rooted in it, and it is done by and by through its help
end it is Resson - which to me is slso Heart - thet makes us free to
be free.

Let me first delimit the word Resson, or st lesst precise its
meening when I say that men's freedom is rooted in his resson, or in
other whrde, thet freedom exists necessarily in men beosuse he possess
ses reason. I do not have in mind the resson, this pure clever intel-
ligence of the seientists which enables them to solve difficult pro-
blems of mathematios end physies, or even to formulste selentific laws,
these final seientifiec judgements on certein netursl events or geome -
trieal figures, or combinations of hodies ; mor do I think of the witty
ironical end oynical intelligence of a Voltsire which emsbled him to be
quiekly impressed by what was wrong, in his society, whet provoked & co-
mical dishermony in genersl, snd to meke fum of it. Surely these are
forms of reason, but none of them can lead us to freedom, nor to free
acts. The resson I am thinking of, is the reason of & Socrates for ins-
tence : this wise disinterested, deep end cslm feculty of understending
and judging and dealing consequently with one's self snd with others.
To me this reason means #lso heart ; it also means freedon,

Let us sth here and inquire more closely into the mesning of
these words end let us see how does resson meen heart, and how it means

freedon.
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How does Resson meke us free to be free ? Put differently whet
is the reletion between resson snd freedom and how does freedom come es-
sentinlly from the feet that men possesses resson ! Reason is the fa-
culty thet we possess end which enebles us to understend, and see in
every sect, in every sentiment, in every idea, what is its resl motive,
what is its aim, what are its consequences ; it is this feculty whieh
though it does not plerce and resoh the morsl sense of men (this would
be done only by the sooperation of what I esll heert) and though does
not even try to get into it, simply eliminstes the superficial disturk
bing elements that often prevert us from seeing the reality behind them.
We find ourselves face to face with the reel meaning of the act of the
thought or the sentiment we have to judge, and we judge it objeetively
i.e. we see the good side of it and we also see its bad #ide, with no
consideration of subjective prefersnces, but ss simply ss we face sny
methemstiosl problem. Kow, when one sees i.e. knows & thing he ecan com-
pare it to any other amet or sentiment or thought ; he can judge it to
his own way of feeling end thinking ; or he ean judge and measure him=-
self to it. GSuch Kmowledge provided by this resson places men in fromt
of meny possibilities ; it, in other words, gives him the capueity te
choose, or to will, any one of these possible formes of sotion, of thought
end feelings, so thet whenever there is resson l.e. knowledge, there is
freedom (but not morel freedom yet, but the simple freedom of men to ma-
nifest his freedom). Now what we usually eall responsibility is precise-
ly that fact namely : the knowledge of on met, a complete knowledge of
its "reison d'8tre”, of its sim, end of ite consgguences ; man's diffe-

rence from the enimal lies precisely here t in the fact thet men is rea-



sonable wheress snimels are not, so much so that (I believe) if Resson
differentistes man from the animals, freedom is no less an essential
difference between them.

S0 far, we have seen how freecdom i.e. the ocapscity of men to
choose between two or many possible setions, comes from resson. Let us
make & step further and see how does Reeson mesan heart, end consequen~
tly freedom in the moral semse. I have said that the resson of whieh
I an spesking, is this feculty which we possess and which ensbles us te
understend and judge in & calm, deep and disinterested way, of actions,
sentiments, and thoughts ; end, et the end, either to formulete a jud-
gement, or to come to an aet 1 and I have seid that this feculty leads
us to the mere freedom of choice. HNow I say thet this reasonm, in order
to bring us to morsl freedom, needs another fector. This fector I shall
eall "heert” : but I shell eall it also "the vision of the Ideas”. Yes,
for though I do not or ean mot yet believe im the promise of the Etermal
life, snd in God ; I do believe in something more sccessible to my res-
son than God : I do believe and I have slways believed in the existence
of perfection in sny form it may be : Perfeet Besuty, perfeot Goodness,
perfect Justiee ; this belief which, I think, most of us bear in the ¢
depths of our consciousness is what I slso esll, their individusl vision
of the domein of the spiritusl, This idea of Perfection I found snd I re-
cognise in the Pletonie Idess. If I believe in the Ides it is becsuse
it 1s nesrer to my human faculties of understanding and judging then sny
other belief. The Ides of Besuty for instence, is an image which I esn
get from passing from one imege not perfeot to snother, more perfect ime-

g® snd 50 on ; of course there comes & time when I find myself making =
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eertain jump into the unknown (i.e. from the last image of perfection
to perfection itself) ; and it is a jump whioch requires a certsin faith,
a thing whieh I heve declsred to be umable to have, but which, nonthe-
less, I have and it is less difficult than that whioh I need in order
to believe in a persomal God. These eternal perfeect moral and estheti-
oal patterns are, I believe, the only judge snd the only sim of the
"heathens” of those people who have not reeched s sufficient depth and
spirituslity which eneble them to believe in God, or to have religious
hope and fear,

