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light breaking
darkness unutterable
give thought in poem
to nothing
but dawn
between nothing
of night
lingers hope
of day
nowhere lay
motionless
time’s wheel
recollecting
force of habit
flowering
in field
frozen scent
drowning
beneath surface
lies more surface
weightless
silence
unutterable darkness
breaking light

erw

Barbara E. Galli
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Foreword

A Life: The richness and even greater promise of a life prematurely cut short is
witnessed by an extraordinary book. Iranz Rosenzweig was born on December
25, 1886 in Cassel, Germany. His parents were acculturated upper middle class
Germans, whose identity as Jews was expressed primarily through their sense of
loyalty to the Jewish community. Franz’s university education was multidisciplinary,
including the study of medicine, history, philosophy and law. Two events, two
encounters of 1913, were pivotal in establishing the direction of his life. The first
was a conversation with an elder peer, Eugen Rosenstock, whose passionate and
articulate commitment to Christianity convinced Franz that religion, at least Chris-
tianity, could provide a meaningful orientation for modern life. The second was a
religious metamorphosis during the holiest day of the Jewish calendar, Yo
Kippur. His experience of God’s nearness taught him that there was still fire in the
smoldering embers of Judaism, despite his having earlier dismissed that religious
heritage as moribund. From that time, Rosenzweig sought to uncover, express,
and to institutionally ground an answer to the puzzle of what constituted a life
that was both fully Jewish and fully modern. The Star of Redemption, published in
1922, was Rosenzweig’s self-constructed philosophic signpost. It was followed
by his efforts to translate some essential sources of the Jewish past, the Bible and
the poems of the great medieval poet/philosopher Judah Halevi, and to found
a Jewish adult education institute, the Frezes Jiidisches Lebhrhaus in Frankfurt. Franz
was diagnosed with amyotrophic lateral sclerosis in 1922, but struggled to
go on speaking, writing, and engaging with others until his death, at the age of 42,
on December 10, 1929,

A Love Poem: The first draft of the S7ar was composed when Rosenzweig was
a German soldier stationed at the Balkan front. In the book, Rosenzweig argues
that Jews cannot give themselves fully to war, but this original site of composition
plays at least some latent role in the structure of a text that begins—“From Death,”
and ends, “Into Life.” Another site in the completion of the text a few months
later was the house of a dear friend, Margrit Huessy, who also happened to be the
wife of Eugen Rosenstock. In letters to Margrit, Franz acknowledged his close-
ness to her and the feeling of her presence as he wrote the “heart” of the Szar
(86)*, the panegyric on Revelation which begins with the quotation from the
biblical “Song of Songs,” “Love is as strong as death.” In the S7zr Rosenzweig
explains that it is only love—God’s love for us, the soul’s love of God, and the
orienting love of the neighbor, that endows life with a meaning that even death
cannot erase. Yet, this meaning belongs to the registry of eternity; in life it
appears as effervescent as “a kiss.”

* Numbers within brackets refer to pages in Rosenzweig’s “The New Thinking: A Few Supplementary Remarks
to the Star)” in Frang Rosenzweigs “The New Thinking,” edited and translated by Alan Udoff and Barbara E. Galli,
Syracuse University Press, 1999. All other material in quotation marks is taken from the Szaritself.
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A Jewish Philosophy: Rosenzweig rejected the label of a “Jewish book™ (68)
that some of his contemporaries gave to the Szar. For him it was a “system of
philosophy” (69). A text that laid out “a logic, an ethic, an aesthetic, and a phi-
losophy of religion” (70) was a philosophic book. Yet, the S7zr was also Jewish,
through and through. It narrated life in terms of fundamental biblical categories,
as these are understood from out of the resources of Jewish texts, liturgy, and
everyday life. And even in style it intimately addresses its Jewish readers as “us”
and “our.”” More importantly, the S7zr defines an expansive understanding of
Jewish philosophy through its performance; symbolized by the two overlapping
triangles of God, World, Man, and Creation, Revelation, Redemption. As
Rosenzweig argued, it is not so-called Jewish topics that make a Jewish text (92),
or that are the foci for Jewish philosophy. Jewish philosophy finds its comple-
ments in Islamic philosophy and Indian philosophy, in unique philosophic en-
deavors, drawing on communities’ experiences that may stretch over centuries
or millennium, to understand nothing less than the meaning of life and the nature
of the universe.

The tremendous range and brilliance of individual treatments have brought
many critics to mine the S7ars depths, turning it this way and that and finding in
it always a surplus. It has already proven itself as a living and fertile resource
for creative thinkers in North America, Europe, and Israel. In the context of
modern Jewish philosophy it stands as a unique classic, occupying a correspond-
ing place to that of Maimonides’ Guide for the Perplexed in its setting within
medieval Jewish philosophy.

Topics and Registers: What does the S7zr not talk about? A random sampling
of the topics that the course of the S7ar runs through, and frequently makes
important comments about, includes: Greek history, modern and ancient trag-
edies, philosophers from Plato and Aristotle through Hegel and Nietzsche, Goethe,
biblical texts, religious liturgies, church architecture, music, modern political his-
tory, Judaism, Christianity, Islam, Hinduism, Buddhism, such religious holidays as
the Sabbath, Passover and Yom Kippur, Christmas and Easter, God, soul, prayer,
miracles, names, love, hope, faith, sacrifice, fear of death, trust, personality, char-
acter, defiance, humility, mathematics, logic, grammar, speech, time and eternity.
What is most impressive is that Rosenzweig does not just allude to these topics
but puts them into their disciplinary contexts, that is, narrates correlations be-
tween what may be called different registers. In each of the three Parts or “vol-
umes” (70), although usually more sustained in one particular Part than in the
others, the text intricately weaves together, that is, addresses, some of the most
fundamental human disciplines: mathematics, logic, aesthetics, philosophy, theol-
ogy, world history, Western intellectual history, world religions, psychology, soci-
ology, political theory, biblical literature, and linguistics.

On System: Order is put into the plethora of topics and fields through the
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architectonic of the text as well as a system that is both complex and allusive. The
Staris structured into three Parts and each Part has an Introduction, three Books,
and a conclusion: the latter are consecutively titled Transition, Threshold, and
Gate. Beginning with a denial of Oneness or Totality and an affirmation of the
plurality of the three “elements” God, World, and Man, each Part is guided by a
different “organon:” mathematics, grammar, liturgy. Still, there are convincing
reasons to suggest that the overriding method is mathematical, or linguistic, or
perhaps even Kabbalistic.

What is unambiguous is that through the route of the S7ar’s system incredibly
powerful insights emerge—and from an author in his mid-thirties, woe to us alll
The strength of a system is measured by what it leads the author to, the facets that
emerge, both customary and surprising, that the author must still illuminate through
her or his thought and imagination. Every enumeration of such insights in the
Staris necessarily partial and reflects most of all the limitations of the commenta-
tor. There are innumerable paragraphs and pages that are astonishing in their
perspicacity, such as the treatments of the immediacy of love being expressed as
commandment to the other, the dialectic of prayer through which God and hu-
mans tempt each other, the relationship between art and suffering, and, equally,
the way that life ultimately ascends into light.

However, I would also like to suggest, in the spirit of Rosenzweig himself, that
what is from one direction a work’s greatest strength, is also, from another per-
spective, its greatest weakness. The systematic leads to eloquent ideas and
correlations, but also hides or distorts, and sometimes deadens. The distortions
are, for me, most pronounced in terms of the treatments of world religions. There
are passing, gratuitous comments on Indian and Chinese religions, disparaging
appraisals about Islam—despite some real insights, the method necessitates that
these be put in a negative light—and one-sided treatments of Judaism’s
metahistorical feature and Christianity’s tensions that do “not do justice to either”
(94). I believe that in each of these cases, the system or force of the narrative
brings the author of the S7ar to proffer judgments that are shadows of the full-
rounded views that the person, Franz Rosenzweig, would acknowledge in conver-
sation, if he would have put down the pen. Also, at times the narration is
mechanical, where important arguments become overly lengthy because they are
made for the sake of the system itself. As examples, and this might well again
point to my lacunae rather than those of the S7ar, the elaborate commentary on
the various equations of Part One, the treatments of some of the religious
holidays, and the discussion of the construction of the Star of Redemption at the
end of the book.

On Reading: In light of the comments above, it should come as no surprise that
reading the S7aris universally seen as a difficult endeavor. In fact, it has been
related that there were few among Franz’s contemporaries who completed the
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whole book. Still, this is a book that rewards every effort not only proportionally
but exponentially. Rosenzweig himself implicitly acknowledged the difficulties in
reading the text by offering a suggestion to his future readers. He insisted that
one should not hesitate in the face of obstacles, but employ the Napoleonic tactic,
of “courageously” reading on until that vista is reached “where the whole can be
seen at a glance” (72). He wrote that a philosophic book spins out one idea, and
if the first paragraphs or pages could be fully understood, there would be no need
to read further (72). Thus, his advice to continue on is very important. Many
themes emerge slowly in the text, are built up from a variety of perspectives,
before the full meaning surfaces. The treatment of art reappears both miracu-
lously and appropriately in each of the Parts (70, 95), and the category of Cre-
ation, introduced in the Book of the same name, becomes clearer in the next
Book, when it is compared and contrasted to Revelation.

And Readings: The text can be read, that is understood, from at least three
vantage points. Some critics start with the beginning—swhich is usually a good
idea—and see the first Part as laying the foundation for everything else. In this
case, the organon of mathematics, the dialectic of “Yes” and “No” within the
three elements of God, World, and Man, are seen as keys not only to that “logical-
metaphysical” (78) section but to the others equally. The Sz can also be under-
stood—once it has been read—from the end, that is, the third Part, backward
(95). In this case, it is a vision of God’s Truth, silently emerging in the midst of
the liturgical experience of the Jewish and Christian communities, that allows one
to look backward to the events of creation and revelation, and to the mathemati-
cal grounding of the three elements. Ilook at the S7r from the middle outward
(inside out) in the two directions. Keeping Rosenzweig’s statement in mind that
the core of the S7aris found in the second Book, “On Revelation,” in the second
Part (86), grammar or language is actually the overriding organon and the dialogue
of love initiated by God and requited as “return gift” by the soul provides the
point of departure as well as the central message. The first Part becomes as much
about “urword” and the foundations of language as about mathematics and logic,
and the third Part is seen as bringing together the redemptive love of the neigh-
bor, ensouling all persons and all things, with the liturgical experience of eternity
inside the two religious communities. Is the S7zra primer of love, comparable to
those Medieval guides describing the stages leading to mystical union? If so, the
goal of losing the self in God has been replaced by the divine-human dialogue of
love. Its highlight is when the intricate method blossoms into poetry, through the
“word and fire” of names.

I trust that the multiple possibilities for interpreting the S7ar, and only a
few have been mentioned, will not overwhelm, but encourage its readers. While
it is a truism today that there is no one legitimate reading of a book, Rosenzweig’s
Star should be regarded as a proof-text for this statement. Its combination
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of system and direct address, challenges the reader to utilize her or his
depth of life experiences (soul) to listen and affirm their own “truly” in
response to Rosenzweig’s discourse.

On Cackling: In the essay “The New Thinking” Rosenzweig satirizes those
authors who write a Preface to their work, cackling “after the egg had been laid”
(67). Taking his own words to heart, he only allowed that essay to be placed as a
Foreword to the S7ara single time. Rosenzweig’s wishes have been respected in
this new translation of the S7ar, and I hope that he— and you, his readers—would
excuse this, my cackling over someone else’s egg.

Michael Oppenheim
May 2004






Introduction to Barbara Galli’s Translation of
Rosenzweig’s Star

Elliot R. Wolfson

In deep gratitude, 1 have accepted the invitation of Barbara Galli to write a
brief introduction to her monumental translation of Rosenzweig’s Star of
Redemption, an offer, 1 hasten to add, that came with no sense of demand or
obligation, but as a pure gift, a request that bestowed upon me the honor
of giving in receiving.

Readers familiar with the S7arare quite aware of the complexity of Rosenzweig’s
language as well as the central place that language occupies in his thought. The
confluence of these two points renders the task of translating Rosenzweig par-
ticularly challenging. Rosenzweig himself taught us that every act of speech think-
ing is an act of translation, and, conversely, we may assume that every act of
translation is an act of speech thinking. Translation, on this accord, exemplifies,
embodies, the character of speech thinking, Sprachdenken, Rosenzweig’s deft turn-
of-phrase to denote the dialogical nature of language. By the latter I assume that,
for Rosenzweig, as for Heidegger, Sprache encompasses the written as well as the
oral. In the case of Rosenzweig, the juxtaposition is exemplified by the fact that
he thought it tenable on phenomenological grounds to heed the voice of revela-
tion from the scriptural text—the confluence of the oral and written well cap-
tured in the image of giving voice to the inscripted.

