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%“wtter is an experiment, and I have cbasan you as my
guinea plg. The purpose is to continue our dialogue which started
yesrs ago when I first had vesd your Immortality paper. Or was it
even esrlier whoen you showed me in 59 the draft of your Practical
Uses of Theory? Anyhow over these past years we both found it
helpful to show each other our madpies. Not that we always re-
Sponded with unreserved applause. For this to happen our fundag-
mental positions are - ghall I say? still - too different. But
they lie in a productive d;stunce from one another - near enough
for mutual‘undersﬁanding, far emough *af challenging auesvion~
ing. T his is so because our conviebilons are not dogmatically
frozen., Using traditional labels, I see in you an ﬂontolegical
monist, but one who strugzles toward that position rather than
one who spesks of it ex cathedra. And my clinging toVexistentisl
dualism” springs from intellectusl perplexity rather thsn from
self-satisfied preference, ?ut the most productive stimulys in
our cxechange is that we do not Just take a sym@atheﬁic interest
in each other's concerns, but that our immulse is identical: to
dlsaover meaning wher@ on the aurface none seems LQWE?s and to
discovmr guch meaning first for our own make, e%én if also
others may benefit afterwards. In a word, what unites ug is =
religious -~ for more than ons regson 1 do not say: theological .

CONCeTr,

Now let me confess %o you that, over the lagt two years,




~‘éil ny intellechual efforts have been devoted to This task, even
1f the only visible fruit of my labors 1a the little plece written
for the Bloch Festsechrift. It is unlikely that I would have
chosen this particuiar t1eigure time" activily, hed I not been
involwed in these 3asues much longer, in fact, 81l my life. 1t

is no exaggeration to say That, Prom the bime of my adolescence,
nothing else has truly interested me. Not by chanece do I count
among my friends - the sequence 1s purely chronologieal - Tillich,
Ruestow, Mannhelim, Bloch, snd last but not least yourself. You
may object that wmy cholce of profession speaks against this cledm.
84411, if not some of my esrlier writings, my last hook ok~
certainly glves me aWaFe Eyen in my economic and sociological
work, what held my snterest through four decsdes was the "foun-
dations®. And Whézrgg@popular in Kiel and Frankfurt was, rathér
then my departmental work, the ”Kinﬁergott@sdienstﬁ as my late
compandon Fritz Burchardt used to call the weekly meebings with

a selected group of students, in which EKarl Barth, Dreigroschen-
opér, or the emancipabion of women took precedence oOvVer Schume
peter's theory of inbterest. A certain imtellectuaﬁagili%y has
helped me o conceal my heresy from my professionaé colleagues
but a persplcacious fellow 1ike Kenneth Boulding easily found

me oube

so what I have tried ©o do in recent months has peen to shed

s mask and to talk turkey, while there 1g still time., Bub the

pesult has so far most disappointing. ot that I lack ideas -
#

come of them seem to me even bright ones - bub I simply cannot

£ind the proper"form” to organize my thoughts in such s way &heh
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that they become communicsble. Is it the immensity of the task?
Is it lack of clarity in my mind? Is it simply my dileggntic ine
compeibnce which bloeks articulastion? All this, no doubt, and
more of the kind, Bubt in recent days 1t dawned upon me that per-
haps there 1s a meaning in this failure. You will laugh when I
tell you the "Anlass’ th;uﬁnlclon. 0f all things, 1t was the
reading of Haurice Friedman' %b@ok.

Let me say in passing that, though not really s good book,

review indieates, Friedman barks up the right tree though the
bark is more noisy than revealing, He 1s for ever ruined by his
blind esdmiration for Buber. You know my strong reservations to
Buber's work and person - in the eslemental sphere the two are, #
ala% » inseparsble, beecause "Du gleichst dem Geist/den Du begreifst”,
And when Buber-Friedman explain Job's final submission te Jahweh ss
the consequence of Job having achieved his ultimate aim, namely of
establishing a dislogue with God, I was for a change reminded of
a Jewish joke. Levi comes home excitedly, shouting "The King has
talked to me"! "What did he say! asks his wife. "Get out of the
way, you dirty Jew'}

And yet, this heavily overworked notion of the"dialogue" gave
me a clue to my own troubles, Probably 1 have not reached whgge I
could communicatbe éggz;nan anonymous public, For will the monologue
of writing down my free sssociaztions make a whole out of the scattered

. i Z myself to
partse But perhaps something will jell?f I address/one real person.

This may transform the abstract message into a conerete encounter,

while the privacy of my utterances 1is preserved. It will give a
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~A-wid-give g focus to my thoughts without forcing them pre-
maturely into a systematic order, 1 can present them In the
tentative and loose form beyond which I have not yet progressed,
and I can myself express doubts and polnt to gaps, being author
and eritic at the same time. In & word, I can spesk Yins Unreine“.

Now I have told you the purpose of this letter, and the role
I have assigned to you as reader, No obligation to respond falls
on you though, needless to say, any response will be more than
welcome., But if I succeed in loosening my tongue by spesking,
nay,stammering snd stuttering, with you as my imagined listener
you have discharged, by your very existence, & function 6f cardi-
nal import to me,

My preliminsry apologies are not over, Not only do I use
you as a "means”(though I hope not only as a means), but I cannot
help approsching my subject in s most cavalier fashion. I am con-
sciously erecting a structure over an epistemologicalland psycho-
logical abyss., I sm trying to find words for a fundamentsal inner
experience. Thus I shall spesk sbout what is ultimstely ineffable,

conceptualizing what precedes thought. And in elaiming more than

subjective validity for such experience, I know full well that by
being channeled through the mind snd, in particular, my mind , what
is experienced will be distorted by the limitations and deformations
of the receptacle. And yet I simply leap over these chasms, finding
dubious consolation in the fact that better men on my side of the
fence - from Paseal to Camus - could not @ do otherwise., And my
"opponentsy who concern themselves with "essence” rather than with
ﬂexisteneej’have to contend with no less worrisome paradoxes, So

I leap.




I. The Primary BExperience - Die Urerfahrung.

SOLITARII IN MUNDO CONJURAMUS « ERGO SUMUS.
Ve are a]one in the world but we band together -

GM? this our -eedmm. Ly vlence,

I am not quite happy szbout this formula because, as every:

attempt at"formulating"it reduces the fullness of the encounter.

Moreover, 1t suppresses altogether one. central mode of experlence ,

for which s secular term has still to be coined' what in religious

being "prepared’ for them. I shall m say more aboub this latar,
yet it is no accident that 1 do not begin there,
Let me comment on the three parts of the formula in suceesslon.

1. We sre alone in the world. It 1s essential to see that this is

no "atheistic"” statement, at least so long as we do not prejudge
the issue by insisting on the notion of a God who is defined by
"Providence! and Justice, who "loves"” Man snd will never forsake
him, This God is 1ndog%faﬁﬁzgtbropomornhio creation, and though
the Bible - especially the New Testament - shows many traces of
this nursery produeﬁ} He is not the God who spesks to Job, nor
the God to whom Jesus cries out on the cross, The profundity of
the story of Job shows in God himself rejecting sny such senti-
mental image, and not only by what he explicitly says sbout Him-
gelf. In chiding at the end. Job's friends for théir proclamations
of Theodicy, snd in declaring that Job,,in proclaiming e9sm%cwiy-

jusﬁice, has spoken "truth of meﬁ} He aefines Himself as ommi~

S B RARS

motent force, as pure Being above any Ought.
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As such modern Man cannot deny Him. The relevance of the

Book of Job for us is its ubter reaslism. Whabtever our response

may be to the a-moral imdlfferenae of the cosmic forces, and we

- sy

shall see that Man's very validation as Man depends on the nature
B

&

of that response, the sunra-human power of these forces remsins

oo

a BV1mary'é tum @f our experlence . The world and Eﬁm & fate in

i

it are precisely as Job desorlbes it - wlth the exception of the

i

happy ending which is part of the old folk tale, and not of the
drama proper. True, this is a riggpm, not an gz}l world, and the
odds are not necessarily against Msn. Occasionally the "galloping
messengers of the king" may come in time, but we must not trust
in their ever arriving. And there is no technological utopila
which could free us from the rule of these cosmic foreces. ZXEven
if one day we succeed™in®creating life", all that we csn achleve
will be a new combinabion of given elements end & rechanneling
of the forces that act upon thebld,
So long as we remain aware that all conceiveble "control"

cannot ”tamefﬁfoéces, it is a mabter of choice whether we want

to"dignify" what is beyond our own power with a2 name hallowed
but also corrupted by tradition., I am inclined to think that
a moratorium placed on the use of the word "God" mey be good
for our intellectual and emotional health. It will perhaps free
ug; from the temptation of kneeling before an anthropomorphle idol,
and will help us to walk, in the knowledge of our limitations,
erect - what Bloch calls accomplishing "den HUREIXWEIZEN aufl-

rechten Gang."
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And yet I must be eareful not to fall with this very first

step into dogmatism, There have been men and women in every age,
sophisticated and simple-minded ones, who have spoken of the im-
mediate experience of a God of Justice, Mercy and Love. How. can
T argue my case before them? I cannot, because no arguments can
destrpy feelings of evidenee, Not having experienced suech evi-
dence myself I cannot denounce it as self-deception. Thus from
the outset a doubt hovers over my most fundamental assertion.
However, the "believers" themselves are no better off, Accepting
the testimony of the greatest among them, the evidence of "Dear®
God does not seem to be a firm possession of the recipilent,
As Augustine or ILuther describe it, falling oult of the stabte of
evidence (entering which ig tsken as the highest gift of Grace)
is as torturous an experience as it is recurrent. Which one is
then the true experience? Is the beatlifie tonus of 1life in the
knowledge of the Redeemer worthier of trust than the intuition
of being slone, not to say the despalr of feeling condemned for
eternity?

