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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

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

with the moral freedom of De Libero Arbitrio and ending

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

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

question can be answered affirmatively. For we are living

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

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

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

a3 experienced datum, and then inquire what the implicatlions

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

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

brocess? These ars the principal questions which will be

ralsed. and to which an answer wlll be suggested.

A - DEFINITIONS

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

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

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

ander, anterieur et;postérieur. Fortunately, the present

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

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

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

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

Determinism. "Determinism" will be used to refer to

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

sufficlent data were known, the entire future course of the

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

Indeterminism. "Indeterminism" will refer to what

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

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

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

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

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

sldered within the framework of time alone. For on the

basis of temporal successlon, elther the subsequent event is

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

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

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

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

corroborated.

Freedom as Belf-Determination

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

self-identity is in doubt.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

straint; that 1s, with indeterminism.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Further Anticipation

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

S0p. cit., p. 48.

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

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

ls that regarded from one point of view, temporal events

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

en any othzr basgis.

B ~ PLAN OF INVESTIGATION

The foregoing remarks laid down a worklng definition

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

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

Bergseson, Heidegpger, and Berdyaev

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

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

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

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

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

Données Tmmédiates de la Consclence, in which the doctrine

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

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

Martin Heldegger (1889- )« If recent thought as

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

can entitle her vook on Existentialism Dreadful Freedom.

Of all the contemporary Existentialists, one in particular

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

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

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

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

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

with a consideration of this Russian expatriate philosopher.

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

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

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

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

relegate permanence to the status of non deslderatum, as

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

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

splcuous as possible by subjecting itself completely to law.1

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

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

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

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

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

benetration of the temporal and eternal. Though this i3 g

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

1s the conciusion which the ensuing analysis seeks to test

88 against the other four alternatives.

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



CHAPTER II

HENRI BERGSON

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

culty, but also provides the case study par excellence for

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

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

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

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

dom which would both supply decision with a struc tural

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

finally, to what extent is it possible unconsciously to

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

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

Bergson's phllosophy,

A - BEHGSON AS CHANMPION OF FREEDOM

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

The Two Kindszs of Time

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

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

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

ing it not intellectually but Antuitively, one recognizes 1t

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

unseat freedom.

Refutation of Determinism

By shifting the problem of freedom from the realm

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

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

to apply the‘spatialized time of intesllectual abstraction to

the unextended reslm of immedlate consclousness:

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

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

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

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

reversible, just as chemical reactlions are in theory revers-

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

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

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

2Ip1d., pp. 219 f.

3the second law of thermodynamles calls thils sup-

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

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

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

lop, p. 152.

2See 1bid., p. 153.

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

1

and-effect pattern on which determinism devends.

Furthermore, in contrest to the predictability of

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

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

it cannot be comprchended within any philosophical system

&

for reason, -as Bergson observes, hates novelty:

Isee ibid., p. 2o2f.

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

Designated below by the abbreviation CE.




34
Precisely because it 1s always trying to recon-

stitute, and to recomnstitute with what 1s already

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

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

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

freedom:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

ninism with freedom, or does he also attempt to eatablish

within durée some addiltlonal prerequlsites of what has been

11p14., p. 11.



36
defined above as true Ifreedom? These are the guestions

which must be put in the following pages.

B - SUGGESTIONS THAT FR&EDOM TS

MORE THAN MERE NOQVsLITY

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

trate his own difficulty with this very question.

Hints of True Freedom

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

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

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

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

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

lrr, p. 219.
®Tbid., pp. 219, 230.

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

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

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

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

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

lsee CE, p. 204.

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

Jsee Ibid., p. 49.

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

5see TF, p. 165.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

lCE, p. 7.

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

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

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

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

In the pasgsagees vhich suggest true freedom, Bergsoh

implies an enduring gelf with a detérmining relatlon to its

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

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

correlated with the problem of time.

Correlative Hints of Time-Transcendence

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

mental 1llustration 1s that of an Interrupted conversation

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

cédent and subsegquent would have to be contemporaneous, in

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

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

analysis of duree will yield more than sheer translence.

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

largely at an unconsclous level,l

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

where matter 1s the digpersion of the vulsations with which

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

which excludes 1it.

Transltion To Seetion C:

Bergson'ts Attitude to Loglcal Contradiction

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

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

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

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

this questlion negatlively:

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

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

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

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

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

one does not understand how two contraries would ever meet

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

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

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

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

M, p. 15.

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

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

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

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

or of degrees.

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

standing, since only the understanding has a language)

a unity that le multiple and a multiplicity that is one

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

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

tation of the mutual interpenetration and continulty

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

The question which gave rise to the foregoing cilta-

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

tlve answer. But one small but criticel point still remains

11vid., o. 57.