We are profoundly indebted to Galli for the wisdom of persisting in the wis-
dom of her persistence, a feat of conviction illustrated in every line of the trans-
lation, truly an act of love dedicated singlemindedly to delivering Rosenzweig to
numerous generations of new readers. If I may be allowed to express an opinion
that might be considered by some transgressive in its piety, I would contend that
it is entirely appropriate to cast Galli’s efforts avodah sheba-lev, “labor in the heart,”
a technical rabbinic designation for prayer. The new translation of the S7ar, simply
put, is a gesture of worship, not to be understood as a specimen tied to a particu-
lar liturgical community, but rather as the linguistic gesticulation as such, the po-
tentiality for speech, which instantiates the very possibility of prayer in any and all
given cultural contexts, the deed of disclosing without-limit by enclosing within
limit, expanding the circle by circumscribing the line, carrying over by laying down.

For Rosenzweig, and here I note again an affinity to Heidegger, the way of
speech—a term, as I remarked above, that denotes the verbal and graphic—is to
reveal and to conceal, to uncover and to re-cover, not successively, but concur-
rently. For both thinkers, moreover, translation is a mode of interpretation, a
property that sheds light on the hermeneutic condition of human subjectivity, the
always necessarily partial or perspectival grasp of truth, and the consequent infer-
ence that untruth is as much a part of the framing of truth as truth itself. For



xviil Introduction

Heidegger, this is most poignantly expressed in his insight concerning the “double
concealment” that “belongs to the nature of truth as unconcealedness.” For
Rosenzweig, the analogous move is found in his reading of the Song of Songs.
Following an exegetical trajectory that can be traced to the formative rabbinic
period, Rosenzweig asserts that the literal meaning of the text is figurative, whence
he elicits the parabolic understanding of language more generally, that is, in his
judgment, human language on the whole—and not just theological discourse—is
inherently parabolic. To render this more precisely in Rosenzweig’s idiom, the
Song instructs us that truth is mirrored directly in the mirror of appearance, that
is, the mirror of the text. Through the agency of this double mirroring—
Heidegger’s double concealment—one can discern the inherently metaphorical
nature of eros and the inherently erotic nature of metaphor.

By way of introduction it would be useful to inquire about the nature of intro-
duction. On the face of it this seems a question hardly worth asking. Structurally,
the introductory utterance is placed before the beginning of a treatise, and hence
it serves quite obviously as the instigation that affords the reader an opportunity
to retrace his or her way back to the beginning. The matter is borne out philologi-
cally: “introduce” denotes to lead in, to bring forward, to initiate, to institute,
to usher another into the middle of something. At the terminus of the taxonomic
delineation, we come to the paradox of beginning: To begin the beginning
must have begun otherwise it is no beginning, What begins, therefore, can only
be what has already been what is yet to come. An introduction, we might say, is
a way to begin to illumine the way to begin, a way to begin the beginning, to
open the opening, the duplicitous door of exit/entry, the mystery of bei that
comes before alf.

The matter of introduction is still more complex, and before I proceed with
the specific theme of this introduction, some obstacles need to be cleared
from the path. First, it is necessary to note that to illumine the beginning
one must have the end in mind from the beginning, and, yet, to have the end
in mind from the beginning suggests that the end can be apprehended only
from the beginning. The spot where apprehending the end from the beginning
crisscrosses with apprehending the beginning from the end is the midpoint
of the circle. As readers of the Star well know, the hermeneutic embraced by
Rosenzweig partakes of this very circle; his mode of thinking, poetically displayed
in the S7ar and other compositions, destabilizes both a linear conception of
time and a logocentric alignhment of reasoning. The S7ar, no doubt, imparts to
its reader the knowledge that when one comes to the end of the line, one
comprehends the circularity of the journey, not, however, as a closed cycle
of eternal recurrence of the same wherein the end is perfectly prefigured and
thus potentially predictable in/at the beginning, but in the form of a circuitous
path, a linear circle, that returns one to the beginning where one has never
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been, the point whence a new line extends from the open enclosure of the
enclosed opening.

On this score it is not misleading to speak of Rosenzweig’s opus itself as noth-
ing but an introduction, an initiation that opens the path to an opening that both
shelters and lays bare the possibility of transcendence undercutting the historical
timeline by expanding the moment to eternity. For Rosenzweig, the texture of
lived time is a swerve, a curvature, and it is thus entirely possible for human beings
to transform “before” into “after,” and “after” into “before,” to expect the past
and to remember the future in a present that endures as that which is eternally on
the way to becoming what it has always been. Furthermore, for Rosenzweig, as
for Heidegger, there is an intrinsic connection between hermeneutics and time.
The interpretative act—which bespeaks the essential nature of speech-thinking,
the dialogical comportment unique to the human being, in its inscripted and oral
forms—affords one an opportunity to expetience time, and, more specifically, the
moment, which encapsulates time in its most elemental cadence, as novel repeti-
tion. Alternatively expressed, the understanding of language as translation pro-
vides the hermeneutical basis for the theological claim (at least in the case of
Rosenzweig) that the word reiterated with each reading of Scripture is the word
yet to be spoken. Rosenzweig’s affirmation of revelation as a genuine possibility
at every moment, the phenomenological cornerstone of his new thinking, rests
on the belief in this very possibility, and just as, temporally, the present is the
opening through which one accesses past and future, so, theologically, revelation
is the experience that makes belief in creation and redemption possible, the phe-
nomenal basis for the mythopoeic narrative.

The paradoxical nature of translation as inceptual iteration constitutes a critical
component in the correlation of the three theological categories, creation
(Schipfung), revelation (Offenbarnng), and redemption (Erfisung), and the respective
temporal modes, past, present, and future. The dialogical encounter of the revela-
tory moment in the always-renewed cosmos of the present paves the path to
the ever-enduring protocosmos of creation in the past and to the eternal
hypercosmos of redemption in the future. One must be careful, however, not to
overemphasize the linear form implied in this narratological account, for, as we
have seen, Rosenzweig insists that to live in time means to live between beginning
and end, but to live the eternal life outside of time, to deny time actively within
time, requires an inversion of the between, to transpose its “after” into a “be-
fore,” and its “before” into an “after,” to transmute its “end” into a “beginning,”
and its “beginning” into an “end.”

From this vantage point we can speak of translation as a bridge that upholds
the possibility of crossing over the temporal divide by rendering the old as new;,
and the new as old, a prospect that is the very essence of creative possibility and
redemptive hope. The task of translation ensues from the state of dwelling in the
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inverted space between the beginning-in-the-end and the end-in-the-beginning,
the manner of living that Rosenzweig proclaims is the distinctive calling of
the eternal people who live an eternal life, a life that is lived inside the outside
of time, an eternality that bends the timeline such that the end may be found in
the beginning and the beginning in the end. The surpassing of time that Rosenzweig
ascribes to the eternal life lived eternally by the eternal people is experienced in
the fullness of time, a radical deepening of the temporal ground, rather than
through a dissolution of time in the timeless sea of eternity. Translation is
precisely the venture that both presupposes and occasions the temporal surpass-
ing of temporality.

Rosenzweig, it will be recalled, insisted that at each moment of time the future
presents to a person the gift of being present to oneself. The bestowal of the
present as presence that offers itself as a present is fully enacted through the
medium of translation, for only by rendering the word of the other can one
attend the timbre of one’s own voice. Can one imagine a greater tribute to
Rosenzweig than a scholar struggling heroically to hear again the word yet to be
spoken, and thereby confer on countless others an opportunity to receive the gift
of being present to themselves through the blazing prism of the S7a? For this,
and much more to be recovered, we bow our heads in deference to Barbara Galli.
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INTRODUCTION

ON THE POSSIBILITY
OF KNOWING THE ALL

in philosophos!

tion of the All begins. Philosophy has the audacity to cast
off the fear of the earthly, to remove from death its
poisonous sting, from Hades his pestilential breath. All that
is mortal lives in this fear of death; every new birth multiplies
the fear for a new reason, for it multiplies that which is mortal.
The womb of the inexhaustible earth ceaselessly gives birth

FROM DEATH, it is from the fear of death that all cogni-

to what is new, and each one is subject to death; each newly born
waits with fear and trembling for the day of its passage into
the dark. But philosophy refutes these earthly fears. It breaks
free above the grave that opens up under our feet before
cach step. It abandons the body to the power of the abyss,
but above it the free soul floats off in the wind. That the fear
of death knows nothing of such a separation in body and soul,
that it yells I, I, I and wants to hear nothing about a deflection
of the fear onto a mere “body”’—matters little to philosophy.
That man may crawl like a worm into the folds of the naked
carth before the whizzing projectiles of blind, pitiless death,
or that there he may feel as violently inevitable that which
he never feels otherwise: his I would be only an It if it were to
die; and he may cry out his I with every cry still in his throat
against the Pitiless One by whom he is threatened with such an
unimaginable annihilation—upon all this misery, philosophy
smiles its empty smile and, with its outstretched index finger,
shows the creature, whose limbs are trembling in fear for its life
in this world, a world beyond, of which it wants to know nothing
at all. For man does not at all want to escape from some chain;
he wants to stay, he wants—to live. Philosophy, which commends
death to him as its special little shelter and as the splendid op-
portunity to escape from the narrowness of life, seems to be
only jeering at him. Man feels only too well that he is certainly
condemned to death, but not to suicide. And it is only suicide
that that philosophical recommendation would truly be able to

ABOUT
DEATH



10

PART ONE: INTRODUCTION

recommend, not the death decreed for all. Suicide is not natural
death, but a downright unnatural one. The dreadful
capacity for suicide distinguishes man from all beings
that we know and that we do not know. This capacity indicates
precisely this step out of all that is natural. It is, of course,
necessary that man step out one day in his life; he must one
day devoutly fetch down the precious vial; in his dreadful
poverty, he must have felt at some time lonely and adrift from
the whole world, standing for a night facing the nothing. But
the earth wants him back. He may not drink up the brown juice
that night. For him, there is reserved another exit from the
impasse of the nothing than this fall into the yawning of
the abyss. Man should not cast aside from him the fear of the
earthly; in his fear of death he should—stay.

He should stay. He should therefore do nothing other
than what he already wants: to stay. The fear of the earthly should
be removed from him only with the earthly itself. But as long
as he lives on earth, he should also remain in fear of the earthly.
And philosophy dupes him of this should when around
the earthly it weaves the thick blue haze of its idea of the AlL
For clearly: an All would not die, and in the All, nothing would
die. Only that which is singular can die, and everything that
is mortal is solitary. This, the fact that philosophy must exclude
from the world that which is singular, this ex-clusion of the some-
thing is also the reason why it has to be idealistic. For, with
its denial of all that separates the single from the All, “idealism”
is the tool with which philosophy works the obstinate material
until it no longer puts up resistance against the fog that envelops
it with the concept of the One and the All. Once all things are
enveloped in this fog, death would for certain be swallowed
up, if not in eternal victory, then at least in the one and universal
night of the nothing. And here lies the ultimate conclusion
of this wisdom: death would be—nothing. But actually, this
is not an ultimate conclusion, but a first beginning, and death is
truly not what it seems, not nothing, but a pitiless something
that cannot be excluded. Even from out of the fog with which
philosophy envelops it, its harsh cry resounds unremittingly;
philosophy would have liked to swallow it into the night of the
nothing, but it could not break off its poisonous sting; and the
fear man feels, trembling before this sting, always cruelly belies
the compassionate lie of philosophy.
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UT when philosophy denies the dark presupposition of all
life, when it does not value death as something, but makes it
into a nothing, it gives itself the appearance of having no pre-
supposition. In fact, all cognition of the All has for its presup-
position—nothing, For the one and universal cognition of the
All, only the one and universal nothing is valid. If philosophy
did not want to stop its ears before the cry of frightened human-
ity, it would have to take the following as its point of depar-
ture—and consciously as its point of departure—: the nothing
of death is a something, each renewed nothing of death is a new
something that frightens anew, and that cannot be passed over in
silence, nor be silenced. And instead of the one and universal
nothing that buries its head in the sand before the cry of mortal
terror, and which alone philosophy wants to let precede the one
and universal cognition, philosophy would have to have the cour-
age to listen to that cry and not close its eyes before the terrible
reality. The nothing is not nothing, it is something. In the dark
background of the world there rise up, as its inexhaustible pre-
supposition, a thousand deaths; instead of the one nothing that
would really be nothing, a thousand nothings rise up, which are
something just because they are multiple. The multiplicity of the
nothing that philosophy presupposes, the reality of death that
cannot be banished from the world, and announcing itself in its
victim’s cry that cannot be stifled, it is this that makes a lie of the
basic thought of philosophy, the thought of the one and univer-
sal cognition of the All, even before it is thought. Schopenhauer
revealed, on its tombstone, the secret that philosophy had kept
for two and a half thousand years: death was its Musaget;' but
this secret is losing its power over us. We do not want a philoso-
phy that puts itself in the service of death and deludes us about
its lasting reign due to the one and universal harmony of its
dance. We do not want any illusions. If death is something, then
no philosophy is again going to make us avert our eyes with its
assertion that it presupposes nothing. But let us consider that
assertion more closely.
With that “sole” presupposition that it presupposes nothing,
wasn’t philosophy already itself full of presuppositions, indeed
presupposition through and through? And yet, thinking has again

"Musaget: Apollo, leader of the Musse.
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and again run down the slope of the same question: What is the
world? And again and again all sorts of other more problematic
realities were linked up with this question; and finally, again and
again the answer to the question was sought in thinking. It is as
if this presupposition, imposing in itself, of the thinkable All
were throwing a shadow over the entire sphere of other possible
questions. Materialism and idealism, both—not just the former—
“as old as philosophy,” have an equal share in this presupposi-
tion. That which, in the face of it, claimed independence was
cither reduced to silence or paid no attention. It was reduced to
silence, the voice that claimed to possess through a Revelation
the source of divine knowledge, springing up beyond thinking.
The philosophical task has been devoted for centuries to this
debate between knowledge and faith; it reaches its goal in the
precise moment where knowledge of the All comes to a conclu-
sion in itself. For it must indeed be called a conclusion when this
knowledge no longer includes merely its object, the All, but also
includes itself with no remainder, with no remainder at least
according to its own claims and its own particular modalities.
This happened when Hegel enclosed the history of philosophy
in the system. It seems that thinking cannot go any further than
to present itself visibly, that is to say the innermost reality that
is known to it, as a part of the systematic edifice, and naturally
as the part that finishes it off. And just at this moment, where
philosophy exhausts its ultimate formal possibilities and reaches
the limit set by its own nature, it seems, too, as already noted,
that the great question put to it by the course of universal
history, that of the relationship between knowledge and faith,
has been solved.

