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            ARTHUR SCHOPENHAUER was born in Danzig in 1788, where his family, of Dutch origin, owned one of the most respected trading houses. In 1793 the business moved to Hamburg, and in 1804 Arthur, who was expected to inherit it, was apprenticed as a clerk to another Hamburg house. He hated the work, so in 1807, two years after his father's suicide and the sale of the business, he enrolled at the grammar school at Gotha. In 1809 he entered Göttingen University to study medicine and science; the following year he took up philosophy. In 1811 he transferred to Berlin to write his doctoral thesis (1813). During the next four years he lived in Dresden and wrote The World as Will and Representation (1818), a complete exposition of his philosophy. Although the book failed to sell, Schopenhauer's belief in his own philosophy sustained him through twenty-five years of frustrated desire for fame. During his middle life, he travelled widely in Europe. In 1844 he brought out a greatly expanded edition of his book, which after his death became one of the most widely read of all philosophical works. His fame was established in 1851 with the publication of Parerga and Paralipomena, a large collection of essays, dialogues and aphorisms. From 1833 until his death from a heart attack in 1860 he lived in Frankfurt-am-Main.

          
     
      
          
            R. J. HOLLINGDALE translated eleven of Nietzsche's books and published two books about him; he also translated works by, among others, Schopenhauer, Goethe, E. T. A. Hoffman, Lichtenberg and Theodor Fontane, many of these for Penguin Classics. He was the honorary president of the British Nietzsche Society. R. J. Hollingdale died on 28 September 2001. In its obituary The Times described him as ‘Britain's foremost postwar Nietzsche specialist’ and the Guardian paid tribute to his ‘inspired gift for German translation’. Richard Gott wrote that he ‘brought fresh generations – through fluent and intelligent translation – to read and relish Nietzsche's inestimable thought’.
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          INTRODUCTION

      
      
        
          Two Backgrounds
        

      

      THIS volume contains a selection from Schopenhauer's last writings: the collection of essays, aphorisms and thoughts to which he gave the name Parerga and Paralipomena. Its object is to introduce the reader unfamiliar with them to the splendours and miseries of German metaphysics as reflected in the mirror of one very marked personality.

      Schopenhauer is not difficult to understand provided one knows first something of the problems German metaphysical speculation was engaged in during his lifetime, and then something of his own background and experience. The combination – personal problems and subjective attitudes expressed in the language of metaphysics – is of the essence. Much of what in other nineteenth-century literatures went into novels, plays and poetry, in Germany went into philosophy, and this includes much of what was most original. There are no doubt other reasons for this, but one reason is certainly the overwhelming presence of Goethe. A dictum of Shaw's which seems to me obviously true is that the first great artist of any cultural epoch ‘reaps the whole harvest and reduces those who come after to the rank of mere gleaners, or, worse than that, fools who go laboriously through all the motions of the reaper and binder in an empty field’ (Preface to Three Plays for Puritans). The history of German literature in the nineteenth century is indeed only an exemplification of the truth of this dictum. The middle decades of the preceding century had been barren, but only in the way a field in spring is barren: the seed is down but it is not yet time for the harvest. In due course the harvest appeared, and Goethe reaped it all. In every category of ‘literature’ as usually understood he supplied the model instance: Wilhelm Meister was the model novel, the first part of Faust the model play, Dichtung und Wahrheit the model autobiography, the Italienische Reise the model travel book; Eckermann's Conversations with Goethe – the ‘best German book’ in Nietzsche's opinion – is the German equivalent of Boswell's Johnson; the collected letters, which number over 13,000, is incomparably the greatest collection of its kind; and in poetry the comprehensiveness and size of his achievement threatened literally to exhaust the capacities of the German language, leaving nothing more to be done. One effect of all this was to drive original intellects out of the conventional literary categories into other fields, especially the field of philosophy, which Goethe had not harvested; and so it is that the world figures of German literature in the age after Goethe are not to be found among novelists or poets or dramatists, but among philosophers: Hegel, Schelling, Schopenhauer, Feuerbach, Marx, Nietzsche are the German peers of Tolstoy and Dostoyevsky, Balzac and Flaubert, Dickens and Mark Twain. The technical vocabulary they employ makes them harder to understand until that vocabulary is understood, and their employment of it often produces an atmosphere of impersonality and objectivity foreign to the world of the novel or the poem. A very intimate knowledge of Hegel, for example, is required to penetrate the ‘scientific’ outworks and gain the personality within: yet that personality determines the structure and nature of The Phenomenology of the Spirit just as surely as the personality of Dickens determines the structure and nature of Our Mutual Friend. But not every German metaphysician conceals himself so thoroughly as Hegel, who in any case suffered from genuine difficulty in expressing himself and who struggled consciously but in vain against an inadequate literary technique: the philosophy of Schelling is already more obviously the outcome of subjective attitudes in the individual who has framed it, and that of Schopenhauer is very clearly so. An individuality which under different circumstances might have expressed itself in fiction or poetry or autobiography here does so in the language of metaphysics and in terms of the perennial problems of metaphysics. The metaphysical problems dealt with are the common property of mankind, the individual subjectivity which deals with them produces a particular ‘philosophy’. A necessary background for an easy and enjoyable reading of Schopenhauer's philosophical essays and aphorisms is, therefore, a knowledge of the fundamental problems he deals with – what he is writing about – and a knowledge of those elements in his personality and background which lead him to deal with these problems in just the way he does. Given this knowledge, Schopenhauer is as easy as Orwell (and Orwell is easy precisely because we know as soon as we start reading him what his problems are and against what background he is writing about them).1

