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This volume can be regarded as the second part of a total work, which has its first
part in the already published Theory of the Absolute Individual and which, as a
whole, constitutes the exposition of our doctrine in purely philosophical terms.

The delay with which - for various reasons - this volume comes out (the work,
begun in the Alpine trenches, was already completed in 1924) should be borne in
mind by those who, having followed us in the more concrete and lively forms given
by the application of the same doctrine in the field of the philosophy of culture
and initiatic science, might be surprised by this publication; consider it almost as a
step backwards; perhaps not find in it what they expected. But, on our part, to close
the game already begun, so as to settle when the so-called

"modern 'critical thinking' can advance towards a point of view that is superior to it,
was a definite duty.

Moreover, it must remain firmly established that our 'philosophy' does not end in
itself - all converging in a kind of postulation of an action - just as it does not begin
in itself. In its essential elements, what we expound is not merely the product of
the subjective speculation of a modern philosopher, but rather the intellectual
transposition of certain traditional, primordial doctrines, not subject - in a certain
sense - to becoming.

Those who hold the viewpoint of rationality as ultimate instance, must naturally
consider this as unspoken, consider us under the purely philosophical point of view,
and do not care where that which they may eventually assent to, leads them. But we
think we also have another category of readers, for whom the study of this not
easy work will serve as a useful mental discipline, aimed at a further purpose.
These, therefore, will not have too much trouble to notice the frequent
convergences between the meanings emerging through conceptual forms and
dialectical passages, and the meanings of teachings of another order. How, for
example, could the relationship between the two great options of transcendental
freedom, which in our philosophy are called the "way of the subject" and the
"way of the other", with the two great traditions, royal and priestly, of action and
identification, Nordic-Uranic and telluric-southern, which loom majestically
amidst the shadows of myth and prehistory, escape them? The doctrine of the
'three epochs', how could it not refer back to the mystery teaching about 'he who
holds himself up; who holds himself up, who holds himself up in



standing up there, in the uncreated power; standing down there, having
received generation from the image of the River of Waters; standing by the
blessed Power without end, to resemble it perfectly "3? Do not the theetical
moment and the autarchical moment of the dialectic contain the meaning of the
'procession’ and 'conversion' of the Alexandrian tradition, of the pravrtti-marga and
nivrtti-marga of the Hindu one? In the transition from spontaneity to personality,
does not the meaning circulating in the cycle of myths about the 'fall' betray the
same sense as in the Promethean ones?

In the first "categories", is it perhaps difficult to find through logical deduction what
under the heading of "involution" and regression, of degenerating remnants of
primordial states of consciousness, still remains in the traditions and mentality of
the so-called "primitives" or is "reified" here and there in cosmogonic symbols? And
in the latter 'categories’, is not the dialectic blatantly a subtle weave around which
is organised what has traditionally and uniformly been taught in the East and West
about possibilities and experiences

"transcendent' of the spirit? These are but a few of the points that will become
apparent to the astute reader. All that remains is to warn that we are not dealing
with extrinsic references here: we did not start out from a philosophical system, and
we did not later turn to mythology and mystery (as they appear to the 'layman') to
illustrate its concepts (as in the case of Schelling, for example), but vice versa: we
have started from a certain knowledge of a non-philosophical character, capable of
deductively accounting for what is concealed in traditional symbols and myths, and
from it, with an adaptation, a reduction and a negation, we have derived a
philosophical 'system’, the existence of which, today, has its own raison d'étre.

After which, with respect to our work precisely as 'philosophy', we say that,
mutatis mutandis, the present Phenomenology obeys a similar requirement to that
which led Hegel to the work of the same title. Mutata mutandis: since the premise
here is not the Hegelian panlogism, the universal legislation that the 'Idea’
carries out according to its own internal necessity and force. Instead, the
premise is that reduction of every gnoseological, ontological and deontological
criterion to the principle of power and freedom of the real individual, which we
have already carried out in our Theory of the Absolute Individual; leading
idealistic immanentism to its ultimate consequences; affirming a decisive surplus of
the possible over the real, of contingency and freedom over every kind of necessity;
blossoming into an active realism of a transcendent and supra-rational nature.



Let us recall that from the premise, that an absolutely free being would not be such
if, in addition to being itself, it could not also be the negation of itself, we have
deduced two 'categories' or primordial experiences, the subject of a

"subjective option" (the way of the absolute Individual) and an "objective option"
(the way of the "other").

The present Phenomenology determines a set of possibilities conform to this
second option, or experience; responding at the same time to the requirement,
already formulated®, that transcendental principles must not be reduced, as in
the last idealism, to empty and indeterminate forms, but must be capable of
reducing the elements of our real experience into a system of distinct meanings
and values.

The formulation of this system implies that a determined group of fundamental
forms. This does not contradict - as some might believe at first glance - the
concept of absolute freedom, since these forms do not represent - as in Fichte,
Schelling and Hegel - the continuous line of a more or less obligatory itinerary,
but rather a group of compossibilities, possible ways, each irreducible to the
other, of experiencing the value of the absolute Individual. We must never cease
to keep in mind what we will say in this regard about the "category" of the absolute
Individual®; and so we must not fall into misunderstandings that would have no
reason to exist in our regard. Freedom, understood as the pure indeterminate, is
the instinctive and passive one of the "objective option"; it is when, with the
experience of a quantum, one determines that of the power to choose absolutely
between distinct possibilities, each separated from the other by a radical
discontinuity, and to dominate in the part the whole - it is then , in that power of
the limit, which already in the Greeks was joined to the idea of perfection, one
has the manifestation of a positive freedom.

In addition to this factor of discontinuity and contingency, a fundamental point
of difference to the various category systems of Romantic idealistic speculation
lies in this: that by 'category' we do not mean a logical condition of possible
experience, but instead the sense of a possibility of experience® . And, in a certain
correspondence with the principle of

excess of possibility over reality, of freedom over necessity, in the system of
experiences constituting the Phenomenology, what is mere and common human
experience figures only as a particular case. We consider 'humanity', in the total
sense, as one among many possible conditions of indivual existence,



in no way privileged compared to others. Man neither begins nor ends in man,
however much the moderns - apart from the chimeras of faith and the
'constructions' of the intellect, which continue to be part of what is only

'human' - have been reduced to knowing nothing else. We have restored to the
human condition the sense of an episode, of a possibility; two great epochs - which
we have called the epoch of 'spontaneity' and the epoch of 'domination’ - in our
phenomenology stretch out as the subject of possible experiences and as possible
ways of being, on both sides of 'man'. The view of the idealists, that - having reached
philosophy, religion or the ethics of the absolute state - the process of the spirit
reaches its culmination and comes to a halt, for us accuses a limitation and a lack of
metaphysical sense (in the literal meaning: lack of sense for what no longer has any
relation to bodily conditions) that is most peculiar to moderns. Moreover, the
'modern world', far from representing, as widespread prejudice claims it to, a
privileged condition, is itself no more than an apparition, one among many 'cultures';
and the very possibility of ending up in such surprising illusions, so - why not say it? -
infantile, itself testifies, with a paradox, to the absolute freedom of the spirit.

One final point. Precisely because this Phenomenology comprises an overall view,
which in a certain sense - with respect to a very limited understanding of the
'immanent' - can be said to be transcendent, there is a way to indicate the 'place
and direction of our own most recent activity. The ideas on the crisis of western
civilisation; the critical instances with regard to the values of speculation and
culture in general; the same statements in socio-political sphere; all that
concerns "magical idealism" and the valorisation and effective practice of the
initiatic sciences and primordial symbolism - these various aspects our personal
activity converge in a single and precise meaning, which betrays the point of a
passing of the forms of the "personality" beyond itself, and which alone are
justified in it.

In contrast to relativism, which holds that temporal contingency produces, by way
reflex and epiphenomenon or backlash, a given 'truth' in knowledge and action,
which then 'phenomenalises' the whole according to its form - in contrast to this,
we have formed our doctrine in order to a special part and a special purpose,
corresponding to a precise

'moment' of what a Hindu would call mahdmaya - the 'great game'. E



grasping the rhythm of a vision that is itself, that transcends itself, and then again
grasps and reaffirms itself in this transcendence, should what matters most in this
regard.

J.E.

Rome, 1929

" Book | [Theory of the Absolute Individual, Edizioni Mediterranee, Rome 1998,

pp.67-93].

Z Cf. Introduction to Magic as a Science of the Ego, vol. Il (1928), p. 321 ff.,vol.
111 (1929), p. 65 ff. [On the "sapiential" and the "heroic" and on the Western
Tradition and The Dawn of the West, texts not included in the later
Introduction to Magic,Edizioni Mediterranee, Rome 1971]. Cf. also H. Wirth, Der
Aufgang der Menschheit(Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der Religion, Symbolik
und Schrift

der atlantischnordischenRasse), Jena 1929; J.J. Bachofen,
Urreligion und antike Symbole, Leipzig 1926.

3 Apud Hippolytus, Philosophumena, VI, 17.

4 Book I, Foreword, p. VI [Theory of the Absolute Individual, cit., pp. 1924].

® See supra § 30



%See, for the notion of 'sense’, Book |, Introduction (Of the concept of 'value')

[Theory of the Absolute Individual, cit., pp. 25-29].




Introduction



In the first book of this work we outlined the general principles of a Theory of
Absolute Individual by assuming and integrating the positions of idealism
through the reaffirmation of a concept of the ego: a) as pure freedom; b) as
absolute power and immanence. In this second book, on the other hand, we want
to account for what has been called the positive option (the option of freedom
for an order of sufficiency and domination rather than dependence) according
to an articulated system of distinct meanings and values. Such is the
Phenomenology of the Absolute Individual.

1. As they are based on freedom, both the order of affirmative option and that of
the negative option are contingent. Hence, dominated by the 'other’, the
contingency proper to the second case leads to absolute indeterminability: with
respect to its own possible experience, the 'l' cannot jurer de rien, since with
principle of it it stands in an external and dependent relationship. Not so in the
other case: here the contingency becomes positive, that is, it is that of a free
power to determine, which the Ego appropriates, and thus it is possible to fix a
definite, absolute, unequivocal system of forms - a system that is absolutely certain,
precisely because it is the Ego that will determine, in function of dominion, its
principle and structure.

A 'Phenomenology' is therefore possible in the order of the affirmative option; it is
not so in the order of the opposite option, due to the very concept of the
latter.

We reject some of the difficulties raised against the possibility of a
'Doctrine of Categories'.

a) Itis said": Under a doctrine of categories the concept as reality can fall, not the
concept as concept; hence the abstraction of the concept and its remaining outside
immanent science, outside the universal of the concept itself. - The answer is:
abstraction is, instead, the detachment of the form of the concept from its concrete
content (from its 'as reality') according to the hypostasis of a concept of the concept
that is presumed to be determinable a priori once and for all, in indifference to the
various articulations in which it is concretised. The 'concept of the concept' may in
truth be no more than a particular moment of reality or of the realisation of the
conceptin



general, taken among many other moments.

b) Determination and 'quantity' - say othersZ - fall only in the order of a 'thought'
assumed in itself, abstractly, and not in function of the 'thinker', which is only pure
actuality and infinity. - Here we will note: a) That the objection starts from a doctrine
that denies the act a power, of which it is the act, but then the thinker will be its
thinking, and therefore its various determinate thoughts: in these will reside its only
ratio cognoscendi, and the science of the thinker will consequently be identified with
that of the thought, that is to say of the determinations in which the thinker
gradually reveals itself. Once the conceivability of a power of thinking has been
denied, the conceivability of a thought 'abstractly taken' also falls (how can the
thought be detached from the act that thinks it?) and all that remains is the qualified
matter of an order in which thinker and thought are one, the possible object of a
doctrine of categories. B) That the objection concerning the determination of infinity
has identical efficiency against a doctrine of the category (rather than of the
categories) or of the concept as concept (rather than of the concept as reality) -
because, just as 'negative theology' realised it, by determining the supreme freedom
as one or as absolute, one determines it no less than by determining it as multiplicity
or as relativity - and that he who makes this objection, coherently should keep
himself absolutely silent, like a plant, indeed like a stone. And since he does not do
so, in the objection he only confesses the presumption of a philosophy that believes
itself to be 'concrete’, where a few generic and empty concepts exhaust it, as
opposed to other philosophies that instead feel the need to develop their principles
into an articulate body. y) Moreover, it has already been said several times what is to
be thought about the 'infinity' of the spirit in the order of the affirmative option.
Here the spirit is not the 'thing in itself' or the transcendent divinity of negative
theology - it is instead the profound principle of the individual. Now if this principle is
wanted in a certain system categories and meanings in which it contracts its
"possibility" at the full awareness of the freedom of this determination, the spirit -
and, indeed, precisely as infinity - will be this system of categories, and nothing else.
Because, let us repeat, for us the truth of the infinite does not lie in the point of the
indefinite, but in that of a function of the limit lady of itself. False indeed, not
expressing perfection but instead defect, is that infinity which means incapacity,
impossibility of bearing form: true infinity is instead that positive infinity of the
infinite power of formation, which has no fear of contaminating itself in the act, but
instead in this bears witness to itself and is what it wants to be, infinitely.