More than once, so far, it seemed that peace had been con-
cluded between the two hostile powers, be it on the strength of
a tidy separation of the mutual claims, or be it such that philo-
sophy believes it possesses in its arsenal the keys that would open
the mysteries of Revelation. In both cases, philosophy agreed to
regard Revelation as truth, a truth inaccessible to it on the one
hand, but on the other hand confirmed by it. But neither solu-
tion was ever sufficient for long, Against the first solution, the
pride of philosophy always immediately rose up: it could not
bear to acknowledge that a door was locked to it; against the
other solution, conversely, it is faith that had to bristle up: it
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could not be satisfied with being acknowledged by philosophy in
this way, passing as one truth among others. But Hegel’s phi-
losophy now promised to introduce something completely dif-
ferent. Neither the separation nor mere agreement was asserted,
but an innermost connection. The knowable world becomes
knowable by the same law of thinking which returns to the sum-
mit of the system as a supreme law of being. And this one law
of thinking and being is first announced for universal history in
Revelation, so that philosophy is only to some degree the fulfill-
ment of that which is promised in Revelation. And in its turn, it
does not exercise this office occasionally, solely, or as it were
only at the zenith of its trajectory, but at each moment; to some
degree, with its every breath, philosophy necessarily confirms
the truth of that which Revelation has uttered. So the old quarrel
seems settled, heaven and earth reconciled.

But that was only appearance, both for the solution given to
the question of faith and for the self-completion of knowledge.
A highly apparent appearance at any rate; for if the presupposi-
tion that was mentioned first is valid, and if all knowledge con-
cerns the All, if it is enclosed in it while being all-powerful in it,
then that appearance was certainly more than appearance, then it
was truth. Whoever still wanted to raise an objection had to feel
under his feet an Archimedean point outside of that knowable
All. It is from such an Archimedean point that a Kierkegaard,
and not only he, contested the Hegelian integration of Revela-
tion into the All. The point in question is Seren Kierkegaard’s
own consciousness, or the consciousness designated by some
other first and last name, of personal sin and of personal Re-
demption, which neither aspired to nor gave access to a dissolu-
tion into the cosmos; it did not give access to it: for even if
everything in it could be translated into the universal—there re-
mained the fact of having a first and last name, the most per-
sonal thing in the strictest and narrowest sense of the word, and
everything depended precisely on that personal reality, as the
bearers of these experiences asserted.

At any rate, one assertion here countered another assertion.
Philosophy was accused of a deficiency, or more accurately,
of an insufficiency which it could not itself admit because
it could not recognize it: for, if there really was here an object
situated beyond it, then, in the completed form it assumed under
Hegel, it had precisely closed off any view of this beyond,
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as well as that of any other; the objection contested its right on
a domain whose existence it had to deny; this objection
did not attack its own domain. That had to happen in another
way. And this happened in the philosophical epoch inaugurated
by Schopenhauer and carried on by Nietzsche, and its end
has not yet come.

Schopenhauer was the first among the great thinkers to be
concerned, not with the essence, but with the value of the world.
A highly unscientific concern, if he really was enquiring into the
objective value, the value of “something,” the “meaning” or the
“purpose” of the world—which, after all, would only be another
expression for enquiring into the essence—but if the enquiry
was about its value for man, and perhaps even for the man Arthur
Schopenhauer. And this is the way it was meant. Of course, it
was consciously that one only asked about the value for man,
and even this question’s poisonous fangs were extracted so that
it found its solution, after all, in a system of the world. For sys-
tem quite simply signifies that things already have value indepen-
dently and universally. And so the question of man prior to the
system found its answer in the saint, produced by the system in
its terminal phase. At any rate, this was already an unheard-of
thing in philosophy, that a human type and not a concept closed
the arch of the system, really closed it as its keystone, and did
not complete it as an ethical ornament or trifling appendage.
And more than all the rest, its prodigious influence has only one
explanation that corresponds as well to the reality of things: one
felt that here there was a man at the beginning of the system, a
man who no longer philosophized in the context of the history
of philosophy and so to speak as its proxy, as the heir to the
present status of its problems, but a man who “had resolved to
reflect upon life,” because it—Ilife—*"is a toilsome thing,” These
proud words of the adolescent in a conversation with Goethe—
just the fact that he says “life” and not “world” is remarkable—
tind their complement in the letter where he proposed the com-
pleted work to the publisher. He specifies there, for the content
of philosophy, the idea by which an individual mind would react
to the impression the world has made on it. “An individual mind™:
this was precisely the Arthur Schopenhauer who here occupied
the place which, according to the prevailing conception in phi-
losophy, the problem would have had to occupy. Man, “life,” had
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become the problem, and because he had “proposed” to resolve
it in the form of a philosophy, the value of the world for man
had to be questioned—an extremely unscientific question as al-
ready admitted above, but all the more a human one. Till now, all
philosophical interest had revolved around the knowable All; even
man had been entitled to be an object of philosophy only in this
relationship to the All. Now, facing this knowable world, there
rose another independent reality: the living human being; before
the All there rose the One who mocked all totality and all univer-
sality, there rose the “Unique One and his property.”* It was not
in the book of that title—which was after all only a book—
but through the tragedy of Nietzsche’s life that this innovation
was then encrusted into the riverbed of the evolution
of the conscious mind.

For it is only here that it was something new. Since all time
poets had spoken of life and their own soul. But not philoso-
phers. And saints had always lived their life and that of their own
soul. But once again, not philosophers. Yet here there arrived a
man who knew his life and his soul like a poet and obeyed their
voice like a saint, and yet he was a philosopher. It almost doesn’t
matter today what he philosophized about. The “Dionysian” and
the “Ubermensch,” the blonde beast, the eternal return—where
have they gone? But he himself, who, in the metamorphoses of
his figures of thought, himself metamorphosed, he himself
whose soul did not fear any height, but who followed in his climb-
ing that madly daring mind of mountain climbers, up to the sheer
peak of madness where there was nothing beyond, it is he whom
none who must philosophize can henceforth bypass. The fright-
ful and exacting picture of the soul become vassal to the mind is
now ineffaceable. With the great thinkers of the past, the soul
could play the role of nurse and in any case that of governess of
the mind, but one day the pupil grew into adulthood and went
his own way, and he had rejoiced in his freedom and in his limit-
less perspective; it is only with abhorrence that he still remem-
bered the four narrow walls where he had grown up. So, the
mind rightly enjoyed being free from the torpor of the soul where
the mistaken mind spends its days; for the philosopher, philo-
sophy was the fresh height for escaping from the steaminess of

“Reference to Max Stirner L.'Unigue et sa propriété, Leipzig, 1845 (French edition, 1. Age
d’Homme, Paris, 1972; translated by A. Lange).
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the plain. For Nietzsche, there was not this separation between
the height and the plain in his own Self, he went entirely his way,
soul and mind, man and thinker remaining one until the end.

Thus man—no! not man, but a man, an entirely specific man
became a power dominating philosophy—no! his philosophy. The
philosopher stopped being a guantité négligeable tor his philoso-
phy. The compensation that philosophy promised to give in the
form of mind to the one who sold his soul to it, no longer in-
spired full confidence. Man, not the one who is transported into
the intellect, but the man endowed with a soul, the one whose
mind was only a frozen breath of his living soul—it is he, doing
philosophy, who rallied from philosophy: it had to acknowledge
him, to acknowledge him as an inconceivable thing for it,
and yet, because he ruled it, could not be denied. Man, in the
simple oneness of his own being, in his being which was estab-
lished on his last name and his first name, strode out of the
world that knew itself as a thinkable world, strode out of
the All of philosophy.

Philosophy had thought it could take hold of man, including
man as “personality,” in ethics. But that was an impossible aspi-
ration. For when it grasped him, he could only slip away from it.
If fundamentally it wanted to give a particular place of action in
relation to all being, ethics could only reintegrate the action by
the same necessity into the circle of the knowable All at the
moment it elaborated it; every ethics ended by emerging again in
a doctrine of the community that forms a part of being, Obvi-
ously, it did not sufficiently offer guarantees against such an
emergence when one was content to emphasize the particularity
of acting in relation to being; one more step back was indispens-
able to anchor action in the principle, where being is real, of a
“character” nevertheless detached from all being; it is only thus
that it could have been guaranteed as its own world facing the
world. Apart from Kant alone, this never happened; and pre-
cisely with Kant, by reason of the formulation of the moral law
as an act having universal value, the concept of the All again won
the victory over the oneness of man; it is in this way that the
“miracle in the phenomenal world”—as he ingeniously called
the concept of freedom—sank again with a certain historical
logic in the miracle of the phenomenal world among the post-
Kantians; Kant himself plays the role of godfather for the con-
cept of world history in Hegel, not merely in his essays of politi-
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cal philosophy and the philosophy of history, but already for
fundamental ethical concepts. And Schopenhauer certainly took
up again from Kant the doctrine of the intelligible character in
his doctrine of the will, but he robbed it of its value, and carried
it in an opposite direction, like the great idealists. When he made
the will the essence of the world, he nevertheless did not let the
will rise in the world, but the world in the will, and so he de-
stroyed the living distinction in the will between the being of
man and the being of the world.

So, the new land that Nietzsche opened to thinking had to
extend beyond the circle described by ethics. Precisely when we
do not want to destroy with a blind joy of destruction the spiri-
tual work of the past, but if we want rather fully to value it in
what it has achieved, we must acknowledge this beyond of the
new question in relation to all that till now we understood only
under the concept of ethics, and had to understand it only in this
way. Facing the “view of the world,” the “view of life” demands
recognition. Ethics is and remains a part of the view of the world.
The special relationship between the view of the world
and ethics is solely that of the specially intimate opposition,
because each seems to affect the other, just as they each claim
to solve simultaneously the questions of the other. In which sense
this is really the case we shall see later. In any case, the opposi-
tion between view of life and view of the world takes such a
sharp turn into opposing the ethical part of the view of the
world that it would seem preferable to call the questions of the
view of life metaethical.

UCH an appearance of what is more or less explicitly called

personal life, personality, individuality—concepts that are all
heavily laden by their use in the philosophy of the view of the
world and therefore, for us, only to be used with caution—such
an appearance then of the “metaethical” questions from the
domain of knowledge about the world cannot go beyond this
knowledge itself without leaving traces. By fixing such an ac-
knowledged and so to speak indigestible fact outside the huge
mass of facts of the knowable wotld which the mind masters,
one, or maybe even the basic principle of this world is dethroned.
It claimed to be the All; “all” is the subject of the first sentence
expressed at the time of its birth. Now against this totality that
includes the All in its unit, one unit that it enclosed rebelled and
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insisted on withdrawing to affirm itself as an individuality, as an
individual life of the individual man. So the All can no longer
claim to be all: it has lost its unique character.

On what then does the totality rest? Why wasn’t the world
understood as a multiplicity for example? Why precisely as a to-
tality? Evidently there is a presupposition of origin here, and
once again it is the presupposition that was mentioned in the
first place: that the world is thinkable. It is the unity of thinking
that enforces its right by asserting the totality of the world against
the multiplicity of knowledge. The unity of the logos founds the
unity of the world as a totality. And in its turn, that unity pre-
serves its value of truth in the act of founding this totality. So, a
successful rebellion against the totality of the world signifies at
the same time a refutation of the unity of thinking. In that first
sentence of philosophy, “All is water,” the presupposition of the
thinkable nature of the world is already there, even if it is only
with Parmenides that the identity of being and thinking was as-
serted. Por it is not obvious that we can ask, expecting a clear
answer: “What is everything?” We cannot ask: “What is many?”;
to this question, only equivocal answers could be anticipated; by
contrast, to the subject “all” an unequivocal predicate is guaran-
teed in advance. Consequently, he who questions the totality of
being, as is the case here, refutes the unity of thinking He who
does this throws the gauntlet to the whole venerable brother-
hood of philosophers from lonia to Jena.

