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INTRODUCTION

In  1840 Arthur Schopenhauer published two essays which, he 
claimed, ‘mutually contribute to the completion of a system of the 
fundamental truths of ethics’ (p. 5), and placed them together in a 
single volume (whose title-page was dated 1841). Both essays started 
life as submissions to prize competitions set by scholarly academies, 
one in Norway, which posed the question: ‘Can the freedom of the 
human will be demonstrated from self-consciousness?’; the other 
in Denmark, with the rather more cumbersome question: ‘Are the 
source and basis of morals to be sought in an idea of morality which 
is immediately contained in conscience, and in the analysis of the 
remaining fundamental moral notions originating from this, or in 
another cognitive principle?’ — or, in short: What is the foundation of 
morals? Schopenhauer consistently referred to both his contributions 
as prize essays, even though only the first actually received a prize. 
The second essay, despite being the sole entry for the Danish 
competition, fell foul of a damning judgement, in part because of 
its rudeness towards Hegel and Fichte, the ‘supreme philosophers’ 
whose influence still shaped much of the academic establishment. 
Schopenhauer never forgave the Danish academy for this rejection, 
and filled the preface to The Two Fundamental Problems of Ethics with 
torrid condemnation, ridicule of Hegel, and a passionate defence of 
his own essay. The same attitudes are repeated, with a little more 
restraint but manifesting the same characteristic obstinacy, in the 
preface to the second edition of the book, which appeared with some 
additions and revisions in 1860, the last year of Schopenhauer’s 
life, and which is essentially the edition that forms the basis for the 
present translation.

The degree of Schopenhauer’s gratitude towards the Norwegian 
academics who awarded him a prize and membership of their society, 
and the sting of his rejection by their Danish counterparts, can perhaps 
be gauged from the course of his career as a philosopher to date. He 
was no longer young when he entered these essay competitions, but 
was still in search of recognition. Born in 1788, he had published his 
doctoral dissertation On the Fourfold Root of the Principle of Sufficient 
Reason in 1813, and after four years of intense work had produced 
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a monumental book titled The World as Will and Representation. 
In this wide-ranging and ambitious work he dismissed all German 
philosophy after Kant as an aberration, insisted on regarding human 
beings ahistorically, refused them any higher ‘dignity’ than other 
parts of nature, claimed their essence to be a blind, irrational striving, 
effectively denied any possibility of moral or social progress, and 
praised mystical self-denial in face of the essential ‘nothingness’ of 
our ordinary existence. All of this set him already at odds with the 
predominantly Hegelian tenor of much academic life in Germany. 
Schopenhauer’s would-be career as a university lecturer foundered 
at its outset during the 1820s, his productivity declined, and it 
was not until 1836, when he had reached his late forties, that he 
published a shorter book called On the Will in Nature, which was 
designed as a supplement to certain central aspects of The World as 
Will and Representation, but did nothing to alter the general neglect 
of Schopenhauer’s work or diminish his bitter contempt for the age 
in which he lived.

Hegel had died in 1831, and his predecessor Fichte as early as 
1813. Schopenhauer regarded Fichte (some of whose lectures he had 
attended as a student in Berlin) as a verbose, pretentious windbag, 
and takes a number of opportunities in the essays to try and persuade 
the reader of this by subjecting examples from Fichte’s works to witty 
fun-poking. Hegel was, for him, a more sinister figure, a manipulative 
charlatan playing to a gullible public — the kind of scene portrayed 
by the Spanish satirist Gracián in a long excerpt translated in the 
preface to the first edition of the essays, where a showman hoodwinks 
the crowd by talking up a donkey as a magnificent eagle and a tiny 
man as a giant. By the time of the second edition Schopenhauer 
still cannot resist gloating that ‘these supreme philosophers have, 
indeed, sunk very low in public estimation, and Hegel in particular 
fast approaches the contempt that awaits him in posterity’ (p. 31). 
Schopenhauer is equally critical of the German intellectual public for 
being, as he sees it, taken in by pompous and vacuous terminology. 
Nor does he tire of berating the chorus of university professors, 
‘who with serious mien reiterate in public lectures about the infinite, 
about the absolute, and about so many other things of which they can 
know absolutely nothing’ (p. 160) and who make their living string-
ing out the same old terminology, ruining the minds of the young. 
However, this antagonistic and embattled posture, though prevalent 
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in Schopenhauer’s writings, is by no means their only or most 
impressive aspect. In the essays on ethics we find a highly educated, 
inquisitive, and scholarly mind, at home in many languages, familiar 
with Western philosophy from the ancient Greeks onwards, through 
medieval Christian debates about free will and divine grace, to the 
Renaissance, the Enlightenment, and his own day, well read about 
scientific advances, knowledgeable about recent research on the 
thought of India and China, in tune with the news, and able to quote 
aptly from poetry of all periods. All of this richness is held together 
by a prose stylist who can construct majestic sentences of classical 
structure and yet imbue them with a lively and down-to-earth sense 
of argumentative purpose and intellectual honesty.

The core of the ‘system of ethics’ formed by the essays in The 
Two Fundamental Problems of Ethics is an account of what grounds 
our descriptions of human actions, and of human beings themselves, 
as morally good or morally bad. Many attempts have been made 
to find a theoretical foundation for these evaluative descriptions, 
but Schopenhauer claims that the solution, the true grounding of 
ethics, is that actions of moral worth are those that proceed from 
compassion towards some being other than ourselves. All virtues 
of character stem from two primary virtues, voluntary justice and 
loving kindness, and these are both forms of compassion. If one is 
acting justly — in the properly virtuous sense, not merely obeying 
laws self-interestedly for fear of punishment — then the incentive of 
one’s action is purely and simply the prevention of harm or suffering 
to others, or the pre servation of their well-being; if one is acting out 
of loving kindness, one’s incentive is actively to promote the well-being 
of others or actively to assuage their suffering. All beings that suffer are 
worthy objects of compassion for us, including non-human animals, 
towards which the Western tradition of ethics has been shamefully 
neglectful, in Schopenhauer’s eyes. We have greater similarity with 
other animals than previous moral theorists have been prepared 
to recognize. The fact of our having reason, the ability to form and 
manipulate abstract concepts in thought, merely means that we can act 
on more complicated motives than other animals, who are restricted 
to the perception of objects in the here and now. But that is not the 
basis for any difference in kind in the significance of our suffering, 
and the outlook of a morally good person will implicitly recognize 
that the same essence ‘exists in every living being and . . . shines forth 
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with inscrutable significance from all eyes which see the light of the 
sun’ (p. 173). This recognition, and the resulting disposition to act 
compassionately, is the foundation of morals.