We saeddt meet with thls very same Impasse again and again,
whenever decilsions must be taken while the "evidences” - psycho=
logical, moral, political - conflict., On the level of "knowledge'
such conflicts cannot be compromised, The degree to which recon-
ciliation can be accomplished on the level of "action" measures
the strength gf commuanal bonds, But I am running shead. Here
no more needéigbknowledged than that the "theological declsion
is unargueble, and all we can do is to respect one another's

evidences.
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Not all theological disputes need end in a draw. I strongly
protest against the fashion to substitute for the diagnostlo state-

e

ment that we are alone, the nosta%i@ complaint that we are "exiled"

or "abandoned'", Pt E% cannot have it both ways, In speaking of
exile and sbandonment, we point to & lost home and a guardian that
has forsaken us - in a word, we restore an image of a transcendent
reality whieh, in the sgme breath, we expose as our own invention.
The psychologicel roots of such contradiction in modern Western
Meny, can easily be traced to his Judaso~Christian heritage. But
as agein the Book of Job demonstrates, as does the cry of the
dying Jesus, the experience of an indifferent Universe has 1its
roots in that very tradition, not to mention the Molras of Greek
tragedy. Difficult as it may be for us to be alone, nothing is
gailned by pretending that others were nob.

No better is the case of the "Death of God" theologians, if
they mean what they say which not all of thgg;gg?? To be dead now,
God - the Christian God - must have been slive some time in the
past. This places those self-styled "radical” theologlans along-
side with the "exiles” and "abandoned”, Yet all that radical
critics of Theology can responsibly meintain is that they do not
find the Christisn God in the world they encounter. It is they
who have "died" to their childhood beliefs. But to proclaim that
God has "died" or even only "withdrawn, or is "eclipsed” i%ﬂstho—
logical speculation rather than primary experience.;»This leads
us finally to what Camus has denounced as the “exiséential es=
cape”, illustrated on Kierkegard or Jaspers. In full recognition

of the ﬁabsurd . . . born of the confrontation between the human

A




ﬂsed and the uvreasonable silence of the world . . o they deify

what crushes them and find reason for hope in what impogerishes
them". (Sisyphus, pp.21, 24). Paradigmatic for this attitude

is a quotation from Jaspers: "Noes not the failure (viz.of the
ﬁniverséte respond to Man) reveal beyond any possible explanation
and interpretation, not the absence but the existence of treans-
eendencegi And to dispel any doubt that there is no unconguerable
Dualism segg%ating Men end World, Jaspers defines that exlstence
as "the unthinkable unity of the general and the particular”
(quoted from Sisyphus, p. 24-5). Since in the wake of Kierke-
gard the paradox isAgievated to the bearer of ultimate truth,

no logleal argument can prevall agalnst this version of my favor-
ite joke that "God does not talk to a 1iar™. But it is to this
kind of reasoning that I would apply Leplace' retort to Napoleon:
Sire, je m'ai pas besoin de cette hymotgése. I put this forth

as an existential assertion against a Cosmodicy purchased at the
price of standing experience on its head.

I sald it before but itbneeds reER repeating: th@ ﬁhiverse

is indlfferent it is not evill. Were 1t evil, «b@ﬁ%% in the clubcﬂes

of the Calvialst Devil or of the Gnostic Demiurge, it would be more

Thumen.” To watch such a cosmic XKPSEAEHEX spectacl%ﬁight cause un-
suf@gable pain. And yet the spectacle would be pérformed for Men
and with him as chief protagonist. There would be Providence, even
if not Justice or Love, snd Man could have trust in his fate however
perverted. But what puts terror in Pageal's heart - the first one
who found# words for the primary experience of the World's THALRR A

indifferense- is the contemplation of those infinite spaces *oof
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which I know nothing and- the cruclal insight - whieh know X
nothing of me”. This gdes beyond what Job has to bear. Job is

in the hands of a God who doas not ”eare for him but who knows

e
‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘
,,,,,,

of him, spesks to him, and in a strange way even justifies him,

Contrariwise our encounter is with anonymous forces and its mode

is not dissimilar with the push end pull as which Newtonilan
Physics deseribes the relations among mechanical entitles, Ele-
mental as these forees are since they bring us to life, sustaein
us for a while and kill us in the end, we cennot truly "fear”
them in the manner in which the Bible speaks of the Fear of the

Lord. Though they stand for Being, theirs 1s an “alien Belng o

wasadion

the breaking open of an ultimate ”Dualism

What I have said so far asssigns to the/ cosmie forces a role

R ————————

beyond good and evil., DBut these very same forces have irretrie-

G OEERE A8 OO CT AL AN - SO BCREY,

vably senteﬂeedxxaw
i w” f;‘: fé‘-‘"’y‘ s "
&an ta Death, and if thepe is valldity in the Entreyy Law yhis

,,,, S T

sentenee includes all"structurel organie and inorganiec. This

poses the most perplexing existentlal problem: how to reconcile

e

. the irreversiblllty of the tendency toward ”max1mam disarder“

with true injlffersnce on the paft of the ﬁbrld toward HMan's

endeavors?

Agnostic Existentialism, having renounced belief in Im-

;mortality in wheatever form, has been unable to overcome this

L APl

 d11emmé. Take again Camus for whom, with transcendence fore-

T

elosed Life 1s the ultimate value, a value which is bound to
inerease as the limites on Life recede. Or, paravhresing

Nietzsche he might say: What Life strives for is "deep eter-

i
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‘nity. Camus goes still furthery (Sisyphus p. 45): "What counbs

is not the best living but the most living", and a little later:
"there can never be any substitute for twenty years of life and
experience”(p.47) He does not feel quite comfortable with such
a "vulgar" standard of pure gquantity, and tries to zoften the-
blow by adding to quantity some gualitative wmeaning (p.46).But

whatzgﬁ matters is something else. If Llfe is the suprem@ good,

[R———

Deptb becomﬁs the supreme ev;l. The Universe 1s then no longer

“silentn but in ordaining the EIMXKWEHN xinlteness of all creation

it speaks gi}h a Q@g@g}i?vengeamcg. The ulcimate datum of our
experience is no 1énger the "absurd " indifference of the world

i but its malevolence,

X We must not try to attack this contradiction with "logle”,
nor should we glost over snother "paradox". I believe that the
problém is genuine, and that it points to a dimension in our
anticipating the Experience of Death which modern Existentialisms
ApEXHE XY ENa

AHX has faliled to grasp. Light will fall on this

when we now proceed to the second part of my formula.

2. But we band together, These words fall badly short of what

they are to imply. The Labtin term "econjurare"” rehders more
fully the multiplicity of connotations, some of which I will try
to detail,

ane more the modern Existentialists are helpful guides.

And it is again Camus who has penetrated most deeply into the
complexities of the rebellious attitude., To understand him fully

one must be aware of the evolution which his thinking underwent.
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In his original vision, which differs little from that of Hei-
degger's Sein und Zeit or from Sartre's L'Etre et le Neant, Man

i1s alone not only in confronting the Universe, but also among

/ A3t é’l

his own kind. Rebellion then takes the form of defying the fate

which the absurdity of the World holds in stock for him in resist-

ing the temptatlan to anticipate the cesmie Death sentence by com~

mitting suielde. Such rebellion "is not aspiration, for it is
devoid of hove." It is "the certainty of a crushing fate, with-
out the resignation that ought to accompany 1t." (Sisyphus, p.40)
"It is essential to die unreconciled and not of one's own free

will®, (p.4l) In 2 curious footnote (p. 77)referring to Mal-

raux's work, Camus admits that "the social questioﬁ“... cannot

be avoided by absurd thought'...One must, however, limit oneself".
But most probably it was not lack of space or time which then
prevented Camus from discussing the "soclal question?’ Like his
hero Sisyphus he had eyes only for the gods above and for the
void which hed swallowed them.

It was an historieal event - the German occupa$ioﬂ of Prance-
which turned his gaze in the "horizontal” direction. His problem
now beeemesjnot whether to repudlate oneself by suicide, but
whether to repudiste others by murder. And murder - this is %the

e

burden of L'Homme Revolte - is the inevitable result if Man,
finding God's throne empty , usurps itmfér himself. Be he the
Grand Inquisitor, the Superman or the Commlssar, they all act

in the place of a God who "ecares”. And - a terrible dialectic -

insisting on the unadulterated virtue of thelr prineiples they

srrogate to themselves the nihilistic freedom that "kills what
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remains of God in the principles themselves.” (The Rebel, p.215.)
However, while aware of this danger, the Rebel does not place
Vo)

himself at the service of the sbatus quo and 1ts injustices, He

knows that "those who find ne”rest in God or in history are con-
demned to live .... {35 the hﬁﬁgliated” (p.271) But they must do
so within"limits" set ag strictly as those which Nemesis has set
to the motion of the sun (263). "Rebellion is in no way the demand
for total freedom ... the freedom to kill is not compatible with

the motives of rebellion (241). 4nd a strange echo of old Jewish

T confess that I know of no other proclemation of Men's re-
gsponse to living in a post-Christlan and post-Marxisn climabe -
without God or History to fall back upon - which equally satlsfmes
iy 5é;§££sfincts. But Hebellion thus understood is a nest wioom-
fértsble posture to assume, The Rebell'cannot ... absolutely
elsim not to kill or lie, without rehouncing his rebellion and
accepting, onee and for all, evil and murder., Bu$ nor can he
agree to kill and lie, since the inverse reasoning which would
justify murder and violence would also destroy the reasons for
his insurrection., Thus the refel can never find peace ",

Camus knows no answer which would once and for all conguer
this dilemma, and certainly none on which an institutional
solution ecould be built., This is brought home to us even more
clearly when we turn to Dr.Roux, the tired hero of La P _este,

in whose image Camus concelved what was later to find philosophical

7
expression in L'Homme Revolte. On the surfece Dr.Roux's task seems
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unequivocgl. As a medical doctor eaught up in a plague, he 14
called upon to "heal”. And he accepbs the call unfliﬁgingly,
while painfully aware of his inadequecy in the face of an over-
whelming catastrophe, But it is not"victory” he is fighting
for, and even the final fading away of the plague does not de-
ceive him;while listening to cries of joy rising from the btown,

"Rieux remembered that such joy is always lmperiled ...... -bket

that the plague baeillus never dies or disappears for £200d.ecses

and that perheps the day would come whegjfor the bane and en-
lightening of men, it would rouse up 1ts rats again and send
them fort%%o die in 2 happy ecity.” These are the last words

of the book, and theyééﬁiiﬁéééﬁ once more the human condition,
But how to meet it - a XE¥&H lesson learnt " in a time of pesti-
lence™Rieux tells us in the preceding paragraph,” He knew that
the tale he had to tell could never be one of final svietory.