c) Therefore, if one were to ask whether the various degrees that are to be
determined are in fact the necessary and inconvertible stages of the spirit, one
would naturally answer: yes and no. Yes a posteriori, insofar as in them an
absolute affirmation of the individual is expressed, which no others against it
but as error or as moments that can be taken up in it, since this is precisely what
he wants as truth. No, because the value of individuality of the statement, which
alone, according to the principles set forth, can guarantee the absolute certainty
and inconvertibility both of those degrees and of the specific concatenation of
them, implies that at the deepest level of the statement itself there is the actual
persuasion that if it is so, it can also, as soon as one wants it and insofar as one
wants it, be otherwise.

d) But all this - one would then say - has no 'objective basis', no necessity, no
'scientific' value! It is purely a matter of private arbitrariness! - We answer: one
moment. This is all well and good, but this for nothing. Before the above words can
take on any devaluative meaning, the opponent is required to demonstrate the
hierarchical superiority of a theory of certainty and reality other than the one
already set forth in the first book. Our explicit declaration, that the constructions in
which the phenomenology of the Absolute Individual takes place in their deepest
root are essentially arbitrary, simply expresses that nous ne sommes pas des dupes,
that we do in consciousness of freedom and in autarky what the 'objective’,
'scientific' philosopher and, in general, those who may consider, after said
declaration, that the present system is not worthy of any consideration, do
unconsciously, passively, empty of self as in a dream. This arbitrariness simply
expresses that what has been actively posited: not that it is believed that the
present doctrine is as valid as others, which may happen to be opposed to it. On the
contrary: these others for us are false, we do not tolerate them near but attack
them, and we absorb or destroy and rationally prove (there is no contradiction:
reason for us is but a form of assertion) against them the necessity and truth of our
system. The character of arbitrariness does not therefore concern the relationship
with other positions, with respect to which the one we pose is to be said and shown
to be universal3, necessary, unique; but instead concerns the relationship of the
position with respect to the Ego, the sense of the act that posits and imposes it.
Necessary in relation to the others, here it is not so in relation to its creator, who
remains its lord. Once again we return to the Cartesian distinction between wanting
a certain thing to be necessary and necessarily wanting it. We know that nothing is
further from the present order than scepticism: the affirmed principle of
contingency here does not



proceeds from the state of one who, uncertain and powerless, is at the mercy of
‘chance' and foreign forces, but rather from that of an absolute, sufficient
affirmation. Truth and philosophy as power.

2. When by 'category' is meant an abstract logical condition of experience, the
phenomenology of the Absolute Individual certainly cannot be called a 'doctrine
of categories'. Here it is not so much a matter of concepts - still less of distinct
objects - but, essentially, of meanings, of qualifications of the way in which the
ego can experience its activity in general, an activity that constitutes the sole
object. Transitions do not take place from one given matter to another, but only
concern the various relations of the Ego to activity, the various functions
according to which it is gradually experienced up to a form set as supreme.
Therefore, rather than an order of "transcendental conditions of possible
experience", it is an order of possible transcendental experiences, the material
and logical determination of which is to be taken in the sense of a contingent
symbol and an evocative trace: it has no end in itself, but in the arousal of
certain values of transference peculiar to particular relations - through which
arousal the sense of what is the point of the absolute Individual is progressively
constructed and made manifest.

Let us add that this same warning from author to reader here is to be traced and
justified within phenomenology, where it is itself to be desymbolised in the 'sense’
of a certain passage or act.

Value', insofar as it is the forming principle that lies beyond formations, can only be
grasped with the creative leap of an act of pure freedom. The reader will note a
certain difference between the manner of exposition proper to the first book and
also to the annotations to the individual categories, and the manner used in the
construction of the latter: where it can be said that very little is given directly and in
logical rigour. Instead, the subject matter is deliberately placed, so to speak, in
power - in many places one will simply come across empty places, almost tasks for
intuition, passages of which only the terms and solution are apparent.

The reader must not be disconcerted and must adopt a particularly active and
integrative attitude, working creatively on what is given



logically. The more he is capable of this, the more that which cannot be
communicated will become animated in him and which, on the other hand, insofar
as it is given, will be able to make him see an internal connection, justification and
convenience of elements that at first - especially for a feminine-intellectualist
attitude - might not even be suspected.

Of course, the idealist will consider this warning pleonastic, asking for it what is
already presupposed in any reading. But this principle idealism is abstract and
generic; it can say nothing about the quality, mode and degree of the act.
Meaning in various passages (especially in the first and third 'epochs') lies almost
as far beyond the purely intellectual understanding as the latter lies beyond mere
letters and words.

3. The element of becoming that will generate the various categories in this order
is positive, individual, concrete, free, synthetic.

a) In contrast to the other option, in this order the act is for itself - it is not for its
object or matter but vice versa. Hence: it is not the passing of craving, demand,
dependence and motion towards something other than the power that turns to it,
but instead infinity that acts and frees itself from itself in determined and central
acts of power. Remember: it is not enough, for example, to say that, in general,
the ego is affirmed entirely in the activity that passes by transcending a limit, for it is
still necessary to see whether or not the passing proceeds from law and spontaneity,
whether or not the limit is resolved in a position of the ego itself and then in
which - again: whether the identification of the reality of the ego in the concept
of a freedom transcending a limit is itself to be understood as given, or whether it
can be reconnected to a value.

b) Essentially: in every passing the ego will never be in the surpassed but always in
the surpassing - the passing is not transcendence but affirmation, it does not alter, it
does not take the ego beyond itself, but instead reconfirms it, individualises it,
and is the act of an ever deeper possession, of an ever wider and more intense
extension and domination.

Clear opposition, therefore, to all those views that make becoming proceed from an
obscure conatus, from an inescapable law, from an immanent contradiction which,
according to the 'heterogenesis of ends', repels more and more in



there, in recurrence of surprise, expectation and disappointment, the limit - the
concreteness and sufficiency of an individual act.

Specifically: consciousness and intentionality of the transcendental moment from
which and for which are the particular qualifications of value and experience. It
may also be the case that certain originally transparent positions in the ego are
objectified and alienated, which implies their appearance according to a certain
degree of relative unconsciousness to the conscious principle of further positing.
One does not reject such an unconscious, but rather the unconscious in act
admitted by the philosophies of Fichte, Schelling and Hartmann: one may well
recognise the unconscious, the in-intentional and the 'given’, but only as a
particular note of the object posited by an act that is itself neither unconscious,
nor in-intentional, nor 'given'.

c¢) real syntheticity of the element of the process itself borrows - let us say it -
with arbitrariness. Can one perhaps really call synthesis that which is proper the
motion of a grave that, beyond the variety of its situations, always finds itself
satisfying the same equation, determinable a priori? This also applies to every law
of becoming. Certainly, in the becoming we admit a determined dialectical rhythm,
but this rhythm, besides being compossible with one opposed to it (because the
rhythm proper to the becoming of the subjective option is opposed to the
rhythm proper to the becoming of the objective option), here is simply an
elementary matter, an abstract possibility - in the sense given by Aristotle to these
terms with reference to universals - not a conditioner but a conditioned. To
make sense of it, we will start from the concept of dialectics as Hamelin*
understands it.

Hamelin's demand is for a synthetic method, and a positively synthetic one at that.
He rightly points out at the basis of the Hegelian concept of dialectics the
assumption that the particular as such is not a degree of being, but rather the
opposite of being, something contradictory and negative; hence dialectics, as a
process towards being, can only have a destructive and abstract character - not at
all progressive - it cannot have the sense of a

"negation of negation", of a subsequent erasure of the particular that, strictly
speaking, should result in nirvana, in the absolute indeterminate of the

'negative theologies'. This time universality, which for a thoroughly thought-out
Hegelian dialectic is point of arrival, Hamelin understands it instead as the point
departure, as the poorest degree of reality that, through a synthetic development
- from the simplest to the most complex and richer, from a deprivation and a



genericity to ever-increasing and original degrees of determinacy and actuality -
tends to possess itself in the individual as in its perfection, in its téAelov that does
not exclude or contradict the various orders of determination, but instead
understands them hierarchically and dominates them in a superior synthesis. -
From the first book we know to what extent this neo-Aristotelianism of Hamelin
is also our®.

Synthetic dialectics will thus be opposed to Hegelian dialectics for this reason: that for
the thesis or starting point it will take a particular understood as something that is
already, albeit incompletely, 'being', against which the antithesis will not be its
contradiction and negation, but rather its completion, its integration, something it
lacked so that, passing through it, the thesis reaches, according to a continuity of
composition, a higher degree of perfection.

In striving to possess itself, each particular determines what it lacks, in which it
therefore defines and delimits itself and with which it tends to integrate. And the
synthesis will be a broader and more complex reality than the previous ones in
which it did not yet exist - which, in our doctrine, will mean: it will be a broader
possibility of power and a broader domination. For we know that particularity for us
means only inconvertibility, indifference of possible and actual, non-power; the
antithesis that arises in opposition to the thesis will then be a certain possibility that
escapes power, that is not dominated in the function that posits the thesis; and the
process will thus simultaneously extend in extension and in understanding: the
burning of an ever-higher flame of individuality and autarchy in correlation with
being able to take up, organise and dominate the ever-increasing wealth of
possibilities and spontaneity unleashed by the theetical moment. Like a tree, the
more it rises the wider and deeper and more dangerous the zone into which its
roots descend. The meaning of the dialectic will thus be: development increasing
degrees of possibility, of arbitrary power and inner agility from a certain system of
rigidity and univocal determination, towards the limit of an absolute indeterminacy
that coincides with that of an absolute individuation. - This is the first point, after
which we can move on to what we properly wanted to say about syntheticity.

Let us explain with an image. A thirsty person manages to drink. In drinking he
evidently completes himself, integrates himself with something. But this 'something'
not arbitrary, it is already determined - albeit negatively, by deprivation - by the
state of being thirsty as water or similar and not something else, for example salt.
So here, next to the material syntheticity, there is a formal analyticity, proceeding
precisely from the deprivation being determinately given. In the synthetic dialectic
of Hamelin, one has, at a certain point, the same thing, and so one can



go one step beyond it. If in the thesis a deprivation is determinable a priori, if such a
deprivation can be said to be inherent in it not relatively but essentially (by an 'esse
in' and not by an 'esse ad'), what its particularity will call in return and into which it
can be integrated will be necessary, the process, materialiter synthetic, formaliter
will remain analytic, analytic precisely because of that specific empty place
presupposed in the antecedent. If the concept of syntheticity is to be complete, it is
therefore necessary to reaffirm the exposed principle of the relativity of privation,
i.e. to say: taken in itself, every single position can be sufficient at all - it
incorporates a moment of privation only from the point of view of other positions,
i.e. contingently and conditionally from passing on to something else. Such a passing
over is the prius that thus determines the two dialectical correlatives, thesis and
antithesis, antecedent and consequent; it is the place of the actuality of the value of
those which, as we have seen, is made up of distance, of interval, and will be
understood as absolutely free - free with respect to the future or not as with respect
to this or another possible qualification.