What does Schopenhauer mean by a foundation of morals? First 
we should note that he distinguishes between ‘morals’ (Moral in 
German) and ‘morality’ (Moralität). He comments that ‘that which is 
theoretically and abstractly morals itself is practically and substantially 
morality’ (p. 8). Morality, then, is a set of beliefs, attitudes, actions, 
and character-traits, as they occur in practice in human societies. 
‘Morals’ is the name of the theoretical discipline that studies moral-
ity and attempts to explain its foundations. So Schopenhauer uses 
‘morals’ to all intents and purposes as equivalent to ‘ethics’, ‘moral 
theory’, or ‘moral philosophy’ — with the qualification that religions 
that are not strictly philosophical have also propounded ‘morals’, of 
which Schopenhauer is critical on a number of counts: for example, 
that theology should have no place within philosophy, and that the 
fine morals set up by Christianity, for example, have failed to prevent 
gross instances of suffering and cruelty such as the Inquisition, 
religious wars, and the slave trade. Schopenhauer thinks that 
theorists have found it easy to agree about the ‘what’ of morality, but 
have always struggled over the ‘why’. Morality is encapsulated in the 
simple principle: ‘Harm no one; rather, help everyone as much as you 
can’ (which Schopenhauer always gives in Latin: Neminem laede, imo 
omnes, quantum potes, juva — see pp. 150 –1, 170, 173). Actions that 
express this maxim are moral actions, and agents that tend to act 
in ways expressive of it have morally good characters; the task of 
philosophical morals is to find the ground of this principle, to answer 
the question why one should act morally, and what force the outlook 
of a morally good character has against the prevalent incentives of 
egoism and malice.

For Schopenhauer every human being (and every animal too) 
has a central egoistic incentive: by nature a human being strives for 
ends and ‘wills unconditionally to preserve his existence; wills it 
unconditionally free of pains . . . wills the greatest possible amount of 
well-being, and wills every pleasure of which he is capable’ (p. 202). 
Humans are also susceptible to malice, which is an incentive to harm 
others. Acting egoistically, I may cause harm to another being on the 
way to attaining my own ends, but am not really oriented towards 
the other except as a means; but if I act maliciously, I want the other 
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to suffer as such, and can even sacrifice my own well-being in pursuit 
of this aim. Because it is in competition with these anti-moral 
incentives, compassionate action, the only truly morally good action, 
is something of a rarity in human life, according to Schopenhauer. Its 
occurrence is even, he says, something ‘mysterious’, yet he requires 
us to accept the premise that it is a fact of human life. The sceptical 
position that no action is ever purely directed towards the alleviation 
of others’ suffering or the enhancement of their well-being would, 
says Schopenhauer, leave ethics as a science with no real object. 
But to maintain that position one would have to find an egoistic or 
malicious motive behind every human action, even those such as 
Schopenhauer’s favourite example, the self-sacrifice in battle of the 
medieval Swiss hero, Arnold von Winkelried.

Another sceptical attack on the possibility of morality might be 
thought to lie in the problematic nature of the assumption of free will. 
If there is no free will, then how are we responsible for our actions? 
And without responsibility, what becomes of morality? In the first 
of his two essays Schopenhauer confronts this squarely by arguing 
that there is indeed no freedom with respect to our particular acts of 
will, but that we are none the less justified in taking ourselves to be 
responsible, in feeling the sting of conscience, and blaming others as 
morally bad. Our self-consciousness cannot reveal to us the freedom 
of our will, because it is incapable of recognizing what causes us to 
will certain things and not others. Self-consciousness can tell us that 
we can act in certain ways if we will so to act. But it is an illusion, 
albeit an almost inevitable one, to take this for freedom of the will 
proper. My self-consciousness (to answer the question set by the 
Norwegian academicians) cannot decide for me the crucial question 
whether it was possible for me to will, in the very same circumstances, 
something other than I did in fact will on some occasion. On the other 
hand, if we regard ourselves objectively, then our willed actions, like 
everything else that happens in the world of objects, must be seen 
as causally necessitated. Schopenhauer details three kinds of cause 
that form a continuum throughout nature. First there is simple 
cause and effect, to which Newtonian principles apply, and which 
obtains in nature at the level of mechanics, physics, and chemistry; 
then, at the biological level, there is stimulus and response, where 
the degree of the effect is not proportional to the degree of the cause 
(increased heat or water will make plants grow faster up to a point, 
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but beyond that point a very small change produces catastrophically 
different effects); and finally there is a kind of cause to which only 
animals, including humans, are subject, where the effect is mediated 
by cognition. These beings with minds can be motivated to act by 
their experiences. But that is just as much a case of cause and effect 
as anything else in the natural world. The connection between cause 
and effect becomes harder to grasp as we ascend from the impacts 
of billiard balls, through chemical and biological processes, to the 
overt behaviour of animals; but the essence — for Schopenhauer, 
the necessary connection of an effect with its cause — does not vary 
through the spectrum of cases.

An experience that occurs and moves me to act in such a way as to 
bring about a change in the world is, in Schopenhauer’s vocabulary, a 
motive. Motives impact on my character and result in my willing some 
particular action, and if we assume both causal factors, the motive and 
my character, to be unchanged a second time around, then I could 
not do otherwise. It is a mere illusion to suppose that a different act of 
willing could have occurred in the same circumstances. However, we 
have an unshakeable sense of agency, a ‘certainty that we ourselves 
are the doers of our deeds’ (p. 112), and on this is founded our feeling 
of responsibility or accountability, which is not removed even by the 
conviction that we could not have acted otherwise. Schopenhauer 
suggests that I feel responsible for my character itself, for my being 
such that these particular actions have issued from me. What I do 
issues inescapably from what I am, and the feeling of guilt that results 
from my actions is ultimately explicable as guilt about my very being 
as an individual.