Our times have done this. The “contingency of the world,” its
“being-so-and-not-otherwise,” we have always clearly seen that.
But precisely, it was a matter of mastering this contingency. This
was, after all, exactly philosophy’s task. In becoming thought, the
“contingent” turned into necessity. Once again, it is only after
the point of completion that this movement of thinking attains
an opposite tendency, owing to German idealism, which emerged
with Schopenhauer and in the late philosophy of Schelling. The
“will,” “freedom,” the “unconscious” were in a position to do
what reason could not do: rule over a world of chance. It is in
this way that certain tendencies of the Middle Ages could come
back to life, those which asserted the “contingentia munds’ in order
to safeguard the irresponsible arbitrariness of the Creator. But
just this historical recollection leads to the contestable character
of that conception. It does not explain what precisely must be
explained: how the world can be contingent although it must still
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be thought of as necessary. To formulate it very crudely,
this non-identity of being and thinking must appear in being
and thinking themselves, and not be smoothed away by a
third part, the will, which is neither thinking nor being, and
which comes into view like a deus ex machina. And since the
foundation of the unity between being and thinking is sought
in thinking, then one would also have to begin by discovering
the foundation of the non-identity in thinking.

The reflection where this happens goes some-
thing like this: granted that thinking is the one and universal form
of being, then thinking has itself a content, a so-and-not-other-
wise, which is, in order that one might purely think
it, not any less so-and-not-otherwise. It is this “specifi-
cation” precisely, this its differentiation that gives it the
power to identify itself with equally differentiated being, The
identity between thinking and being therefore presupposes
an internal non-identity. Because it is at the same time related
to itself, thinking, which is of course totally related to being,
is simultaneously a multiplicity in itself. So thinking, moreover,
which is itself the unity of its own internal multiplicity,
establishes the unity of being, and certainly, it is not in the
degree where it is a unity, but a multiplicity. But now, the unity
of thinking, insofaras it directly concerns thinking alone
and not being, falls outside of the cosmos of being=thinking.
This cosmos itself, insofar as it is the overlapping of two multi-
plicities, now has its unity entirely beyond itself. In itself, it
is not unity, but multiplicity, not an All that includes all things,
but an enclosed unit which is infinite in itself, but not closed
in. So, if the expression is permitted, an excluding All. One could
maybe compare the relationship into which the unity of thinking
and the unity of thinking and being enter with each
other in this way to a wall on which a painting is hanging,
The comparison is revealing even in several ways. Let’s examine
it more closely.

That otherwise empty wall shows rather well what remains
of thinking when its multiplicity in relation to the world
is removed. This is by no means a nothing, and yet something
that is absolutely empty, the naked unit. One could not hang
the picture if the wall were not there, and yet the wall
has absolutely nothing to do with the picture itself. The
wall would have no objection if besides that one picture, there
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were others, or in the place of that one picture, another
were hanging instead. If, according to the prevailing representa-
tion from Parmenides to Hegel, the wall had been painted in
frescos, if therefore wall and picture constituted a unity, then the
wall is a unity in itself and the picture is in itself infinite multi-
plicity, a totality shutting out the outside, that is to say: not unity
but oneness—“one” picture.

Where should that unity, upon which the old concept of logic
no longer weighs, where should that unity be allocated, which
neither knows nor recognizes anything beyond it? This cannot
be explained yet. In any case, the world, just because and to the
extent that it is the world “from Parmenides to Hegel,” does not
have that unity within its walls, but outside them. Thinking is
entitled to be at home in the wotld, but the world itself is not the
All: it is a homeland; but thinking neither wants to nor may for-
get its nobler origin that it knows, without being able to demon-
strate it with precision in the details—it may not, even for the
sake of the world; indeed its performances in it that are favor-
able to being rest on the power of that nobler origin.
In this way the world is a beyond in relation to what is properly
logic in relation to the unity. The world is not a-logical; on
the contrary, the logical is an essential ingredient in it, one can
even say, in a very proper sense, as we shall see, the “essential”
part: it is not a-logical, but metalogical—to use the term
Ehrenberg introduced.

What this means will become clearer if at least it is possible
and necessary with these preliminary hints, by casting a
comparative backward glance toward what we called
the metacthical when speaking of the concept of man.
For metaethical was not in any case intended to mean a-cthical.
It was not meant to express the absence of ethos, but only
its unusual status, hence that passive position instead of the
imperative position that is usually assigned to it. The law
was given to man, and not man to the law. This sentence,
demanded by the new concept of man, runs counter to the
concept of law as it appeared in the world as ethical thinking
and ethical order; consequently this concept of man must
be called metaethical. It is the very same relationship that
presides in the new concept of the world. Here, no longer is
the world to be called a-logical. On the contrary: the position
which since the lonians has returned to thinking in all philo-
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sophy worthy of the name—je méprise Locke: with these words
Schelling snubbed Mrs. von Staél when she started to speak to
him in English—so we maintain this position unconditionally.
But in thinking itself, insofar as it relates to the world, a charac-
teristic is discovered which turns thinking from the form be-
stowed upon the world into the form of the world: it is the speci-
fication, one could even say the contingent; it is in this way that
thinking becomes an “ingredient” of the world—we have not
been afraid to use this crude expression—it even becomes the
essential piece of it, exactly like the ethos which was recognized
before an essential part of man. The unity of logic, upon which
there rested the conception of logic as form, law, valid thinking,
as long as one believed that even that unity, and precisely it,
necessarily had to be integrated into the world, this unity of logic
is now regarded only as still definitive for logic, and certainly not
as “logically” definitive.

Where does logic go from then on in conformity with its con-
cept? We are, of course, leaving this question open for the mo-
ment; it differs from the previous case, where the place for eth-
ics, a place conforming to its concept, was easy to establish ow-
ing to the historical completion of the philosophy of the world.
The simple fact that the world, the thinkable world, is metalogical
already precisely in its thinkable character certainly even follows
from this emigration of logic outside of it, on the one hand, and
from the integration of logic in it, on the other hand. For the
world, truth is not law, but content. Truth does not prove reality,
but reality upholds truth. The essence of the world is this up-
holding (not the proof) of truth. Toward the “outside,” the world
is thus deprived of the protection that truth, from Parmenides
to Hegel, had guaranteed to the All; since it hides its truth in its
womb, it does not outwardly offer this Gorgon’s shield of its
inviolability; it must let happen at its expense all that could hap-
pen to it, even if it should be its—Creation. Yes, we would maybe
exhaustively grasp this concept of the world, in its new,
metalogical sense, if we dared to address it as creature.

HE unity had deserted the All; comparable to the world of GOD

art, it was outwardly an individual oneness and re-mained an
All only inwardly. So some room was left beside it. Formerly,

*T hold Locke in contempt.”
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logic had kept up an endless battle for primacy, apparently against
ethics: the metalogical made room for the metaethical. The mul-
tiplicity that was collected into an individual oneness, and the
individual One from the very beginning (it is in this form that
world and man henceforth faced each other) were able to breathe
beside each other. So the demand we previously had to make was
fulfilled in the interests of the metaethical; the painting could
express its disinterest in the event that there could have been
hanging a relief, for instance, on the same wall; this was impos-
sible in the case of the fresco; but the painting was not interested
in anything that lay outside the four sides of its frame. This cool
impassiveness of the painting in relation to the wall, without
which it would not have found a place, is certainly now the price
to be paid for the peaceful coexistence of picture and relief. The
metalogical could show patience with regard to the metaethical
only because it had set a chair before the door for the logical.
And to be sure, the logical besides, to begin with, was in a more
difficult situation than the ethical in relation to the metacthical.
For, whereas the ethical knew immediately where to seek refuge,
the logical was in the first place without house or home. To the
degree the logical would not become a part of the world, that is
to say the degree to which it claimed to be an “absolute,” simply
a unity, the world had dismissed its services. The world had quite
simply become non-absolute. Not only man, but God too could
find a place outside its borders, if he in fact wanted one. But this
metalogical world, precisely because it was godless, offered no
protection against God. From Parmenides to Hegel, the cosmos
had been securus adversus deos. 1t was so because it itself enclosed
the Absolute, as Thales already expressed it in his other saying
that has come down to us about the “All,” that is full of gods.
The post-Hegelian cosmos lost this security. The condition of
creature, which we have claimed for the world in order to save
the selfness of man, therefore let God, too, escape from the
world. Metaethical man is the fermentation that breaks down
the logical and physical unity of the cosmos into the metalogical
world and the metaphysical God.

There has been a science of “metaphysics” about God for a
long time. Moreover, two notions of metalogical and metaethical
are formed according to the meaning that that word of meta-
physics had assumed in the course of history. Even more than
till now in this Introduction, necessarily confined to hints, we
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must fear confusion with the very old philosophical concepts,
and it is even more difficult for us to avoid them. Already
with the observations about the metaethical Self, it had been
difficult to avoid confusion with the notion of the moral
personality. We had referred to the analogy of the lyrical poet or
the saint; we could have referred also to the role of the villain in
the theatre, with his “This is how I am and how I want to be,”*
in order clearly to show the complete freedom regarding the
order of a moral realm of purposes. But, as we well know,
we had arrived there at the risk of being unclear and of being
suspected of philosophical dillettantism. This could not
be avoided, not even through the attempt to show the threads
that exist between our concept and the post-Hegelian revolution
of philosophy. It simply could not be avoided that the metalogical
concept of the world should in part succumb to confusion with
the concept of nature; one can even say that this second confu-
sion threatened almost as a necessary consequence of the first;
for if metaethical man was identified, in spite of his name,
with the moral personality, then there remained only to
put the metalogical cosmos on the same plane as the critical
concept of nature. Here, too, we had to resort to the question-
able remedy of comparison—questionable in its turn because
we could not yet explain the deeper truth, that which is more-
than-comparison in the comparison. By means of comparison,
we indicated the internal enclosure and totality of the work
of art and at the same time its external individualization. In
the comparison of the wall where the painting hangs, we
also indicated its need to be external, such as it comes to light
everywhere in the necessity of representation—of exhibition,
and, finally, in the necessity of the spectator to complete
the existence of the work; we dared, lastly, to introduce the
particularly risky reference, because it is largely anticipatory
of the theological concept of the creature. With all these
references, we were trying to distinguish our concept of the world
from the critical concept of nature, in relation to which it is
more inclusive by far; for it encloses fundamentally all the
possible contents of a philosophical system to the degree
they submit to the condition of being able to appear not as
elements of “the” All, but only of “an” All. We encounter these

‘Shakespeare, Richard I1I: “Withal, what I have been, and what I am.”
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difficulties, renewed and reinforced, for the metaphysical
concept of God, which we shall now discuss.
Metaphysical—not a-physical. All a-cosmism, all Indian
negation, all Spinozan and idealistic nullification of the world
is only inverted pantheism. And it is precisely the pantheistic
concept of the All in philosophy that we had to get past only
in order to be able to locate our metaphysical concept of
God. Just as the metaethical in man makes him the free lord
of his ethos, such that he possesses it and not the reverse; just
as the metalogical in the world makes of logos an “ingredient”
of the world and wholly evident in the world, such that the world
possesses it, and not the reverse; likewise the metaphysical
of God makes of the nature an “ingredient” of God. God has
a nature, his very own, quite apart from the relationship
into which he possibly enters with the physical outside of
him, with the “world.” God has his nature, his essence by nature,
his essence that is there. This is so far from being a foregone
conclusion that, right up to Hegel, philosophy always disputed
God’s very existence. The most sublime form of this dispute
is none other than the ontological proof of God—again an
idea as old as philosophy. Whenever, with their insistence
on God’s existence, the theologians became troublesome to
the philosophers, the latter escaped by taking the track of
that “proof”; the nurse philosophy placed into the mouth of
the hungry infant theology, as a soother, the identity of thinking
and being, so that it wouldn’t cry. With Kant and Hegel,
there occurs a twofold end of this centuries-old swindle.
Kant is an end to the extent that he shifts the proof of
the critique by rigorously separating being and existence;
but Hegel praises the proof: doesn’t it coincide with the
basic concept of the whole philosophical view of the world,
with the idea of the identity between reason and reality,
and mustn’t it therefore be just as valid for God as for everything
else? And precisely in the naiveté of this praise, without suspect-
ing it, philosopher that he is, he deals it the deathblow in the
eyes of theology. The road is then clear for the philosophical
construction of the existence of God, independently of the think-
ing and being of the All; God must have existence before
any identity of being and thinking; if a deduction is to be
pre-supposed here, then that of being from existence is prefer-
able to that of existence from being, which is attempted over
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and over again in ontological proofs. With these considerations,
we are following the path of Schelling’s later philosophy.

But this natural element in God alone gives him true autonomy
in relation to all that is natural outside of him—for as long as
God does not enclose his nature in himself, he is in the last re-
sort defenseless against nature’s claim of enclosing him in it—
but with this natural element in God, the content of the meta-
physical concept of God has not yet been fully described. The
metaethical concept of man is not exhausted by the fact that he
has his own ethos in him; the metalogical concept of the world
is not exhausted by the fact that it has its own logos in it; likewise
the metaphysical concept of God is just as little exhausted by
the fact that God has a—his—nature. Rather: in the case
of man, this is to assume, whether it be reluctantly, or with
humility, or as self-evident, that this ethical inheritance and these
its dis-positions are what make him man; and for the world,
itis only the plentitude, the interlacing and the unceasing succes-
sion of its forms, and not its thinkable character owing to
the logos proper to the world, which make of the world a
created world; likewise, God is not yet alive just from the fact
that he has his own nature. That divine freedom must still be
added, which we obfuscate almost more than illuminate with
words like those of Dante: “There where one can do what one
wants,” or with Goethe’s achievement of the indescribable: it is
only when this something is added, like the authentically divine,
that the vitality of God is really realized. Just as we could refer to
Schelling for God’s “nature,” for God’s “freedom” we can fol-
low Nietzsche’s trail.