Then:

a) The process is purified of any character of need, of necessity, of an inescapable
law, a character that instead reaffirms itself immediately when particularities,
privations and antecedence are posited as in-selves. Only in the case that a
deprivation is not inherent analytically and a priori to a given element, but instead
only under the condition that a certain transition takes place, only in this case is the
need to refer to another in which to complete itself removed for said element. We
can therefore assume the two fundamental presuppositions of Buddhist
metaphysics: 1) There is no craving because there is an object but, vice versa, it is
craving that creates its own object, almost as its symbol; 2) There is no craving
because there is privation but, vice versa, privation is generated by craving: what is
before is an act, generator, at one and the same time, of the privation of being and
of the correlative object to which this privation itself turns, craving.

b) Just as there is no necessity for the transition in general, there will be none with
regard to the particular identification of the relationship in which it takes place.
There is no particular empty space with respect to which there would remain no
alternative but to fill it or not to fill it. The consequent always remains original,
radically contingent and unpredictable with respect to the antecedent while being
connectable to it according to rational continuity after the synthesis has taken place.

¢) And now to a third point. We have said that phenomenology deals with



essentially of meanings, of ways in which the act is experienced. The elementary
dialectical rhythm must therefore be assumed in this order, in which it is presented
as follows.

The ego asserts itself by determining a certain interval, from which arises the
relationship from an antecedent to a consequent. It detaches itself from something
with which it was in a relationship of identity, places another to delimit it, which has the
value of a will as opposed to a spontaneity, of a subjective as opposed to an objective.
The antecedent then assumes, as such, a character of privation and tends to resolve
itself in the consequent in order to integrate itself in the form proper to the latter.
On the other hand, if the passing flashes the point of the individual, in the
consequent, on which the ego's emphasis shifts, mediation is in a form that is in its
own way immediate. If it is will with respect to the antecedent, it is therefore
spontaneity with respect to itself, i.e. with respect to that new content which is
posited precisely so that a material distinction is made from the antecedent itself.
Moreover, if the consequent in such a movement denies the antecedent - as
objectivity, as privation - it is now only placed in relation to it, on the other hand this
conditioning of the consequent is also a conditioned being (it is only willed against
the antecedent, and materialiter, as something that does not have to be what this
is), another aspect, this one of dependence, of its immediacy. This opens up the
possibility of a new synthesis: that in which the Ego frees itself from such immediacy
or elementary mediation and goes to realise it as an objectivity, with a movement
that appears in that of the consequent that assumes and transforms in its specific
form the antecedent, which is thus freed from its deprivation while the former
thereby mediates that form of its own. For if, on the one hand, it is mediation, this
movement, on the other, concludes in a 'being', in an identity insofar as it abolishes
the distance between the term of will and the term of spontaneity; but such a 'being'
is only in function of, and within, a further distancing or passing away, from which it
is made possible to experience it precisely as such. Distancing that implies, in its
theetical and material moment, a difference, i.e. a new content, a new possibility,
the task of a vast affirmation according to an identical rhythm.

This rhythm, in itself, would therefore be continuous: the one term is only placed in
relation, which rests on another relation, and so on: it is therefore only placed in
the totality of the others, just as, on the other hand, once placed, this totality itself
is placed, by a nexus analogous to that of organisms, where the part presupposes
precisely the real unity, the whole including all the other elements, and the
hierarchy of their relations. The dialectical rhythm,



We say then, in itself would be continuous: but here 'in itself' is not. In the objective
option, we know that the 'l' is dependency, that it is subject to the relation and so
the whole, mentioned above, is not dominated, but is an infinite task. The subjective
option, on the other hand, is that of a power which has in itself its own limit
(aUtomept yparrteg): its definite, sufficient, unequivocal affirmation therefore gives a
priori Umokeipevov of a total simplicity, with which consistency is communicated to
the individual elements, for which there is not simply a process, a pure going, but
also a possession, a positive progressiveness, a process commanded not by
deprivation and craving but by affirmation. Let us therefore repeat that in the order
of this option, the dialectic, mentioned above, is only continuous in power, in the
order of an abstract logical possibility: it is not a law, an a priori necessity, but a
power, and as such it is only real in and for the various individual, defined unities
according to which the Ego, affirming itself, implements it. Its necessity and the law
of its continuity remain problematic at all: they have as their measure and condition
the act, freedom.

Dialectics performs the varied transition of the contraries included in the interval
or unity of the contradictors proper to a given synthesist : for it the one relation is
resolved in the other and the whole in an autarky, in the supreme liberation of the
one in whom, precisely through the synthesis of contradictors, through that act of
power which with respect to the infinite is simultaneously affirmation and
negation, all 'matter' is burnt in a pure relation of possession.

4. On the basis of the dialectic now outlined, let us indicate in general terms the
moments in which the world of the affirmative option is articulated.

Insofar as it simply posits itself, we have seen that the subjective principle is a
passing, heterothetic function - that is, it initially implies the appearance of said
principle in the form of the objective. A form which, however, cannot simply be
that proper to the order of the other option, where it is ultimate in : the affirmation
of the individual if, in its reality, it always implies it as its own thing, as one of its
moments. That is to say: the moment of the object that erupts from the affirmation
is subordinate to the realisation of the 'l' of this option. This means that first
moment will already result within an interval, in which objectivity in general is
complicated in a certain form in which it is related - and, thereby, to a certain
extent transformed by - positive value. Thus initially there is an objective
formation subjectivity, subsumed however under the condition, that its
becoming is for the individual. Let us fix the particular divisions through which
this synthesis is



Then there will be a certain group of categories or partial degrees, having this in
common: that in them the 'for itself' is absolutely an 'in itself', that subjectivity, in
its immediacy, materialiter appears as universality and spontaneity - and such will
be at first the form for every possible position of the individual. We will
understand these categories, which will construct the first term or antecedent of
the first relation as the term of the relation (and thus the matter, the 'power' of
the individual), under the title of the epoch of spontaneity or 'being'.

This objective position is through the aforementioned complication, in turn, and at
the same point, heterothetic; the determination the objective as such, or the
awareness of objectivity, implies a projection, a distinction, so that the point at
which the principle of the first epoch perfectly realises itself is also that of the
actuality of the consequent, that is to say, of that dawning of the individual as a pure
interval that was already its reason. That upon which, through such a transition, the
value is shifted to the limit of the epoch of spontaneity is the 'other of being', the
non-being, something purely negative with respect to the antecedent; negative but
at the same time affirmative, since it is well from it that the other term receives its
current signification, it is well from it that it is determined as being, it is well from it
that it depends according to what it now is - etepov [the other] and no longer autoév
[itself]. Therefore. Negation and affirmation at one and the same time. To fully
affirm the limit of the first epoch is thus to affirm an activity in which the unity of
these two moments is assumed and carried out - an activity that denies the other by
positing it and posits it by denying it in this sense: that it conditions the being of the
‘other' to its being reproduced in the form of that which has exceeded the state of
simple spontaneity, a form which, with respect to the antecedent, has been said to
be negation, the non-being of that which is: subjectivity. Given such a situation, the
becoming of the 'other’, of the antecedent, mutates with the mediation of the
consequent, which with this activity dissolves itself in the dependence of the
immediate relation and places it for itself - in reflection. We will indicate this
development, which will gradually reabsorb the forms of the first epoch, under the
title of the epoch of freedom or of the 'personality’'.

Gradual position of the relation within the epoch, according to a series of states in
which being is annulled in one sense (as spontaneity) and placed in another (as
object of reflection); absolute position, distinction, objectification of it relation to
the limit. But, again, the possibility of such an absolute distinction postulates a
further interval - that of the form in which the relation to an opposite is
determined, to which the value is shifted: and this is the relation to the



term of absolute unity, with absolute I. The actual fulfilment of the reflexive
distinction results in a new distinctive form, in the distinction that has as its
terms distinction itself as opposed to absolute unity. Reflexive distinction, in its
mediation, resolves the immediate distancing (first epoch) whereby the 'other' is
in the form of a pure appearing and being; it idealises, i.e. derealises, the 'other’,
since it takes it back in the form of the non-being. Briefly: it derealises
objectivity. The further distinction restores this objectivity. For a deeper point,
reflection is projected, distinct. This means: creation, reflection that exceeds
itself by passing into an absolute act, into realisation. It is the One that affirms
itself, that possesses itself, in freeing itself and liberating itself at a determined
act of power. Hence an Epoch of the Individual or of "power": a series of states in
which the interval gradually mediates until the absolute synthesis of unity and
distinction in which the point of selfhood, the very act of affirmative value, burns.

A continuity dominates the three moments or epochs and gathers them,
together with the articulations within each of them, into the singular simplicity
of the absolute synthesis. This is the identical, eternal and formless substratum
within which the entire process - differentiation, succession, formation - draws
its possibility, lives and is consummated.
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AGE OF SPONTANEITY



Section One



§ 1- QUALITY

The first epoch comprises the objective state of the subjective affirmation, that is to
say, the aspect of it in which the moment of posing in general predominates: posing
in general is in fact mutualised with the will of an object, that is to say, with the
direction of the other option, so that, by right, it will unleash the becoming proper
to this very option. Such a becoming will therefore appear; but it will appear only
insofar as it is already to a certain extent transformed, subordinate to a further
instance, which is precisely that proper to what is not directed towards the object
and which nevertheless, in its immediacy, generates, and cannot but generate, said
becoming. It is therefore a question of a syntheticity, the moments of which we
will now unfold.

Taken in itself, objective becoming is known to have any meaning: it is
continuity, a uniform passing without any defined limit; in extraverted
spontaneity, in absolute identification and passivity in relation to the act, it runs
indefinitely, all phenomenality and dependence. But here this element is
determined, fixed, distanced. It is defined and thus has its opposite - the
subjective value in general, which now, in this respect of opposite, appears simply
as the central function of absolute limitation, of autonepiyparmntov [self-limitation].
And the two correlatives precipitate, in a first, immediate synthesis.

Consumed in the consequent, the series is syncopated, its continuity runs by
absolute flashes that make itself its condition. On the other, the consequent
assumes the antecedent, denies it, absorbs it into itself; in the synthesis, this is
maintained as the positive simplicity of self-assertion, but therefore as such only
insofar as it burns within itself the moment of the continuous and thus precipitates
itself into pure appearance. It is value in the form of absolute experience, of self-
affirmation, of pure feeling. It is the category of the original quality or sensation.

We therefore see there resolved and as contracted the element of dependence
proper to the objective becoming: it is transformed into self-dependence, it passes
into the character of immediate assent, of instantaneous compulsion and triggering
according to which the quality appears - into an astonishment. Similarly, invested
in the function of the limit, moment irreversibility passes into that specification
of the negative moment which, as we have said, makes the 'this' a condition of
what is posed



inconvertible dazzling of appearance - that is, having in itself the consummation of
the passage, but not in a mediation, but in naked immediacy. Quality in general, in
terms of its form, in the discontinuity it establishes in the series, implies a negation
of necessity, but insofar as it is an immediate negation, it is not actually free of it, it
has it instead as an essential moment. That is to say: in the synthesis, the law of
recurrent dependence is no longer present, but necessity passes from this form to
that proper to the immediacy of the limit as it is given in the pure qualification of
feeling. The ego in the absolutely absent quality - indeed: it is simply assent. It is
simply its content, it is fertilised and deepened in it. In this elementary degree, it
makes no sense to say that the Ego has sensation - it is sensation and outside that as
sensation it does not exist. The formal side, or feeling, is one with the material side
or quality; and, in turn, the Ego is one with this unity. Such is the generic sense of
this state: value as miraculousness and astonishment, its original conception as the
boundary between a being and a non-being.

In the order of the reality of what is by this option, quality is the undeductible, the
elementary substratum of all other forms, that which is uniformly presupposed by them,
albeit under the condition of the further determination in which they are affirmed.

From this first synthesis, the objective continuum is thus taken up as the
indeterminate possibility (reflecting the moment of deprivation that is established in
that which by the first dialectical transition has become antecedent) that
qualitative individuation opposes in its determinate statements. Quality
therefore dominates and conditions it; and the character of indeterminacy, which
is precisely the power of quality, the division of the continuum according to this
or that term, is the first blossoming beyond necessity, it is the positive
conversion or individualisation of indeterminacy, governed by dependence, of the
indefinite flowing and transmuting proper to becoming objective: while remaining
firm that this power is nothing more than a power of mere apparition, nothing
mediated but pure apperception on the limit of non-being.

The positive moment, of progressiveness, conquered in the present category
refers properly to the discontinuity that now, by right, dissolves, agilisates the
series, while for its element remains, in this first phase, an indifference of activity
and passivity; a point of passivity as activity - since activity there



is like an instantaneous neutralisation that ends and contracts in the simple
appearance or sensation -; and of activity as of passivity - since passivity or
appearance is consciousness, limitation, determined assent breaking the series,
and is therefore at one with the position of that neutralisation.