It could only be the record of what hed to be done, and what
agsuredly would have to be done agsain in the never ending fight
ageinst terror and its relentless onslaughts.....by 8ll who ....
strive to be healers,”

All this 1s implied when I speak of "econjuramus” or of
"banding together” as our response to belng alone. The Latin
term happily blends the elements of banding oneself with an
oath, and of a conspiracy aiming at a positive goal. It lacks
the surs of resentfal reaction to what is negsative, an aura
which Camus takes so much pain to remove from his notion of
Rebellion. In a word, it turms our gaze toward that for which

rather than that_sgainst which, we are to struggle. DBut perhaps
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I place too much of a2 personal interpretation upon these words.,
Therefore I hed better spell out the specifie "Yeses" and "Nos"
whiech I want them to convey.

There is a2 No to Job's submitting to the all too realistie
display of heavenly fireworks. Considering the many contro-
versisl issues of textual interpretation 1little is gained by
poinbing to the apparent contradietion between Job recanting
his challenge and God, a moment later, justifying it. On the
other hand, Job's earlier reply to his friend Biidad: TILL I Di&
WILL HOT RENOUNCE MY INTBGRITY , and the most famous and a2lso
wost tampered with passage in the whole book: HE MAY SLAY ME,

T WILL NOT QUAVER, I WILL DAFEND MY CONDUCT TO HIS FACE,
 HEFEEHFEN portray the "erect posture” in which "Man by himself”

is to meet his fate., It is the NO which Ivan Keramazov echos

when he "turns his ticket in"- ¥ not because HEXREFUHHATK
HEGHEHE he does not acknowlege CGod, but because he refuses to
accept the world He created. Or Rieux's NO, who believes him-
gelf "to be on the right road - in fighting ageinst creation as
he found it. (The Plegue , p.116.)

o less emphatic is the NO to secular Utoplanism, as 1t
is embodied in the dominant political movements of our time:
Communism and American Progressivism. The latter has recentdy
received a sort of religious sanction from the "Death of God"
theologians. They are concerned with esteblishing "a new mood
of optimism in American culbure .... This 1s .... & worldly
optimism I am defending", writes Williem Hamilton (Redicsal

LH
Theology and the Death 6f God, pp.168-2). It faces despalr

1
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not with the convietion that out of it God can bring hope, but
with the conviction that the human condition which ereated it

cen be overcome, whether those conditions are poverty, disecrimi-
nation, or mental illness”. And climexing his secular dithyramb,
this ?olar entagonist of 8isyphus proclaims that the new optimism
"faces death not with the hope of immar%ality, but with the human
confidence that men may befriend death and live with it as a

possibility always alongside”,

This brings us back to the ;sentence of finiteness/ @ARXW

which the cosmic forces have passed upon us, and to what the in-

eV1tabi11tmbf Death does to our conjuratio. Earlier I shunned
h
the answer to the question wheter the Universe Itruly perseveres

i

in silent indifference or, by killing us all off, spesks with
unmistakable malevolence., HNow, if Hamilton is right and we can
"hefriend' Death, the Universe reveals 1tself even in the sbsence
of "Dear” God as essentially benevolentl

To speak about these matters 1is so painfully difficult, not
only becsuse we approach the ultimate mystery of our existence
but slso because we cannot while living experience Death "from
within", A1l our'knowledge" is viecarious: stemming from the "out-
side" experience of seeling others die, and from the anticipatien
of our own death. In this situstion all affirmations are suspect,
and contradictions in our speculations do not necessarily refute
what is surmised,

One of these contradictions lies on the moral plane. Even
Camus for whom Life is the ultimabe vslue accepts sacrificial

death - consenting to being murdered - especially when 1t is to
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explate murder we have inflicted on othersy (The Rebel, p.?&@)a
Dr. Rieux goes further. IHis imperative is not abstaining from taking
the 1ife of others, but "defending' it. But when asked: against whom,
he can only confess: "I haven't a notlon. Only I have never managed
to get used to seeing people die" (The Plague, p.117). On the sur-
face & meagre reason - subjective-psychological rather than objective ~
moraly- but we shall see that Implied in it is all a2 man ean respon-
sibly state sbout his im@@rativesjwithout living beyond his experi-
ental eapital. Yet what is relevant in the presenb context, Death
35 for Camus never a "friend". Even for God, 1t might be vetter,
says Dr. Rieux,” if we refused to believe in Him and struggle with

g8
all our might against death" (117-8) And though it 1s permitbed,

in ecertailn AT

amd-even/circumstaneesAdemanded, to give one's own life, it always
remains a "sacrifice’.

From there 1t is a short step to where we can at least glimpse
at Death from within: inﬁiicipating our own death. There sre re-
ports of agnosbtbics who all their 1ife calmly lived with this entl-
cipation,and who are sald to have passed over the threshold in
perfect serenity. This does not seem to be common experience.

Tven when the imagined act of dying does not strike terror, anti-
cipation of the state of "non-being” makes most of us feel like
standing over an unfathomable abyss.

These experiences ape genuine and cennot be conjure%bway with
rational or non-rational sppculatlons. And yet there is another
feeling tonus,yuch less consclous but permeating every act we

perform and every thought we think., It tekes hold of us when we

try to imegine that, like Homer's Sisyphus, we were to succeed
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in pubtting Death in chains and in thus removing the limit from

the "quantity' of our living deys. WNot only is such infinite
being no more fathomable than is non-being, bub we realize that,
with finiteness gone, living has been reduced to mere endurance,
There is no"hic and nunc® left, and our experiences have lost

the poignant savor of btemporality and thus of a meaningful present
é which bestows on them the modality of 1life. Far from being an in-
tellectuel construction this assent to my finiteness as the price
of genuine llving is rooted in my very center. DBut, and there is
the rub, it by no means conguers the bterror which the asnticipation

of non«being strikes in my heart - an inconsistency which I have

long given up to reconcile. On the contrary, I would be suspicious

P & ,f .

if what we glimpse of non-life through a glass darkly were to fit

smoothly into the pattern of life 1tself.

2=t 1 think, aﬂéiggis I revert to the open queéﬁen about
the ﬁeutral;ty of the Universe, the very inconsistency of such
fundamggﬁgzzgggigs to sn answer. On one level Death strikes us
indeed as the supreme #XEX evil, and temporality as the curse of
creation. On another level it revesls itself as the one & event
which "orders" Life, and which cannot be imagined away from any-
thingwhich the solibary Hebelx affirms. We may cry out to the
Universe tor reconciliation, but it will not breask its silence,
Befriending Death 1s a relapse into sentimentalizing the aloof-
ness of the cosmic foreces, as abhorring Death is betrayel of
Life - another unconguerable Dualism.

But it is high time for me to turn from the NO to the X&II

YES. What is there for solitary men to band together for? Ny
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answer differs in a subtle but essential menner from that of

Camuaénd his hero. Masurice Friedman, who fully identifies
himself with this "Modern Job" puts his finger on the crucial
spot when he writes : Camus dislogiecal (1) rebeqpoctor Rieux,
stands like Camus himself, for the meeting with concrete every-
day reality, rather than for any particular ideoclogy or polnt
of view" (Problemetic Rebel p. 437). This is true and, if I
see it rightly, revesls at one snd the same time the superio-
rity and the inferiority of Camus' stand, as compared with

typiecal movements emé political revolt. It is his greatness

that he shuns ebstractions and HHIATUXEEREAL unadulterated princ-
iples, but deals with the concrete as he encounters it from
dey to day. But when the problem of improving "soclety" is
raised, he falls back on romantic visions of syndieallsm -
revolutionary trade unionism operating "from bottom to top'-

or of thecountry village where the living heart of things

and of men" still beats.(The Rebel, pp 264-5) He harbors
frank distrust of the trend of industrialism: "Industrial xwe
soeiety will only open the wey to a new civilization by re-

storing to the worker the dignity of a creator"” (p.24l) The

“"social guestion”, understood as a problem of IHAXXKWAIAX
institutional reform rather than personal _agapé was never
met head on by Camus; it remained a "limit" set to individual
freedom by a trans-individual Nemesls.