The history of philosophy had never yet seen an atheism like
that of Nietzsche. Nietzsche is the first thinker who—not ne-
gates God—but, in the really proper theological use of the word:
“refutes” him. More precisely: he curses him. For it is a curse as
terrible as the curse with which Kierkegaard’s experience of God
began, clearly intimated by that famous remark: “If God existed,
how could I bear not to be him?” Never yet had a philosopher
held his own in this way, eye to eye, against the living God, so to
speak. The first real man among the philosophers was also
the first to see God face to face—even if only to refute Him.
For that sentence is the first philosophical refutation of
God where God is not indissolubly bound to the world. To
the world, Nietzsche could not have said: If it existed, how could
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I bear not to be it? To the living man appears the living God.
The defiant Self looks with furious hatred upon divine freedom
liberated from all defiance, a freedom which forces him into
a refutation because he must take it for an absence of limits:
for how else could he bear not to be God? It is not God’s
being, but God’s freedom that leads him to protect himself
in this way; the mere being of God, even if he “believed” in
it, he could shake off with a laugh. It is in this way that, like
the metalogical before, the metaethical repels the metaphysical
and precisely through this makes it visible as divine “personal-
ity,” as unity—and not as one like the human personality.

UT this can suffice for preliminary remarks. Both the

historical and the conceptual contexts could still be devel-
oped further without achieving anything more than—prelimi-
naries. When we recognized that thought presupposed that think-
ing has to think the All, at that moment the content of philoso-
phy, till now fundamentally simple, the All of thinking and be-
ing, unexpectedly shattered before our eyes into three separate
pieces which are mutually opposed to each other in different
ways that cannot yet be stated more precisely. Of these three
pieces—God world man—we still strictly know nothing at all—
although we have already talked much about them by relying freely
on the general consciousness of the present times. They are the
nothings to which the dialectical critique of Kant reduced the
objects of the three “rational sciences” of his time, rational the-
ology, cosmology, and psychology. We are not intending to re-
store them as objects of rational science, but precisely the re-
verse, as “irrational” objects. In order to set our initial stakes
around their domains, we were served by a method indicated by
the prefix “meta”: by orienting ourselves from the rational ob-
ject whose sought after irrational object is excluded in order to
appropriate its irrational being; that is, for man, by starting from
man, who is the object of ethics; for the world, by starting from
the world, which is the object of logic; for God, by starting from
God, who is the object of physical science. This could really be
nothing more than a means of setting the first stakes. The open-
ing up of the domains thus marked out must happen otherwise.
From the nothings of knowledge, our explorers’ journey reaches
the something of knowledge. We have not come very far yet
with our arrival at the something, But still: something is more
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than nothing. Of what may lie beyond the something, we can as
yet have no idea at all from where we are now, that is to say,
starting from the nothing.

The fact that empty being, being before thinking, may be equiva-
lent to the nothing in this brief, almost imperceptible moment
before it has become being for thinking, belongs likewise to the
petrceptions that accompany the entire history of philosophy from
its beginning in lonia to its end in Hegel. This nothing remained
just as unfruitful as pure being. Philosophy commenced only when
thinking united with being. It is precisely philosophy, and pre-
cisely here, that we refuse to follow. We are seeking the perma-
nent, which has no need of thinking in order to be. That is why
we could not deny death and that is why we had to receive the
nothing in the way it presents itself to us in order to make it the
permanent point of departure of the permanent. “The” noth-
ing must not mean for us an unveiling of the essence of pure
being, as it did for the great heir of two thousand years of the
history of philosophy. But wherever an existing element of the
All rests in itself, indissoluble and permanent, the main thing is
to presuppose a nothing for this being, its nothing. For such a
movement, from a nothing to its something, science offers itself
as guide: it is itself nothing other than a perpetual derivation
from a “something”—and never more than a something, an any-
thing—from the nothing, and not from the empty nothing in
general, but always from “its”
this something: mathematics.

The fact that mathematics does not get beyond the something,
the anything, and that the real itself, the chaos of the this, is at
most still affected by mathematics, but no longer touched by it,
is a discovery already made by Plato; to this discovery mathemat-
ics owes the respect, or occasionally, too, the contempt shown to
it by philosophers ever since, depending whether the “universal”
was held in honor or in disdain, according to the prevailing atti-
tude of the times. But that it was assigned from its birth this up-
to-here-and-no-further was recognized, and this is not by chance,
only after that two-thousand-year movement completed its course.
Hermann Cohen who was, contrary to what he himself believed
and contrary to the appearance of his works, something other
than a simple epigone of that truly completed movement; only
he discovered in mathematics an organon of thinking, precisely
because mathematics does not produce its elements out of the

nothing, belonging precisely to

THE ORIGIN
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empty nothing of the one and universal zero, but out of the
nothing of the differential, a definite nothing in each case related
to the element it was seeking, The differential combines in itself
the properties of the nothing and of the something; it is a noth-
ing that refers to a something, to its something, and at the same
time a something that still slumbers in the womb of the nothing.
It is, on the one hand, the quantity that is dissolved in that which
is without quantity, and then, on the other hand, it has, as “infini-
tesimal,” and by this right, all the properties of the finite quan-
tity, with only one exception: precisely this property of the quan-
tity. It is in this way that it draws its strength that founds the
reality, at one time from the powerful negation with which it
breaks the womb of the nothing, and yet then equally at another
time from the calm affirmation of all that borders on the no-
thing, to which it remains, in spite of all, itself bound as infini-
tesimal. It thus determines two paths that go from the nothing
to the something, the path of the affirmation of that which is
not nothing, and the path of the negation of the nothing. For
these two paths, mathematics is the guide. It instructs how to
recognize in the nothing the origin of the something. And so,
even though the master’ would strongly object, we are going ahead
here and building the new concept of the nothing upon the
scientific masterpiece of his logic of origins. He was possibly
more Hegelian than he admitted when working out his other
reflections—and hence fully an “idealist” as he wanted to
be—but here, with this fundamental concept, he broke decisively
with the idealist tradition. In the place of the one and universal
nothing, which, like the zero, could really be nothing more
than “nothing,” that genuine “non-thing,” he set the particular
nothing whose fruitfulness refracted into realities. It was
precisely Hegel’s foundation of logic upon the concept of being
that he most critically opposed; and consequently the entire phi-
losophy that Hegel had inherited. For here, for the first time, a
philosopher who still regarded himself as an “idealist”—a fur-
ther sign of the force of this event in him—knew and acknowl-
edged that when thinking sets out “to beget purely,” it encoun-
ters not being, but—nothing,

For the first time. Even if it remains true that here as every-
where, among all the thinkers of the past, Kant alone—and again,

*Hermann Cohen.
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as always in those remarks he made that lacked systematic con-
clusions—showed the way we shall now take. For he himself,
who of course demolished those three “rational” sciences that
he encountered, did not return from this demolition, as one might
expect, to a one and universal despair about cognition. Rather,
even if only hesitantly, he dared to take the big step and formu-
lated the nothing of knowledge no longer in a single term, but in
a threefold one. At least the “thing in itself”” and the “intelligible
character” indicate two separate nothings of knowledge, and in
our terminology these are the metalogical and the metaethical
nothings. And the dark words with which he sometimes expresses
their secret “root” no doubt also seck to take hold of a solid
point for the metaphysical nothing of knowledge. It is highly
significant that our thinking, which a short while ago was under-
stood as proposing the All as its one and universal object, is not
understood now as being thrown back into a one and universal
agnoramus. The nothing of our knowledge is not a singular no-
thing, but a threefold one. Hence, it contains in itself the prom-
ise of definability. And that is why we may hope, as did Faust, to
find again in this nothing, in this threefold nothing of knowl-
edge, the All that we had to cut into pieces. “Disappear then into

the abyss! I could also say: arise!”

*Goethe, Faust IT, Act 1.
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BOOK ONE

GOD AND HIS BEING
OR

METAPHYSICS

BOUT God we know nothing. But this not-knowing
A is a not-knowing about God. As such, it is the begin-
ning of our knowledge about him. The beginning, not
the end. The not-knowing as end and outcome of our knowl-
edge is the fundamental idea of “negative theology,” which de-
molished and discarded assertions that had been found about
God’s “attributes” until there remained only the negation of all
these attributes as God’s essence; God could no longer be de-
fined, therefore, other than by his totally indefinable nature. This
way that leads from a found something to the nothing and at the
end of which atheism and mysticism can shake hands is not the
one we are taking; we are instead taking the way leading from the
nothing to the something. Our goal is not a negative concept,
but a most positive one. We are seeking God, as we shall later
seek the world and man, precisely not within a one and universal
All, as one concept among others; if we wanted this, then of
course the negative theology of Nicholas of Cusa or of the man
from Konigsberg' would be the only scientific goal; for then the
negative would already be fixed as the goal at thinking’s point of
departure; one concept among others is always negative, at least
in its opposition to the others; and if it claims to be uncondi-
tional, then science can only deal with an unconditional—noth-
ingness. But it is just that presupposition of the one and univer-
sal All that we have renounced. We are secking God, as we shall
later seek the world and man, not as one concept among others,
but for itself, dependent upon itself alone, in its absolute factu-
ality—if the expression is not misleading—precisely, that is, in
its “positivity.”” That is why we must put the nothing of the sought-
after concept at the beginning: we must get it behind us; for
ahead of us lies a something as a goal: the reality of God.

In the first place then, God is a nothing for us, his nothing.
From the nothing to the “something,” or, more strictly: from the
nothing to what is not nothing—for we are not seeking a “some-
thing”—there are two ways, the way of affirmation and the way

'Kant.
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THEOLOGY

THE TWO
WAYS



32

ON THE
METHOD

PART ONE: BOOK ONE

of negation. The affirmation, that is to say of what is sought
after, of the not-nothing; the negation, that is to say of what is
presupposed, the nothing. These two ways are as different from
cach other and even as opposite to each other as—well, as pre-
cisely Yes and No. Likewise, the results that are reached do not
converge in a sort of identity with that which was previously
called the “sought after,” but they are different among them-
selves—once again like Yes and No. The Yes applies to the not-
nothing, the No to the nothing. To affirm the not-nothing is to
posit an infinite—Ilike affirmation that takes place through nega-
tion: to negate the nothing is to posit—Ilike all negation—some-
thing limited, finite, determinate. So we see the something in a
twofold figure and in a twofold relationship to the nothing: on
the one hand, it is its inhabitant, and on the other hand, it
escapes from it. As inhabitant of the nothing, the something
is the entire plenitude of all that is—not nothing; in God, there-
fore, since for the moment we know nothing else besides him,
it is the whole plentitude of what “is” in him; but as an escaped
prisoner who has just broken out of the prison of the nothing,
the something is nothing other than the event of this liberation
from the nothing; it is entirely determined by this its unique
experience; in God, therefore, to whom, at least for the mo-
ment, nothing can happen from the outside, it is
entirely and only action. Endlessly, then, the essence springs up
from the nothing; in a sharp delimitation the action separates
from it. For the essence one asks about the origin, and for action
about the beginning.

For good reasons, we are not for the moment going beyond
these purely formal definitions; we do not want to anticipate.
But what has just been said will already become somewhat clear
if we consider, just for the sake of comparison, the reverse pro-
cess, the passage toward the nothing, Here as well there are two
possibilities: the negation, of—to replace the word “something,”
which today is too narrowly used, by another one that is not
encumbered by the past—the negation of the aught® and the
affirmation of the not-aught, of the nothing, The reversal is so
exact that where the Yes appeared on the outward journey, now
the No appears, and vice versa. For the formation of the no-
thing through the negation of the aught, German has a term
which we must only liberate from its narrower meaning so that

*Of the aught: des Iehts—a neologism.
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we can use it here: Verwesung, dissolution, (just as that mystical
word Entwesung, disintegration denotes the negation of the aught.
For the affirmation of the nothing, however, the German lan-
guage has the word annihilation. In the dissolution of the es-
sence, the disintegration, the nothing appears in its infinite in-
definiteness; neither the body that is dissolving nor the disinte-
grating soul strives for the nothing as a positive thing, but only
for the dissolving of its positive essence; but when this happens
to them, they fall into the formless night of nothing.
Mephistopheles, on the other hand, who plainly wants evil and,
on his own admission, loves the eternally void, desires the noth-
ing, and so the whole thing must of course amount to—“annihi-
lation.” So here we do not see the nothing itself as complex
thing—for then it would be a definite thing and not the noth-
ing—but as a thing that is accessible from divers and opposing
directions; and so now perhaps we understand better how in the
indefinite nothing there can be different origins of the finite,
and how the still river of essence and the gushing fountain of
action might spring forth from the same darkly slack water.
Mind you, we are not speaking of a nothing in general, as did
the philosophy of old, which acknowledged only the All as its
object. We do not know a one and universal nothing because we
have rid ourselves of the presupposition of the one and univer-
sal All. We know only the individual nothing of the individual
problem (hence not a nothing defined somehow or other, but
only one that gives rise to definition). For us, then, it is the noth-
ing of God. God is our problem, our sub-ject and our ob-ject.
Precisely because, to begin with, he must be nothing more than a
problem for us, we mean, by beginning with his nothing, that we
are making the nothing his presupposition (and not the result, as
we noted at the outset). We are saying as it were: if God is, then
that which follows from his nothing is valid. To the extent that
we are presupposing the nothing only as the nothing of God,
the results of this presupposition do not reach beyond the frame-
work of this object. It would therefore be entirely false, and we
would be falling back into the now surpassed concept of the one
and universal nothing, if we thought that we had deduced, in the
welling forth of “essence” and in the bursting forth of “action,”
essence and action in general, such as the essence of the world,
or action directed toward man or world. As long as we are mov-
ing in this zone of hypotheses about the nothing, all concepts
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remain in this zone, they remain under the law of the if and so
and cannot step out of the magic circle. The essence can always
mean only an essence within God, action can never refer to an
object situated outside of God. No matter how long one re-
flects, God’s essence—as we’ll see later for the world and man—
remains within itself. We have broken the All to pieces, and now
cach piece is an All unto itself. Since we are immersed in this
imperfect work of our knowledge, we are, in our wandering into
the realm of the Mothers,” still the servants of the first com-
mandment: the commandment to drown. The ascent, and the
growing together in it of the imperfect work to the perfection
of the new All, will come only later.