We can therefore define quality in this way: activity instantaneously burns and
throws itself beyond itself - it is appearing.

Let us recall that in the order of options, the categories positing and negation,
always understood formally, that is, as moments of meaning of acts, can never be
taken separately, but always in a functional connection. The most elementary form
of such a functionality in the world of the subjective option is precisely quality,
understood as the category, or state, now constructed: its synthesis is the prius,
the concreteness that is presupposed to positing and negating, inherent in all
determinacy in general, and includes them its instrumental moments.

This, like every other determination in phenomenology, refers only to a meaning, to
a state of consciousness: it therefore not a question of this or that quality, but of
quality as category, i.e. of the value of the act in general with which the dependent
continuity is interrupted and specified. Still less must this category be understood as
the genus of quality: qualities, strictly speaking, do not yet exist here - in the sense
that from the point of view of value one cannot yet account for what can specify one
quality as opposed to another (indeed: not even of the transition from one to the
other), in the sense that from the point of view of value this difference is now
completely indifferent. Which matter or genus the quality may be considered, if at
all, from another perspective, that is, in order to a possible interval, and correlative
position of a consequent, which stands to the quality itself in the same relation with
which it, in asserting itself, has placed itself in relation to the objective series.



§ 2 - FEELING/ACT

Each category turns towards a determinateness or ideal objectivity - this, in
correlation with the passing of the ego to a new point, to an opposite that defines
and fixes it and that is identifiable as that in relation to which the antecedent
accuses a deprivation.

Now, what the quality that has become and is realised sets against itself and
denies, is the not-this, the other from that pure appearance of which it is
substantiated, that is, an activity not neutralised in instantaneous equilibrium but
dissolved, unfolded in a given interval. It is the element of the discontinuous, the
solution of continuity between quality and quality, an element that quality as such
lacks but on which at the same time it depends in order to its being determination,
a defined limit as opposed to mere transmuting continuity. Now the Ego, which
passes from one qualification towards another, makes this "qualitative leap", but
with this it also passes beyond the quality itself: it realises the experience of such
an interval, on this interval it displaces the value, the dazzling simplicity. It becomes
consequent, and quality is now opposed to it as the antecedent that turns to it to
integrate itself, to raise the synthesis to a superior unity, to a unity sufficient to the
relation by which it is limited, defined, made possible.

Now, the qualitative 'this', the instantaneous, punctual apperception and slicing into
sensation, resolved in the form of the consequent is the point that is point insofar as
it is explained as a determinate interval, it is simplicity that is simplicity of a definite
act, it is an immediate that is such only apart from an elementary dynamic
unleashing. The 'this', that is, is 'this' insofar as it is its other as

"this" - just as, on the other hand, the other - the interval, the mediating element - is
only such in the form of the quality, i.e.: in the new synthesis, actuality remains a
natural spontaneity, an immediate determinate manifestation, of a force rather than
of a state - i.e. this force. The absolute assent contracted in the quality is now
unfolded, but in nothing removed from its original character. We call this category or
state an act.

From a more particular aspect. Essential to quality as term or limit is the negation
that makes that which is term such, i.e.: a power of position beyond the particular
limit is negated, restrained within the position itself. The ego is



absolutely the quality, but always as |, i.e. as something that profoundly contradicts
the form proper to the quality: so that he does not live in the sensation other than
insofar as it is present to him as an intimate compulsion, as a congeal that is,
however, arrested and held still. This means that quality is also feeling and that
without feeling there is no real quality. Now in the passing quality, the point of
equilibrium, of position and negation fused together, specifically expressed by
feeling, is dissolved, altered - the 'l', as we have said, is immediately in the
meaning of an interval, which becomes the dialectical correlative of quality, that
from which it is distanced, determined, rendered objective. The objective limit of
the preceding category is conditioned by such a movement - on which the
synthesis is immediately reaffirmed, the eruption of the form of feeling into that of
the determined act, in which static unity proper to quality becomes actual
simplicity, in which the irreversibility of the continuum, contracted as the
immediacy of feeling in quality, unfolds again, becomes in the absolute self-
repulsion that commands this original release, which is act understood as the
simplest of mediations.

With an image it can be said that the incoercible, indefinite, chaotic objective flow
has instantaneously contracted and burned at the contact of the value of its
opposite, only to be summed up again, but under the condition of a certain
differential whereby, as if taken up in a List der Vernunft [cunning of reason] through
the various categories, it is only at the service of the manifestation of positive value.
The present category represents the first element of this development: the element
of a becoming that is no longer the objective one, whose interval no longer has as its
meaning a going out of yearning insufficiency, almost as if it were a being
magnetized, but instead already has something positive and determined by virtue of
precisely the qualitative unity that the interval now implies. We also note that of
"The 'element' of becoming in the real sense can only be spoken of here - in the
sphere of the objective option there is no place for it: there, every particular act is
inconsistent - having value outside itself, it is taken up and absorbed in a series, the
limit of which is procrastinated in an indefinite task. It is not real in itself as it is

here, where the interval as a dynamically integrated and mediated quality is
something closed, having the limit in itself.

Sentiment, or rather, quality as sentiment, is the medium between quality and act;
it is the moment when value is about to disidentify itself from quality to make
it, with



this, an objectivity, in need, as such, of a further relation in which to complete itself.
We can call the feeling an act (in the sense given to the term here) in its nascent
state, and the act an integrated feeling.

The 'l' was sensation. Now it is seen to reassert itself in a wider sphere to which,
with the now conquered interval of passing, it is proper to take up and assume
what could be the 'other' of a limiting or causing sensation. For and at the pure
sensation, this 'other' does not exist in any way; therefore in the category of the act
is implicit the power to place it, that is, to deny it, since the power to place it takes
it back under the condition of the central, subjective possibility, preventing,
destroying the possibility of an 'other' that places the other.

It should be noted, therefore, that just as the 'l' used to be sensation, it is now act, it
is at one with this, it is only insofar as it is act (qualitatively determined). Its form, if it
is now beyond the point of astonishment, of absolute inner appearance, is
nevertheless on this side of all sufficient causality or will. It is rather indifference,
the neutral of the two: pure arousal of a natural energy that is also revelation of
the Ego, in coalescence. The element of act may be contained in the causal, final
actuality, etc. - in general, in all the forms through which the central affirmation
expands, multiplies, absorbs and actuates the non-being deprived of the non-entity
of power - but all this is not already contained in it. It would now be unable to
account for it. As meaning, it simply remains the unity quality and interval.



§ 3 - DIFFERENCE

The synthesis proper to the act because it is excited by the passing into another
quality, leads to the point of duality. Duality is its dialectical consequence. It is
already understood in the act, but in an implied and dynamically resolved form,
since the act is dominated by the simplicity of 'this': only when the act is exhausted
does it erupt in its own form, that is, as the double limit given by the element of the
continuous, by the solution of continuity. As such, it is a new value no longer
understood by the act, which traverses and determines the act but also transcends
it and opposes it as something essential to it, on which it depends but of which
nevertheless suffers deprivation.

At the end of this category, the central function thus turns to a synthesis of act and
duality. In this synthesis, the simplicity of the act must be doubled and also unified in
this same doubling. That is to say: the act will be distinction, the position of a pure
sense of difference, but this only as a simple form, since the power of passing is
clearly present - in the moment of the antecedent - from which the content of the
'other' is assumed, absorbed, interiorised. It is thus the pure alienation of an
experience, which the 'l' therefore continues to feel as its own, it is an intimacy
directly linked to an elusive sense of otherness, it is the state of an 'l' that draws its
certainty from the point of appearing, of becoming in him, almost of another life
that nevertheless confirms him, in which he finds himself and perceives, and out of
which he is nothing.

In this state there is no element of opposition: it would be necessary for the 'l' to
have a content of its own as opposed to the 'other', whereas it is identical with the
positing, which here immediately has the simple form of a distinguishing: the 'other’
is simply form, meaning, in the simplicity of an apperception, the content of which is
directly mutated with the very certainty of the 'l'. In such a category, the qualitative
unity through the other from its original form - that is, through the interval in which
it has integrated itself as a category of the act - thus becomes sufficient to what, in
general, it can be according to a principle of difference; a difference that, therefore,
has nothing quantitative or spatial about it, but remains a meaning, a datum of
internal experience and of feeling proper.

In this immediacy therefore remains the irreversible character that has been



determined by the act. Here, too, no real possibility dominates the manifestation:
value flourishes, is aroused by it, expresses itself from it, comes into being. So: here
it enjoys itself under the condition of the distanced form now assumed by its
enjoyment; from which, with its intimacy, almost in miraculous impulsion of
spiritual generation, difference is determined.

We have repeatedly critically shown the inconceivability of an 'other' that is
absolutely other, since, as such, it would not tolerate any relation - the absolute
exclusion itself is still a relation - and therefore could not be called other either. The
"other" is never an in-itself, but always a form according to which the identical can
be experienced - and the first moment of its possibility, its first root in the still
unformed intimacy of the subject, is given - and, as well as simply given, also
exhibited according to value - precisely by the elementary porre-distinguere relative
to this category.

The negativity whereby the ego in itself becomes nothingness, an empty echo
medium, and the otherness taking up that content which is transparent to it, in
which it immediately recognises itself, are two integral moments brought about
at the same time by the passage of the individual which synthetically determines
the new category. Here we could refer to the state of the spiritual veiled by the
Vedantic maya, by this elusive entity that, according to the saying of the Shamkara,
"neither is, nor is not, nor is and is not at the same time"; a moment of an
indefinable sense of difference that now becomes inseparable from perception -
as the hidden power of that which can create a distinct interiority beyond the pure
subjective flashing. Similarly, one could refer to the state of intuition as
immedesimation, as the possibility of allowing a certain experience to be ignited in
oneself, which, while it is grasped directly as such, and is therefore self-experience,
is also felt as distinct; provided, of course, that this distinction is spontaneous, and
yet passive relation to itself, and not active, not by a central power of projection, as
in the intuition that we will consider in the third epoch.



§ 4 - CAUSALITY

In the meantime, the distinction can be determined in objectivity by the Ego,
insofar as it further distinguishes itself according to a new power of function. A
unity sufficient to duality in fact implies the form of a negating by positing (or a
positing by negating) the other, and is realised insofar as, at the same point, the
emphasis of value shifts to this. That is to say: the Ego, in accomplishing itself in
the distinction, also becomes aware of itself as the interval of a "transforming",
and the maya then reveals itself to it as the matter or "power" of a further
synthesis which, completing that sufficiency to the limit, which was already
determining in the anterior form, pushes the dialectical process towards a
mediated unity of the interval, opposed to that of the simple distinction. Hence,
insofar as it is accomplished and fixed, the latter appears as an abstract genus taken
up in a relation analogous to that which from the quality draws the act.

Now the consequent is no longer the simple element of the transition, just as the
first term is no longer the simple limit: the value, in the form of that for which
that immediate subjectivity that dynamically developed from the quality of the
act affirms itself only insofar as it implies an internal distinction, is rather that of an
elementary self-position; and the new synthesis will have as its terms this point -
with the element of otherness inherent to it - and the aforementioned
transformative interval. Its determination can thus be as follows: a certain state will
only count as self-position in correlation with another.

But the meaning of this correlation will be a transmuting. That is, the position of
self must take place in function of the transformation of another, just as the
position of the other must only take place under the condition of a position of self
in function of precisely the same transmutative interval. Precisely this interval,
understood as a synthetic prius, would implement the further category, which we
will call qualitative causality.

Explicitating. In the experience of distinction there are already two terms,
potentially opposed, which are therefore given joined together, in simultaneity,
immediacy, coalescence. When, precisely by virtue of the movement of this
category, the sense of a self-position arises, the opposition becomes declared, and
the terms, insofar as they are held together as the antecedent wants them to be,
but find themselves in mutual tension; their real unification then refers to a



interval that on the other hand they elementarily presuppose in the very possibility
of their coexistence. Such is the causal interval, medium terminated on the one
hand by duality as opposition, on the other by duality as (reduced to) unity. The
duality of the two powers, of the identical and other, of Yes and No, in this state of
consciousness is but an abstract moment, subsisting only in its immanence in a
dynamism, in which the negation or the other exists only insofar as the positive term
must be reaffirmed or recognised in it by right, in the same way that this term
cannot do without its reaffirmation.