The wisdom and compassion which effuse from Camus' writings

must not be lost. Yet only ansrchie illusion cen feil to realize
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Bhat, as often as not, the attempt to meet the conerete here and now
is frustrated by the imertia irf not enmity of the nstitutional en-
vironment. Delicate as the proper bslance between the individual
and the collective isy and is bound to remain, as will presently
be shown, the goal of the_conjuratio set té this humsn era is
aollectivé. And just because true goals are always concrete it 1is
to dilscovery and invention on this front that thé‘ssiiﬁary men of
this age must Qaad together. / | 77_

Can we define the feasible range of our gg§~ggg§§§§ If Jesus
had said: "YOU will slways have%éufferingywith you?,{ge would not
want to conbtradict MINXERSAXIELEN him from the distence of 2.000
years. But we must contradiet his pr edlctloqx that we shall al-

ways have the poor With us. It wa& f@r the dalineatlon of spheres
of life ﬁﬁﬁ such as these that many years ago wax Bra&,pglnted

to the distinction between "avoidable® and




o

"unavoidable” evil, incldegntally relsting the fight agslnst
avoidable evil to the fundamental teachings of Judaism. In-
deed this is the ever valid prescription for what men are to
band together, because 1t 1s a flexibly rule. And such flexi-
bility cannot be dispensed with beceuse what i1s unavoidable 1is
historically not fixed once and for sll. HNass poverty was an
invincible enemy on the beechnological level of antiquity, es
o 1ife span of three score and ten is a limit which medical

science and soecial hygiene have not yetb #& menaged to bresk
J & K

on the large scale., But today a decent standsrd of living
is, at lesst in principle, within the reach of everyﬁsociety,
however woefully most of them lag behind. And whether average

man can live for a full century or more, ls now a challenge to

science, and not the verdict of inexorable fate,

Placing these matters in the context of Man's existential
staﬁus helps us to take the convulﬁions«gf; our age for whét
they are: symptoms of a historiecal matation. At first HEXdE
sight this mutation appears as the product of modern science
snd technology. But in looking below the suprface we begin to
realize that scientific and technologlcal progress are only
the major weapons in a global struggle for material and splr=-
itual Emencipation, This strﬁg; GASZst and Bast, rich and
poor, power holders and subjects, women and children together
with men, the traditional protagonists of history. And though ua
struggleg takes on many gulses, they are all va¥Yiants of the
one aim of casbting off the fetters of past: the tyrannieal rule

of a harsh nature, of often harsher human mesters and, the tople
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of this letter, of the stlll harsher because unanpealable verd‘ot

of ’cranscen4 nt Gods, This anyhow is the meanlng I read in the

unceasing poliﬁical upheavels, domestic and international, in
_the process of world-wide economic development, in the so-called
sexual revolution coupled with & new education, Iin the probing
of the unconscious by science and art and, last but not least,
in the growing indifference of the masses in the&ggg; to organ-

ized vreligion, concomiitant with the erosion of theology as examp-

14fied in Buber's or Schweitzer's mystilcism, Tillich's Neo-Pan-
thelsm, or the radical Immanentlism of Bonhoeffer and his é&m
disciples.

Western intellectuals can be grouped asccording to whether
they are with or against this struggle for emancipation, Almost
a11%geientists” are with it, very few'humenists” are. Even many
once ovpen-minded crities of the past - from Schumpeter andOrtegsa

y Gasset to Toynbee and T.S.Elliot - joined the opposition when

Tocqueville's prediction proved true that the new order of
sone
"equlity"” wonld threaten mnﬁ/of the cultural v&lueu inherited S

e, e T
S

oAl
from m111en1a of mass sefvituﬁe. xnay right im refusing blindly

R

to ridékthe Waveétﬁeﬁfutur@. But skeptleal withdrawal or weak-
kneed return to the fold appears to me as & worse "trahison des
clercs” than the one exposed ﬁy Benda during the communist honey-
moon in the early twenties. This one deprives the strug gele for
emancipation of what it is most in need of: intelleetual and

moral guardians.
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These comments make 1t clear that my own stand is with that
strugglfngggﬁ@gég‘%%gelcome the advances of science and techno-
logy which sustain the attack. This does not blind me Tto the
dengerous strain which the very speed of"progress” and social
transformation imposes on personallty structure, humen relations,
social and politiecal organization. I share the fear that, in
its forward rush, the human race maey actually destroy itself,
by irresponsibly tampering with the genetlc process, by ruthless-
1y misusing the awsome pobtentialities of the new chemistry and

"manipulative” psychology, not to mention atomic and bacterio-
logical warfare., DBut Pandora's box has been opened, and not
only yesterday. It is snother romantic delusion to Indict
the twentieth century for our contemporary predicsments. They
have their roobts in centuries back, and the so-called liberat-
ors of mankind % all share in the responsibility - from Hamu-
rapi to Socrates.and Kant, from Wyckliff to Luther and Gandhi,
from Cromwell to the signers of the Declaration of Independence
end Karl Marx, from Copernicus to Darwin and Freud., There is |
no Arcadia to bturn back to and, as I will argue below, 1f there
were we_ought to shun it, Certain ages in the past were more
successful in concealing misery, cYuelty and even bloodshed
from the observer. Bub,in the face of the horrors our genera-
tion had to witness, I belleve that no historical era was as
conselous as is ours of the command that avoidable evil 1is To
be fought.

Such emnhatic affirmetion of the colleetive tasks of the

conjuratio can after all be misunderstood as sscular Utoplanism,
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So let me say once more that, though I am second to no "radical”

theologian in endorsing the institutionalized attack on povertyﬁwwif

of aspects of the"human condition™ which even moral effort at
its most perfect camnot eradicate. Once again it is Death and
the temporality not only of our persons but of our accomolish-
ments, that threw% a dark shadow of doubt over all oub struggles
and goals. And the forewarning of the entropic destiny of every-
thing that displays order and form raises the spectre of uni-
versal meaninglessnesgs,

This rather than the dangers evoked by our moral defects
is the crucible of any COnjuratQQ: tp know that we and our
works will be afstroyes, amj;?%%f%méin our integrity",

g

I know of no argument to support this existential paradox by

whieh most of us live most of the time. Nor am I, or for that

matter sny one else, capable of deciphering the hidden meaning,

’ And yet we live by the evidence that the "here and now" has a

meaning which metaphysical or theological Pationalizatioﬁgﬁﬁu

[ =

qg}zg%bscure. Still, awareness of our btrue "limits” adds a
;oéﬁre shade to the coloring of every experience. Or, as 1
said in my letter to Ermst Bloch: the melodies of our lives are
not played in C-major. Even the clarion call which summons us

to our conjuratio rises over a thorough-bass which sounds in

a minor key. In Bloch's own words: true optimism if it is to

elude hybris is draped with crape.




But at this very point a formidable challenge arises. 1In
cliggng to ordinary experience, am 1 not artifﬂﬁily narrowing my
focus, passing over evidences on which Judaso-Christian Metaphysiecs
and Religion have buillt their eschateloalcal success Suor1839 Do
not the REXEHHEXEHE revelabions comm£h1eated thgguoh the medium
of Grace assure us of the ultimate justification of our fragmen-
tary exisbence and its fragmentary acoomplishments?"ﬁére these
"revelations™ really confined to the mystlecal experience of a
"beyond", I would have to repeabt what I said earlier about the
truth value of all affirmations of a Dear" God: They are unargusble
snd irrelevant for those who have not seen the vision or heard the
voice. But this is just not so, and the religious agnostic meets
with what to him are immanent experiences, which however seem to
partake of the sura that envelops the intuitions of the "believer'.
¥ Judge for yourself when I relabe to you such an experlence. Last
fall we took our grandehildren to a performance of Mozart's Figaro.
During the first two acts I felt very tired and unsble to lisbten
with more ﬁh&ﬁ a detached interest. Now, as you will remember, in
the third sct the Countess and Suzanne conspire against the Count'ls
vhilandering by contriving a billet doux which is bto trick him inbo
o rendez-vous leading to his final unmasking., The letter 1s com-
posed before our eyes to the sound of a famous duet, the Countess
dictating and Suzanne repeating what she writes, I have known the
melody since my childhood and have hearéiinnumberable times. Anyhow
knowing the opera @racﬁieally by heart I did not expect anything
"new"” to happen., It did. While the duet was proceeding I found

myself suddenly transposed to a level of emotion which no Prometheus




can "conquer", access to which cannot be mgndpulated, for which
there 1s no open sesane.

(ﬁél%ould miss the essence of such experliences were we to
equate them with aesthetlc intuitions. Not all music opens .this
doorx- Beethoven's rarely and even MNozart's g-minor symphony points
to a different dimension, On the other hand, the smile of a child,
the secent of a flower, the call of a bird, the sun setting over
the Vermont hills or rising behind the snowy pesks of the Engadin -
any event however sublime or trivialf in itself can serve as vehicle
of this emobtion. Among the artistic occasions which opened this
region of experience to me, I remember my first viewing of Gior-
gbne's Venus, the sight of Concordia's Temple in Agrigento, or
Orpheus' aria exalting trensfigured nature in Gluck's opera (for

"religious™ art.)

obvious reasons L do not menbtlon encounters with
However dilfferent emong themselves, these particulsr medla sll con-
vey & profound and noble message. The contrary seems true of the
Letter Duet in Figaro. On the surfece the literal meanlng of the
scene as enscted by the two ladies is nothing if not lighthearted.
But we only need remember the nostalgle aria of the Countess, which
precedes the duet, to grasp the darker undertones which are "oyl -
gehoben' in what is taking place -~ the term understood in Hegel's
meaning as "overcome and yet preserved”. The same is trye of an-
other Mozart scene listening to which has more than onece ralsed
for me the magic curtain: the duet of the two HEXEXHEX heroines
in the first act of Cosi Fan Tutte, after their lovers took leave
from them. There the plot is poéé%ively frivolous, since the men

only pretend to go to battle; they plan %o return presently in dis-
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guise to test the faithfulness of thelr beloved. And yet the melo-
dy resounds the sweet sorrow that #8 every parting awakens.
8till, such alluaions completely fail to give verbal expres-

sion to the content of these messages. 1t 1s of 1its essencs that
e Y

. W

sueh content|cannot be conceptualized, bthough it can be sung,
painted, danced,9r "prehended"in the inscrutsble sights and in-
articulate sounds of Nature. Nothing is gained, but the integ-
rity of the experience is violated, 1f the attempt is made to re-
late these "messages” to 8 transcendent "sender”, especially if
the "noise" of metaphysical and theological speculation is offered
gs a true reading. We cannot deny these experiences, but we must
lesrn to live with their mystery.

' More can be said about the mood in which the reciplent finds
Mt self. The most fitbting word that oceurs to me is SERENITY,
This is what Schiller must have meant when he wrote: Ernst ist
das Leben, heiter ist die Kunst. A strange unlty of propinquity
and distance, of participation and aloofness, beyond libido but
also beyond agape because beyond striving and caring, filled with

vital power but all energles flowing towards the receptive an-

tennae - the opposite pole to the"earnestmood of emitting

energy in which the particeps conqu&tionis goes sboubt his busl-
ness.,

And yet the conduits of "emitting¥are not simply cut off from
the conduits of "receiving.” Experiencing consummate Serenity -
wy psychological XUHMIKIKHEE substitute for ontological Grace -
is like spending & night in the depth of dreamless sleen. This

does not by itself further our diurnal undertakings , but it"re-
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charges our batteries!" for their performence., In a similar menner
we draw power of will and strength of purpose from an experlence
which is beyond our wiiigng and serves no purpose, Horeover,

in moving us into a dimension in which success and fallure, fear
snd hope have no place, we touch for a fleeting moment the point

where even temporality loses 1ts sting: & fulfilled present.