Character, for Schopenhauer, is distinctive to each individual, 
inborn and unchangeable. Any part of the natural world has its 
character — dispositions to behave in fixed ways on the occasion of 
causal influences — and the individual human being is no exception. 
Water will always boil at 100°C at sea level, fall headlong over a 
cliff-edge, and remain at rest in a stable receptacle. A human being 
will likewise always will, and act, in a particular way in a particular 
causal environment. The causes in our case include cognition of the 
physical world, conceptual classification, and reasoning, but this 
just makes for a vastly more complicated and less easily fathomable 
causal environment. It makes no difference to the basic pattern: an 
event takes place, which is the product of occurrent causal influences 
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plus an unchanging, intrinsic disposition or nature. The great moral 
differences between human beings, of which Schopenhauer gives 
vivid examples, are put down to differences in their enduring natures. 
Each of us is to some extent egoistic, malicious, and compassionate 
by nature; that is to say, each of us has unchangeable dispositions to 
will our own well-being, to will the suffering of others, and to will the 
well-being of others and prevent or alleviate their suffering. The 
moral difference between human beings lies in the proportion in 
which these dispositions stand to one another. As a result, it is an 
error to suppose that one can bring about a fundamental moral change 
in someone by education. One can change the head, but not the heart, 
as Schopenhauer puts it. One can, for instance, teach an egoistic 
individual different concepts and arguments that will lead him or 
her to be egoistic in a more socially acceptable way. The person’s 
will pursues its ends unalterably, and all one can do is channel it by 
providing it with alternative means to those ends — ‘But no one can 
be talked out of egoism or malice any more than the cat can be of its 
inclination to mousing’ (p. 255). Hence Schopenhauer’s ethics is not 
a set of prescriptions (though ‘preaching morals is easy…’, as it says 
in the motto to the second essay (p. 121)). Rather, its task is to give a 
descriptive account of what constitutes moral goodness and explain 
its foundation: thus ‘preaching morals is easy, grounding morals 
hard.’

A fair proportion of both these essays, but especially of On the Basis 
of Morals, comprises a dialogue with the philosophy of Immanuel 
Kant (1724 –1804). Schopenhauer had already devoted one-fifth of his 
large work The World as Will and Representation to a critique of Kant’s 
philosophy, in an Appendix prefaced with Voltaire’s saying: ‘It is the 
privilege of the true genius, and especially of the genius who opens 
up a pathway, to make great mistakes with impunity.’ Schopenhauer 
admires Kant and adopts (or, as often as not, adapts) many of his 
concepts, but he is equally keen to remedy many of what he sees as 
his errors — and he thinks the latter predominate in the case of ethics. 
The second chapter of On the Basis of Morals is an extended critical 
essay on Kant’s ethics, the teaching that had dominated the subject 
for the previous sixty years at Schopenhauer’s time of writing, and 
that he argues must be cleared away so that a new start can be made. 
Kant’s chief mistake, according to Schopenhauer, is his governing 
assumption that ethics must have an imperative form. Why are we 
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justified in thinking that we are to be commanded to act in certain 
ways? How could such commands have an unconditional authority? 
Where would the commands come from? In Schopenhauer’s diagnosis 
the genealogy of this notion is theological: the Judaeo-Christian God 
could be pictured as issuing ten commandments which had the force 
of laws that must be obeyed — but Kant expressly and rightly, in 
Schopenhauer’s view, forbids himself from giving an old-fashioned 
theological foundation to ethics. If there is to be philosophical theol-
ogy at all, it must be secondary to an independently grounded ethics. 
Schopenhauer argues, then, that the assumption that ethics is about 
a special kind of imperative, and an unconditional duty or ‘ought’, is 
founded either on a surreptitious remnant of theology or on nothing. 
Either way, it should not be admitted as an assumption in philo-
sophical ethics. This criticism is quite far-reaching: the Kantian idea 
that ethics is about a specially binding kind of obligation, and the 
assumption that being morally good is a matter of following or giving 
oneself some kind of law, are all called into question.

In light of this criticism, it might be questioned how we are to con-
strue Schopenhauer’s principle of morality whose two parts, ‘Harm 
no one’ and ‘Help everyone’, are also imperatives. Schopenhauer 
takes the line that his moral principle is a summation of what is 
already expressed in moral actions, and that what makes one’s actions 
moral is their issuing from a morally good character. One cannot be 
commanded to be moral, nor will one become moral by learning any 
propositions, principles, or concepts. However, the moral principle 
is vital as a kind of reminder or back-up to aid agents in resisting the 
non-moral dispositions which are also present in their characters:

although principles and abstract cognition generally are in no way the foun-
tainhead or the prime basis of morality, they are nevertheless indispensable 
for a moral course of life as the container, the réservoir, in which is 
stored the disposition which has sprung from the source of all morality, 
which disposition does not flow in every moment . . . Without firmly held 
principles we should inevitably be vulnerable to anti-moral incentives when 
they are aroused to affects by external impressions. (p. 218)

In other words, we are constantly liable to being provoked into seek-
ing our own well-being or seeking to harm others, and cannot always 
rely on a felt response to the suffering of others that motivates us to 
act, even though we are the kind of person who is frequently dis-
posed to do so. Being mindful of the moral principle can guide our 
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actions and keep them in line with what a person who felt compassion 
would do.

Returning to Schopenhauer’s critique of Kant, we find him 
disapproving of the attempt to give an a priori foundation to ethics that 
looks away from any empirical or anthropological data, concluding 
that such an ethics can only rest in mid-air, on insubstantial, con-
tentless concepts without application to the real lives of human 
beings. During a thorough analysis of Kant’s Groundwork of the 
Metaphysics of Morals and Critique of Practical Reason, Schopenhauer 
produces criticisms of many other central Kantian concepts, such as 
‘highest good’, ‘end in itself ’, and ‘the dignity of the human being’. 
On the other hand, Schopenhauer relies on certain elements of 
Kant’s theoretical philosophy for his descriptive picture of human 
experience and action. He praises as Kant’s greatest achievement 
the division between appearances and things in themselves, together 
with his claim that the world of objects in space and time, the objects 
of our cognition, can only be the world as it appears to us, while 
the world as it is in itself remains impossible for us to know. This 
position, referred to by Kant and Schopenhauer as transcendental 
idealism, provides the platform for the whole system of thought 
that is laid out in The World as Will and Representation and partially 
recapitulated in the two essays on ethics. Human cognition is of a 
world of objects, which must, for our cognition, be structured by 
certain a priori forms — space, time, and causality — that are not 
extrapolated from experience of objects but are the very conditions 
of its possibility. The empirical or experienced world is made up of 
matter, differentiated into objects by the necessary structure of space, 
time, and causal laws. This world of objects is what Schopenhauer 
calls ‘the world as representation’ (die Welt als Vorstellung), that is, 
the world as it necessarily presents itself to any subject of experience. 
But the world as representation does not exhaust reality, because we 
can conceive of the world’s existing independently of the way it is 
structured for us by the conditions of our experience. The world also 
exists in itself (an sich). This dichotomy of representation and thing 
in itself runs right through The World as Will and Representation as a 
theme on which Schopenhauer plays many variations. The principal 
point we shall need to grasp is that, departing radically from Kant 
in a way that the latter would have found shocking, Schopenhauer 
claims that in itself the world is will.