The synthesis traverses two moments: the first is that in which an element is
placed in an inescapable correlation with something that is opposite to it, that is
essential to it and yet, insofar as it remains opposite to it, is only worth it as a
negativity. This is desire, as the state in which the being of an antecedent implies
something whose negativity suffers in the same way that this something or
consequent, in turn, has a being only in function of the negativity of the antecedent.
The second moment is the proceeding desire in interval or dynamism, it is
transmutative causality in action in which, as we have expounded, the distinction
remains synthetically joined to the self-position.

If we consider the form of this synthesis, we have the qualitative change:

the interval, mentioned above, is precisely the intellectually elusive and
contradictory simplicity in which shifting and altering of the

"this" - simplicity that here certainly only appears in its transcendental aspect, in that
elementary point and value from which proceeds possibility and generic meaning of
the particular changes that can develop the various qualities, or the further
determinations of these given by the previous categories.

The character of irreversibility or objectivity now passes into the immediate conatus
of the ego to fertilise itself, to arouse itself through the synthesis that generates
and, at the same time, struggles against the other. Synthesis, outside of which
the subjective is still nothing.

Thus: distinction leads self-position; maya then ceases to be the elusive sense of
difference immediately conjoined to the identical, and precipitates itself into an
opposite principle: but in this it is properly only 'matter' that gives possibility to the
further formation of the 'l'. Which now can only receive itself from it in the
manner of an interval, which is causality; and only in the synthesis



relative to this he can preserve the unity proper to the previous category. The
transformant only becomes by means of the transformed and the transformed only
by means of the transformant - without, therefore, it being a matter of the efficiency
of a given element possessing certain powers separately, but of an absolute
synthesis, to which distinction is an internal element. The Béhmian

"No" becomes, is aroused, is contained by the same affirmation; just as it is but the
task of the same "Yes", which can only be achieved by triumphing over it, by
denying the "power" of God. The God of Light and the God of Darkness are
nothing outside their relationship and their conflict. This is the prius; and in it the
value of interiority turns to an act insofar as it gives reality to the other through
the transmutation of it into the subjective principle.

It may seem strange to give desire a place hierarchically posterior to the act. This
appearance of strangeness ceases when we remember what the criterion of
progression is here. The act is direct, homogeneous spontaneity; desire, as we have
now deduced it, implies instead an infrenouncing, a distancing, a dynamic play of
positivity and negativity that, from a formal point of view, is already connected to a
certain mediation.

On the occasion of desire, we would also like to recall a very important point that,
to be honest, applies to every other category. In desire, there is the correlation of
one element with another, whereby the former is felt as deprivation and
subordinates the completeness of one's being to the reaffirmation of the latter. In
this there is a characteristic appearance of rhythm precisely in this dialectic. Now at
such a situation it will not be said that the transcendental activity as a value is
desire; but rather that it is what posits desire and, again, mediately: a certain
passage determines the element as antecedent, and because of the privation that
then, as such, is inherent in it, desire arises, according to the construction set forth
above. This is therefore a posterius with respect to the absolute prius of the
relation; the true prius is in fact that which can be understood as the transcendent
with respect to all possible determinations and yet also to the becoming of these,
which nevertheless proceed from him and immanent in him. Thus in this hierarchy
the brute act, desire, dependence, passion, etc. have no end and reason in
themselves, have no priority, are nothing original. They presuppose the
transcendental point of a sufficiency, which posits certain intervals of which they
are the correlative syntheses or resolutions. As such, they remain rational, v.d.
constructible. It is known, from what has been said in its place, that the irrational in
the present theory is placed much higher.



In general: one must not confuse the immanent end or transcendental value with
the various material and relative ends that can be determined in the process:
these ends are in reality only means to that. The moment of distancing itself is,
strictly speaking, itself a phenomenon, which is only for the sake of the simplicity of
the absolute synthesis of domination of which it is nevertheless the element.



§ 5- SUBSTANTIALITY

The value of causality exhausting one's own position excites a privative moment,
and yet, for the rhythm now known, the possibility of a new synthesis.

The principle of dynamic transmutation, which is essential to the category action, in
fact proceeds towards the reduced 'other', where its unity passes to that of a state
of existence, where it actually encounters its own negativity. Nor can it be
worthwhile to reiterate the relationship in a new desire and causality: this, from the
point of view of value, leads to nothing new: it simply repeats the situation, from
which the problem arose.

It is that the self-position according to causality calls against itself, as a condition of
its resolving and objectifying itself, a new element: the power of a no longer
struggling but pure negation. And on this consequent the synthesis must reassert
itself if it is to have entirely within itself that by which the limit of its previous
experience is made possible. Which leads to the category substantiality.

Indeed, in substance we have the situation in which negation immediately resolves,
punctually burns out, the transformative interval from which in the form of causality
the identical and the other were opposites and bound together - we have the
situation that gives in simultaneity the unity of opposites that was previously in the
form of tension and struggle. The one term is the accident, which is an appearance,
an immediately self-negative positivity, since it is the appearance of the substance,
from which and in which it is. But on the other hand it remains an appearance, and
as such it is simultaneously a negation of the substance itself which, by appearing,
passes into it. Therefore, in the state of spontaneity that actuates movement, the
two terms simultaneously are and are not, in mutual conditionality of being and non-
being. The |, the other, and the relation, fall into the same point, are swept into a
unity that is no longer their indifference, but the simplicity and continuity of a
synthetic circular function, which is of distinction at one and the same time. What
leads to this unity, what dominates and folds the interval back upon itself, is
precisely the negative moment that causality in its objective limitation excites
against itself.



Here, negation is therefore no longer the effort of the affirmation that in
affirming itself unleashes its "No", this power that is therefore only matter, the task
of value; but it is a transcendence of a direct position, it is a position that in its
production exceeds itself, it becomes a sign of value as of an essentiality that
transcends it. The act becomes a symbol, a "mystical participation": a world of
allusive flashes emanating from activity, from the subjective now joined with
itself. No longer the 'power' of a value that draws itself from transformative
tension, the principle of the 'other' illuminates itself from within and to the
identical, to which it yields without struggle, expresses the immanence of a
superior principle.

If at this point an act appears that is mediation, it nevertheless emerges from an
immediate apperception and feeling, from that spontaneity that is the elementary
substratum of the entire epoch. Substantiality is a qualification of pure experience:
the principle of transcendence, which it implies, still remains an episode of this. In
no way is the principle of a power of freedom presupposed in the act: it is a
content, and not power, of experience.

It is clear that the substantiality now being spoken of, having its sense in a non-
sensible state or mode of consciousness, has nothing in common with substance as
a concept, which is an accident internal to the possibility of that other state of
consciousness, from which the category of discursive reflection will proceed; a

state of which, therefore, nothing is yet known here. - For this experience beyond
the struggling and dilapidated unity of Yes and No - for this form in which activity
unfolds and frees itself in a value that is no longer overwhelmed and resolved
hatred, but transcendent meaning - we could rather refer to the order of theurgical
practice, to the original 'tragicness' of symbols, to exaltation and excess
"Dionysian'. These references, therefore, are purely allusive and indicative; and
here it is indeed good to take the opportunity to repeat what applies to every
other reference, given or to be given, to phenomena having a more or less
determined or determinable empirical place. The development of the categories
as forms of value is not temporal or 'historical’ (time and history are merely
particular moments in it), and the various hierarchical relations can be concentrated
and actual in a single point or ordered in any way in this or that series, without
thereby losing their internal sequence, which is purely ideal and is determined only
by the various relations of individuation placed in the original statement. The
references only serve to suggest that the categories are not abstract moments of
a logical function, but are forms



necessary deduced from the analysis of 'a thought in general', are instead concrete
experiences, living possibilities of the individual, each of which, on the other hand,
if it implies the antecedents, can nevertheless close in on itself according to
sufficiency and affirm itself as the last instance. It is likely that the conceivability of
the categories set out thus far independently of the system of others, which the
construction has not yet encountered, will not appear clear here: for example, it
will be asked what meaning qualityact or feeling can have when no matter, space,
special organisations, etc. are presupposed.

Here we fall into the error, already pointed out several times, of rejecting in
anterior degrees that which only appears as a function of posterior degrees that
are reached synthetically. Matter, space, etc. become necessary conditions and
inseparable elements of quality only at a category, which is certainly not that of
quality itself, and before which not even their necessity, but the mere possibility of
their existence is an abstraction. Given that the world of quality and sentiment
cannot be deduced in any way from external experience without running into a
vicious circle, and that on the other hand this is only formed through it; one should
well have been pushed to attempt a reversal of the position, namely to consider
the qualitative as the original background of reality and from it to deduce the
physical and the objective (in the vulgar sense of the term) as its further and
particular qualification - as the present theory wants. According to which one must
not even refer, for example, to a matter with quantitative laws of its own, initially
included sub specie qualitatis: since this substratum beyond the form of its
appearance in quality is nothing actual, it can only be coherently affirmed from a
point of view that is not that of quality, but subsequent to it; a point of view which,
however, in accordance with what has been said above, does not impose itself, the
Ego being able to remain, if it wishes, in a purely qualitative state of consciousness.
Hence the illegitimacy of the same fallback of considering quantitative
determinations as something that already exists, if not currently, at least in potency
in quality so that this, as simply such, would be a 'deprivation'. But potency is only
potency as the term of a relation, the deprivation that defines it only arises as a
function of a distancing which, let us repeat, has the unconditioned as its basis;
therefore it cannot be considered to be contained analytically or by right - to refer
to the present case - in the original affirmation, which can be developed in an
incorporeal world, in a purely qualitative world. Will one retort by demanding that
the congruence of qualitative conjunctions to those determinable according to
quantity or other posterior categories be explained? This,



even granted, says nothing more than that from the primitive matter of quality
more individual and complicated forms can be derived, which therefore find
containing as an abstract genus or elementary condition the determinations of
that; with which therefore they cannot but stand in a solid relation.

The possibility of the very exposure of these first categories remains to be justified.

There is no need to refer to particular forms of cognition, which would not be able
to expound their guarantee here; on the other hand, 'transcendental reminiscence’
and the automatic development of the concept according to the a priori order of an
objective reason are rejected; instead, it is sufficient to hold fast to the principle of
the ideality of history in general, for which history is only real in those statements
according to which transcendental activity arises from a point that, in itself, is
certainly meta-historical. The determination of categories then appears simply as
the reflection on a certain order of possible acts of freedom.



§ 6 - ALTERITY

From the experience of difference the Ego draws a first reflection of interiority;
the development of causality integrates this principle with the element of
posing, which in the relation of substantiality joins synthetically with a negative
moment, the Ego in realising itself according to last form finds a mediation as the
content of its immediacy or elementary spontaneity. He is then in a certain way
aroused to a new form of being: a power of self-position flashes as a value at the
limit of the last category, but : always in absolute pure, unleashed manifestation,
and yet according to the point of a self-consciousness or natural individuality.
Point of crisis, point of contradiction between mediate or mediation, between
form and content-matter, 'power’, imminence of new synthesis.

And the 'l' in fact frees itself from ambiguity: its new value is a being-to-self and
cannot tolerate condition, mediation: the substantiality, which aroused it, must
be torn away from, it must be assumed and transformatively subsumed in the
consequent. Its mode must be put at the service of a spontaneity that dissolves
itself. Thus it is resolved in the following meaning. According to the moment of
the antecedent - that is, of what is realised by the limit, by the objective
fulfilment of the substantial function - the Ego directly posited and distinguished
(or denied), proceeded and returned to itself in the other. Now this form that
applies itself to itself, that takes itself for its object - it is the further synthesis:
position-distinction in the form of self-consciousness; an 'other' (that which was
the moment of the accident) placed in the mediation, in the circular unity proper to
self-consciousness as it knows it substantiality, by a self-consciousness that in
this projects its natural form, that by distinguishing itself transcends itself and by
transcending itself affirms itself, in this releasing from the state of pure
experience, of absolute being-attached-to-self-ness proper to the theetical
immediacy, an a-self, a principle or centre of experience.

All that which, in general, appeared in pure internal apperception, in the new
synthesis will therefore gradually acquire a mediated form up to the mode of
subjectivity itself, where, in the externalised, liberated a-self, there will be
precisely the liberation of the individual from its own mediation: a situation in which
the very mode of substantiality appears - to pass into something that, as identical
and revelatory of that which is the same, is the same.



which in turn passes away, while remaining a simple, immaterial element of distinction -
elevated to a higher function, subsumed into the consequent, integrated into it.