The spiritual vision of these perfect I[dess is, in my opinion,
that tender spiritual feaculty which we oall heart, or soul. Now, if we
enquire as to the source of these ideas - is it outside man, somewhere
in Heeven, or is it in our imeginstion, or is it in our ressomn 9- I
would perscnslly be inolined to answer that they are the product of my
reason § or, at lesst that they are surely supposted by it : E.g. when
I suffer from injustice - as manifested in e peculiar set - it is becau=
se I compere it to "Justiee" in iteelf, and do this by the help of my
reason.

Now with no further discussion ms to the origin of the Idess,and
whether they are or not identifsl with reascon, let us turn to the pro-
blem of freedom and see how we oan menifest our freedom and our morsl
sense by way of heart and resson. Here then I shall take the problem
where I left it some time sgo, where I seid thet Resson or knowledge ma-
kes us free to choose. To this point, I believe, one can follow one of
two pathes, i.e., either he can show himself to be free morslly end artis~

tically, or he can show himself to be & slave.



Let us meke it clear : in the process of compsrison, of judge-
ment on sets and sentiments, men has in view some standerd, some pattern;
and I seid thet this pettern, for & mon-religious person, is these Ideas:
of the good, of the besutiful, of the just eto. And mow, aceording to
the results he reaches, man shows elither his freedom or his slavery : he
is free in so fer as he tries te resch through his scte snd his sent lme nt
the nearest imege of the Idea 4 he is slavigh, in so far he does not try
and does not approsch them. Here comes the moments for me %o explsin
how freedom is # morsl emencipstion, en inward snd spirituel profress,s
viotory over onefelf. Let us consider, first, the most simple manifes~
tetion of freedom, snd then a more complicated one : one does the good
for the good's sske snd not for any reward, ultimete or fer ; this 1s
the {ipst and most obvious form of freedom. For here, no egoistie mo-
tive whatsoever determines him to sct : he is not the slave of hope or
of rest or of happiness ; the good in itself, something aprerently of
neutral benefit for him, determines him to aect. What he léoks at, is
the setisfection of his own spiritusl ideel ; end soting, he tries to
reslizse fully hie ambitien, i.e. the resemblence of the Ides.

A more complicated snd conseguently & higher manifeststion of
frecdom is revealed when one does the good to him who has injured him;
this ect shows the strife between ones own venities, egoism, pride, so-
oiety and its superficisl eveluations of things honor, eless, ete. and
the simple ides of bounty end generosity. Reeson then is here to have
us understend the setion of the ennemy, «nd then turn to our own attitu-
de : in understending the other we see the weekness, the baseness of his

setion ; we elso think of our own setion : shall I do the same as he,
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shall I keep myself as near weakness and stupidity as he ; or shall I
keep myself fer from them. Then I compare my sttitude to whet I belie-
ve is the "good" or the "just" ; I suffer, I hesitate between slapping
him snd forgiving him. If I have attained in my previous life enough
strenght to stend firm and to not econsider as being importsnt the faect
thet I am socislly and individuslly injured, if I am convinced of the
reality and perfeetion of the judge I have eppointed to myself i.e.the
Ides, I will do the good for him who hes injured me ; end it is preei-
gely here that my freecdom consists - my moral freedom the Christisn
forsmala of freedom.

From this point I allow myself this generalisation, pamely,that
® person possessing this "rescon-heart” can not be » "wioked" personm ;
he osn not be the slave of his human persomsl venities in his interpre-
tation of persons end of things. I dere even say, that a reasonable per-
son is & good person, he looks at the world mot as & severs judge, but
#s & judge who understends and forgives, and who is comsequently free.
Fre~dom then is this continual conguest of humenity - semsuous, proud,
vanitous, egoistic snd instinotive ; it is the belief in the Idees - be
they the Ides of God, or the ides of the besutiful, the just, or the
true. As to our sctions, my belief is thet we sct in the way we unders-
tend, and we oan say slso, in the way we feel., I find in the sot of um-
derstanding the sssimilstion of the thing understood in the whole being
of him who understsnde ; nemely, to understand forgiveness is to forgi-
ve, to understand fully Christien love is to love in a Christisn way.

put what about evil sofions t what about those persons who though
they sre convinced of the reality of the idea, do in fact commit evil 1}

Ehall we say that freedom means slweys good end besutiful, and ungliness
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end evil meens slavery 7 5o fer I am inclined so to believe ; in faet
it appesrs to me that, when we commit evil, it is becsuse we have not
seon olearly emough neither in our soul, nor im the set itself, the
resl hidden ugliness, aund the determining foree of the Idea was mot
strong enmough to contrebalence the hidden force which presses our natu-
re to follow the essiest way. Does not he who does evil excuse him-
self by the remerk, "J did not know whet to do" 7 - implying thereby
that he was out of his senses snd that his "resson-heart" déd not deo
faithfully its own work.