      
        
          Two Worlds
        

        Let us begin with the metaphysical problem and let us try to make clear that it is a real problem and not something dreamed up by an idle or an over-refined mind. Let us go back to the beginning of philosophy and science, back to Thales, traditionally the first philosopher and scientist, because we shall find already in Thales the basic metaphysical problem Schopenhauer seeks to solve.

        Thales is credited with the theory that everything is ‘really’ water. What does such an assertion mean? Why should it ever have occurred to anyone to say that everything was ‘really’ water? On the face of it, the theory is a statement about the physical world as conceived by the Greeks of the sixth century B.C.: it means that, of the four ‘elements’, three are forms of the fourth: earth is solidified water, air rarefied water, fire (aether, the hot sky of the eastern Mediterranean) rarefied air or twicerarefied water. But merely in these physical terms the statement is inexplicable: for not only does it contradict the evidence of the five senses, it also seems to lack any necessity. Why should earth not be earth, air air and fire fire, as they seem to be? Now the inexplicability is in the idiom; the novelty is the language of physics, and in order to see what is meant we have to translate it back into its original language, that of metaphysics. Translated into the language of metaphysics, ‘Everything is really water’ reads: The world we perceive is characterized by great diversity, but this diversity is not fundamental; fundamentally the world is a unity. But notice that this unity is precisely what is not apparent; what is apparent is the reverse, the diversity of the world, and the object of the hypothesis is to assert the apparitional nature of this diversity. In its last significance, therefore, ‘Everything is water’ means: The world of diversity is an apparent world; in reality the world is one. Thus we find at the very beginning of philosophy the assertion that there exist two worlds, the ‘real’ and the ‘apparent’, that everything is ‘really’ something else and not what it ‘appears’ to be. If we are willing to call the language of physics employed by Thales the content of the thought, and the metaphysical basis of this language the form of the thought, we can say that the difference between scientific and pre-scientific thought is not so great a gulf as it is often supposed to be: the content of the thought is new, but its form remains the same, namely that there are two worlds, the one perceived, the other a mystery. Only if Thales had said ‘Everything is really what it appears to be’ would the form of the thought have changed.