Introductionxviii

The will, for Schopenhauer, is the single underlying reality beneath 
all appearances, and the true core of the human individual: each of 
us, in this sense, has the same essence, and we share it with all other 
beings in nature. The will is a force of sheer striving: it is not essentially 
rational, but ‘blind’, driving us constantly to act in pursuit of ends, 
the most basic of which are keeping ourselves alive and reproducing 
the species. Because it is the metaphysical essence of all of us, this 
striving never ceases in the life of an ordinary human being, and 
striving inevitably brings with it suffering. Schopenhauer’s vision of 
human life in The World as Will and Representation is often seen as 
unremittingly pessimistic: we exist as manifestations of an insatiable 
urge to perpetuate life, and are always at its mercy. Whatever we 
achieve by willing never satisfies us: whenever a desire or need is 
satisfied, new desires rush in, and when a desire remains unsatisfied, 
we suffer. If we briefly satisfy all our current desires, we suffer again, 
through boredom. And there is no ultimate goal, or at any rate nothing 
attainable by willing, that gives an overall point to this existence.

Although little of this picture of human life or of the full metaphysi-
cal background to it makes an explicit appearance in the essays, some 
aspects of Schopenhauer’s ethical system stand out more prominently 
when viewed in the light of The World as Will and Representation: for 
example, his notion that the very core of each human individual is 
will, not intellect or reason; his likening of human beings to hungry 
and vicious beasts kept in check only by the sanctions of law and state 
justice; his intolerance of the idea of moral progress or improvement 
of humanity; and his emphasis on the vulnerability of human beings 
to suffering. But the Norwegian and Danish essay competitions both 
required anonymous submissions, and although the Kantian division 
between thing in itself and representation would have been more 
than familiar to Schopenhauer’s audience, expounding his own idio-
syncratic version of it might have blown his cover — or more likely 
(given the relatively little attention his works had so far received) 
left him appearing to make novel and extravagant metaphysical 
pronouncements without the space to argue for them. Schopenhauer 
sometimes complains that any ethics is incomplete without a meta-
physics; yet the discipline of dealing with the central questions of 
ethics in their own right and starting from more generally accessible 
assumptions undoubtedly led to a clearer presentation of his position 
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on free will, the foundation of morals, and associated issues than he 
ever achieved elsewhere. 

There are, however, two uses of the central metaphysical distinction 
between appearance and thing in itself that play important roles 
in the essays, one in application to the question of responsibility, the 
other in the explanation of the nature of compassion. In his earlier 
dissertation On the Fourfold Root of the Principle of Sufficient Reason 
Schopenhauer argued that the world as represented by a subject of 
experience necessarily consists of objects standing in a number of 
explanatory relations to one another. He had learned from Kant 
that space, time, and the connection between cause and effect pertain 
only to the world as representation, only to appearances, and not to 
the thing in itself. Space, time, and causality are, as it were, the rules 
for connecting objects together by which our faculty for cognition 
operates, and it operates in these ways because it must: space, time, 
and causality are ‘a priori forms of the understanding’, ways of 
structuring cognition that are necessary because they are conditions 
of the possibility of experience. (Schopenhauer alters the layout of 
cognition found in Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason: he retains Kant’s 
distinction between intuition (Anschauung) and concept (Begriff  ), 
but does not assign the former to sensibility and the latter to the 
understanding in the way Kant does. For Schopenhauer, intuition, the 
perceptual awareness of particular things in space and time, involves 
the working of the understanding to create the distinction between 
a subjective sensation and the object taken to cause it, but this is not 
a case of conceptual judgement.) The account Schopenhauer gives 
of the a priori forms of intuition has the corollary that the world 
considered as existing beyond its appearance for our cognition, the 
world in itself, exists timelessly and cannot be regarded as causing 
anything. So Schopenhauer holds that representation and thing in 
itself are the obverse and reverse sides of the same reality. The world 
exists timelessly but also manifests itself in time as the individual 
objects and events that we experience — the one world ‘objectifies 
itself ’ in time and space; in other words, it shows to us that aspect of 
itself that consists of a huge multiplicity of changing and interacting 
objects and events.

Now all of this impacts on the manner in which we view the human 
agent. Kant had proposed to resolve the difficulty of reconciling free 
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will with the causal order of nature — a difficulty which he sets out as 
an antinomy, or pair of arguments for incompatible conclusions — by 
distinguishing two aspects of the agent, the empirical character and 
the intelligible character. My empirical character is best taken to con-
sist of all the ways, discoverable through experience, in which I am 
disposed to behave as an object in space and time, producing my 
actions as the effects of natural causes. My intelligible character is 
supposed to be that aspect of myself that cannot be experienced, but 
which can be thought of as existing outside of the forms that govern 
experience. Under that aspect I can (and for Kant I must) regard 
myself as radically free to initiate my own actions. In both his essays 
on ethics Schopenhauer praises Kant effusively for the discovery of 
this distinction between empirical and intelligible characters, which, 
he says, ‘belongs among the most beautiful and most profound ideas 
which this great mind, indeed, which humankind has ever produced’ 
(p. 114), and goes on to appropriate the distinction for himself. Thus, 
the dramatic conclusion of the prize essay on freedom has it that:

the empirical character, like the whole person, is as an object of experience, 
a mere appearance, hence bound by the forms of all appearance, time, space, 
and causality, and subject to their laws. By contrast, his intelligible character, 
which is the condition and basis of this whole appearance, is independent 
of these forms and, hence, subject to no time-distinction; consequently, 
it is constant and unalterable. For his will, as thing in itself, is of such 
quality, that to it certainly belongs absolute freedom, i.e., independence 
of the laws of causality (as a mere form of appearances). This freedom, 
however, is a transcendental one, i.e., not occurring in appearance, but 
only present insofar as we abstract from appearance and all its forms in 
order to arrive at that which, outside of all time, is to be thought of as the 
inner being of the person in himself. . . .