HE Yes is the beginning. The No cannot be beginning; for

it could only be a No of the nothing; but this would presup-
pose a nothing that would be negatable, that is to say, a nothing
that had already decided on a Yes. So, the Yes is the beginning.
This yes certainly cannot be the Yes of the nothing; for
it is the meaning of our introduction of the nothing that it
should not be result, but on the contrary a starting point and
only a starting point. It is not even yet the beginning. It is
at most beginning of our knowledge. It is really only starting
point, therefore simply incapable of being affirmed itself.
Just as incapable, as of course also, as already stated, of being
negated. It is situated before the Yes and before the
No. It would be situated before all beginning—if it were situ-
ated. But it is not “situated.” It is only the virtual place for the
beginning of our knowledge. It is only the mark that indicates
that the problem is set. We strictly avoid giving it a name. It is
not a “dark ground” or anything else that can be named
with Eckhart’s, B6hme’s, or Schelling’s words. It is not
at the beginning.

At the beginning is the Yes. And since the Yes must
not go toward the nothing, it must go toward the not-nothing.
And since this not-nothing is obviously not an autonomous
given—for absolutely nothing is given besides the nothing—
the affirmation of the not-nothing circumscribes as
its inner boundary the infinity of all that is not nothing, It is
an affirmed infinity: God’s infinite essence, his infinite fact-
uality, his nature.

*Goethe’s Faust 11, the primordial forces.
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This is the power of the Yes, that it adheres to everything, ORIGINAL
WORD

that unlimited possibilities of reality lie hidden in it. It is the
original word of language, one of those which make possible—
not sentences, but, to begin with, simply words that go into sen-
tences, words as elements of the sentence. Yes is not an element
of the sentence, nor even the shorthand sign of a sentence, al-
though it can be used as such: in reality it is the silent companion
of all the elements of a sentence, the confirmation, the “sic,” the
“amen” behind every word. It gives to every word in the sen-
tence its right to existence, it offers it the chair where it may sit, it
“sets.” The first Yes in God establishes the divine essence in all
infinity. And the first Yes is “In the beginning.”

We can try to fix in familiar logical-mathematical symbols the
step that this first Yes means on the way to God’s completion.
We want first of all to limit ourselves to the use of algebraic
letters and the equal sign. In the equation y=x for instance, y
would designate the object and x the content of the assertion;
therefore y would be the subject, and x the predicate. Although
clsewhere the affirmative position designates the subject, and
the negative definition designates the predicate, here, where it is
a matter of origins, it is just the reverse; the affirmation becomes
the characteristic of the original definitions; certainly, in the par-
ticular case, the predicate is always a particular predicate, that is
to say, negative, but according to its original conception the defi-
nition is precisely positive—the pure “so”. The fact that this “so”
now becomes a “so and not otherwise” only comes into force
when the “other” is added to the original one. It is only through
this transition to multiplicity that the definition becomes nega-
tion. And just as the original definition takes place in the Yes, so
the original position, the position of the original subject takes
place in the No; for every individual position of a subject is a
merely groundless position for itself, but the original position
before all individual positions, the pre-supposition, is negation,
negation of the nothing; every individual subject is simply “other,”
other than the nothing. In the equation we have to establish here,
the No will therefore be to the left of the equal sign, and the Yes
to the right of it. With the simple x or y, we are symbolizing total
absence of relation, with y= the relation of the subject to a predi-
cate, that is to say, the definition with regard to a positioning

*Original word: Unwort.
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which is still to be assigned to it, and with =x the positioning
with regard to a definition that is still to come. In this symbolic
language, we had to designate God’s nature, God’s simple and
infinitely affirmed Being with A and not, for instance, with B or
C; for it is infinitely affirmed, and within the domain of its own
sphere, conditioned by its nothing, there is nothing that precedes
it that it would have to follow; nothing can precede it, because it
is placed as infinite and not as finite. It is factuality simply at rest,
but infinite; whether a storm might come in this still sea of the
internal nature of God and churn up its tides, or whether out of
its own womb there might arise whitlpools and waves that break
upon the still surface—this we do not know yet. For the time
being, it is “A’—unmoved, infinite being

O we really not know which of the two possibilities, the

storm from without or the whitlpool from within, is going
to set the smooth surface in motion? Of the surface itself, cer-
tainly, we see nothing. But yet let us remember how this motion-
less essence emerged for us in the Yes, and how we just now
explained in anticipation that the Yes always assumes the right
side, the “x”-side in the equation y=x. By this, we have already
opted for the first of the two possibilities. In the Yes, there is
nothing that pushes out beyond itself; this is the “so.” The move-
ment must therefore come from the No.

The No is just as original as the Yes. It by no means presup-
poses the Yes. The individual, derived No certainly does depend
on this presupposition. The original No, however, presupposes
nothing but the Nothing. It is the No of the nothing. But of
course: it detaches itself directly from the nothing, precisely as
its negation, a Yes does not precede it; but an affirmation cer-
tainly does. That is to say: it presupposes only the nothing, but
the nothing it presupposes is not a nothing where it could take
up its residence, not the eternally void that Mephistopheles took
pleasure in, but a nothing from where the Yes had to well up, the
nothing which was meant only as a nothing of knowledge, not as
a positively placed nothing, not as a “dark ground,” not as an
“abyss of the godhead,” but as a starting point for thinking about
God, as a place of the setting of the problem. Certainly, this is
not the Yes itself, but the nothing, from where an affirmation
preceding the original No had to arise. So the No is “more re-
cent” than the Yes, without detriment to the immediacy of its
origin. The Noz is not propter sic, but post sic.
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The No is original negation of the nothing. When the Yes had
not been able to stay attached to the nothing, because the latter
did not give it a point of attachment, so to speak, when, for this
reason, it was repelled by the nothing, it fell back into the not-
nothing and, when thus freed from its point of attachment and
rushed into infinity, it had placed the divine essence in the infi-
nite domain of the not-nothing: the No is most intimately inter-
twined body to body with the Nothing. The close intertwining is
now possible, for, by reason of preliminary and infinite affirma-
tion of the not-nothing, the nothing had stayed behind as a
finite reality. So the No finds its opponent nearby to it. But the
image of two wrestlers is misleading. They are not a pair. It is
not a wrestling match of two but of one; the nothing negates
itself. It is only in the self-negation that the “other,” the
“opponent,” breaks loose from it; and, at the moment of its
breaking loose, the No is unbound and freed from the self-ne-
gating intertwining of the nothing. As free and original No, it
now assumes a shape.

Once again, it is a matter of putting the question in the exactly
right place. We are enquiring about God. The self-negating noth-
ing was the self-negating nothing of God; the No born of this
self-negation of God is a No of God. The Yes in God was his
infinite essence. His free No, springing forth from the negation
of his nothing, is not itself essence; for it does not contain a Yes;
it is and remains a pure No, it is not “so”’; only “not otherwise”,
it is always only the “one.” That is to say the “one” as the “one”
in God, before which, consequently, all else in him simply
becomes the “other.”” This quite simply “one,” this simply No to
all that is not itself, but “other,” what name could we give to it if
not that of freedom? God’s freedom springs from the
original negation of the nothing as that which is aimed at every-
thing else only insofar as it is other. God’s freedom is quite
simply a tremendous No.

God’s essence was infinite Yes. That Yes left the nothing be-
hind it as a nothing emptied of the infinite. Out of this nothing
become finite, the free No disengaged itself into an original self-
negation. It bears the scars of the combat that allows it to burst
forth. It is infinite in its possibilities, in that which it reaches; for
it quite simply is a matter of everything; all is “other” to it; but it
itself is always “one,” always limited, always—finite, exactly as it
burst forth in the self-negation of the nothing become finite. It
bursts forth from all eternity; for all eternity is merely “othet” to
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it; for it, it is merely infinite time. Facing this always “other” to it,
it is at all times that which happens only once, the always new,
that which always happens for the first time. Opposite the infi-
nite divine essence, the divine freedom rises up, the finite con-
figuration of action, an action whose might is inexhaustible, which
can always newly flow out from its finite origin into the infinite,
not an infinite sea, but an inexhaustible source. The essence, cre-
ated once and for all as it is, is opposed by the freedom of action
that always newly reveals itself, but a freedom for which we are
not entitled to imagine another object just yet, except the infinity
of that eternal essence. It is not God’s freedom; even now God
remains a problem for us. It is divine freedom, freedom in God
and in relation to God. Even now we do not yet know anything
about God. We are still at the imperfect work of knowledge, still
at the question, not at the answers.

Let us try to capture the just acquired piece, the divine free-
dom, in a symbol just as we did previously with the divine es-
sence. As original freedom, we have to place the divine freedom
on the left side of the future equation. And since it is a matter of
a No, which, as original subject, exceeds itself with unlimited
power (even if this excess stays within the limits of God, as
must be repeatedly stressed), the symbol will have to be laid out
according to the model “y=.” And finally, since this freedom is
certainly finite in its constantly renewed unique character, but is
infinite in its constant newness and can be preceded by nothing,
because nothing exists outside it, it is always a unique thing, but
not an individual one: so the symbol for it is “A=." Now we
must explain how this symbol for the divine freedom tallies with
the one for the divine essence, and how the equation can be
established only in this way, and along with it, the first answer to
the question about God.

REEDOM leads to infinity. As freedom, it is finite; insofar

as it leads to infinity, it is power, infinite power, or roughly
put: infinite arbitrariness. As the infinite object to which it as-
pires, it finds only the essence before it. But in the essence, sym-
bolized by a simple letter without the equal-sign, no explicit di-
rection of any sort is found, neither an active direction nor a
receptive direction that opposes this force; the divine essence
rests in the infinite silence of pure existence, of mute factuality.
Itis. So the arbitrariness, neither summoned nor attracted, seems
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able to fling itself upon the essence. But when it approaches the
essence, it falls under the spell of the inert being of essence. If
that being does not send as it were a force to oppose the arbi-
trariness, it feels its own force being paralyzed; with each step
that brings it nearer to the essence, the infinite power feels a
growing resistance, a resistance that with regard to the goal, at
the essence itself, would become infinite; for, in this point, the
manifestations of power would be swallowed by the “it is” and
by the “it is s0” of the essence, which are wide-spread and lying
there inertly. At the focal point of the infinity of the inert Yes,
the infinitely weakened power of the infinitely active No would
be extinguished. So the power is itself no longer the original,
infinite No, but it is already this No on the way to exercising its
power over the inert “so” of the Yes: and so we must catch hold
of it before the end of the movement, that is, before the inertia
of the being-so can act in its infinity. This point where, as it
were, the infinite power of the divine action enters into the field
of force of the divine essence, this moment where it still has
power over its inertia and yet already restrained by it—we desig-
nate this point, in contrast to the point of the divine power and
arbitrariness, as the point of the divine necessity and destiny.
Just as the divine freedom turns into arbitrariness and powet, so
the divine essence turns into necessity and destiny. So out of the
infinite movement which comes out of the freedom to flow into
the domain of the essence, there arises the divine countenance,
infinitely self-configuring: with a nod of his head, he shakes far-
off Olympus, and yet his brow is furrowed, because he knows
the verdict of the Norns.” Both, the infinite power in the free
outpouring of pathos and the infinite subjugation under the con-
straint of destiny—both together constitute the vitality of God.