        This bifurcation of the world into the mundane world perceived and the transcendent, ‘more real’ world revealed by thinking is very probably an essential consequence of thinking as such, of the existence in the human head of a ‘world of thought’. The most primitive men known to us already inhabit these two worlds. The fundamental idea is: I am and I think. From this idea there follows a second, derivative idea: there exists another world, the world I inhabit in my thinking. This ‘other world’ is there, exists, as an immediate consequence of the existence of thought in the human head: and as the race accumulates experience this world of thinking becomes massively enriched, especially by comparison with the almost static state of the world of perception, the outer, physical world. The earth consists once and for all of stones and plants and other animals; the sun rises and sets every day, summer and winter come round every year; the sea ebbs and flows, eternally the same; even men do not change very much, the new generation is much like the old: nature, in short, is the realm of the known, nature springs no surprises. But the world of thought and imagination is incredibly dynamic; it is continually expanding and changing and adding to itself new shapes and colours. The living occupy the world of nature, but the world of thought is also inhabited by the dead, and especially by the ‘mighty dead’, the founders and ancestors; indeed in this world they are no longer dead, they live on, they appear in dreams and waking dreams, they are immortal – and shall we too not be immortal, in that other world? The supernatural appears, with its gods and devils, heavens and hells, in that second world of thought and imagination. In memory the past, that which has vanished from the perceived world, continues to exist – where does it exist? In that other world which we perceive only in thought. The ties and limitations of the physical world disappear in that other world, we are free of them, we can do anything; but at the same time it is only there that we encounter actual terror, the terror which hovers about the abode of the god and which stalks the sleeper when, dead to the physical world, he enters that other world wholly and wanders about in it. Is it any wonder, then, that this second world, the world of thought, comes to be much more real than the physical world, that men should come to regard it as alone real, as ‘the real world’? And once this step has been taken, is it not likely that the physical world will be progressively devalued for the benefit of the ‘real’ world, that all the qualities in it which men find useful or interesting or dreadful will be transferred one by one to the ‘real’ world as to their true home, so that at last the physical world is denuded of all value and claim to veneration and becomes a mere illusion, an appearance, a veil masking that other, ‘real’ world?

        Before philosophy, before rational thinking at all, it is there: the world as appearance and the world as reality. Mythology and primitive religion speak directly of this transference of value; philosophy and sophisticated religion do so more covertly. By the sixth century B.C. the idea of two worlds is so firmly a part of human consciousness that even Kung Fu-tse, the very model of the secular prophet, assumes it, and the Buddha in India, Zarathustra in Persia and Isaiah in Palestine preach it constantly. In Ionia the content of the idea undergoes a remarkable change, but the form remains the same: the physiologoi, as Aristotle names them, the ‘investigators of nature’, begin to speak the language of science and philosophy, but still they answer the old metaphysical question ‘Is the world what it appears to be?’ in the negative. ‘Reality’ is still something that lurks behind the scenes. Thales says that reality is water. Heraclitus says it is ‘an ever-living fire’ and the ‘real world’ the battleground for an eternal conflict and for ceaseless change: change is ‘real’; unity and permanence are ‘appearance’. According to Parmenides change is logically impossible, an illusion: ‘reality’ is motionless, unchanging being. Anaxagoras taught that all four ‘elements’ are present in everything, so that water also contains earth, air and fire, though in small quantity compared with the quantity of water: water appears to be water; in reality it is a compound of earth, air, water and fire. Democritus propounded the atomic theory, or the doctrine that solidity is appearance. Only this tradition – the tradition that the seeming is not the real – can, with an ingredient from the old-fashioned mysticism of Pythagoras and Empedocles, account for the philosophy of Plato, in whose doctrine of supra-sensible Forms the primitive notion of a real and an apparent world receives its most coherent expression. Everyone knows Plato's parable of the men sitting in a dark cave with their backs to the light watching the play of their shadows: the shadows are the ‘world’, the light comes from the ‘real world’. In Plato the physical universe has been devalued to a shadow-play on the wall.

        Platonism is the conceptual basis of Christianity. The actual bridge is the so-called Neo-Platonism of Plotinus, in which the crumbling Roman Empire is contrasted with the supernal realm of beauty and order which alone is asserted to be real. Plotinus's real world is almost the Christian heaven, his Roman Empire almost the Christian kingdom of this world: all that is lacking is a god. With the victory of Christianity all positive value is transferred to the Beyond. Moreover: ‘Now we see through a glass, darkly; but then face to face: now I know in part; but then shall I know even as also I am known’ – in other words, this world is a veil obscuring the light of reality. From Paul to Augustine the history of Christianity is the history of a progressively widening gap between the two worlds, until in its final form Christianity means duality: the duality of Church and State, Pope and Emperor, this world and the next, the City of God and the Earthly City, God and his creation, the individual souls of men and the Holy Spirit ‘in whom we are all one’ – all ultimately forms of that primeval duality of the world in the eyes and the world in the mind.