Is tbe f@lationshin mutual” If the rare instants of con-

P

summate Serenlty give us strength for the days and years of our
active effobts, cagwﬁpese efforts open the barr1@r§ that ordina-
rily block our entrance into the fulfilled present? As the Ghris-
tian Eectrineﬁ Qf Gocd yorks Stut@% 1t' they cannot it 13 of
the essence of these exnerlenaes thab they be not conbrived. I
know nothing of the state of mind which certain Bastern practices
of meditation, not to mention chemical shortecuts from opium %o
18D, are sald to produce. But I suspect that they all lack the
fesbdre of naturalness which attaches to the "spontaneous” exper-
jence. Though lighting uo a region which lles ordinarily in dark-
ness, it is a regilon in which we feel at home. What it reveals
does not bear the mark of startling novelty but, like the images
in Plato's snammesgig, of latent familiarity.

Becsuse it is beyond the reach of the purest intention and
noblest dee@/our lives, singly and collectively, cannot be built
on waiting for this gift. In this #e Catholic modera&bn saw deep~-

er than the extremism of Imther and Celvin. Good works - the tasks

by

of the conjuratio—though not exhausting the range of human exper-

ience, are the daily bread of our existence. They are that which

can be willed, and therefore is under the command of the Ought,
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about which more will be saild presently. It is essential to will
what can be willed, even if all ecannot be willed. In a striking
marallel a profound Wittieism has 1t that Jesus asked us to love
our neighbor, not: to like him.

The Russian Orthodox Chureh knows the custom of the "faithless
prayer'. It concerns those who have temporarily fallen out of Grace.
They are enjoined to conbtinme praying even if their hearts are empty.
This is not meant as a magic contrivance to restore faith, but as o
way of keeplng oneself prepared for the gift of faith if - not: when -
it is offered. Perhaps in being serious about the human sen}uratioé
and 1ts alm of improving the future,we do the best we can to remain

open for the serens present,

At

3.lWle are alone but we band together - only this cen validate our

exisbence. "In our dally trials, rebellion plays the same role as
does the "cogito"in the eategory of thought: it is the first clue.

But thils clue lures the individual from his HEXXAWUEX solitude. BRe-
bellion is the coumon gro&% on which every man bases his first values.
I rebel - therefore we exist." (The Rebel, p. 28). In this passage
Camus places his primary experience of Rebellion side by side with

the Cart?%ian. By actually substituting my Credo—which anyhow 1is

not identiegl with that of Camus - for Eescartesg, 1 go a step
further, It is a step in the direction of yoﬁr own thinking, as 1t
has taken shape in your recent book. You deny the primacy of "cogito’,
that is, of »ure consclousness, which you conceive as an abstrsction
from what is truly concrete and the bearer of the "dynamies of %the

B

real™: "living foree transformed into actlon "where inwardness act-

ively transcends ltself into the outward and continues itsell inse
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into it with its actions”. There the ego exlsts "at once with it~
self (intensive) and in the midst of the world (extensive)”

But, and I am not sure whether you wall follow me that far,
what is to be walidated on this level of FHAXMMEY primary experience
1s not a "sum" but a "sumis”. In other words, the isolated self
seems to me no less an abstractlon from concrete realityﬁhan is
pure comsciousness, with which it is intimetely related. This is
not meant as a romantic hypostasis of the mind? of the self into
a"group mind"er of the individual body inte a member of a mystical
eﬁmﬁ#ﬁal-éédf - it refers to the content that is experienced by
the inten%iveuextensive body in which the self exlsts. When-
ever inwardness transcends 1ltself by not only acting upon the out-

""""" T /va ry

ward but by also being acted upon from the outward others are

}. . .f-—" \, T
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yresent 1n our exnerienze. :

Now 1t is essential to realize that, though this experience
refutes the idea of a monadological isolation of the theoretical
self, it does not as such establish = "we', At least in principle
the world mizght meet us ag pure resist%hce, frustrating rather than
yielding to our self-transcending actionsj as indeed 1t often does.
It is a singular mode of intersction , of whieh the mother-child
relation is probably the original pattern, that establishes the

2
twel _ g mode to which the archetypical conjurationB dedicate theme

selves by & solemn oath. Thus omly when and to the extent te which,

1t 1s "we' who band together in the flght against avoidable evil

}faﬂé not merely a solita?y I rebellin? in the moda of Sisyphus, de

What is the nature of this we* How is 1t distinguished from
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the I's of which it is composed? It certainly is neither a super-
self nor a mere aggregate of the component selves. If I referred
ebove to a singular process of inbteraction as the source of the
_we , I go now further by identifying such we with the individual
selves In the proecess of spontaneous and soliﬂgiy interaction. We
are really back at the old story of the nature of universals,
Abelard's solution to which 1s the snswer to our problem. When
asked about the nabture of the community of Christ's disciples,

he answered that nelither was it the twelve disciples each taken
singly in his natural state , nor a thirteenth ens over and above
the living twelve, but it was these twelve when gathered together
in the spirit of Christ.

It is of more than classificatory interest to have the right
answer to this question. This answer must serve as the bescon ,
guldijg and warning, for the contemporary struggleZX of Emancipa=-
tion to find its bearings between the Scylla of anarchy and the
Charybdls of collectivist tyranny. What is at steke can be demon-

strated on a typicel example. Recently Dr.Glenn T. Seaborg, the
Head of the US Atomic Energy Commission, in an otherwise admirable

survey of recent scientific and technologleal achievements and im-

minent breakthroughs, summed up by saying: "Today we have more free-

dom of cholce than any of our ancestors ever had ... We have more
freedom from lgnorance, superstition and iron-eclad tradition and,
as a result, more freedom to change - to control and direct our
future, our creative evolution...... I believe that we can be

masters of our fate”.

I am now not concerned with the Utopianism to which these wordsgﬁwu
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vent and which recognizes no intrinsic limit to what Man can do.
Rather I ask: who are the "we" that have more freedom than their
ancestors, that control "our" Pfuture and can be masters of "our"
fate? There is only one realistic answer: the scientists and tech-
niclans and those who wield the power to apply these discoveries
and inventions or to authorize the rest of us to make use of themn,
This is not meant to reopen the fundamental dssmes bound up with
the srganizétion of any large-secale society, or to ralse doubt
sbout the need in such socletles for an administrative body 05%
functionaries who plan and execute on behalf of others. Rather

I wish to emphasize that, as a2 direct consequence of the modern
scientifiec and technological revolution, the ancient puzzle of
“quig#ustodiet ipsos custodes" has become much more complex.

Let us face ¥¥ the faet that, all through history, freedom
of individual decision-making has been safeguarded by the impotence
of potentisal violatﬁ%s rather than by their good intentions. Ad-
ministrative inefficienecy , sparseness of communicatlon, sbsence
of an orgsnized police force and, last but not least, rivalry
among the powerholders themselves, lately institdﬁonalized as
constitutional checks and balances - these and, in'the €hristian
pra,the fear of Hell on the part of rulers, set limits to central
control and abuses. Even during the "darker” ages such limits en-
forced by circumstances assured a falr secope fo? individual dis-
cretion. Conversely the danger of Totalitarian}ggs been steadily

inereasing with the widening range of eifective adminisiration and

communication within and beyond the borders of the national states,

The spread of atomic technology , of automated production, of socigl
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hygiene including population control, of electronic media of communi-

-of--Fae-nabionsl states. not to

mention arms control snd asccelerated economic development, are bound
to shift the emphasis even more strongly to centralized decision-
meking. I completely disregard any sinister intentions on the part
of the holders of power - these growing assaults on individual free-
dom are the price for,ou? gecurity and rising standard of living,

It has been aotly saidhit will be much simpler to emancipate Han-
kind then Man, which is indeed ¥the sbtated alm of Eostoevskj’s Grand
Inquisitor, the most benevolent of dictators ever conceived.

There is danger that these very fashlonsble warnings argiggdern
stood as a nostalgic plea for the return to the conditiomns of nine-
teenth century Europe and Forth America, as they present themselves
in retrospect., Such a plea is false romenticlsm for two reasons.

Very few people would be prepared to pay the price X&X for such

return in terms of poverty, soclal insecurity, low life expectation

oy

and mesterial

of personal freedom that century offered promises rather then ful-
filments, The significant exception 1is the intelligené%a whose
members, both as professionals and as freelancers, enjoyed a degree
of independance from collective pressure for which there is no par-
alle#in any other era of history inecluding classical Athens. This
being the most if not the only asrticulate group in every soclety,
it is smell wonder that it now responds to any new encroachments
upon its privileges with the passion with which vested interests
are generally defended.

Many, though certainly not all, such encroachments are direct-
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1y related to the changed position of the imtelligen@ia in the
social hiserarchy. To szoply a term of Mannheim's, up to the first
World War the Western intelligenﬁﬁa was 'unattached", not only be-
cause 1ts members wanted it so, but also because the holders of
political and economic power had no use for thelr services.
This has drastically changed during the last generation, and is
likely to change even more with the growing buresucratization
and scilentific organizationy of all soclal funetioms. In the
society of the future the role of the intellectual will be mmch
closer to that of the medieval eleriec - with conseguences for his
outlook and goclal responsibility which Mélthew Arnold was one of
the first to foresee. There is no Immutable yardstick for what
is the "pbest" relationship between individual freedom and group
order, independent of the socic=technological framework in which
a society operates HNot only must freedom possessed be guarded
by eternal vigilance, but the very meaning of freedem/to be
achieved needs be discovered anew in every historieal epoch.