As is easy to see, this path leads to the point that we must no longer seek 
the work of our freedom, as does the common view, in our individual 
actions, but in the whole being and essence (existentia et essentia) of the 
human being himself. This work must be thought of as the human being’s 
free deed that merely presents itself to the cognitive faculty, linked to time, 
space, and causality as a plurality and diversity of actions. (p. 115)

What does this mean? First, note how much has changed in 
Schopenhauer’s act of appropriating Kant’s profound idea. For 
Kant, the idea of transcendental freedom attached to reason, or myself 
considered as rational, in which capacity I must be responsive to the 
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force of the distinctive ‘ought’ of the moral law. To consider myself 
as responding purely rationally to a moral imperative, I have to 
disregard myself considered solely as part of nature, under the sway 
of natural, not to say earthy, inclinations and desires. That natural 
self is not a possible recipient of the ‘ought’ because it cannot act 
otherwise than nature prompts it to. But Schopenhauer will have none 
of this: when he speaks of people’s ‘will, as thing in itself ’, he means 
their nature, their deep inner essence, a pre-rational orientation to 
act that informs all their desires and inclinations and is of a kind with 
the essence of every other part of the natural world. At one point in 
The World as Will and Representation Schopenhauer refers to Kant’s 
solution of the antinomy between freedom and causality as the point 
where his own philosophy springs from Kant’s as from its parent 
stem. But it is vital for an understanding of both philosophers to see 
how misleading that metaphor is in one respect, for in this case the 
offspring and parent belong to quite different species of plant.

Can we make sense of Schopenhauer’s attribution of freedom to 
the ‘whole being and essence of the human being himself ’? In what 
sense can my being be a deed? My coming into existence might at 
least be construed as an event. But my existence as such does not 
even seem to be an event, let alone something that is done by me or 
by anyone. And even my coming into existence does not seem to be 
something that I do. To make matters worse, the being and essence of 
me, if it does not belong to the empirical realm, is not party to space, 
time, and causality (though, as we hear, it presents itself in those 
forms, appearing as the many actions that express my essence): how 
are we to think of it as a ‘deed’ when it is not something that occurs 
in time? Had Schopenhauer had the benefit of an exposition of his 
metaphysics, he might perhaps have presented his conclusion a little 
differently. For in The World as Will and Representation it is not so 
much my individual will that is free, but rather the will, or the world 
as a whole, that, uncaused by anything outside itself, manifests itself 
in time and space as many things and events, including my essential 
character from which my actions follow. From this point of view my 
existence and my essence are contingent, and consciousness of myself 
as this contingent individual from whom necessarily flow acts of will 
that impinge on the wills of other beings burdens me with a sense 
of responsibility for my very existence. Schopenhauer has the idea 
that one rightly feels guilt about one’s existing as an individual who 
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expresses will, and sometimes links this notion with the Christian 
doctrine of original sin. 

Nietzsche later described Schopenhauer as ‘the first admitted and 
uncompromising atheist among us Germans’ (The Gay Science, § 357), 
and there is indeed nothing remotely resembling a God, divine mind, 
or all-powerful being anywhere in Schopenhauer’s system of thought. 
He is also scathing about theology and its detrimental influence 
on ethics. However, Schopenhauer’s relations to religion are more 
complex than these observations might suggest. In the essays he is 
entirely dismissive of Islam and Judaism, adopting in the latter case 
the particularly offensive Latin term foetor Judaicus or ‘Judaic stench’. 
But he allies himself strongly with certain carefully selected features 
of Christianity, Buddhism, and Hinduism, as he understands them. 
The differing dogmas of religions are really of little interest to him; 
rather, he is concerned with the kind of moral vision that underlies 
them. The World as Will and Representation has as its final message the 
need for salvation or redemption from an existence full of suffering, 
which it finds in the ideas of sainthood and denial of the individual 
will. Schopenhauer relies on his own philosophical resources to 
construct this position, but motivates it by drawing parallels with 
the mystical traditions of Christianity and the major Indian religions, 
areas of thought in which he was well read. While he was in the early 
stages of preparing for what would become The World as Will and 
Representation Schopenhauer had acquired a version of the ancient 
Indian Upanishads, translated into Latin by a scholar named Anquetil-
Duperron under the title Oupnek’hat. It became one of his favourite 
books, from which he would quote throughout the remainder of his 
career, and it awakened in him an interest in collecting and studying 
other books and journals from the growing field of scholarship on 
Asiatic thought. 

Schopenhauer was especially struck by Indian ideas about the 
illusoriness of the world of ordinary experience to which we are 
attached by desire, and the doctrine of the individual’s identity with 
the rest of reality. In the essay On the Basis of Morals some of these 
ideas assist him, at least rhetorically, in presenting a final ‘metaphysical 
basis’ for his account of compassion. For Schopenhauer the phenom-
enon of compassion involves one person’s feeling something towards 
another — but what exactly? He suggests that when I apprehend 
someone else as suffering, I can sometimes feel his or her suffering 
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(I suffer along with the other, as the German word for compassion, 
Mitleid, or ‘suffering with’, literally suggests). I do this, not by 
imagining the suffering, however fleetingly, to be mine, but by feeling 
it ‘with him, thus, in him: we feel his pain as his and do not imagine 
that it is ours’ (p. 215). Suffering in sympathy with another can then 
turn my will towards alleviating or preventing the other’s suffering, 
and this is compassionate, morally good, action. (If I prevented or 
assuaged someone’s suffering solely egoistically, that is, out of a 
motivation to enhance my own well-being, perhaps through gaining 
reward or admiration, then my action would not be one of moral 
worth, for Schopenhauer.) So his question is, ‘how is it possible that 
my will is immediately moved by another’s well-being and woe, i.e., 
just as otherwise my will is only moved by my own well-being and 
woe’ (p. 212)? He answers:

Obviously only through this: that another becomes the ultimate end of my 
will just as, otherwise, I am; and so through this: that I immediately will 
his well-being and do not will his woe, just as I otherwise immediately 
will only that of my own. This, however, necessarily presupposes that 
I suffer along with his woe, feel his woe, as otherwise I would only mine, 
and therefore, I immediately will his well-being as, otherwise, I would only 
my own. However this requires that I be identified with him in some way, 
i.e., that the complete distinction between me and the other, upon precisely 
which my egoism rests, to a certain degree be suspended. (p. 212)

We commonly speak of ‘identifying’ with someone else: Schopenhauer 
takes this in an uncommon sense and gives a radical metaphysical 
interpretation of what compassion involves. 