        Modern philosophy begins by restoring to this primeval duality its simplest form of expression: Descartes’ solution to the riddle of the universe is that there are two and only two existants in the world of created things: thinking substance or soul and extended substance or matter. These are the two worlds of man undisguised. Descartes is very sober – a great virtue after the metaphysical debauch of the Middle Ages. He does not even suggest that the thinking substance is ‘more real’ than the extended substance: appearance and reality is not a problem for him, or rather it is a problem he refuses to get involved in. How are the thinking and the extended substances, soul and matter, united in man? Descartes says he does not know and turns to other things. But ‘I don't know’ is water, and mankind wants something stronger: ‘I don't know’ won't do. Spinoza, the subtlest of all distillers of metaphysics, provides what is needed: soul and matter, says Spinoza, are not substances; there is only one substance, God; God is infinite and has an infinite number of modes of being; of these we know two, thought and extension; soul and matter are therefore modes of one underlying substance. Everything is ‘really’ God.

        The relationship between Descartes and Spinoza is repeated in the relationship between Locke and Berkeley, and it is through this line that the great problem ultimately reaches the ears of Schopenhauer. Locke starts from the material world, which to him is what is given and self-evident. In addition to the material world there is an immaterial world which acts on the sense organs and, through these, produces ‘ideas’ in the human brain: these are of two kinds, ‘ideas of sensation’ – the physical world as perceived – and ‘ideas of reflexion’ – the operation of the mind upon the ideas of sensation and in fact the ‘world of thought’. Locke freely admits he does not know how the stimulation of sense organs produces ideas, but what he does claim to know is that knowledge of the material world consists in the ‘ideas’ of it we have in our minds. Like Descartes, Locke lacks mystery: instead of mystification there is confession of ignorance. Enter upon the scene Bishop Berkeley, his soul full of distaste for the ‘materialism’ of Locke. If, says Berkeley, our knowledge of the material world consists in the ideas of it we have in our heads, what reason is there for supposing that anything other than the ideas exists? Locke, like Descartes, concludes that the world is what it seems to be: a material thing and a mental thing, a collection of pieces of material and a collection of mental ideas. But Locke goes on to say that all the mind can know is the mental ideas and thus, says Berkeley, deprives us of any ground for supposing that the pieces of material exist. Suppose the material world did not exist: would anything about our perception of the world be changed? If all we know is the mental ideas nothing would be changed. The material world is an unnecessary and undemonstrable hypothesis: so away with it. Berkeley abolishes matter and declares the world to be a creation of mind. Everything is ‘really’ mind.

        Now this conclusion is to the commonsense mind fantastic. Johnson kicking a stone and declaring ‘I thus refute him!’ is likely to represent the normal reaction to it. But I would ask the reader to observe, firstly that it is no more ‘fantastic’ than any other hypothesis which asserts the superior reality of some world other than the physical, and secondly that it does actually follow from the conclusions of Locke, which nobody in the eighteenth century regarded as anything but the plainest sense. The reason Berkeley's conclusion seems so very odd is that it is insufficiently radical: it assumes too much of what is in fact oldstyle commonsense, so that the arguments Berkeley offers in support of it are merely ingenious rather than convincing. Locke points not towards the simple substitution of one kind of knowledge for another, but towards a radical critique of knowledge itself, a thorough-going analysis and assessment of what it is we really know. This critique is undertaken by David Hume. Hume asserts that our mind consists of ‘impressions’ and ‘ideas'. Impressions are what Locke had called ‘ideas of sensation’, our perception of the physical world; ideas are images of impressions, formed in thinking and reasoning: ergo we can have no idea of anything of which we have received no impression. What has not been perceived cannot be known. You think you know fire causes heat, says Hume, but you do not know that, because causation is not something perceived. You can perceive that A is bigger than B or on top of B or always accompanied by B, but you cannot perceive that it causes B. ‘Causation’ is the expectation that what has always been conjoined in the past will always be conjoined in the future: but you cannot know that the future resembles the past because what does not yet exist cannot be perceived: you suppose it will, but that is a matter of habit. The consequence is that real knowledge of the world is fragmentary; that we have connected knowledge of it is an illusion born of habit and laziness.