I will come back to this problem on the solution of which
the ultimate success of the sbruggle for world-wide Emancipation
may well depend, Enilﬁith increasing centralization of power as
our inevitable fate, 211 I want to stress here is that, never
less than today mey we take the existence and preservation of
a genuine "we" for granted. Though it is both the source and

the goal of the conjurstio as earlier defined, 1t is not em=

bodied 1in every social grouping, nor is all collective action
in its serviece.

Do fallacies of thought undermine the certainty of the
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Cartesian Ego? Hardly, since 1t is in the act of thinking that
the Ego 1is supposed to comé to 1tself. However, banding together
for some arbitrary woal does not in equal measure constitute a

oy I

"we ', SHEAXIAKEFREXABXANIHIR Gnly in banding together in the

A
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manner for the “rl nt"™ 665 the ensuing collectivity find

its validation as a We* Such interrelationship is not one of
"matural® Being but one of Ought.

Futy 28

Note the date. . Whereas the preceding pagﬁs ‘were written
down in an uninterrupbted flow within 11 deys - as il some graclous
Countess dictated them tQ\me - another weeélk has now passed with
nothing to show for, I did-continue Wu% wsﬁ bogzged down soon -
why? There is an obvious resson why the"maegic™ of the experiment,
so potent in the rlrst phase, hé&“%o pet@r out. I did not notice
it while I was at 1%, but the m% was considerable for an eld-
erly gentleman. Stlll I amfafraid,%$here is a more serious reason
which 1s connectedw with @ﬁb substance of what I would like to put
on paper (which concerns” the place c¢ ' in my view of the
world): I feel much Léss sure of my 15 came into the
open in the azwumsaﬁﬂgiv mien I sudﬁenly auaumeé, and which thregt-
ened to tr&nszﬁ;ﬁ he letter into a "paper”. "Not only is this con-
trary to my inkéntions but being, qulte unaahamé@ly a dilettant in
these matteps, scholarly guise does not fit me atxgi A1l depends
now whether I can regain the "light” tone and the lé@k of conecern
at uﬁceﬁg%eé flanks - else I had better give up. ™
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II. Being and Ought - Man the Hybrid

T£ it is true that the "we" relationship is not ome of natural

Egﬁg@ but one of Ought, 1t seems that I have crossed a critieal

oundery with my last remarks in Section I. So far 1 have claimed

that everything sald ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ@ lies within the fealm of "primary ex-

e
e

perience. But ao& I have qualified the manner of our'banding to-
gether, assigning to 1t the specific task of creating a "we", an
jnterrelationship among the selves which In turn is subject to the
conditions of spontaneity and swlg\ ity. And in looking back , ®EED
even what I sa2id about the struggle ageinst avoidable evil and the
historical form of universal Emsncipation it assumes in our ersa,
now appears as anything but a natural mubation: it beveals itself
as a surmong to modern Man which he can scecept or refusece Who
summons? What are the precise terms of the call? What 1s its
ground of valldity? Can I read the asmswer to these questlions
also in facts of experience?

Alas, my existentialist friends are of 1little help to me ab
this point. They have recourse to a Decisonism which is aptly
expressed in Wagner's Meistersinger when Weltber St0121nv,'trying
to compose his Preislied, asks Hans Sachs: Wie fang lch nach der
Regel =zn? and recelves the answer: Thr stellt sile selbst und folgt
shr dannl The inevitable vresult 1s "value re¥ativisn” - in principle

as meny rules as there are rule-givers~while the exclusive rellance
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on a deciding "will? as the source of any OUGHT leaves the valldity

of that whieh is willed, bto say the lesst, in suspense.
At first sight I seem to have adopted the same position in

the last chapter of On Economic Knowledge when 1 refused to set

anv absolute standards for the determination of schnomic goszls,
¥ g

In reslity I adopted the position of seclemtific value relativism,

which denies thet values can be established as inbtersubjectively

valid by discursive reesoning. Whether thers 1s any other way

of eaggpligﬁing them I did not discuss. As @ matter of fact,
this problem was very much in my mind at the time, and all my
recent flirtestions with morel and political philosophy can be
ftraced to this origin. To that exkent what I am going to say in
the following pages fits into the context of the paper you have
consented to prepere for that distant Conference, and 1t may
stimulate you by at least raising your blood pressure.

When I now dare to stump over ground where geniusses fear

to tread, I want you to believe mey that I am sware of my fool-
hardiness, that I do not pretend to any originality in the face
of a pikilosophical discourse which has been going on for more
than 2000 years and, as I saild before, that I hold no dogmetic
convictions bubt am swkwardly groping toward the light. Though
s number of issues will be touched wupon, it is really one and
only one proposition which I want to expound: that the Ought,
snd this includes its content - the good - as well as its lm-
% perative mode, is indeed a fact of experience, %sreover,‘iiiﬁ
the vglidity of both is rooted there. To le$%§% your shock let
me add that I shsll base my propositlon - 80 éft@m refuted and
with such good ressons - on & particular understanding of fthe

nature of experience, Bub it 1s true that what I sm going %o
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ﬁay]implicitly denies any entologlieal foundstion of the Ought,

‘as the term has been traditionslly employed. In other words,

I extendd my "immenentist" view of the world also to the realm

of values and norms, and yet I claim that I escape relativism.
Before presenting my case I had better admit from the outset

that, ek, even if it should be true that "knowledge of the good"

and its obligatory nature cen be accomodeted within the realm of

exisbence without any appeal to a separate realm of "essences',

such experiental monism csnnot bridge the primery dualistilc gap.

Since only Man is subject to an Ought, of the content and imper-

ative character of which he alone ls awsre, +ne snllt “emainﬁ bet-

ween Ean and the rest oP the Uﬁlverse ( whieh I will henceforth

deflne as Haiure Wlth a2 cepital N), Perhaps I should guard my

rear by not dogmatically confining awareness of an Ought to the
human species, bubt should grant its possible presen€f in other
species dwellling m in unknown regions of the Universe or, of grester
relevance to me, meke allowance for glig&es of such awareness in~‘
higher animals - I refer to my adventurejwith dogs and, of course,
to lioness Elsa. It would not be surprising if, as 1s usuel with
borderlines, the one which separates Man from Nature werd also
fugzy.

But wherever we draw the line, s0 long as we draw & line as
we must, manlike creatures fraught with an Ought emerge, in the
technical sense of the word, as a discontinuity in the provess
of Evolution. In sbating this so bluntly , I place myself in
opposition to speculations - -embertiin ?%%ywphﬁiﬁgﬁﬁﬁ@@amﬁﬁamf

Arigtotl ~Witehesd-ead-"Titiieh « sbouit amgggggﬁggmin‘a

stone or a tree latently anticipating what Men manifestly poss-

& !‘ff oy
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esses, I don't think that what ¥ you say in your book about

Ot iy
“inwerdness' in living @rocessegﬂbelg% the le¥el of conscivusness
necessarily falls in the same category, but caution is advisable,
And ?crtmann,'wnog§@tects such "inwasrdness" even Iin plants, goes
certaiﬁ%ﬁ§too far. Anyhow such speculatlons, which are bare of
any empirical foundation, appear to me as blasphemies against The
mystfery of Emergence, s rationalistic erime which is not atten-
uwated by the fact that it is merpebsebedsperpetMated in the neme
of "systematice" unity.

Thus my world remeins split into two "sub-worlds': the humen
species aware of sn Ought, snd Nature which not only_is indiffer-
ent but also beyond the reach of any imperative that would permit
to judge 1it. On the contrary, we can now see that the very term
"indifference’ when applied to Nature has an anthropomorphic
ring. Nature can be called indifferent only when seen in the
1light of Man's capsbility to Pecare”. And yet, posing the Dual-
ism in this simplistic menner as o clesn-out dichotomy between
Man snd Nature glosses over a cardinal fact that constitutes Nan
as we know him., It is of the essence of Men that he 1s pary of
Nature, snd I am not spesking of his body only. Or as I had
bebbter say: his Emergence from Nature has been fragmentery only,

end what did emerge -~ let me call it Man's Humenity - has only

erfsqﬁlyfemancipated itself from sub-humsn bends.,
I am using again Tthe termuﬁmancipation, but now 1%t points
to fetters other than these in the bresklng of which I see

modern Man engaged. These, as I defind them esrller, are extern-
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al constraiﬁs imposed by his natursl environment, his fellow

men snd false Gods. Now I am speaking of internal constraints

o

If this is to mqke ?ense I must add two gualifications.

Though my congern is with the moral dimension of what has emerged,

e A

I do not overlook that the Humen has also other dimensions - ratio-

nal, sesthetic, religious (as I understend it!) - which distinguish

it gualitatively from the Sub-Humsn. Bub, in assligning here mrlde‘
of place to the morsl dimension, I do not think that I distort the
true proportions. This is the dimension 1n which the course of
Man's Evolution, if not hif physical survival, will be decided,
and thus also that of al;ﬂhﬁ%an gualities.