2CE, p. 272.

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

for the sake of freedom, vredicate of duree both succession

and tlme-transcendence? The above quotations assert multi-

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

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

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

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

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

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

dictory ldea of succession in simultaneity.

The refusal to admit time-transcendence into gggéé

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

thoroughly Bergson does reatrict duration to sheer succes-

sion, and how fateful this is for respoﬁsible freedon.

C - NOVELTY THE ULTIMATE CRITERION OF

DURATION AND OF FREEDOM

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

alternatives: determinlem and its opposglte, Refute the

1TF, p. 228, It is worth noting that Bergson seldom
troubles to dletinguish between timelessness and slmultaneity.
An indication of this is his consistent use of the two words
"instantaneous" and simultaneous" Interchangeably. He gen-
erally uses "simultaneous” where the clear meaning is rather
"instantaneous." :



54
former and you thereby estabiish the latter. This is éhe
very presupposition that Bergson makes? (possibly owing to
the polemical nature of his argument), and one which rests on
& venerable philosophical lineage. TIts earliest preclse for-
mulation 1s Aristotle's law of the excludsed middle, which might
elso be called "the law of only two alternmatives." "Is this
object colorlesst No. Then it is colored." In such & con-
text, the law works. DBut 1s 1t equally applicaeble to freedom,
In the following manner: YAre sll a man's acts subject to
mechanistic determinism? No. Then he 1s free"? Actuslly,
a3 perhaps Arlatotle himself would concede, such reasoning
establiashes only one thing: +that men's actlons are not wholly
subject to mechanistlec determinism. The distinctlon between
Indeterminism and freedom it completely overlooks.

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

Bergson 1s able to establish, not the responsible freedom

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

guarded utterances, but flnally only indeterminism. Before

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

p&ges now turn.

Duration Confined to Succession

In the Introductlion to Metaphysics, Bergson likens

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

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

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

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

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

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

onrushling rocket itself, the falling clnders constituting

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

foregolng ciltations from Matter and Memory, is actually

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

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

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

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

vitalitx.

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

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

In other words, memory, wihich subsequently gives way in

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

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

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

Thus far we have witnessed only the separation of

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

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

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

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

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

the distinction between durée and cleck time consiste precisely

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

cept of memory, Bergson firss separates it from the element

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

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

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

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

Practically we verceive only the past, the pure

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

But in Creative Evolution, where the emphasis has shifted to

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

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

element of change has eliminated that of permanence. In the

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

sclousness, but belongs to clock time and to the extended

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

Indicated by the moving point of intersection of two per-

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

quelified change, which is now regarded as "original and

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

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

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

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

which anticipates the course of the present chapter, free-

-

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

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

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

spontanelity and novelty.5

4

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

free act:

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

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

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

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

of "persistence”.

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

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

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

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

Consequently, even in Matter and Memory he makes appeal to

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

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

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

to confine durée to the dynamiec.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

which the aspect of permanence (memory) in conscilousness is

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

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

The lndetermlnation of acts to be accomplished re-

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

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

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

perslists throughout change, and consequently of a pecullarly

human freedom different from mere animal impulse. Instead

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

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

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

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

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

as the elan vital itself may act spontaneously, from the

point of view of the individual this would be experlienced as

another form of determinism, since lndividual volition 1ls

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

by determinism!2

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

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

1CE, p. 293 (my italics).

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

The living being is above 811 a thorouczhfare,

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

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

| Freedom must be sought in & certain shade or quality

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

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

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

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

time all lose theilr identity in one another. The guestion

1GE, p. 135 (my italies).

277, p. 219.
30F, p. 182 £ (my itallcs).
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might well arlse, how is it vossible that the two concepts
freedom and time, apparently so digtinct, can be blended?
What 1s 1t that thev have in common? Bergson is quite clear
on this point: the connecting link between them, and into
whlch both tend to become absorbed, is noveltv. "Time," he
says, "is invention or 1%t is nothing at 211."l Can he say
aﬁy more or less about freedom? Or 1s it, too,-finally

comprehended in terms of novelty alone?

Conscioug Deliberation Decried

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

agalin 1n conflict with himself, for notwithstanding the

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

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

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

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

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

choice and contingency are sc closely identifiedsas to sug=-

gest once again that one may honestly believe that freedom

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

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

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

1
CE, p. 150. 6¢r, p. 152.
2 |

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

“Ibid,, p. 102.

4Ipbid., pp. 189, 275f.

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

sciousness, he really means self-consciousness, with its

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

life itself 1is consciousness.s

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

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

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

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

éAnimals are considered immune from the spatialization
which kills freedom. Cf. TF, pv. 97, 127, 138, 236.