This category - we will call it alterity - constitutes the extreme power, and the point
of alteration, of purely natural subjectivity, of the order in which the spontaneity of
an instantaneous, interior perceiving was the form of every possible position. It
therefore develops correlatively to the progressive assumption of everything that
was previously placed as matter and task of the new function, so that it is
articulated in a series of moments corresponding precisely to the categories in
which the immediate position took place. Only at the end of this series is self-
consciousness active - self-confirming - against the totality of mediation.

A) Perceiving - First it is the very simplicity of the thesis that passes into a
"deprivation", corresponding to the state of the ego as "this" or quality: but
immediately it is reflected and detached in a rudimentarily, tenebrously reflecting
form of that self-consciousness, which now passes over to that which is aroused
precisely in the act of this detachment. The distinct remains dominated by the
element of immanence proper to the thesis and constitutes the simplest element
of the mode of that which exists in itself. We call perceiving the immanent
function on which it depends.

Note: it is not yet a question of a spatial exteriority; this is constructed from an
absolute distinction, which is impossible here, in which the sense of the
subjective a-self is still but a conatus linked to the function and matter it invests.
The in-itself of the perceived, which reflects it, is by no means indeterminate: it is
the elusive mpwtn UAn, the aoxnuatigtog oucta [raw matter, formless
substance], the simple substratum of a 'presence’, of an objective possibility,
always given qualitatively, as a state of spiritual consciousness. The in-self of this
‘elementarity’, of this 'subtle nature', is only identified, implemented, animated, in
the further moments correlative to the greater individualisation, energisation and
sufficiency of the distinctive power.

B) Affection - The distinctive energy that in the perceived objective, as a further



"reflection" and integration of this, the moment of "being to other" by which the
perceived, as such, is conditioned, determines the category of passion, whereby
what was simple, inert substratum or possibility of matter is transformed into
elemental force, into dynamic nature. Here the indeterminate individuality, aroused
in the perceiving, reaches a degree of mediation analogous to that possessed by the
act (§ 2) with respect to quality (§ 1).

C) Recognition - Destined to move, the perceived is an a-self and a for-other, two
moments that in the previous form still lie in extrinsic coexistence. A further conatus
of mediation turns instead to make it a concrete unity - then the obscure '‘power’
must come alive, must appear as something within itself. That is to say, self-
consciousness is called upon to project something of what it itself is, if the further
power of distinction is to take place: it no longer has to place the other than by
recognising it: and insofar as it does not recognise it, it does not place it (as that
which is to be placed), This takes place by various degrees, which, due to their
uniformity from the point of view of value, it does not matter to construct. Along
these the distinction, if from a material point of view it seems to become blurred, in
reality it becomes intimate and turns to absolute expression: for the more the other
as such reflects the identical, the more absolute the distinction. It remains, however,
that even at the limit of such forms, the interval, with respect to the terms, is
immediate and extrinsic: the one and the other are not yet caught up in a continuity.

The aforementioned intermediate series of recognising determines the awakening of
'nature’ in its various hierarchies, given in qualitative formations, i.e. outside of
space and time, in formations made of internal experience, of 'mind', as 'archetypal’
or

"Subtle': from the limit of the indeterminate duvapuig precipitated in death and in
the blazing darkness of minerality, the sleeping forms of the vegetable kingdom are
generated and, from these, the dreaming and demonic life of the animal kingdom,
which gradually enlightens itself to the point of open consciousness. The
development of these forms, in which life gradually awakens, expresses nothing
more than the objective moment of the very process of recognising oneself in that
will of distinction that commands it. In the becoming of all these forms before it (this
'before' therefore always remains an 'within', something spiritual), self-
consciousness gradually purifies itself and frees itself from its own root of nature,
until in recognising the same consciousness it brings the principle into itself and
makes the distinction inherent in the end of the moment; and it is this freeing of the
immaterial prius and telog that generates these forms, that alone for which and
in which they are and



become.

D) Expression - To take back into simple subjectivity, which recognition has
liberated into autonomy of other, the very act of recognition, which is the
contradiction of this autonomy; to liberate it therefore further with respect to the
transcendent principle excited by the last distinguishing - is the next moment of the
category. But integrating the subject with act of its recognition - that is,
recognising it no longer in a perceptive-ideal or Apollonian way, but in its very
being, in its active moment - leads to an identification: the distinguishing that is
internal to the object of this immedesimation insofar as it object becomes precisely
subjective activity, an activity that is distinct and yet reflected and closed within
itself - such a distinguishing that is internal to it must therefore simultaneously
bring about a distinguishing according to another dimension, that is, according to
that which brings the immanent principle of the category beyond itself, which
breaks the balance of recognition. The 'l', which no longer in its mere knowing
itself but in its reflexive placing itself immediately is a distinguishing - expressing.
It is the infinite sacrifice and miracle of the Word, the miracle and mystery of
light and beauty that gushes forth from the act steeped in nature in an
amazement (what in its reflection in the art of men will be the sensation of the
genius) resonant of the act of the Ego that alienates its own elementary power to
excite and sculpt itself in a deeper interiority. In this, the contradiction inherent
in 'natural self-consciousness' is on the way to its crisis, but still does not resolve
it: the ego still IS, and does not have, the Logos: the Logos kidnaps it and only in
this does it dazzle it with the experience of superior value. Hereexpression is in
its 'free state', it is absolute outpouring, a cry in which beings themselves say
their 'Name', express themselves as nature and according to nature. As for the level
of this experience, one could refer to what Indian esotericism calls the mantra -
"sound" and "essential or universal name" of things, the original expressive
power within which the very "bodies activity" of the "gods" (devata) flash in
magical apparition.

E) Revelation - Finally, not the mere form of the ego, not even its movement,
but precisely that superior ineffable principle that has revealed itself to it by
distinguishing all that, is distinguished from the power of the category now turning
to absolute interval, is placed with a position that, simultaneously, is distinction of



self. Such is the revelation, appearance of the 'God', of the 'Sun’, of the pure
value beyond the body of activity of the; of ovoia [substance] at the bottom of
the world of duvapelg [potentiality]. In this the entire natural potency passes away.
Everything that mediated the Ego is now mediated by the Ego. The Ego has
rendered itself entirely empty, it has exhausted the ultimate sacrifice - more
appropriately: the natural power that manifests itself as Ego here has reached
complete self-consumption - with which the category of otherness has reached
its limit, its total explication.

In otherness, therefore, the resolving phase of the purely spiritual, purely,
amorphously qualitative world develops. At the first awakening of self-
consciousness relative to the consequent of substantiality, the ideal limit, the
indeterminate possibility, of existence in itself is aroused - the mpwtn VAN, the
"chaos", the "waters" - the first phenomenon of the original "reflection" of
nature. Through the further empowerment of this self-reflection, the elusive
otherness energises, moves, moulds and illuminates itself in forms in which the
subject recognises itself and distinguishes itself more and more. This brings about
the experience of a hierarchy of 'types' - an experience still free of space, time
and particularity. The transition from the experience of one of these forms to
another dominated by a greater degree of perfection, of internal transparency - for
example from the vegetable to the animal - is nothing other than that from one
degree of spontaneous self-recognition and self-distinction of the subject to
another, higher degree. At the end of the moment of recognition, there is a point
of equilibrium: the natural subject finds the reflection of itself as the subject
experience. The point of the individual, which dominates development, however,
breaks this balance: it itself, in its supernatural essence, is given in experience. The
Word, the articulated world of "Names" announces "divinity" and in the
experience it brings to the Ego it prepares as the body in which it can incarnate.
Finally in the God who appears, who takes the form of another, the supreme
principle itself, the prius of the category is distinguished. Then the world of
quality passes : beyond pure nature, flashes the value that transcends it;
experience, the principle of it. A spirit soars over the 'waters'. The 'dream of
Brahman' vanishes and, through absolute distinction, it is all an expectation of the
eruption of that order, from which physical reality will be - of the order of the
aeonic powers.

"In Indian metaphysics, while the 'night of Brahman' alludes to the state of not




manifested, the 'dream of Brahman' alludes to the order of those transcendental
experiences, which, though belonging to manifestation, stand apart from the
physical order, the order of exsistence and subject-object law and constitute the
so-called 'subtle world' or subtle state (sGkshma) of the world.




Section Two



In the preceding categories, there is like a gradual transpiring of value within the
objective in relation to the particular conatus from which it has now derived its
condition; transpiring for the category of otherness realises the crisis of that in
which it transpires, and yet comes to be pure self-expression. This final point,
however, is itself immediate; as such, it is inseparable from the relationship with
that with which it stands in a relationship of simple negativity, so that the
meaning that animates it is not truly for itself, but still in an ambiguity. In order to
overcome this, it is necessary to be able to exclude the possibility of a 'nature’ that in
the affirmation of the principle of individual also affirms itself - and this requires
that the simplicity that has emerged at the limit of the section be made the
'power’ of a further development: to guarantee itself with a free position with
respect to, that is to say: the power to dissolve its own substance in an
objectivity, and this, to tell the truth, no longer qualitatively, but according to a
principle of real initiative. Aroused precisely by the act of making an 'other’, the
individual is in the act of making such a condition pass into objectivity - in the
sense of reality, of existence. Its evidence now coincides with this further
distinguishing, identical to a creative act of ex- sistence. The development to the
limit will give an absolute, physical object, which is therefore solely from the pure
affirmation of the value of the option, so that it exhausts the task of the first epoch.



§ 7 - POWERS OF EXISTENCE

In the term, in which the category of otherness reaches its ideal objectivity, the
moments that it as an act kept resolved in a dynamic synthesis will be found
statically. These moments are the simplicity of an accomplished, circular mediation
and the absolute exclusion of this same unity, which thus, in a certain way, doubles.
With regard to the second moment, it is important to note that it differs markedly
from the various distinctions encountered in the previous states, and even in
otherness itself in action, because of this, that in these, since the form of the
individual had not yet appeared, a certain complication and impurity was essential
to the relationship, so that its terms always remained in some way fused together,
and opposed, more so, by matter. Here, on the other hand, the relationship is
simple, the terms each take the form of the absolute point, and thus realise a
perfect indifference, a pure opposition of identities. That is, we have on the one
hand the element of quantity, on the other the simple unity proper to the
distinctive moment proper to otherness. These two points converge statically,
merging in a certain way with each other in the ideal term of the previous section, in
which the form of the spatial relation is placed:

v.d. the form of a simple and quiet medium constructed from the interval of the pure
exclusion of identical and indifferent terms. If one fixes the point of the identity
of the element in connection with the simplicity of the relation that splits it, one
deduces, in addition to that of homogeneity, the character of reversibility of the
spatial form. Fixing instead the point whereby identical elements are
nevertheless different, one has the element of the pure quantum and, beyond
this, a possibility of qualificability in the homogeneous itself that is revealed for
example in the paradox of non-overlapping symmetrical figures and that, in
general, makes the principle of orientation or direction possible. Finally, one can
unfold the simplicity of the relation in a recurring affirmation of itself: then one
obtains a progression of elements, each of which is relation and term of relation on
the face, respectively, of the preceding and following; conversely, one can assume
the simplicity of an element as that of a relation and make the multiplicity proceed
in the other sense - analytically. Hence the continuity of form. The continuous,
homogeneous and reversible system of multiplicity is thus the form determined by
the experience of the limit of affirmation according to otherness.