They may say that evil is not an secident in the life of the im-
dividual, en agcident which comes from the fset thet he did not have &
clear knowledge , but evil comes beocsuse man is essentially guilty snd
willing evil. There are namely such phenomensa &s a conselious, purpose-
ful determinates resolution to be wioked, iee. there is what we mey

osll the will to viciousness. It mey be true, snd I still believe that

in so far s he is so, fwin lecks freedom ; amnd only in so far es ima su-
cceds in killing, or et leest in sppeasing this instinetive snd netursl
treil, in so far as he renmomces to power and foree and sex, does he pre-
ve himself to be free.

Now, if it is true that liberty depends on our reason, and if
there are degrees of "reeson” there sre then slso degrees of liberty,
In feet, it seems to me that there ere degrees in both freedom and ree-
son, 0 mueh so thet freedom exists only smong a certain eategory of
people, the eategory of the elects and there are very few. Very few,
indeed possess naturslly this freedom. But this freedom my be attai-

ned sometimes - and atteined lately in life - by those who have greasly



suffered, so muoh so thet we cen believe that suffering is a test for
our being morsl end free.

The possible effects of suffering upon moral charseter are two:
suffering either makes mem eynical, seepticel and wicked ; or else it
meakes of him & good and free person - snd these two types of charncter
one often meets in life. Thus, on the ome hend, there sre those who ha-
ve suffered the oruelty of life s terrible siekness, loss of dear per-
sons, snd other human misfortunes ; end who efter these experiences in
suffering, became wicked snd end secepticsl, jealous of the happiness of
others, and with no sentimente in thelr heerts, or they may have become
seeptiesl, ironieel to the appesrsnces of happiness, not bellieving any
more in the existence of God or in the good ete. When they judge of o~
ther persons, they do so with severity and injustice, their heart havigg
become hard snd insensible. From these persons of course we osn not
expect any free action or sentiment or will. And there are, on the o-
ther hand, those whom the test suffering proves to be good and free.The
loss of her children makes many mother the most tender person end render
her more fitted for understanding the pein and suffering of other beres-
ved mother. The loss of wealth end the poverty of s person mskes of her
& cheritable person who spprecistes hunger end humility. In other words,
sufferings in theee cases deivering people from heppiness and from humen
vanities, snd plecing them in fromt of the other side of the socisl world
which is not glory, but humility, not joy but tears, not eestasy but stri-
fe snd despeir make of them these disinterested people who do not lockwat
the world as severe judges but ss judges who understand and forgive,those
people namely who do mot ask snything from the world - since it gives no-

thing to them ; may, it even teakes from them ! - but Whogives to it , and



do so generously snd freely. It seems as if they have transported their
hopes from the deceiving world to snother one, which is the contemplation
and the reslisation of what they bear inm thelr souls, the good itself,
besuty in itself and gemerosity in itdelf. So muoh so thet I believe
that the more man seperstes himself from soeclety - and from its artifi-
einl conventiom] ways of thinking and feeling snd living - the more he
becomes free ; the less he ssks from the world, the more he is free. Now
1 de not mean that ocomplete imsction, or 2 kind of nirvens, is the for~
mule of freedom ; I do not believe thet one having no peculisr, indivie-
dual aim is condemned to no real advance morally in life. But there is
for him a simple transwveluation of things ; he still continues to ask
from life, but what he asks 1s not whet others ssk, snd what he gives is
different from whet others give, But egain I repeat : wery few are the
free men.

And now before the lest end, end as the objectificetions of thet
freedom in which I believe, I shell note briefly some free persoms or
some free sctions.

Of course Jesus Christ, is the first and sublimest objectification

of the free man : it is the parsomsl God cqme on earth in & humen form,
who suffered end died, who forgeve and pitied those who persescuted Him.
In Him was the perfect knowledge of the sctions of these men ; in Him
was also the highest end sublimest eim : bringing on earth the word of
His fether in order to return men to God. Whst he teught is freedom;
but he teught also Pity end Forgiveness. He taught us to do the good
to our ennemies, and all these teschings ere ns meny phenomens of moral

freedom.
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Those, moreover, who followed Christ, or who followed religien,
end who gave up everything humen, who sbandoned the world and its glo-
ries, sbandoned even their omn lives, for the sake of the idea - for the
sake of the free serviee and worship of God : these persons are free.