The initial clue lies in his comment that the distinction between 
myself and the other is suspended. Recall the dichotomy of 
representation and thing in itself, and the claim that while the world 
as we represent it in cognition is subordinate to the forms of space 
and time, the world as it is in itself is not subordinate to those forms. 
Schopenhauer consistently takes the view that what distinguishes 
one individual thing from another is their different locations in 
space and time. Only two things that exhibit some difference in their 
trajectory through space and time can really be distinct things. Space 
and time together constitute the ‘principle of individuation’, or in the 
Latin that Schopenhauer likes to use, the principium individuationis. 
A human individual, empirically considered, is a being in space 
and time that is distinct from other individuals that also occupy space 
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and time. But the world is not only there for our experience, it is 
not only a world as representation, but also a world that exists at the 
level of the ‘in itself ’, and so we come once again to the idea that we 
can consider ourselves under two quite different aspects. Only now, 
rather than appealing to the idea that there is an ‘in itself ’ or timeless 
character peculiar to me, Schopenhauer invokes the principium indi-
viduationis: in the world as it is in itself, with time and space removed, 
there are no distinctions and hence no individuals at all. 

Hence, if plurality and separateness belong only to appearance, and if it is 
one and the same essence that presents itself in everything living, then that 
apprehension which suspends the distinction between I and Not-I is not 
in error. Rather it must be the opposite that is in error. We also find this 
latter indicated by Hindus with the name Ma-ya-, i.e., illusion, deception, 
phantasm. (p. 267)

Which human outlook regards the distinction of I and Not-I as 
absolute and insurmountable? That of someone who pursues his or 
her own well-being and remains detached from the sufferings of all 
others — the egoist for whom everything that is not him- or herself 
is alien (‘Not-I’) and only instrumentally important. On the other 
hand, compassionate action, given that it depends on weakening the 
perceived distinctness of individuals, is an expression of the view of 
the world in itself beyond the principle of individuation:

This view, then, would be the metaphysical basis of ethics, and it would consist 
in the fact that one individual immediately recognizes in another himself, 
his own, true essence. Thus, as a result, practical wisdom, doing right and 
doing good, would coincide exactly with the most profound teaching of the 
most far-reaching theoretical wisdom, and the practical philosopher, i.e., the 
just, the benevolent, the generous person, would express through his deed 
the same knowledge that is just the outcome of the theoretical philosopher’s 
greatest thoughtfulness and most laborious inquiry. Meanwhile moral 
excellence stands higher than all theoretical wisdom, which is always just 
a patchwork and reaches its goal through the slow path of inferences which 
the other reaches with a single stroke, and the one who is morally noble, even 
if he is so very lacking in intellectual excellence, reveals through his action 
the deepest knowledge, the highest wisdom, and shames the most gifted 
and learned if through their deeds they reveal that this great truth indeed 
remains foreign to their hearts. (pp. 267–8)

So, morally good people need not be metaphysicians. They do not 
even have to be especially educated, to have espoused any particular 
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religious doctrine, or have learned any general principles prescriptive 
of the right way to act. What they are able to do, because of a disposition 
that resides in their essential character, is feel a sense of oneness with 
the whole, and attain an intuitive glimpse into the fundamental truth 
(the truth according to Schopenhauer and the various philosophical 
and religious traditions he invokes) that all is one, that separateness as 
such is not present at the most fundamental level of reality. Thus it is 
that, in Schopenhauer’s view, metaphysics is required for ethics, not 
exactly in order to be compassionate, but rather to show theoretically 
how compassion is possible. But he needs this metaphysics also to 
show why acting out of the pure incentive of compassion is better 
than acting egoistically, and why morality has greater force in the end 
than egoism or malice. We have been told that only action arising out 
of the incentive of compassion has genuine moral worth. But there 
can be, for Schopenhauer, no absolute obligation to act morally. 
Rationality does not require it — indeed, he points out how morally 
evil characters can succeed on a greater scale by pursuing their ends 
rationally. The natural and expected way for human beings to act 
is egoistically’: so much so, that their ever doing otherwise seems 
mysterious. So why is it better to act morally than not? It seems 
implicit for Schopenhauer that suffering is bad per se, and that a 
character oriented towards diminishing suffering is therefore good. 
But even more fundamental for him is the thought that what makes 
some people’s character good, what orients them principally towards 
the lessening of suffering in others, is their intuitive insight into a 
deeper truth, their being cognitively attuned to the undifferentiated 
reality of the thing in itself. So it seems that Schopenhauer’s final 
ground for morality, his justification of the claim that it is better to act 
morally than egoistically, lies in our having reason to seek the truth and 
act in accordance with it, and in morality’s being the way, or a way, 
of taking us closer to the truth. To be morally bad or indifferent thus 
represents an error in understanding reality: our individuality itself 
is a kind of illusion for us, or at any rate a superficial and problematic 
condition that fails to be a trustworthy guide to what really is.

More recent ethical theorists have not tended to regard 
Schopenhauer’s work as a prime historical reference-point. This 
means that the links and contrasts between Schopenhauer’s ethics 
and contemporary ethics are much less explored than arguably they 
could or should be. Many of the issues around which Schopenhauer’s 
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essays revolve clearly remain central to ethics today. There has been no 
cessation to debates about free will, which contemporary philosophy 
tends to place where Schopenhauer places them, at the intersection 
between ethics and metaphysics. Such debates often continue to 
refer back to earlier treatments, and Schopenhauer may help here 
by giving us (in chapter 4 of the essay on freedom) an interesting 
history of the issue, from faint half-recognitions of the problem in 
Aristotle, through the Christian treatments of Augustine and Luther, 
to the early modern positions of Spinoza, Hume, Voltaire, and 
Priestley, and on to Kant and German Idealism. His own position 
combines a forthright and coherent determinism with the claim that 
the truth of determinism is powerless to convince us that we lack 
responsibility — in broad terms at least, a recognizable position in 
more recent thinking about the problem of free will. His very power-
ful naturalistic conviction of the continuity between human action 
and the behaviour of other organisms (though pre-Darwinian both 
chronologically and doctrinally) and his consequent problematizing 
of the nature of human self-consciousness and rationality give him a 
recognizable continuity with much of today’s philosophy, as does his 
outrage at human cruelty to animals and his campaign to accord them 
the same kind of moral respect as we accord ourselves.