On the other hand, by going through function of otherness the ego goes to assert itself
in the



new point of absolute causality, of a principle of action. To tell the truth, this
element already appeared within the category (indeed, it was what specified it):
but not properly in itself or as such, but given in a sensation, perceived. Although
the irreversible course in positing it was negated, it, in its immediacy, remained
connected to this negation and in this, in a certain way, still dominated by the
principle of spontaneity. The point of real causality is therefore to be understood
properly as a consequent that is efficient in fulfilment of otherness, yet transcends
it. The Ego reaches it only by passing again - specifically: by passing into the interval
of a pure freedom that is constructed precisely as a distinction from its
elementary appearance, which at its end defines the spatial form. Beyond this,
the synthesis: the spatial relation realised in a term that, nevertheless, is its
distinction - that is to say, an active representation (vor-stellen), determinator of
existence. Representation is to be understood as that double, cohesive distinction
which, on the one hand, is the absolute passing of the instant (temporal limit), the
actual making of a 'this' and a 'here' that distinguishes itself from the static
background of indifferent spatiality; on the other hand, it is freedom that passes
beyond itself or quality, according to a distinction, whereby it projects itself
before (vorstellt), makes its own determination ex-sistent (entlasst). Hence the
form of an objectivity whose determinability in general is spatial, and which, on
the other, is only brought beyond indifference, the empty, indeterminate
possibility inherent in the pure element of space itself by the temporal limit: it is the
instant that, in a distinction from pure spatiality, also makes the element this
present at a defined point, which can now be properly called reality, existence. The
spark of representation synthetically connects space and time, or, more precisely, it
is the prius that is determined through the unity and distinction of space and time
- and through it the elementary principle for the possibility of a physical and
guantum world is laid down. The medium of this conjunction, in any case, is
precisely the spatial element, which on the one hand is the form of what is
distinct, and on the other is the form of the act of distinction itself, of the instant
or limit of time, insofar as in this the Ego makes its own element, realised
through the splitting of otherness, be for itself in an existence (in a relation of
identity of different ones); an element that is now altered as the spatiality of the
object placed.

The ego, as mediated freedom, implies space: it posits itself by opposing, and in so
doing positing, unfolding, actuating, space; and thus transcends spontaneity, whose
limit is the element and freedom of space itself. Representation is a spatialised and
liberated quality - rejected, emancipated.



The concept of representation implies the possibility that the variety of the
represented - who, however, are only posited as such, without any further principle
of individuation and specification - is susceptible to being taken up in the
homogeneity of a spatio-quantitative system. What remains, however, is that the
foundation of relation here is simply the opposition to an identical opposite - at the
simplicity of the pure representative relation it only gives an indeterminate genus.
In a word, the law that is posited for now is simply that of spatiality or
guantitativeness in general.

The following points result from the previous construction of representation: 1)
Space is not really a distinct autonomous form, but rather a moment of a category.
It is not actual in itself: it becomes, it is actual, only in its distinction - in the reality
that constitutes an irreducible moment of it. It is nothing outside the principle that
distinguishes it by giving reality to an object in general. There is no space before its
distinction or filling - which is not to be understood nominalistically, but in the sense
that the distinction, and the abstract substratum of spatiality, are inseparable terms
of the same relation. It follows from this that space is inseparable from time
(properly, for now, from the limit of time or instant), this being connected to the
moment of reality. 2) Spatiality, since in the synthesis of representation it is present
according to distinction, is indifferent to the particular nature of the represented,
i.e. the freedom of the given positions has no material condition from that.

Existence objectively expresses, and yet reflects, the character proper to the pure
immediacy of the individual, as it flourished in the previous category. The sketch of
justification, or reason, does not lie here in the matter of the represented - which
is absolutely without further foundation - but of its being causally for the Ego, in the
principle of action that is joined to it: such is the progress of the present category
over that of otherness.

In relation to this, it cannot be said that the ego is simply representation, as was
said for example in relation to substantiality. The position of the function now
implies a certain distancing from it. Representation is only possible insofar as the 'l'
is already to a certain extent a principle of experience; while not making itself
possible as such only through representation, the 'l' experiences this in a certain way
as accidental. This is the character that distinguishes the categories of the second



section from those of the first, in which ego, content and function are entirely fused
together.

The phenomena of the first section have often been referred to as something
purely interior: this, however, should not be taken literally. A true interiority only
makes sense in contrast to an exteriority, and of this there is no question in the
previous forms. That 'purely interior' is to be referred to what Bergson calls the
'plane of the dream’, and which in truth counts as that original matter in which
object and subject, exterior and interior are still confused together. It is, on the
other hand, with space that the first element internal experience proper born;
and, conversely, the forming of the first principle of an internal experience -
certainly not ex abrupto, but in functional relation previous forms - is the
foundation of possibility for quantitative-spatial elements.

It also follows from the construction that spatial determinability implies quantitative
determinability. What we have called the temporal limit or representative instant, is
the actual element that resolves what is pure quantum into the concrete simplicity
of a spatial synthesis proper (which we refer to as the 'spatial distinct'). Secondly, it
turns out that the spatial-quantum element is essentially relative, which leads to
continuity and infinity. This constitutes nothing inconceivable, given that one knows
how to recognise the right place of the elements. Aristotle already noted, it would
be that the abstract 'power' (UAn) of the quantitative as such was not infinite. But
this substratum, remember, is simply a moment: it is but in relation to its
distinction, v.d. to the determinate position that opposes continuity and
indifference to itself and is identified in spatial fills or syntheses and in definite
numbers.

The moment space has the character of homogeneity. It is a well-known
criticism that the theory of non-homogeneous or finite-parameter space is
ultimately forced to presuppose an elementary homogeneity, for without this one
would end up in a discontinuum, in which no measurement would no longer be
possible and no transitions determinable; so that in truth the very concept of space
would fall and one would move on to the purely qualitative. There can, however, be
a relative heterogeneity, which does not exclude the homogeneous, butisin a
certain way merged with it.

In addition to the aforementioned property relating to non-overlapping
symmetrical figures, one could refer to a non-Euclidean world, albeit with the
caveat that here one would not have so much the moment of pure spatiality (which
properly



refers only to the general substratum of quantity), as much as that of a certain
distinction or identification of it (with which the same Euclidean space is borrowed
as a particular case, if order of a certain reality).

A similar consideration can be made about the dimensions and directions of
space, which, a priori, can be said to have none, in the sense that it is
indeterminacy and indifference of all dimensions and directions. These are
determined only by the nature of the various distinctions that, by identifying space
in accordance with certain values, gradually make it become; and the question
relating to them could not be resolved by a deduction from the pure concept of
spatiality, i.e. within the category that is now being dealt with. Logically, when the
content of the categorical statement demands a space with any number of
dimensions, such a space would undoubtedly be assumed by the abstract spatiality
with the same simplicity with which, in the mental order of particular problems,
equations are complicated by a congruous number of parameters. It will be seen,
for example, that with the category of intuition of the third epoch, a "fourth
dimension" goes condition the form possible experience. Pure spatiality oppose
such determinations, since precisely in and through them - in relation to the
individualisation of them, which is opposed to it - it becomes in reality according to
this construction.



§ 8 - POWERS OF DYNAMISM

Instantaneous actuality, whereby it becomes the element of existence, is the
correlative of the simplicity of the original spatial relation. But in this, according to
his concept, there is the possibility of a development by recurrence in an indefinite
continuum: to this corresponds the development of the present in a time series, or
time proper. But in the synthesis of representation, the instant is as the form of a
determinate and individual synthesis of reality. This means that a full unfolding of
the category will turn to a specified time, i.e. to a system of determinations that
connect according to a linear exclusion. More distinctly: the 'instant' again brings a
point of irreversibility, albeit distinct from that which the category of otherness has
passed. Qualitative irreversibility in fact expressed the state of immediate
spontaneity, of the absolute appearing of the 'l' in and through formations, with
which it was one, from which in no way it distanced itself as their ‘possibility'. Here,
on the other hand, irreversibility is referred not to form but to matter, and the
moment of possibility is presupposed and inseparably connected to it' - specifically:
it is a category of reality, of that which proceeds from the existential power of the
Ego.

According to this new material functionirreversibility remains defined as the linear
proceeding by simple negation (negation, which takes place from that pure
exclusion of identical elements already given with otherness). But this relation
must be synthetically connected with the spatial one, and yet the simple exclusion
will only realise itself through the becoming of spatial distinctions. That is to say,
time, which is the issue here, is spatialised time - determined in every moment by
the pure character of irreversibility no less than by that of the relation to
spatiality in general: it is therefore quantitatively differentiable time, certainly not in
the sense of mathematical time, but in the sense of a fluid simplicity or immaterial
continuity, which has spatial distinction as a moment essential to its filling or
actuality. Beyond representation, there is only time insofar as it is, directly or
indirectly, spatialized, and therefore fixed on the canvas of quantitative
determinability; just as there is only space as individuated and distinct in the
various units of reality that are gradually posited in the instant-time-distinction of
representation.

The representation thus ends in the form of an exclusion according to irreversibility
or progressiveness of spatially distinct elements. On the other hand it



elevates the Ego to the value of a power that makes itself become through the
creative distinction relative to an existence. This value, to tell the truth, is in act in
the category itself; but as that power, further into which it can integrate itself, so
that what mediation makes become existentially for Ego is the same dynamic
moment, efficient in immediacy in the act of the spatial distinct, this value goes
beyond the representative synthesis, it is rather the consequent that logically ends
it, that conditions the point of becoming in objectivity. With which we pass to a
new interval, and yet to a new synthesis. Now, the irreversible exclusion of
distinct spatial determinations, within the form of a principle that posits itself in
realising, liberating, or positing for itself the dynamic relation that presides over
the same spatial synthesis in general, determines the content of the eventual
affirmation in dynamism or physical causality. The cause is the antecedent that
derives its determinacy from the power with which it makes, according to
irreversibility or temporal progressiveness, a determination distinct from itself, or
effect, from the indeterminate moment of spatiality; and which is therefore only
such within a relation, in the dynamic interval in which it immanates and of
which it is a moment.

By making this interval proceed in the order of the real by unfolding the limit of the
instantaneous position in a series of causes and effects, the ego enhances the form
of the

'from itself', which now reasserts itself over the distinctive principle from which the
pure represented, or element of physical reality, was made possible. And for this
new category, the eventual position remains terminated by two parts, since its
concept dictates that the single element is only fixed insofar as it logically opposes
an antecedent and a consequent to less than a dynamism.

There then remains in law a principle of order or linear law in the abstract gender
and discontinuous indifference of the flashing of the simple distinction, in which the
freedom of the previous category was realised.

That objective time, that which unites in an intelligible linerary order the
modifications of external experience, is by no means pure qualitative time (which
remains restricted to the power that gradually unfolds in the determinations of the
preceding section), but rather a time that has come into contact with space
according to a compromise in which the former gives simplicity and continuity,
and the latter divisibility and quantitative distinction - this is certainly conceded
by the intuitionist doctrineZ. However, this doctrine does not explain how the
'external’ from which pure 'duration’' is generally possible



is altered 3; external which, to tell the truth, if in any way it is present in the
experience of the 'l', must only be external in a relative sense, and so proceed from
a category, the meaning of which would then have to be given. Of course, according
to the 'contingency principle' the possibility is granted of adapting the totality to
each category, for example to that of a pure subjectivity; here one is not dupe
[laughing-stock] of the illusion of connecting, according to the essence, deprivations
to points where they only appear accidentally, with respect to further forms. But
since in the doctrine in question the factual existence of a space is presupposed,
even if connected to a negative value judgement, such a reference is legitimate.
Then what is in no way conceded is that pure quality has a value of subjectivity and
freedom as opposed to what is relative to spatialised quality. Here it is asserted
instead that there is no real interiority when this is not mediated by an exteriority:
mere spontaneity, pure erleben [lived experience], the fusion or indifference of ego
and experience, mark not the realm of subjectivity and freedom, but that of nature,
necessity and the objective. It is an irradiated Platonism that drives one to
understand the spiritual in the 'subtle' and immaterial, and in the physical the
negation of that rather than its act, its deepest affirmation and expression. This
explains the apparent paradox, which may have been felt by those unfamiliar with
consideration according to form or value, in having found the entire sphere of
qualitative determinations in the age of 'being' or the objective.

Objective time and physical causality are born in a single birth and are held in an
inseparable unity: it is dynamism that gradually makes time, or that in which time,
actually as spatialised, gradually becomes, and thus also space as actual in reality or
filled. As Kant already noted, one cannot form a distinct concept of objective time
without being led to conceive, at the same point, in a more or less distinct form,
causality. It is only to be warned that here causality is not to be understood as a
simple concept, imposed on the mind by the logical analysis of representation; nor is
it to be understood as a pure fact of internal experience, as for example in Maine de
Biran*'s conception of 'effort': here, at the same point that it is a transcendental
condition of experience, it is also experience, i.e. it is the formation of a real power
of the subject, which in this section is constructed and experienced through the
objective, eonic construction of the categories of reality or cosmogony.