        Kant read Hume and it changed his life. He wanted to contradict him but couldn't: he found him irrefutable. And yet he must somehow have gone wrong, since it was impossible permanently to acquiesce in the notion that the reasoning powers of mankind were illusory. When he finally detected how Hume had gone wrong his solution was the foundation of ‘German metaphysics’ in the modern sense and provided the immediate background to the metaphysics of Schopenhauer. Kant's undertaking is a new description of the human mind. It falls, he says, into two parts: the part which perceives and the part which thinks (vide Locke's ‘ideas of sensation’ and ‘ideas of reflexion’ and Hume's ‘impressions’ and ‘ideas’). The perceiving part of the mind receives the impressions conveyed by the senses, and Kant calls these impressions ‘particulars’; the thinking part is the organ of the understanding and the objects of the understanding he calls ‘concepts’. The application of concepts to particulars constitutes ‘synthetic judgements’. What is a synthetic judgement? ‘Judgement’ is Kant's term for ‘proposition’, and he first classifies judgements as being either analytic or synthetic. An analytic judgement is one whose predicate is contained in its subject, so that its denial is a self-contradiction. (Example: all mothers are female – analytic because ‘mother’ means ‘a female parent’.) A synthetic judgement is one whose predicate is not contained in its subject, so that its denial is not a self-contradiction: thus all judgements (propositions) which, in ordinary terms, ‘say something’ are synthetic. Now synthetic judgements are also of two kinds: a posteriori and a priori. A synthetic a posteriori judgement is one whose truth or falsity can be determined by experience. (Example: cake is fattening.) A synthetic a priori judgement is one which is independent of experience. (Example: every event has a cause – synthetic because its predicate is not contained in its subject, a priori because it is independent of experience, vide Hume.) And Kant maintains that scientific, mathematical and moral judgements are all synthetic a priori.

        What he has done up to this point is to define the type of proposition asserted by Hume to be impossible. We cannot say ‘A causes B’, Hume had declared, because we cannot know it. Kant's retort is that we do say ‘A causes B’ and a great many more things of the same kind: and his concern is to discover how it comes about that we do so. How are synthetic a priori judgements possible? is the question he asks. His answer is as follows: The concepts – the objects of the understanding – are of three types: a posteriori (abstracted from sense perception and applied to it), a priori (applicable to sense perception but not abstracted from it), and a third type called Ideas, which are concepts neither abstracted from sense perception nor applicable to it. The a priori concepts of science and other forms of knowledge he calls ‘categories’. Consider ‘Every event has a cause’: this synthetic a priori judgement is not derived from sense perception, since causation cannot be perceived, but it is applied to the objects of sense perception: the concept of causation is thus an a priori concept, and causation is thus a category. There are twelve categories in all. Synthetic a priori judgements consist in applying the categories to the perceptions of sense in time and space. Sense perception in time and space he calls the perceptual manifold: the categories are not derived from the manifold but imposed upon it, and this – the imposition of the categories upon the perceptual manifold – constitutes ‘thinking’. It will now follow that an ‘object’ is that which is capable of conforming to the categories; if it cannot do so, it cannot exist for a human observer. The answer to the question ‘How are synthetic a priori judgements possible?’ is that they are the structure imposed by the mind upon the world.

        But see what follows then: if the mind imposes a certain structure upon the world in order to apprehend it, this presupposes that the world upon which this structure is imposed exists independently of it, that there must exist something upon which to impose it: and this something Kant calls the ‘thing in itself’ – the object of perception as it ‘really’ is, before and independently of the imposition of the categories of reason. The object as perceived under the forms of the categories he calls ‘phenomenon’ or ‘appearance’. The ultimate conclusion is that there are two worlds: the ‘real’ world (the thing in itself) and the ‘apparent’ world (the world of phenomena).

        I have recited all this Kantian jargon, and thus risked boring the reader unfamiliar with it, partly because Kant's ideas are essentially incommunicable without it and it is thus a paradigm of that technical vocabulary which has always hindered appreciation of German philosophy and concealed the personalities of German philosophers, but partly also to try to bring home the seeming inevitability with which, at the stage of thought we are concerned with, mankind must divide the world in which it lives into two worlds, the one immediate and visible but of an inferior degree of reality, the other hidden, requiring discovery, but more real. In its popular acceptance Kant's philosophy has always meant above all a rigorously scientific demonstration that appearance is not reality.