As regards the foundation of morals, Schopenhauer’s critique of 
Kant, combined with the fact that he nonetheless remains within 
the Kantian ambience, gives him much in common with parts of 
contemporary ethical theory, Kantianism being still one of the most 
complete and influential accounts of ethics to date. The recent growth 
of virtue ethics, with its concentration on virtue and moral character 
rather than on rules, imperatives, or duties, is to some extent pre-
figured by Schopenhauer’s insistence on purifying ethics of the 
notions of lawgiving and unconditionally authoritative obligations 
which he diagnoses as relics of an outmoded theological basis for 
morals, and his foregrounding of moral character-traits, feelings, 
and a compassionate way of responding to the world. A major 
point of reference for many of today’s virtue ethicists is Aristotle’s 
ethics, from which Schopenhauer explicitly distances himself on the 
grounds that ‘eudaimonism’ (the linking of virtue with eudaimonia, 
a term sometimes, if misleadingly, translated as ‘happiness’) is 
fundamentally wrong. Virtue, in Schopenhauer’s view, is essentially 
non-egoistic, while to make ‘happiness’ the goal of life is to consign it 
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ultimately to egoistic motivation — though recent work has suggested 
that this is a mistaken view about Aristotle and about ancient ethics 
more generally. An examination of Schopenhauer’s ethics in the light 
of the lively current debates around virtue ethics and its divergences 
from Kantian ethics (and around Kant’s own accounts of the virtues) 
has not yet occurred, but the time seems more ripe for this now than 
at any period since 1840. It would also be interesting to examine 
Schopenhauer’s relationship with consequentialism, the other dom-
inant trend in modern ethics: does he, or should we, see moral worth 
as residing primarily in enduring character-traits that make an agent 
compassionate, or rather in outcomes that prevent the most suffering 
and promote the most well-being?

Among figures that contemporary philosophy regards as import-
ant, by far the greatest influence of Schopenhauer’s ethics was on 
Friedrich Nietzsche (1844 – 1900). At the beginning of his On the 
Genealogy of Morals (1887) Nietzsche refers to Schopenhauer as ‘my 
great teacher’, and simultaneously states that it was fighting his way 
out of Schopenhauer’s conception of morality that taught him most. 
Nietzsche had been an ardent devotee of Schopenhauer’s philosophy 
in his early period of the 1860s and 1870s. When he later calls for 
the value of moral values to be called into question, it is clear that 
Schopenhauer’s ethics is a major factor in focusing him on his target. 
A system of philosophy for which God is dead, but that allies itself 
with Christian values and glorifies ‘the instincts of compassion, self-
abnegation, self-sacrifice’, an ethics that explicitly courts alliance with 
what Nietzsche sees as the ‘nihilism’ of Buddhism — these specifically 
Schopenhauerian characteristics become for Nietzsche the key that 
opens up a critique of Western values on a wider scale. His central 
concerns of revealing the ‘life-denying’ qualities of morality and 
metaphysics, and undermining the value placed upon compassion, are 
essentially shaped by his reception of Schopenhauer’s ethics, so that 
for anyone concerned with Nietzsche’s critique of morality, as many 
philosophers increasingly are, Schopenhauer is required reading.



NOTE ON THE TEXT AND TRANSLATION

The Two Fundamental Problems of Ethics contains Schopenhauer’s two 
substantive essays on ethical subjects, ‘Prize Essay on the Freedom of 
the Will’ (‘Preisschrift über die Freiheit des Willens’) and ‘Prize Essay 
on the Basis of Morals’ (‘Preisschrift über die Grundlage der Moral’). 
As given immediately above, the title of each essay is as it is found on 
a separate title-sheet placed at the beginning of the respective essay. 
However, on the title-page for the book Schopenhauer enumer-
ates the two essays, giving the titles as submitted to the prize essay 
competitions. As submitted to the Royal Norwegian Society in 1838, 
the first essay was titled ‘On the Freedom of the Human Will’ (‘Ueber 
die Freiheit des menschlichen Willens’). The second essay, submitted 
to the Royal Danish Society in 1839, was titled ‘On the Foundation 
of Morals’ (Ueber das Fundament der Moral’).

Schopenhauer wrote both of these essays for prize competitions that 
required anonymous, self-contained monographs not presupposing 
knowledge of his philosophical work. Nonetheless, Schopenhauer 
held that the two essays, taken together, were an essential supplement 
to the fourth book of The World as Will and Representation, and he 
published the essays together. The two essays were first published 
in German by the Frankfurt publishing house of Johann Christian 
Hermann’sche Buchandlung, F. E. Suchsland, in September of 1840 
(with an 1841 publication date). The second edition was published in 
September 1860, twenty years to the month after the first appearance, 
and just a few days before Schopenhauer’s death. This second edition, 
from the Leipzig publisher F. A. Brockhaus, included both the pre-
face from the first edition and Schopenhauer’s shorter, but no less 
vitriolic, second preface.

Our translation is from the text of The Two Fundamental Problems 
of Ethics (Die beiden Grundprobleme der Ethik) in the fourth volume of 
Arthur Hübscher’s edition of the collected works of Schopenhauer, 
long recognized as the standard German source in the field, serving 
Schopenhauer studies for decades. Although based on the first com-
plete edition of Schopenhauer’s works, edited by Schopenhauer’s 
friend and literary executor Julius Frauenstädt (1873), Hübscher’s 
Arthur Schopenhauer: Sämtliche Werke is the product of over 100 years 
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of textual and philological criticism. We are indebted to the seventh 
volume of the 1988 edition of the Sämtliche Werke for completions and 
corrections of some of Schopenhauer’s citations and for identifying 
authors and other figures now obscured by time. In completing this 
translation we have also consulted the earlier, scholarly edition of 
Schopenhauer’s works edited by Paul Deussen, now available on 
CD-ROM. And although the present translation is our responsibility, 
we were greatly aided by consulting the work of earlier translators. 
English translators of the first essay, ‘Preisschrift über die Freiheit des 
Willens’, are Konstantin Kolenda (1960) and E. J. F. Payne, edited 
by Günther Zöller (1999). English translators of the second essay, 
‘Preisschrift über die Grundlage der Moral’, are Arthur Broderick 
Bullock (1915) and E. J. F. Payne, edited by David E. Cartwright 
(1997). We have especially benefited by consulting Christopher 
Janaway’s manuscript translation prepared for his Cambridge Edition 
of the Works of Arthur Schopenhauer.