Soorates starmding on another basis represents also to me the

free man par excellence. Reason in Him was precisely thet which leads

to freedom ; he did not utter one word, he did not give one judgement
which was mot through and through in obedience to Truth. The search for
it in humen soul, and in human setions, was his only sim ; of the world
he made no persomml profit, and no one quitted it more freely then him.
He drunk the hemlock with no feeling of suffering end no regret; what he
wes looking et wes unseen by others, but in him it wes burning end giv
ving him foree.

Selentists, resl scicntists, sre slso free persons : they slso be-
lieve in truth end conseorete for it every thing in their power. Their
life apprers to us to be originel ; we condemn their econfinement snd
their solitude, and we treat them as if they were the sleves of their
folly 1 but, in truth, this folly meds them free, free from other fol-
lies, fres from other forms of attraoting possidbilities ; the fire bur-
ning in them to reech the truth secures to them & free life - free from
snxiety, free from jeelousy, free from the vein glory of the world. &
resl soientists in my mind must be good end generous. He possesses so
little and he osres so little for whet he possesses, thet he would by me
mesns envy, and mueh les: try to get snything from others. He is gpod,
for he looks at others objectively, snd what they do or think does mot

eoncern him., Ee is free when he approsches in his poor originel appea~
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rance the sooially-great persomns, for to him there is & transvelution
of things. TVhen he measures his sctions and his thoughts, surely the
standard he uses is not wordly.

Seientists are free, and artists are non less free ! The seme
severe judgements we peass on the soientis/we also apply to the artist;
we judge him to be an abnormel person, for most of the time he sccepts
a miserable life, because he lives only in the mergin of life snd does
not follow its main curremt ; we prefer to him a more common life with
less sufferings from poverty and loneliness. But how wrongly do we un-
derstand him so fer, how wrongly do we understand his sufferings | The-
se are not the result of hunger or loneliness ; they come more often when
the scunds and the shades do not realise what he wants them to reslise,
when the argile or the msrble refuse to give to the eyes of the statue
that the sculptor 1s building, the real expression he wents them to give,
The grest pert of the sufferings of the artist, I believe, come precise~
ly from the relation between what he gave and what he wanted to give.The
artist as the solentist hes freed himself from the meny possible necessi-
ties ; and has mede himself the slave of one necessity only. Any oreati-
ve work is free for it comes wholly end excusively from men's soul and
resson, from his sentiments end sufferings, from his joys end hopes ;

any great artistical work the free expression of one genius.

Jesus Christ, Soermtes, the martyrs, the scientiste and the ar-
tists are only few objectifications of the free persons end free mots;
but there sre slse the free sctions, of those who are not martyrs who are

not scientists, whe are not ertists, of those people who have only celm
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ressoning, disisnterested reasoning, those who have simply submitted
their lives to the judgement of the Idees. I spoke of those who do the
good in itself ; I slso spoke of those who do the good for thelr ennemy.
There are yet even simpler manifestetions of freedom in our every day
1ife. 1 see lack of freedom in the severe judgements of some persons
on others ; it is in feect, our genersl sttitude towsrds every sct ;most
of the time we sre, or pretend to be "schoked" by the evil done by o-
thers ; end thls simple resction to be schoked meens thet thhs evil sot
is very fer from us end that we condemn that person snd her sct. I see
freedom, on the contrary, in the attitude of those who are not sohoked-
not beosuse evil is not bad thing to them, but simply becsuse before jud-
ging they understand, end befors blsming they forgive.

I see freedom in the sincere spprecietion of the good or the beau-
tiful done by others - as opposed to that ettitude whioh disdains and um~
derestimates every setion thet comes from other, There is freedom in
the hesrt snd resson of those persons who recognise the good whenever it
is. There is freedom of course in the judgementes of those persons whe re-
cognise the good done by others ewen though the latter is mede at the ex-
pense of one's own missppreeietion : namely, to recogulse the superiori-
ty of the othere'deed upon one's own ies slso s merk of freedom. To wish
end to contriduste to the advence of others is slsc e mark of frecdom.To
accept one's own misfortune end not te show any sheme of it, it is also
a mark of freedom.

But though the manifestations of freedom sre so diverse,i.e. though
freedom oan manifest itself in every ome of our sttitudes, Judgements end

sentiments, freedom is & very rere thing. I repeat very few are the free
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people, for freedom requires perfection of e humsn being of his ressen
snf of his heart. It is nevertheless sn ideel which we attempt to at-
tain, but whioh few are those who succeed to resch. Bergson, in refes
rence to what type of freedom I do not know, uttered these words @ i'MI-
coup vivent et meurent sans evoir commm le vreie liberté."(I) In feot,
freedom is a domsin vhich we resch only if we succeed to pass through s
nerrow gete snd we have to : "Strive to enter in at the strait gate :

for meny, I sey unto you, will seek to enter in, snd shell not be sble."(2)

(I) ponnées Immédintes de le Conselense p.IZG.
(2) §¢ Dike .
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