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)nly

so

of

Monism, and so transcend the conditions > f

sensuous experience, the question whether volitic rs

are caused or uncaused becomes, as I have said,

a meaningless question, or a question the terms

of which are not correctly stated. If it be the

case that all causality is of a nature psychical,

volition and causation are one and the same thing,

differing only in relation to our modes of appre-

hension. It would therefore be jqvally meaningless

to say that either is the cau«e c , the other—just

as it would be equally meaningless to say that

neurosis is the cause of psycho: 's, or that psychosis

is the cause of neurosis, ^'r thus, if volition and

causation are one and the same thing, the only

reason why they ever appear diverse is because the

one is known ontologically, while the other is

known phenomenally. Were it possible that the

orbit of my own personality could be wide.ied so

as to include within my own subjectivity the whole

universe of causality, I should find — according to

Monism—that all causation would become trans-

formed into volition. Hence, the only reason why
there now appears to be so great an antithesis

between these two principles, is because the

volition which is going on outside of my own
consciousness can only be known to me objectively,

—or at most ejectively,—on which account the

principle of causality appears to me phenomenally

as the most ultimate, or most unanalyzable,

principle in the phenomenal universe.
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