        Now if he is able to remember all that has gone before, I believe the reader will not experience any sense of shock when introduced to a philosophy which begins with ‘The world is my idea’ and ends by asserting that the physical universe, with its stars and galaxies and Milky Ways, is ‘nothing’, but that the philosophy of Schopenhauer will, as metaphysics, seem to him no more than a natural continuation of the fundamental drift of the human mind.

      

      
        The World as Will and Idea

        Schopenhauer thought that he alone had understood Kant correctly, and he dismissed Kant's other successors, especially Hegel, as charlatans. His first act is to interpret Kant in a Berkeleian sense: he equates Kant's phenomena with Berkeley's ideas in the mind and says with Berkeley that the world as it is perceived is a creation of the intellect which perceives it. This he takes to have been proved by Kant, but in any case self-evidently obvious; so that he is able to open the book in which he expounds his philosophy, The World as Will and Idea, with the flat assertion ‘The world is my idea’. This takes care of ‘idea’: but what about ‘my’? what of the ‘I’ which has the idea? Schopenhauer thinks the existence of this ‘I’ an absolute necessity, in the same way as the existence of an ‘apparent’ world makes necessary the existence of a ‘real’ world: and in fact this ‘I’ is the real world, the substratum of the world of phenomena. Now it will be clear that if we have knowledge of ourselves, of this ‘I’, it will be a different kind of knowledge from that which we have of anything else. All other kinds of knowledge amount to establishing relations between ideas, but knowledge of oneself would be knowledge of immediate reality. And this is what Schopenhauer maintains knowledge of oneself actually is. We know ourselves objectively, in the same way as we know all other phenomena, as an object extended in space and time: we know ourselves as body. But we also know ourselves subjectively, we have an inner consciousness of our own existence, and we possess feelings and desires. This inner world Schopenhauer calls ‘will’: we know ourselves as will. And thus there follows the ‘single thought’ which, properly understood, Schopenhauer says constitutes the whole of his philosophy: ‘My body and my will are one’. My body is the phenomenal form of my will, my will is the noumenal form of my body: my body is ‘appearance’, my will ‘thing in itself’.

        Now if this is true of my body, it is true of every other body, consequently of every other phenomenon. I am aware of myself as will and idea, a block of stone is not aware at all: but that is the only difference between us in regard to the point under discussion: the block of stone is also noumenon and phenomenon, thing in itself and appearance, will and idea: its body and its will are one, only its will has not attained to consciousness. Furthermore, since Kant had proved that space and time, the spatial and temporal fragmentation of the world, belonged as forms of perception only to the plane of phenomena, the noumenal plane, the ‘real world’ of the thing in itself, must be one and indivisible: consequently the will in the stone and the will in me is the same will. Thus the world is a duality: the ‘world as idea’ is the outer, physical world, the realm of time, space and causation, ‘appearance’, Kant's phenomenal world; the ‘world as will’ is the inner, subjective world, not subject to the forms of space and time, a unity, ‘reality’, Kant's noumenal world or thing in itself.

        This, I think, is all it is necessary to say about the metaphysical basis of Schopenhauer's philosophy: to say more would be to anticipate what he himself says in the essays and aphorisms which follow. But that the world is a duality of will and idea is the minimum the reader has to bear in mind, because Schopenhauer assumes it as a given fact and unless the reader does so too (for the purpose of reading him) he will often fail to see what Schopenhauer is driving at.

      

      
        
          The Pessimistic Outlook
        

        So much, then, for the metaphysical background to Schopenhauer's writings: ‘the world as will and idea’ is not an eccentricity but simply a new content for an old form. Now for the real novelty, the decisive element deriving from the philosopher's personality. For a while metaphysics seems to be Schopenhauer's whole or main concern: it comes as a surprise therefore to discover that the elaborate metaphysical structure has been brought into existence not for its own sake but for the sake of something else, something much more personal than an abstract account of the nature of reality. We learn that this extraordinary man has created a new metaphysic and constructed a new model of the universe simply in order to understand and justify his own pessimistic disposition. There have been great pessimists before: we have our own great pessimist, whose last word to us was that we are such stuff as dreams are made on: but there has been none who tried with so great a show of learning to demonstrate that the pessimistic outlook is justified, that life itself really is bad. It is to this end that Schopenhauer's metaphysic of will and idea exists: the hinge of his philosophy is the ethical assertion that will is evil and must be ‘denied’.