We are pausing here for a moment in order first to understand,
after the fact, this obviously decisive step that we have just taken
beyond the simple Yes and the simple No. We have accepted as
self-evident the movement which brought us from the No to the
Yes, without asking which original word, corresponding to the
Yes and the No of the two first steps, has led to this third step.
The original Yes was the word of the original position, and as
such, in every word, was the silent partner, its role in the whole
of the sentence. Likewise, the original No is operative in each

°In Scandanavian mythology, virgins who rule the destiny of men.
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word in the sentence, not insofar as this word is an assertion, but
insofar as it is an object of assertions, and so its most proper
place in the sentence is near to the subject, as already explained;
whereas the Yes con-firms as “so” the individual word, i.e.,
assures it of its “lasting” and permanent value, independent of
the position it occupies in the sentence in relation to the other
words, the No relates precisely to this position of the word in
the sentence. Itis as “not-otherwise” that it pin-points this “point”
of the singular word, a point which permits it to im-pose its own
character in the face of the “others”—not its own lasting char-
acter, but a character proper to it which depends on the entirety
of the sentence, on the “othetr” elements of the sentence. Let’s
take first, for example, two extreme cases: for the Yes, the no-
thing-but-assertion, the predicate adjective; for the No, the no-
thing-but-object-of-the-assertion, the substantive subject. The
word “free” has a specific meaning that is not tied to its use in
the sentence “man is created free, he is free” or in the sentence
“man is not created to be free.” This set meaning is the work of
the secret Yes. On the other hand, the word “man” is something
quite different insofar as it is said of him that he is a citizen of
two worlds, at least when he is called a political animal; this dif-
ference, each time created by the other members of the sentence
which are placed over against this unique subject, is the work of
the secret No. And now, finally, an example that is by no means
extreme: the word “until” always means the conclusion of a quan-
tity that is conceived, in a succession; but in the phrase “until
tomorrow’ it refers to a temporal distance and a future time; and
“until the stars” refers to a spatial distance. The impression that
is otherwise easily given here, that the “secret Yes” would in real-
ity have to precede the “secret No,” and not only in the concep-
tual sequence (as possibility of affirmation), and the impression
that the “secret No” would therefore be less original, is removed
by the simple consideration that in reality we infer those “last-
ing” and fixed meanings of words only from their sequences in
the sentence, and that consequently this “lasting charactet” is
not at all acquired beforehand in the particular case: rather, each
new sequence of the sentence where a word enters changes the
“lasting” character of the word, and so language is always re-
newed in living speech.

We have just been speaking, without coming to a decision, about
sentence and context. But properly speaking the Yes and the No
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always only prepare the particular word, even though the No
already has a relationship to the sentence. The sentence itself
only acquires con-sistence, only ek-sists from the moment where
the No which local-izes and im-poses, seeks to gain power over
the con-firming Yes. The sentence, even already the smallest
member of the sentence—where language isolates, by the word;
where language binds, by the association between two words;
where language inflects, by the association between the root and
the inflected ending of a word—the smallest member of the
sentence therefore presupposes Yes and No, so and not-other-
wise. With this, we have the third of those original words, whose
original character is not equivalent to the other two, but presup-
poses them, yet does not contribute any the less to their living
reality: the word “and.” The and is not the secret
companion of the particular word, but of the sequence of words.
It is the keystone that completes the vault of the cellar above
which is erected the edifice of logos, of reason in language.
In the answer previously found to the question about
God that we had raised by establishing the nothing of our knowl-
edge about him, we came to know a first test of strength of that
third original word.

The conclusion of this answer, to begin with at least, is sym-
bolized by the equation where the paths that led to the answer
became invisible. In the equation A=A, we no longer see whether
itis constructed by A, A=, =A or A. Itlet nothing else be known
than the pure original character and God’s satisfaction in him-
self. He is dependent on nothing besides himself and seems not
to need anything besides himself: “Freely in the aether reigns
God; the mighty desires of his breast, natural law restrains”—
the law of his own nature. The internal play of forces, fashioned
by this living configuration of the gods, is swallowed up. This is
the very reason why the equation symbolizes the immediate vi-
tality of this configuration, the vitality of God.

F God first and foremost. For the gods of antiquity are

also living, and not only He whom today we call the living
one. They are even, if you will, much more alive. For they are
nothing but alive. They are immortal. Death lies beneath them.
They have not conquered it, but it does not dare approach them.
They let it rule over its realm, by sending someone from their
immortal circle to rule over that empire. This is the most unlim-
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ited dominion, and actually the only dominion, in the strict sense,
which they exercise. They intervene in the world of the living,
but they do not reign there—they are living gods, but not gods
of the living; because for this they would really have to step out-
side themselves and that would not suit this “carefree” life of
the Olympians; it is only to keeping death far from their immor-
tal world that they give some methodical attention. Otherwise,
the gods live among themselves. In this regard, even their often
cited relationship to the “forces of nature” changes nothing. For
the concept of nature as a realm that has its own laws, in con-
trast to some “supernatural” one, does not yet in any way exist.
Nature is always the nature proper to the gods. When a god is
joined to a constellation or something of this sort, he does not
for this reason become the god of the constellation, as we would
like to represent him over and over again by retrospectively pro-
jecting our concept of nature: it is rather the constellation that
becomes God or at least a part of God. And when, from this
divine reign of the constellations, a field of force emits its rays
over every earthly event, this earthly event is not for this reason
subject to the reign of the celestial constellations; but it is, so to
speak, raised up to that divine sphere, which is a part of this
whole. It ceases to be independent, if it ever was so; it becomes
itself divine. The world of the gods always remains a world in
itself, even when they enclose the whole world; then that world
that they enclose is not on its own and with which God would
have to enter into a relationship, but something that encloses
him. So here God is without a world; or, conversely, if we wanted
to characterize this representation as precisely a view of the world,
this world of the life of the gods who remain among themselves
would be—a world without gods. And with this we would have
expressed the essence of what can be designated as a mythologi-
cal conception of the world.

For this is the essence of myth: alife that knows nothing above
or beneath itself; a life that knows neither of things ruled over
nor of ruling gods, a life purely in itself, whether the bearers of
this life are gods, people or things. The law of this life is the
harmony of arbitrariness and fate, an inner harmony that does
not resound beyond itself and always returns within itself. God’s
passion that flows freely outwards breaks on the inner dam of
the dark law of his nature. The configurations of myth are
neither mere powers nor mere essences; neither as the one nor
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as the other could they live; only in the alternating current of
passion and decree of fate do their most lively traits emerge:
groundless in hate as in love, for there are no grounds beneath
their life, for there is nothing left behind that they have to look
after, their free effusion not guided, only hindered by the verdict
of fate; their necessity is not dissolved by the free force of their
passion; and yet both, freedom and essence, one in the
mysterious unity of the living—this is the world of myth.

FHIS spirit of the mythical in which God becomes a living
A God has its strength from that closure which is itself a
result of the conclusiveness of this concept of God. Its weak-
ness too rests on this closure and on its conclusive kind, which
produces nothing but has the nature of a product. But we must
first stress its strength. Until its decline in the religions of the
Near Fast and of Europe, the mythical prevailed everywhere as
a stage of evolution; it does not mean an inferior form, but,
rather, a higher form with regard to the Eastern “religions of the
spirit.” It is no coincidence that the Revelation, when it went out
into the world, did not take the path of the East but that of the
West. The living “gods of Greece” were worthier opponents for
the living God than were the phantoms of the Asiatic East. The
godheads of China and India are immense edifices built from
the blocks of ancestral times; like monoliths, they still tower up
to this day in the cults of the “primitives.” China’s Heaven is the
concept raised to be world-embracing, of divine power which,
without pouring forth over the divine essence and thus being
configured into the divine vitality, arranged the entire universe
into an enormous ball of its ruling arbitrariness; is not as an-
other thing, but as a thing that it contains in itself, a thing that
“inhabits” it; nowhere does the graphic sense of the idea of im-
manence become as clear as in this Chinese deification of the

vault of the heavens, outside of which— is nothing. And just as
China’s God is exhausted in going from the nothing to the all-
embracing powet, so, too, for India’s God on the road between
the nothing and the pure, all-penetrating silence of the essence,
of the divine nature. The sound of divine freedom never pen-
etrated into the silent circle of the Brahmin; so it itself remains
dead, although it may fill all life and absorb all life into itself.
Seen from the living shapes of the gods of myth, these “dei-
ties”—the word of all those who take flight before the counte-
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nance of the living God into the dense fogs of abstraction—are
the regressions into that which is rudimentary. We learn the
extent to which these are regressions by a glance at the regres-
sions that those elementary constructions mentioned above
undergo in their turn: for once begun, this momentum of re-
gression does not cease before it has reached almost its outer
limit—the nothing,

The devotees of Brahmin expressed the essentiality in its deep
meaning with the tirelessly repeated syllable of affirmation, which
is supposed to contain all its secrets. But when at the same mo-
ment they recognized this one unstructured essence as that which
absorbs all multiplicity, the Self of all things, there appeared be-
hind the unstructured unique Yes a new determination of the
essence, a determination with the same meaning as the Yes, but
suggestive of the infinite multiplicity that it enclosed: “No, No.”
So the Yes became known as negation of the nothing. To the
one infinite “so” there was added the “not so, not so” of infinite
number. The essence of the deity was the negated nothing. And
there was just one final leap backwards from here. If the leap
were not to be shattered in the nothing itself, it would have to
reach the last point still lying between it and that not-nothing.
But in this neither-nor of the nothing and not-nothing, we rec-
ognize once again the ultimate idea of Buddhism, a dizzying idea,
Nirvana, which has its place beyond God and gods, but also
equally beyond the mere nothing, a place that even by imagina-
tion only a salto mortale may reach. Apparently, there is nothing
beyond; it is a border point; beyond there is only the pure no-
thing; this concept marks the first station on the road from the
nothing to the not-nothing in a last still somehow possible
evaporation of all essence.

The power of Heaven that classical China believes in
is separated from the nothing, like all active power, by a simple
negation. The multiplicity of things is not drawn into this
inclusive power as was the Self, and every Self, into the still-
ness of the sea of the Brahmin; Heaven contains all insofar as
it has power over all things. Its power is action; the symbol
of this power is the violence that the masculine exercises against
the feminine. So it is not expressed as an infinite Yes, but as
a No renewed every moment against all that it encloses.
Here too the abstraction has again attempted to leap back-
wards behind this elementary abstraction right up to the border
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of everything elementary in the nothing; it had to put
de-“ity,”* in the place of God and the gods, a concept of the
supreme power that was distinguished from the nothing only by
being related to action and effect; but that relationship was only
that of—doing nothing. The Tao is only this being effective with-
out action, this God who stays “quiet as a mouse” so that the
wortld can move around him. It is entirely devoid of essence;
nothing is in it as for example, every Self “is” in the Brahmin.
Rather, it is itself within all, but again not as every self “is” in the
Brahmin, so not—according to the simile in the Upanishads—
like salt crystals in solution, but it is—and here again the similes
are very compelling—like the hub in the spokes, like the win-
dows in the wall, like the empty space in the vessel: it is that
which, by the fact that it is “nothing,” makes the something “us-
able,” the itself unmoved mover of the movable. It
is the non-action as the original ground of the action. Here too
it is a border point: the one possible shape that atheism can
assume if it really wants to be atheistic and not stay stuck
in pantheism or disappear in pure nihilism, free of any particular
tie to God and the gods.

This is how the construction plans are drafted in Nirvana and
Tao, which up till today are necessary for every building in which
thinking about God wants to flee in order to escape the voice of
the true God. It is only here that thinking is safe before this
voice—securus adversus deos as well as adversus Deum. From here,
there is no longer any road back. The nothing is a solid tent-peg;
what is fastened to it cannot become unfastened. And only be-
cause this last abstraction of all divine life is unbearable to the
living Self of man and to the living worlds of the peoples, and
hence in the long run, life always again becomes master over the
lifeless pallor of the abstraction—in short, because it is the des-
tiny of the Buddha’s and Lao-tse’s disciples that a flourishing
paganism grows again over the unyielding stone blocks of their
non-thoughts, only for this reason in spite of their fascination,
the ears of men are inclined to become receptive again to the
voices before which those men once fled in order to hide in the
spaces of Nirvana and Tao, where sound does not reach. For
only where there is life, be it a life intoxicated by the gods or one
that is hostile to God, only there does the voice of the Living
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One find an echo. In the empty room of non-thought, into which
there flees the fear of God that did not muster up the courage to
be in awe of God, that voice gets lost in the void. Even if the
mythological gods did not live beyond their realm surrounded by
walls—they still lived. India’s God, and China’s God, even be-
fore their final evaporation in Nirvana or Tao, share the weak-
ness of those gods of myth: they cannot get beyond themselves.
But they are infinitely inferior to those gods of myth insofar as
they stop halfway, to the extent that they do not have the strength
for that which breathes powerfully out of the mythic gods: life.

FUNDAM%‘VI: HIS self-contradictory wealth of life, which becomes pos-
AESTHETIC sible through the closure of the mythical world, has never-
PRINCIPLES:

ExTERNAL theless remained in force till today outside of its original do-
FORM  main: in art. Still today, all art remains under the law of the mythical
world. The work of art necessarily has that closure in itself, that
indifference to everything that may be found outside of it, that
independence of higher laws, that freedom from baser duties;
these are the traits we recognized as belonging to the world of
myth. It is a basic requirement of the work of art that its shapes
reflect a tremor of the “mythical,” even if they should be dressed
in the attire of our everyday garb; the work of art must be closed
off by a crystal wall from all that it is not; a kind of breath from
that “easy life” of the Olympian gods must rest over it, even if
the existence it reflects is to be made of misery and tears. In the
threefold mystery of the Beautiful—outer form, inner form,
content—the first of its thoughts, the miracle of outer form,
the “that which is beautiful is blissful in itself)” originates in the
metaphysical spirit of myth. The spirit of myth founds the realm

of the Beautiful.