The second gqualification 1s more important to me., In spealk-

ing of Evolution, or earlier of Mutetion, I am only concerned with

gqualities of mind snd body which real "gn displays. This does not

exclude that the relationships and dependencies of the elements
which are fused in his ﬂybrxﬁ stwucture are open to evo]ution*

ary change, and that, as I firmly believe, the vefy surv1vel 0f

the bmmﬂn race dey f;%kchanwa‘ But at thls p01nt I

want te emphaslze thaﬁ What is ”natnral” in Man is not essentially

in COnL]iCL with what is "humanf As I shall presently explain,

the | ﬂﬂmman ) in ny sense of Lhe term is i&@nﬁl&%&mﬁéﬁh the Go

to th@ realization of which the Qumﬂt summons WE us. But the "us”

so summoned snd carrying out the summons includes the vitel ener-

gles of our = ibeing. The Good remains & bloodless shadow

of the imaginstion and the Ought an impotent whimper, unless both
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are constantly nourished by these in themselves "neutral” forces

which join Men to Wature at large. I shall argue below that the

fgI actually equate such #ea "we' wlith the Good, seeing in it the

intrinsic indifference to Good or Evil, which these vital energies A e

O S e I """%_.. & N

Kﬁﬁﬁ& within us share with the cosmie fore@s %ithaut, is the major

wk

sy

obstacle to our achiev1ng full Eumanity, and is thus the target of

the challenge of the Ought. But even if one day the Human in us

”«f

were to win out making us pursue the good only and always "aus

Neigung' - to quot@ Schiller's profound quilp against Kent - what

is"natural” in Man would still provide;the power which alone can

transform "Neigung" into "aetion”. L /L “ e y
You may wonder why I waste time on what is iiﬁtié ggrgf%han

a platitude. The reason is that I want To stress theﬁy§alism of P

all I am saying, dissocliating myself explicitly from all images

of a transfigured "New Being" as foretold by some of the Prophets,

by Gﬁristian doctrine for the aeon following the Qeesnd,camingq§f

Christ or, g with pseudo-scientific claims, by Tellhard for his

Omega.

(%;;t I mean by Humanlty has no chiliastic overtones nor must
it wait for miraculous intervention. It 1s set to Man as he 1s
as hls supreme task even if, being Man, he 1is bound to fulfil it
imperfeetly only.

Let me now finally turn to my main tople: the nature of the

Good and the content of the Ought. In faect, the essence of what
I know about this I have already stated when speaking of a genuine

"we'" as a sponbaneous solldary interrelationship, As I said then,

fulfilment of Man's Humsnity. C.S.Lewls, in a little book en-

# X #
: it
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titled The Abolition of Man, has drawn up a list of the moral ideals
which the great religious and phil@ﬁophiealdhavé sdvenced over the

millenia. Not only did he discover a striking coincidence, but the
2.

‘neldes is precisely tha “we" I am 001nting toe

B s

gis? of what so
This remark 1s not meant as an appeal bto authority nor as axp;$;51ﬂg
the belief that validation can be found in unanimity. But it mekes
the problem of value relativism appear less formidable, even if dis~
senting voices, from Ecclesiastes %o Nietzsche, must not be suppressed.
Tust because there is such wide agreement on fundamentals certaln
divergent nuances are worth noting. They will come into the open
when I now comment in greater detall on the three attributes I have
assigned to a genulne e

1) The "we" is en interrelatlonship. This is to express my convietbion,

already indleated in my reference to Abelard, that even in»the‘mﬁsﬁ
perfect associabtion the selves are to preserve their individuality
and are not to be dissolved in a "higher" totality. There my Western
background comes into the open. It also makes me reject the Upani-

shadic mexim of Tabt Twam Asi, which critics of modern individualism

1ike to cite. Not only does this maxim proclaimsa static identity 1

rather thaen a dynemic coordinstion among the selves, but it traces

gueh identity to snother one, namely between bhe individual creatures

a&hgﬁﬁﬁ&ﬁgF@l;~@®mp@m@a$~ -

The tfae nature of the relationship seems to me 3@?f86t1y ex-

pressed in the Biblical exhortetion: Love your neighbor as yourself,
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T am at the moment not concerned with the meaning of "love" in this
command, not sn easy question to which I shall return below. What
matters here is the "as yourself". It peints, as 1t were, to a
consanguinity of the selves without demanding the surrender of their
selfhood. Though the selves are enjoined to overcome their separate-
ness, the exlstential fact of such separateness is aeknewledgeén Con-
sanguinity seems to be a fitting symbol for a relationship that binds
the selves even irrespettive of their forming a "we". It polhts to
the umbilical cord which ties us physiecslly to an ancestry to which
innumerable others, known and mostly unknown to us, are egually tiled,
and with whom we shere Man's fate ss spoken of earlier.
2) If'interrelationship"among the selves rsther than “isolation or
"jdentity” is to describe the structure of the "we" fsolidaritL P
to define its subsbance., Mueh would have to be added to make the
meaning of this abtribute of the "we'precise. My earlier stress
on the integrity of the selves should guard me against ény sentl-
mental misinterpretation of solidarity as perpetual "togetherness”
or defence of anyg status quo. Thoreau at Walden, alone and re-
bellious, struggled for the genuilne "we" by escaping from, and de-
nouncing, false associstions. What I am doing in writing this letter
is an act of solidarity, as is your empathetic and critical reading,

and solidarity is thus estaeblished not only between you and me, but

also between een each one of us and all those who grope

fm*ﬁmmmt

But‘lt is @ifficult and perhaps impossible at this stage fodény
one to go beyond generalitles and sbstractions. Every ers must dis-

cover its own pabtern in which solldarity takes on conerete form in




B
accord with who is recognized as a "neighbor”. It is often said
that in the realm of morality the notion of progress has no mean-
ing, because the idea of the Good is transhistoriecal, and Mankind
at large is today as far from its realization as it ever was. This

mey be sq} in one sense, and yet a s@eady advance has been made in

the w ing of the range of aollﬁarlty by acknowledging ever new

groups of living creatures "

as ourselves”. We have just entered
the historieal epoch in which sueh eﬁuallty is to be accorded %o

the antlre hnman soeeles, and the discovery of the institutions,

actions and attitudes compatible with this range of neighborhood
is the concrete task of modern peliticaéi%aa and of the philogophy

that is to guide him. ‘ |

3), Interrelationship is the structure of the " e“ - solidarity its

substance - the "good" mode of realization is(ﬂpontaneity » I should

be surprised if you had any basic objections mgalnst wﬁat I have sald
so far. I can well imagine that we now come to a parting of the
roads,

Implicitly I have already called attention to the three levels
of experience in which the "we", equivalent with the Good, wmateriad-
materializes: a peeuliar state in which the selves meet (a"macro”
level, to use familiar terminology), peculiar actions which the
selves perform in establishing and mainbaining that state (a"micro"
level), and a peculiar "mode" (also a "miero" phenomenon) in which
z%zggns are carried out. It is this mode with which I am now con-
cerned., In calling it "sponbtaneity” I clearly side with Schiller
against Kant (though 1t will presently be shown that, speaking

gbout different things, both could be, and in fact were, right.)
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The alternative mode in which "good" actions can be peformed
is, of course, "duty consciousness” or obedience to an Ought. What
is its significance? Let me make my position drastically clear.

I side with those who see the consummation of the Good in nof

only "serving our friends" but in serving them "sus Nelgung". C}

have not found an equivalent word in English - possibly "sympathy"

will do). _Thé resson is that acting in this mood establishes not

iﬁrily a good state through the performences of good getions, bub
1at

it it reveals the actor himself as good. By this I mean that he

is fully Human, that is, in m@rfect control ef the vital farc@s

that sustain his sction. Under o§esékccnditlons thegg is no roem
for an Ought Or rather the contsnt of the Ought which is nothing
@lse but the good state realized by good action, 1is being accom-
plished 1nde§eadant ef any imperatlve whlch issues from the Guﬂht
Eowever,.and here lies Schiller's mlsunderstanding engant, spon-
taneity in "doing good” is a mode of actiom which itself is beyond
human control, and Menkind would be badly off if its members had
fo wait for the uncertain'gift'"of such spontaneity, in the mean-
while ascting without guiding rule. It is at this point that the
Ought takes over, ccmmanding Han as it appears at first sightX

it
from without to do good"leider aus Pflichtgefuehl”, to vary Schil-

_ler. Thus the presence of an nght is both the symptom and the

‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘

Z ture And the rivor with which the moral commend asserts itself

Lull Humaaity

make us gecd.{gﬁﬂ

“ease

ifrom/to easgsmeasures‘the dlst&nce that seﬁarates the actor from

of our @evertj#ﬁgbeying the commsnd, that is, doing good does not

antidote of our shovtegmiags as Men, that is, of our hybrid structwm
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-Bgk in consclously striving for the good state, we become the
next best: just, And a just order, that is, an interrelationship
in which solidarity 1is aimed at in obedience o the call of the
Ought, is all that can be demesnded from us, beecause it 1s all that
is in our power to achieve.
I think that this view of the matter throws some light on the
tedious debate about the relative rank of "Neigung® andW?Pflicht“
or, to use Tillich's antithesis, of Agape =mx andjﬁustise,” Were

2l mode of actlon, Manki

Agape or E igung the univer

ined ,,the"’étaﬁ s od)

of genuine "we" - the good
[

nosed ofwgeodzﬁem.‘

But this is no goal to strive for. HNelther

Schiller nor Tillich seem to be aware that Neigung and Agespe =~

st

' the spirit that animated the participants in the Last Supper -

are "gifts" and not products of the will. We must not be trapped

by words, and the word "love" is easily such a trap. The witticlsm
gquoted earlier according to which Jesus asks us to love our neighbor,
not!{to like him, speaks the truth. Love whenever commanded can only
mean "doing good! And the commend of the 0ld Testament referred to
above: love your nelghbor as yourself, can only enjoin us to be

just In the sense of the Golden Rule. (What anyhow is the meaning

of the Hebrew words?) In this sehse we can, and should, love even
our enemies.ﬁalt is true that justice "remains an external act that
cen be performed with legal detachment or cool objectivity” (Tillich,
Morality and Beyond, p.38), and it 1is also true thet Agape “Qentains
justice in itself as an unconditional element® (p.39) Bubt Agape,
namely "mutual participation and, by participation, union....

which is ultimately re-union"(p.39)cannot be the "ultimate moral
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prineciple" (p.39), if by moral peinciple we mean the imperative
guiding our actiomns. Agape like Neigung is transmoral, that 1is,
beyond that which is "aufgegeben'.