        Every individual is embodied will, and the nature of will is to strive to live – will is ‘will to live’. This means that fundamentally every individual is an ego whose interest in staying alive overrides every other, including of course the life-interest of every other individual. The outcome is universal conflict. The suffering engendered by this conflict is the normal and inescapable condition of life, and happiness means merely the diminution of suffering, i.e. happiness is negative. The way out of this circle of suffering lies in denial of the will, refusal to enter the contest: the power to do so is provided by the conscious intellect, which is capable of understanding the nature of the will and its effects and thus of striving to set them aside. Ultimately the only real good is extinction: the realization that the perceived universe – the ‘world as idea’ – is as nothing, the conscious acceptance of the need for annihilation as the only true cure for the sickness of life, and finally the acceptance of annihilation itself.

        This very brief outline of Schopenhauer's ethics is likely to raise more questions than it answers: but, again, to explain in greater detail would be to anticipate the body of the book. It is enough here to grasp that the idealist metaphysics exists in order to serve the pessimistic outlook.

        Now just as it was, in my opinion, necessary to show that Schopenhauer's metaphysic is not an oddity or aberration, so in order to try to discover the origin and meaning of his pessimistic ethic we ought now to examine his life, since the ethic is very clearly the subjective element in his philosophy, as well as being the decisive element. What kind of life was it that produced, that made necessary, so pessimistic a response in him who suffered it?

      

      
        
          An Immovable Mind
        

        Let us go straightaway to the heart of the man, to his most pronounced and enduring characteristic. Here, with all possible brevity, are five details from his biography which, I believe, all exhibit the same tendency, are all obviously the acts of the same man.

        1. Schopenhauer's philosophy is stated, complete in all its details, in The World as Will and Idea. The book was published at the end of 1818 but its fundamental ideas had been in Schopenhauer's head for about four years and can be said to have been fully formed by 1816 at the latest. In 1816 Schopenhauer was 28. Now everything he subsequently wrote was elaboration or confirmation of or comment on the philosophy of The World as Will and Idea: he adds nothing and subtracts nothing. The mind of the man of 70 is wholly occupied with the ideas of the man of 28: he has acquired more knowledge but nothing he has subsequently learned has induced him to change his mind in any particular.

        2. In May 1819 Schopenhauer learned that the Danzig business house in which his mother and sister had most of their money invested had gone bankrupt. He himself also had a small amount invested. The company offered to pay 30 per cent; when Schopenhauer was told his mother and sister were going to accept this offer he wrote demanding 70 per cent of what was owed to him, and that if this should not be forthcoming instantly he would demand 100 per cent. He then fought a two-year legal battle to get his money back: his claim amounted to about one-fiftieth of the total liabilities of the bankrupt house, but while every other creditor finally settled for 30 per cent he persisted in refusing to do so and at length received back the full amount due to him, plus the accumulated interest.

        3. Schopenhauer decided to become a university lecturer in philosophy. He opened his course at Berlin in the summer of 1820 and chose as his lecture time the precise hours at which Hegel, who was also at Berlin, delivered his principal course. Schopenhauer, an unknown man, lectured to an empty room and continued to do so until it was borne in upon him that he would have either to change his hours or abandon his course: he abandoned his course and with it his career as a university lecturer.

        4. One day in August 1821, still in Berlin, Schopenhauer was involved in an altercation at his lodgings with a sempstress, one Caroline Luise Marguet, aged 47, which ended with his throwing her down the stairs. He alleged she was making too much noise; she maintained she was only talking to a friend on the landing and sued him for injuries which, she claimed, made it impossible for her to carry on her profession. Schopenhauer resisted the claim and litigation dragged on for nearly five years; at one moment, while he was visiting Italy, all his goods and property in Berlin were placed under distraint until he should return to attend court. In March 1826 he was sentenced to pay Mlle Marguet 60 talers (about £9) a year for the rest of her life. She lived until 1852: when Schopenhauer received a copy of her death certificate he wrote across it: Obit anus, abit onus (the old woman dies, the debt departs).