TWII{AIQ%HG%%I; IF ever God should go beyond his vitality already attained in
order to become the living God of life, the result obtained till

now on the road from the nothing would have to be brought

back again to a nothing, to a starting point. The elements of

power and necessity, of arbitrariness and destiny, which joined

together into the configuration of the living God, would have to

be separated again, and the apparently final result would have to

become an origin. Already the theology of antiquity, which was

oriented toward myth, had fallen into an uneasiness that pushed

forward to go beyond the self-satisfied sphere of myth and
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seemed to demand that reversal of that which is simply living
into the generator of life. But, with regard to the violence of the
mythical view, it is a wonder that the attempts in this direction in
the mysteries and ideas of the great philosophers always strove
to put man and world into the sphere of the divine: exactly like
myth, then, they possessed only the divine. The autonomy of
the human and the worldly disappeared, both in the mysteries to
do with deification and in the concepts of love and yearning,
which permitted the philosophers to bridge over the abyss; these
concepts never led from the divine to man and worldly things,
but it was always the reverse. This is true of the Greeks in their
loving quest for the perfect, and of the Indians in their love of
God. It would have seemed to be a restriction of God, of the
God on whom one was priding oneself for just now having el-
evated him to the one who includes all things by amassing on his
one head all the noble qualities of the many gods, if one had
wanted to entangle him again in the passion of love. It may be
that man loves him; but his love, God’s love for man, could be at
most an answer to the love of man, the just reward then, and not
the free gift which extends its blessings beyond all norms of
justice, not the original divine power that makes choices without
constraints, or even anticipates all human love and makes the
blind see and the deaf hear. And even where man believed he
had attained the highest form of love, like in those circles of the
Indian friends of God, by renouncing, for the sake of God, all
that belonged to him, all desire and all longing as well as all as-
cetic efforts, awaiting God’s grace in complete surrender—even
here this surrender was the performance achieved by man, and
not first the gift of God. In other words, God’s love in the first
place was not for the hardened one, but for the perfect one. The
doctrine of surrender to divine grace passed for a dangerous
“mystery of all mysteries”; one had to avoid, so it is taught, dis-
closing it to those who do not worship God, those who murmur
against him, those who do not mortify themselves. It is precisely
these lost ones, these hardened ones, those uncommunicative
ones, that is to say the sinners, whom the love of a God had to
seck, a God not merely worthy of being loved, but who himself
loves, independently of the love of men; no, it is just the reverse:
a God who is the very One who awakens the love of man. But
of course for that, the infinite God would have to become so
finitely near to man, so face to face, a named person to a named
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person, that no reason of the rational ones, no wisdom of the
wise ones could ever admit. At the same time it would be neces-
sary that the abyss between the human-worldly and the divine,
an abyss which indicates precisely the impossibility of effacing
proper names, be recognized and acknowledged so deeply, so
really, and as so impossible to leap across by all the ascetic pow-
ers of man and all the mystical powers of the world, that no
arrogance of the ascetic and no self-conceit of the mystic would
ever recognize it in their contempt for the “sound and smoke”
of names, be they carthly or heavenly.

And so the essence of this mythical God certainly remained
accessible to the longing of man and world, but only at the price,
for man, of ceasing to be man, and for the world, of ceasing to
be world. The wing-beat of longing carried man and world off
into the consuming fire of deification. But by carrying them away
up to the divine, this longing left far behind it that which is hu-
man and worldly and did not, as might be expected, need them
to enter there with a deeper love. Likewise, for God’s friends in
India, action is only that which must not be evil, but not that
which must be good. And the divine never overflows beyond the
borders of its own life; antiquity succeeded in getting as far as
the monism of God, but not any further; the world and man
must become the nature of God and let themselves be deified,
but God does not lower himself to them; he does not present
himself, does not love, he must not love. For, he keeps his nature
for himself. And so remains what he is: the metaphysical.
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THE WORLD AND ITS MEANING
OR

METALOGIC

HAT is it we know of the world? It seems to sur-
round us. We live in it, but it is also inside us. It gets
into us, but with every breath we breathe and with

every move of our hands, it flows back out of us. It is what is an
obvious fact to us, as obvious as our own Self, more obvious
than God. It is obviousness itself, that which has the property as
well as the determination to be understood, and to be under-
stood as obvious—as self-evident. But long ago, philosophy car-
ried on regardless of this obviousness to turn to the order of the
day, and in a ceaselessly renewed momentum, it wanted to make
now the I, now God, into the starting point of understanding: in
so doing, it reduced the self-evidence of the world exactly to
zero. That which remains of the obviousness of the wotld then,
as knowledge of the “thing in itself,” or however this infinitesi-
mal little remainder is called, is what would very rightly be the
object of a negative cosmology. The fact that one has not used
this name with the same facility as that of a negative theology
surely depends more on cultural sympathies or antipathies than
on objective grounds. For, frequently, lovers of God are not lov-
ers of knowledge, and vice versa. This opposition does not exist
between lovers of the world and lovers of knowledge; on the
contrary, they, like the concepts of world and knowledge them-
selves, more or less match each other. It is in this way that the
“result of science” which wants it that nothing can be known
about God is better accepted than the same result about the world.
We resist the former “result” as we do the latter. We refuse to see
results in this. If science could lead to such a result has itself led
ad absurdum. To tell the truth, it is not the result that is necessarily
false in this case, but the path that had to make it into a result.
That is why, as previously for the question about God, we are
taking this “result” as beginning.

Of the world we know nothing, And here too the nothing is a
nothing of our knowledge, and a definite and singular nothing
of our knowledge. Here too it is the springboard from which the
leap into the something of knowledge, into the “positive,” is to
be made. For we “believe” in the world, at least as much as we

NEGATIVE
COSMOLOGY
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METHOD
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believe in God or in our Self. Therefore the nothing of these
three entities can only be a hypothetical nothing; it is only a no-
thing of knowledge, owing to which we attain the something of
knowledge that circumscribes the content of that belief. We can
only hypothetically free ourselves from the fact that we have that
belief; hypothetically because we are building it from the ground
up; in this way that we shall finally reach the point where we shall
see how the hypothetical had to turn back into the a-hypotheti-
cal, the absolute, the unconditional of that belief. Science can
and must provide only this for us. We cannot count on it at all to
free us from that threefold belief; science will teach us precisely
that we cannot expect this and why we cannot. And so the ap-
parently unscientific side of “belief,” that is to say according to
older concepts, will be justified. The de omnibus dubitandum of
Descartes was valid under the presupposition of the one and
universal All. Facing this All, there was the one and universal
thinking, and as instrument of this thinking the just as one and
universal doubt de omnibus. 1f that presupposition vanishes—and
our first concern was to show its unsteady character and in fact
that it was already null and void for the conscious mind—so if
that presupposition falls, then in the place of the one and uni-
versal doubt, thus of absolute doubt, there enters the hypotheti-
cal doubt; just because it is no longer de omnibus, it can no longer
be perceived as an end of thinking, but only still as a means. So
we are diving once again into the depths of the positive.

UT of the nothing there once again wells up, just because

it cannot remain nothing, the original affirmation, the Yes
of the not-nothing, But since this affirmation must affirm an
infinite, the affirmed not-nothing here cannot mean being like in
the case of God. For the being of the world is not an infinite
essence at rest. The inexhaustible plenitude of visions in the world,
without cease newly generated and newly received, the “being
full-of-figure” of the world—this is exactly the opposite of an
essence unceasingly at rest, in itself and at every moment infi-
nite, as we address the being of God. So the original Yes must
affirm something else here; the original statement about the world
must be different. As an infinite—and as such the not-nothing
alone can be affirmed—as an infinite only that which is found
“everywhere” and which “always” can be confirmed. The words
“everywhere” and “always” would have only the meaning of an
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analogy in relation to the divine nature, they would only be the
stammering expression of the inexpressible; but here, in the case
of the world, they ring true. The being of the world must really
be its everywhere and its always. But only in thinking everywhere
and always the being of the world. The logos is the essence of
the world.

Let’s recall here what we said beforehand in the Introduction
about the relationship between the world and its logos. Thinking
has spread into the world like a system where a multiplicity of
particular determinations is interlaced. This is what is valid in it
in every place and at every moment. It owes its meaning for the
world, its “possibility for application,” to that interlacing, to that
multiplicity in whose favor it has decided. As the tragic poet says,
it left behind itself “the naive word of truth”; it is precisely from
this aversion that there springs the strength of its conversion to
being. The system of determinations of thought is a system not
because of its uniform origin, but rather because of the unity of
its point of application, the unity of its domain of validity, the
world. Certainly a uniform origin can and even must be presup-
posed for this thinking that is directed toward being and toward
it alone, but it neither can nor may be proved. For by becoming
entirely applied thinking, entirely involved in the world, it re-
voked the ability to prove the unity of its origin: since this uni-
form origin was not founded in the world, it also happened that
the road from thinking that has to presuppose “pure” with re-
gard to “applied” thinking is excluded from the sphere of influ-
ence of applied thinking, It may be that purely presupposed think-
ing must be thought, but it does not think; only real thought
thinks, thinking that is valid for the world, applied to the
world, involved in the world. So the unity of thinking remains
outside; thinking must console itself with the unity of its point
of application inside the hermetic walls of the world. The
infinite unity of the divine being, this unity that is expressly
before any identity of thinking and being, and therefore as much
before thinking that is valid for being as before thinkable
being—is this unity the source from which springs the logical
and manifold irrigation system of the world’s fields? This can-
not be dismissed outright, but still less can it be proved; it re-
mains a mere presumption; in the world where it is at home,
thinking finds no gate that is locked to it, but “beyond, the view
is cut off to him.”
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Since it is only possibility of application, but possibility every-
where and always, the logos of the world is that which is univer-
sally valid. With this concept of the universal, we have spotted a
new aspect of the efficacy of the original Yes. The Yes, let’s re-
call, was the word of the original statement, the statement by
which the “so” is fixed and con-firmed—once and for all. In the
original Yes, therefore, there is already universal validity. The predi-
cate taken by itself, for example the word “free,” has its meaning
everywhere and always, independently of the meaning it assumes
with its use in the definite case of a particular statement. It is not
the universal that is realized in the application, but simply that
which is open to application. The Yes simply grounds the possi-
bility of application; it is not itself the law of application. In the
affirmation that caused the divine essence to spring up from the
nothing of God, the infinitude of the affirmed not-nothing ap-
peared as infinite being of the divine nature. On the other hand,
the infinitude of the affirmed not-nothing of the world appears
as infinite possibility of application of the worldly logos. If we
want to designate by a formula this logos that is quite simply
universal and yet everywhere attached to the world, bound to the
world, we would have to make it appear on the right side of the
equation, seeing that it is a result of an affirmation; by reason of
its universality that leaves no space outside of it, we could desig-
nate it only by A; the character that it has of being applicable,
which we recognize as essential to it, indicates the necessity that
the application upon it also really takes place; this passive force
of attraction which emanates from it was expressed symbolically
by the antecedent equal sign. This is how we get “=A”. It is the
symbol of the spirit of the world. For this would be the name we
would have to give to the logos that is spread and amalgamated
everywhere and always in the world, both the so-called “natural”
world and the so-called “spiritual” one. In doing this, we would
certainly have to keep our distance from the Hegelian connota-
tion that makes the name in the godhead become blurred; we
would prefer the music hummed by this word and related words,
“spirit of the earth” “and “soul of the world,” in the beginnings
of the philosophy of nature of the Romantics, in the case of the
young Schelling and to some degree also in the case of Novalis.

UT really, what is dismaying in the world is that it is not
spirit. There is still something else in it, something always
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new, pressing, imposing. Its womb is insatiable in conceiving, it
is inexhaustible in giving birth. Or better—for both masculine
and feminine are in it—it is, as “nature,” as much the mother
who endlessly gives birth to its figures as it is the indefatigable
procreative force of the “spirit” that is at home in it. Stone and
plant, state and art—without cease, every organism is renewed.
This plenitude of figures is just as original as the round dance of
thoughts. There are just as few conditions for their bursting forth
as there are for the order of that round dance. The sun is no less
a miracle than the sunniness of the eye that catches sight of it.
Beyond both of them, beyond the plenitude and beyond the
order, there is immediately the nothing, the nothing of the world.

But the emergence of the plenitude out of the nothing is once
again different from the emergence previously of the logos of
the world. The spirit of the world left behind the night of the
nothing and, with a serene, infinite Yes, moved toward the not-
nothing, the bright reality of the world. But the plenitude of
faces breaks the nocturnal prison of the nothing in an ever re-
newed convulsion of procreation and giving birth; each new thing
is a renewed negation of the nothing, something that has never
been, a beginning for itself, something unheard of, something
“new under the sun.” Infinite is the force here of the negation
of the nothing, but finite is each singular effect of this force,
infinite is the plenitude, finite is the figure. Without reason and
with