The Good as a sponbaneous and solidary interrelationship -

the Ought sammoning us uo be gust,‘ hat is, tkoork for the achieve—

Asights from exnerlence* Obviously I cannot mean that the
source of this "knowledge" is my encounter with others in the prac-
tice of ordinary life, or the detached observation of the social
states and processes in which I am involved. Not that what 1 meet
in such ordinary experience is all "bad", nemely dissociation, con-
fliet and coercion. I find that others are sometimes with me and
st other times against me, as I myself fluetuate between amiabiliby
snd hostility, spending most of my life in cool distance from my
"neighbors”

But then, out of the blue, a flash ocecurs, & curtein rises
and snother scene 18 revealed., This level of expe:ianee is com~
paraeble to that which commnicates to us the undecipherable mess-

ages that tremspose us into the mood of Serenity. But this new

message can be deciphered. It tells us that our neighbor truly

is as we are ourselves, that what sppeared to us before as differ-
;ﬁfband avsoﬁfeé of hot atbtraction or cold revulsion was really
Maya, whose vell has been 1ifted revealing the neubtral You as a

im brotherly Thou. Bbnd as Serenity is the mood in which fThe in-
effable megning hidden in trivial and sublime events is contem-
plated, so Agape is the mood in whieh the "we'" as the Good is

grasped in these moments of illumination. But if Serénibty is
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a timeless mood, arresting us passively in the fulfilled presenéﬁ,
Agape releases all our energles for the perpetuation of the il-
luminated moment towerd a fulfilled fubure.

springs
Brom the anamnegis of this experience/tha Qught that grips

us on the level of ordinary living. It asks us to do what we
cannot helg doing while in the state of illumination. Thus its
commsnd to act justly is not really heteronomous. It issues from
the Humen in us to our hybrid total. What is good in the self
speaks to old Adsm - this gives the imperative of the Ought its
categoriecal character.

$X# So far so good. I have been describing exggyiegyas whieh,
though ®ut of the ordinary, are famillar to most X men; even if
the level of consciousness on which they arise seems to vary widely.
periences and not to the ocg?r@@}ctory impressions of dailly life?
Even if carrying the strongest psychological evidence, why should
I trust them to be messengers Ofv}?Q trutp?

My answer, which will shock you,is: there 1s no other vali-

dstion, though the possibility of "error" - it would be the most
disastrous &XIEK existenbial error - most be coneceded. 1In other
words, this is my "wager" on which I sbake my moral all, I am not
even embarrased by this shorteut, because I think that 1t is easy
to demonstrate that philosophical and theological ontologists,
who claim safer grouhds for their assertions, arrive in the end
at the same impasse.

Fries, the "psychologiecal" Xantian has found an apt formu-
lastion for the "dogma" on whiech every philosophical omtology

rests: Man's confidence in his reasonyg - Selbstvertrauen der
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doing all and only that which promotes the good state of the

genuine "we", we seem to be pursuing a poslitive goal, whereas

fighting Avoidable Evil has a negative ring., Such fight seems K
to content itself, as it were, with eradicating the weeds, while

the just Man appears to sow the seed from which the tree of life

is to grow.

In reality this apparent contradiction 1ls spurious, because
good.
all that Man can do, and needs to do, for ”promo%fﬁé’?ﬁ@ state",
is to fight Evil. What 1s "good"” in that state, namely Man's

. ﬁumanlty, is bey@nd his doings It mystereusly @mergedeith Man

{ himself in the process of Evo ution, though adulterated with

e BN —
s U i T
e

' other elements; Man cannot and need not mma create 1t. What

he can do snd whet the moral imperative summons him to do is

e a

to liberate the "gold of Humanity" from the "dress of Katuré’wltn
— e i .

which 1t forms an %Eifable amalgam, It has often been commented

\ upon that morsl precepts are ultimately negstive, They are indeed
so, and not only when we are enjojned not to kill, but also when
we are asked to feed the hungry and to clothe the nsked, to

b _
gladden the widow's heart and to chamion the cause of the stranger.

Even when the deeds themselves are positive, the imperative that
ordains thelr performance ig directed agalinst the shortcomings

éﬁ%yfzm of our hybrid structirey - the'weskness of the flesh"- which

saps the spontathy of performance. Thus the Just Man is really

a weedklller who knows Ln ﬁis heart thet good frult will grow in
- S

/ a well ploughed field.

T must now expliecate what I mean when I associate Egi} with

(‘“""’““MM

Nature, as it manifests itself in hybrid Man. I have guarded

Lld atosad ﬁzﬁ V@?¢¢é¢» /%*LMtﬂﬁ%M4ef o cruet ﬂ$¢g?%&;¢ &fkp{J;{;
Wm"ﬂ%%ﬂ“f el owslon oust gy, Ky Lrnccbicnl
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myself earlier ageinst the misunderstanding that the Human, the
ideally good Man, should be coneeived as a "denatured" being., I
should perheps add that I alse am light-years away from the clas-
sical Dualism between mind or soul and body, identifiylng the
latter - the "prison of the soul"wwith the seat, if not the source,
of Evil. The real "split" rund right through the totality of the
person; it divides that in us which "eares' - our "awakened" feel-
ing and will and the bodily funcbions that serve them - from that

in our psycho-physical totality which is"indifferent" and thus on

. —

the level of the subhuman cosmic foreces, 3@W“*w
Sl et B =T LS .o

P

As you may remember, I argued already in my Bloch paper that

3 indifference, a neutral sttribute of the Universe at large, is

A A i s ——

| the supreme Evil in Men, thet "inertia of the heart" 1s morally worse

than 11l intenﬁ; - Bichmenn (in Hamneh Arendt's interpretation)
as compared with Ilse Koeh. The reason for this verdict does not
1ie in the social consequences of the respective evil acts - the
Law punishes quite understendibly criminal intent more severely
than negligence - but in what 1t reveals about the offender,

At first sight the moral offenders - as ls true of those
who try to do good - form a contlnuum, betraying varying degrees
of "Imhumenity", inversely with the lucidity with which the vision
of the good is experienced, amg:§§a strength of the imperative which
the vision arouses. Bven if we disregaerd all cases of psycho-somatie
pathology as we should in m@fal evaluations, it appears that MNen
differ considerably in their capacity for these experlences.
%héggvthey do so by nature of by nurture we could decide only

if we knew more sbout "goeio-pasychological” causation, that is,
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about the influence which the environment, personal and Institut-
tonal, exerts on our eapacity for percelving ths‘géod and for axfuig
in secord with what we pereeive. Still;many findings of depth

psychology and even a study such as Konrad Lorenz' Dag segegggnte

Boese suggest that i1l intent, aggression, decelt and other offences
sgoalinst the "we" are really acts of resentment and responses to
legitimete grievances. In a profound sense such offenders "know
not what they do". Therefore they have not only a claim on our
forgivingness but are a challenge to the moral state of society.
Being the result of men-made conditlons, the Evil they do is
Avoidable Evil,

But now it is significant that the success of such redeeming
moral ac¢tion - mental cure and rehabilibation - seems largely bo
depend oh the vital strength of the offender, that is, on theose
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to govern the moral 1life of ordinary men. There is hope for
Dmitry Karamazoff who burns his fuel in evil passion. But what
else than self-destriction is left to Ivan or Stavrogin, not to

mention Smerdjskoff, who sin "in cold blood"?
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.. higher learning in France. His fields were Social Science and Philosophy of

UNITED HELP, INC.
44 East 23rd Street
New York,N Y.10010

Nehemiah Robinson Memorial Scholarship Fund ‘ ‘ v ' -

G November 26, 1974
To: Members of the Scholarship Committee

"From: Gabriele D.Schiff Re.: Kagan, Georgette
895 West End Avenue
New York,N.Y.10025 ,
Born: 8/10/44 - New York,N.Y.

The appiicaﬁion of this 30-year old girl came to us in the strangest way.
Originally, her mother had written to our Scholarship Committee member,
Mr. Saul Kagan (who is no relative of hers ) for assistance. We then called

her mother in. The case worker found that Mrs. Kagan had her own set of problems.
In the course of the social work relationship the financial problems of the ;
daughter were mentioned, and the daughter, Georgette, was referred to our Scholarship |
Committee. . = : ~ » 5

- =

VOO A ‘ , : :
Georgette Kahn was born in New York in 1944, eight months after her father's
death.  Her father was a well known scholar who graduated summa cum laude from

the University of Brussels and was connected with outstanding institutions of

History. He was very active in the underground movement, and when the Jermans
occupied France, he and his wife were forced to flee for racial and political
reasons. They immigrated to this country in December of 1940. Shortly before
his death he was appointed professor of European History at State University of
Indiana, Bloomington, Indiana where he died of pneumonia. After Professor Kagan's
death, Mrs. Kagan gave birth to their daughter. As she was left pennyless,she was
_ confronted with an endless struggle to keep herself and the child alive. ‘

It soon became evident that Georgette had inherited her parents intellectual gifts.
‘Mrs. Kagan, a talented linguist, made it by her work as tramslator and teacher of
French possible for her daughter to attend the best schools. Georgette graduated
from Hunter High School and obtained bachelor's and master's degrees from City '
"College with highest possible grades. Her letters of recommendation leave no

doubt about the fact that her professors consider her an outstanding scholar whose
master's thesis on the attempt of post-war French jntellectuals to make sense of theix
social and political roles and responsibilities will be published in a professesional.
paper named'Telos! There seems to be little doubt that Miss Kagan should teach
at college level which she can do only with a Ph.D. degree. To achieve this, it will.
take her at least two more years. -She tutors during the school year and works as a
waitress during the summer months. The mother's income -is about $318 a month. She is.
68 years old and certainly no help can be expected from her. Georgette took up a'
student loan of $600 and expects to earn $640 by tutoring during the spring semester..
Her college-connected expenses run to approximately $2,350. This leaves a deficit of:
about $900 which she hopes to cover in part by work as a teaching adjunct.

1 would recommend a loan of $300 for the spring term and encourage the young lady

to re-apply to us for the academic year starting in September 1975.  There was also
an application submitted to the Vogelstein Foundation that might be interested in
this outstanding and charming young lady. I should add that I myself interviewed
Miss Kagan and found her serious, goal-minded and struggling hard against tremendous
odds. ‘ ‘
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