        5. From the age of 45 until his death 27 years later Schopenhauer lived in Frankfurt-am-Main. He lived alone, in ‘rooms’, and every day for 27 years he followed an identical routine. He rose every morning at seven and had a bath but no breakfast: he drank a cup of strong coffee before sitting down at his desk and writing until noon. At noon he ceased work for the day and spent half-an-hour practising the flute, on which he became quite a skilled performer. Then he went out for lunch at the Englischer Hof. After lunch he returned home and read until four, when he left for his daily walk: he walked for two hours no matter what the weather. At six o'clock he visited the reading room of the library and read The Times. In the evening he attended the theatre or a concert, after which he had dinner at a hotel or restaurant. He got back home between nine and ten and went early to bed. He was willing to deviate from this routine in order to receive visitors: but with this exception he carried it through for 27 years.

        The temperamental quality which these details all exemplify goes by different names depending on the nature of the circumstances under which it is manifested. In regard to 1 it might be called constancy or fixity, in regard to 2 perseverance or doggedness, in regard to 3 obstinacy or self-will, in regard to 4 pigheadedness or intractability, in regard to 5 inertia or immovability. If we try for a non-emotive description we might call it the inability to abandon or modify an attitude of mind once adopted. Consider the daily two-hour walk. Among Schopenhauer's disciples of the late nineteenth century this walk was a celebrated fact of his biography, and it was so because of its regularity. There was speculation as to why he insisted on going out and staying out for two hours no matter what the weather. It suggests health fanaticism, but there is no other evidence that Schopenhauer was a health fanatic or a crank. In my view the reason was simply obstinacy: he would go out and nothing would stop him. It is a minor manifestation of that rooted immovability of mind. (Schopenhauer's definition of obstinacy will be found on page 170. I think that by the time the reader comes to it he will find it less a definition of obstinacy than a splendid instance of it.)

        My purpose in flogging this point is to try to make it seem at any rate possible that, if a pessimistic attitude towards life had grown up in Schopenhauer's mind as a result of his early experience of it, that attitude would persist unchanged throughout his adult years and down to his death; so that the cause of his pessimistic disposition could plausibly be sought in youthful experiences which, while in themselves not at all uncommon, might make on him an uncommonly lasting impression. What would then be singular about Schopenhauer would not be his pessimism itself but only the fact that it endured long enough for him to bring to its exposition and analysis the power of a very gifted adult intelligence. For that disillusionment with life which Schopenhauer expounds and tries to account for in almost all his writings was the consequence not of any unique or very uncommon occurrence but of experiences which tens of thousands and perhaps millions of other young men have undergone in our epoch, experiences which have brought the taste of ashes to their mouth and whose effects they have overcome or even forgotten simply because they lacked Schopenhauer's immovability of mind.

      

      
        
          Early Life
        

        The family background of almost all German philosophers has been scholarly or clerical: their fathers have been teachers or clergymen. Schopenhauer's father was a trader and his family background was mercantile. In origin the Schopenhauers were Dutch, and Heinrich Floris Schopenhauer (1747–1805) is a recognizable Dutch type: a businessman with a taste for culture and stylish living. At the end of the seventeenth century or the beginning of the eighteenth the family settled in the great mercantile port and free city of Danzig on the Baltic, and Heinrich Floris, together with his brother Johann Friedrich, built up the house of Schopenhauer into one of the most stable and reputable in the city. He is described as having a ‘square, muscular frame, broad face with wide mouth and prominent underjaw’ – which might be a description of his son in his later years. When Prussia annexed Danzig in March 1793 as part of the second partition of Poland, the house of Schopenhauer moved out of a city no longer ‘free’ and transferred to Hamburg, where H. F. Schopenhauer conducted business for 12 years without ever becoming naturalized. The hysteria behind the stiff façade of the bourgeois merchant and necessitating it lay close to the surface in Heinrich Floris, and in his last years he developed signs of mental unbalance. In April 1805 he was found lying dead in a canal, apparently having fallen from a granary abutting on to it: his associates and family were in little doubt that he had committed suicide.

        This was Arthur Schopenhauer's father. His mother was a very different type of human being. Johanna Henrietta, born Trosiener (1766–1838), was also a Danziger and the daughter of a merchant, but her tastes were totally at variance with those of her world. She had a very easy-going disposition and enjoyed party-going and party-giving; she was also ‘artistic’ in the silly sense and a bit of a culture
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