Textual Apparatus

Our translation includes marginal indications of the pagination of the 
1860 edition, as provided by Hübscher, which generally also correspond 
to the pagination of the Hübscher edition. Footnotes, indicated 
by superscript figures, serve two purposes: the first is to provide 
Schopenhauer’s own notes; the second is to provide foreign-language 
terms and quotations from Schopenhauer’s text. In a few instances we 
preserve a Latin term of craft, such as contradictio in adjecto, giving a 
translation in the Explanatory Notes when the term first occurs.

Any brackets in the text or footnotes indicate material we have 
supplied. Other explanatory material is relegated to the Explanatory 
Notes, indicated by asterisks.

In the body of the translation we preserve Schopenhauer’s cita-
tions, but in the Explanatory Notes or brackets in footnotes we fre-
quently provide more information about the author and, in some 
cases, the citation, as, for example, to conform citations to classical text 
to contemporary practice. In the Explanatory Notes we also supply 
citations to Kant’s works, indicating what is commonly called the 
‘Academy Edition’, that is, Kant’s Gesammelte Schriften, edited by 
the Royal Prussian (later German) Academy of Sciences (Berlin: 
Georg Reimer, later Walter de Gruyter, 1900 – ).
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The German editions of the essays translated here use two forms 
of type for emphasis: Sperrdruck, s p a c e d  t y p e, and Fettdruck, 
boldface. We use italic type for the former and boldface for the 
latter. We have not, however, followed Schopenhauer’s somewhat 
inconsistent practice of putting all personal names in Sperrdruck. We 
have used vernacular forms of Latinized names of modern figures, as, 
for example, using René Descartes for Renatus Cartesius.

Translators’ Principles

In keeping with the purpose of Oxford World’s Classics, our 
translation aims to serve the student and general reader. In translating 
we have attempted to select words or syntactic structures so as not to 
favour interpretations, and although our text is primarily intended 
for students, we have tried to avoid notes which might determine or 
constrain readers’ interpretations of Schopenhauer’s text. Moreover, 
we have left it to the ‘educated nose of the reader of the essay [to] 
catch the scent of the rotted spot’(12).

Because Schopenhauer himself was aware of the sometimes un-
orthodox nature of his writing, having claimed that this was a function 
of his thinking (see e.g. Gesammelte Briefe, letter to F. A. Brockhaus 
of 7 Sept. 1843 and letter to Frauenstädt of 24 Nov. 1855), we have 
attempted to approximate the original, so as to allow our readers 
something of the experience of Schopenhauer’s prose. To this end 
we have retained his paragraph structure. Where practicable, we have 
also sought not to sacrifice literalness for readability, and not unwar-
rantedly to constrain reader’s interpretive work. However, since 
readers of current English are generally more accustomed to syntax 
of more limited range than that of Schopenhauer’s German, and since 
English is generally not inflected for gender but relies more on syntactic 
order, we have often had to approximate syntax and sometimes to 
supply the referent noun or noun-phrase where Schopenhauer used 
a pronoun. Nevertheless, in a few instances a passage is ambiguous in 
the German, so we have retained the ambiguity for our readers.

We have also followed Schopenhauer’s use of abbreviations and 
in a few instances his non-standard punctuation, such as ‘?!’. In 
particular, we have preserved his use of dashes and added none of our 
own. Schopenhauer often uses the dash between sentences, in very 
few instances within sentences, rarely, for emphasis (the common 
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practice today), and even to indicate omissions within quotations (a 
function nowadays of the ellipsis).

We provide the following glossary for those interested in key 
terms. It should be noted that while we generally translate the terms 
as listed below, there are instances in which alternate translations 
were warranted.

acting Handeln
action Handlung
agent Handelnden
apprehension Auffassung
basis Grundlage
cognition, recognition, or knowledge Erkenntnis, Kenntnis
compassion Mitleid
deed Tat
doer Täter
doing(s) Tun
egoism Egoismus
essence or being Wesen
ethics Ethik
ground(s), reason(s) Grund
grounding, reason Begründung
incentive Triebfeder
injury Verletzung
injustice Unrechtigkeit
intuition Anschauung
justice Gerechtigkeit
loving kindness Menschenliebe
malice Bosheit
morality Moralität
morals Moral
participation Teilnehmung
reason Vernunft
reprehensible verwerflich
representation Vorstellung
right Recht
to act handeln
to do tun
understanding Verstand
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urphenomenon Urphänomen
voluntary willkürlich
way of acting Handlungsweise
will Wille
willing Wollen
wrong Unrecht
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A CHRONOLOGY OF 
ARTHUR SCHOPENHAUER

1788 (22 Feb.) Arthur Schopenhauer born in Danzig to the patrician 
merchant Heinrich Floris Schopenhauer and Johanna Schopenhauer 
(born Trosiener), later a popular writer and novelist.

1793 (Mar.) the Schopenhauers move to Hamburg to avoid the Prussian 
annexation of Danzig.

1797 (12 June) Schopenhauer’s only sibling, Louise Adelaide (Adele) 
born. ( July) travels to France with his father, remaining in Le Havre 
for two years with the family of a business associate of his father.

1799 (Aug.) returns from France and is enrolled in Dr Runge’s private 
school, an institution designed to educate future merchants.

1803 (May) the Schopenhauers, minus Adele, begin a tour of Holland, 
England, France, Switzerland, Austria, Silesia, and Prussia; the 
tour is Arthur Schopenhauer’s reward for agreeing to continue his 
training as a merchant and for forgoing preparation for attending a 
university.

1805 ( Jan.) begins apprenticeship with a Hamburg merchant. (20 Apr.) 
Henrich Floris dies; his wife and son believe that his death is suicide.

1807 (May) through his mother’s encouragement, Schopenhauer ends 
his apprenticeship. (June) he attends a Gymnasium at Gotha. (Dec.) 
terminates his studies at Gotha, after being rebuked for writing a 
lampoon on an instructor; relocates to Weimar, but lives separately 
from his family.

1809 (Feb.) upon reaching the age of majority, Schopenhauer receives his 
inheritance, one-third of his father’s estate. (Oct.) matriculates as a 
medical student at the University of Göttingen.

1810 In the winter semester he studies philosophy with Gottlob Ernst 
Schulze, who recommends reading Plato and Kant, thus introducing 
Schopenhauer to his two favourite philosophers.

1811 (Sept.) enrols in the University of Berlin to study philosophy. In 
the winter semester he attends Johann Gottlieb Fichte’s lectures, 
becoming increasingly disenchanted with Fichte’s philosophy.

1812 (Summer semester) attends Friedrich Ernst Schleiermacher’s 
lectures. (Winter) regularly observes psychiatric patients at the 
Berlin Charité.