The deduced concept refers to specified and quantifiable causality; in it we



has above all a syntheticity, a syntheticity not of a term, but of a relation. That is to
say, it is not the synthesis of a term in itself, which goes on to produce a certain
effect, but rather the synthesis that includes the one and the other term
presupposing the relation by which they are made possible and fixed as cause
and effect. Taken in itself in its purely spatial moment, this relation has a
mechanical nature: the position of the one element, which is conditioned by the
distinction of the other, is the thrust of the former, which excludes the latter from
its place by developing the function of the position in a progressive or
irreversible interval. The mechanism, however, is but a moment: it does not
have the initiative of the action in, but receives it from the Ego; which now has
its act so conformed that it immediately incorporates itself into the mechanism and
appears in the physical or spatial movement. And it is precisely because of such a
way of appearing that the Ego realises the value of the present point, v.d. the
liberation of itself as that function by which in representation the individual was
conditioned. It therefore remains that here, unlike in personal consciousness, the
subject is immanent to the physical series, holds all its terms within its act, and is
the conscious principle determining the identification of the various connections
of that series. A series that is development, an elementary law of movement of
sequences in solidarity, progressive beyond the freedom of the instant
understood as a pure limit of the unrelated representing or ex-presenting.

From the correlation of causality to time, and of this to the spatial relation,
there follows the extension to causality of the observation made about the
continuity of space itself. That is, causality is posited if it is posited and to what
extent it is posited. It is not a transcendent logical law that conditions the
happening, but rather a posterius with respect to the happening from which it
receives its condition and limit. Here the abstraction of the utterance, that
'everything has its cause', can lead one into error. A purely hypothetical utterance.
Rather, it should be said that every cause has its own things, in the sense that at the
point where the 'l' realises itself in that value, to which the form of causality
corresponds, things come afterwards, they are only by means of determination
according to a causal interval; this interval is the prius, the constructor of its
terms; and since here it is referred not to a pure concept, but to an actual principle
of position, it does not have the fatality of , it does not subject itself as to an
automatism that would disperse it in an indefinite series. The sequence of
mechanical drives continues as far as space is filled, but space is filled as far as
this series continues, whose transcendental principle is a function that gives itself
its own limit. This is true for objective causality, and it is also true, as will be
seen below, for causality as the principle of a



conscious science of nature.

With representation lies the generic possibility of the mathematical law; with
causality that of the physical law proper. Causality, as the pure form of the
progressive unity of the various spatial moments, does not, however, by itself offer
any identification of this law, of which it nevertheless constitutes the elementary
condition: for the time being, it is essentially indifferent to the distinctions in which
it is realised, and such indeterminacy can only be overcome in further hierarchical
degrees. But already from here we can go to the criticism of the other axiom of
causality, that 'to the same causes correspond the same effects'. Such an axiom is
abstract, for the reason that dynamism includes time, and therefore progressiveness
and irreversibility, as an essential element.

Unfolding with time and being nothing apart from the actuality of the
individual causal intervals, what causality as a principle of reality

postulates, is instead, that the same cause and, hence, the same dynamic
interval and the same effect are never given a second time. This axiom and,

with it, the

'principle of constancy', only makes sense when one refers to it precisely when
referring to the indifferent substratum of causality, with abstraction from its
individuations, from the 'form' of which it is 'matter' (in the Aristotelian sense of
these terms). The sophism arises as soon as one pretends to take up in this
indeterminacy the same

‘form’, in the order of which there are instead only the particular, qualified,
unrepeatable causalities.



§ 9 - POWERS OF SPECIFICATION

The limit of dynamism has its objectivity as a function of the progress of value
at a further point. Now the 'l' that stands against the development of
representation according to causality comes to know itself as the distinct in
general from that which distinguishes itself along progressive differentiation, v.d. as
permanence; and the opposition of this value to simple dynamism is the

'power’ of a new synthesis. More specifically: the elementary confirmation of the
individual is realised in correlation with the synthesis of causality; now the spatio-
temporal development according to which this synthesis forms the objective real
demands the substratum of a continuum, of a unity. Such unity serves as a limit to
the category. It can only be sufficient to this limit by a further distinction - by the
distinction of which one term is the dynamic interval or element of causal becoming
assumed in the objective real, and the other is the unity itself, which thus remains
defined as permanence. From these two terms, a further category can be traced.
What will be its determination?

The principle of the consequent must go there to take up in its form, and to
command, its own mediation or antecedent. Now, the resolution of causality in the
value of the permanent defines a situation in which a certain form is held firm in
reality only through a development of distincts, of which it is nevertheless the
principle. We will call this a function of specification: in it, the immovable is brought
from 'against' to 'within' the dynamic; in the dynamic, in the very causal becoming of
physical reality, a distinct and indifferent principle is now reflected, the distance that
in the service of individual value had determined the previous category from
immediate to mediated. The moment of the immobile defines the genus; the other,
of the distinct, which it gradually unfolds and frees from itself, defines the species
and individual. Both are in a single objective dynamic function, in which they lean on
other, according to a relationship, which here is nothing logico-formal or
classificatory, but the immanent structure of a power at work in space-time reality.
The species here is then not the accident of a genus, which could exist in itself,
separate from the yeveoig [origin] of its distinction, but is essential to the genus,
since the syntheticity and difference of the species in this experience are valid as
that objectivity of the dynamic principle, only in relation to which the point of unity
and indifference is awakened to itself.



The unity proper to dynamism dominated the simple passing one element into
the other, gave the elementary untokeluevov [object], for which the point of a
radical becoming, of a pure change that, as such, could not even be called becoming
or change, dispersing or concentrating everything in the various absolutely
discontinuous and unrelated present elements, is avoided. In dynamism, however,
UTtoKeLeVoV is nothing more than what suffices, so that the passage included in
a unity of consciousness, is for agent, but materialiter the dynamic interval
remains of a radical syntheticity. For the development of the distinction to
appear commanded, in its very objective formation, by distinct units, for the
antecedent not to be completely dissipated but somehow preserved in the
consequent, it is necessary that the higher principle itself, from which the dynamic
interval passed existence or 'for Ego’, be objectified and synthetically connected
to the dynamic interval itself. This leads in a certain way to the remission of the
static function of space to a function of dynamism. That certain element that now
remains in and through the change, that elementary principle of formal unity (in
the scholastic sense) that now, with specification, encompasses the mechanical
series and orders and distributes them, can indeed be called the dynamic
resolution of spatial unity. On which every physical law, as determined, is based.
The order of pure quantity or indifference implicit in the representation, and that
of change or difference given by dynamism, are joined together by determining
generic possibility of distinct laws of occurrence.

Like causality, specification only implements a transcendental value insofar as it
expresses itself in the order of physical existence: it is only categorised as the
power whereby the Ego makes a certain situation of reality become a certain
situation of reality, in which the differentiation of simple dynamism is delimited
and enclosed in particular zones of elementary homogeneity, more or less
persistent and more or less resolvable, in the order of the distinctions within
each, in circles further extended by means of an analogous relation. In the concept
of specification it is in fact understood that if a given group of differentiations is
resumable, under a law, to the law itself a distinction or exception is in turn
essential, which is however resumable, with its development, in a further law
and so on.

It is important to bear in mind the real immanence of the genus in the species, to
be understood in the sense that the ordering of the distinct does not proceed from
a principle



acting from the outside on the various dynamic causes or powers, but from an
internal conformation of these same causes, given by the further specification of
the same relation or prius of dynamism. And just as this relation is
presupposed in its terms (cause and effect), so the specification is also the
process producing the various material determinations required as its substratum.
It commands from the bottom and conditions the various spatio-temporal and
dynamic moments inwardly, and yet in the order of the present category it applies
as the same generic condition for the possibility of any content of
representation and physical reality as it may be.

If we understand the elements of preservation and distinction as 'substantiality'
and 'causality respectively - then the relation of the point made here to what Kant
says in the first two 'analogies of experience' becomes clear: substantiality and
causality are really two conditions of experience, integral to each other. Only
here, again, we are not dealing with mere gnoseological conditions deduced
from reflection, as happens in the order of discursive consciousness (second
section of the second epoch), but with real conditions: and in their solidarity is
thus expressed their immanence in a single power in action, which is properly that
indicated as specification; which power in the present connection is then not an
opaque thing of nature, but the sign of a value, specifically: of the value
according to which the individual includes in unity the merely distinguishing and
efficient moments of its own justification and, by objectifying them, reaffirms
itself over them.

The possible recurrence in the concept of specification has been mentioned: the
determinacy of a genus, which is permanence with respect to a certain series, can,
with respect to another series, be a difference. However, the warning made about
space and causality must be repeated: in no way must a currently infinite series
of specifications be admitted (according to infinity not of the sufficient limit but
of the indefinite). Certainly, specification according to the concept is infinite: but
this infinity simply expresses the indeterminacy inherent in the Suvautg, or
possibility, of the specifying function, which, however, is only real in and for
definite acts. The general principle always remains, that the categories are only in
and through acts of the Ego; which are what is first in the order of real
conditions.



§ 10 - POWERS OF ORGANISATION / TELEOLOGISM

From an accomplished statement according to specification arises the possibility of a
further value. For the immanent, identical subsistence of a principle of reality as it
proceeds is comprehensible only when a double relation is present, so that if a
certain determination comes, in general, to distinction by unfolding dynamically as
cause, the distinction that proceeds from it is such that it returns in a certain way -
better, in a certain measure, in a certain part - to confirm, to fix in reality that
principle that had at first altered in it. In other words: if the specification is to rise to
complete sufficiency, the Ego must assume a causal relation that in a certain way
doubles and becomes reversible and, through this germination, realises an internal,
living unity: reciprocity of ideal totality or of real parts.

The ego, whose experience becomes an order of specification as an existing
reality, in the meaning that is unleashed within the process of this, thus finds, at
the same time, the experience of reciprocal causality. On the other hand, that in
which the specification can materially end, that which can be projected as a
dialectical antecedent by the passing over, is the relation of a certain group of
differences, it is an indifference (gender) that is maintained against a multiplicity
and a becoming of distinctions. If, therefore, we turn to a synthetic conjunction of
the two moments, we will find ourselves before a unity that is produced in the real
through the elicitation of a complex of differences enclosed, however, in a
substratum of elementary, virtual homogeneity; Differences that are then in
reciprocal causality, and yet exist or consist to the extent that each one
simultaneously refers to all the others by means of that unity or fundamental
determination that circulates in them and holds firm in the reference to itself as to a
simplicity or indifference that only sets them up as integral members of a system.
Such organisation. In the organism, the abstract distinction of representation is
resumed and identified with itself in its own objectification; in it, therefore, the
principle of space is expressed in its transparency in the power of the 'for the I' in
which it is now entirely resolved - the space that becomes the light of life, the
self-diaphanity of the real.



Here, too, one must not 'reify' the moments and put the end or entelechy on one
side and the system of causes on the other. Rather, organisation results as a
further, progressive mediation of the causal interval itself, whereby in it the terms
are resolved in the movement and this in the terms, and the whole resumed in a
unity that is the full expression and transparency in the existent, in the physical, of
the same elementary liberation and construction of the individual, with which
this section opened. Organisation is therefore an entirely immanent principle, it
is the prius from which every possible reality is now conditioned. We need only
return to the caveat that organisation too, is not to be understood as a 'natural
power' in the vulgar sense of the term: it is essentially a category - that is, a value
function of the 'l': nor does it refer to a 'in itself', but rather proceeds from the
affirmation of a certain meaning that the 'l' determines its own experience so
that in the light of an 'intuitive intellect' (in the Kantian sense of the term) sets
and teleological series unfold. In this theory, moreover, there is no place for a
physical power: for in the first epoch there are indeed powers, but they are not
physical, the ego intimately immanent in them, even if according to pure
spontaneity, and the physical referring only to what proceeds from them and is
made possible by them; In the second epoch there is indeed a physical nature,
but not of powers, but of concepts of powers, discursively assumed as
explanatory principles beyond the phenomena; in the third epoch there are again
powers, but physicality is even less present there than in the first, since they are
immediately connected to a

"state of autarky". In general, in space, in time, in their specification, in their
dynamic development as far as the beings of the various hierarchies of nature - in
all this, only the building up and purification of representation is expressed, that is,
the progressive causality of the ego's conatus to free itself from the being of
freedom, to possess itself in a pure, autonomous distinction. In the next category
we will have the limit of such a process, and thus the passing of the epoch.

Just as in the order of specification there is the possibility of considering the
various continuities, whatever they may be, as provisional, and thus of
developing them further either in sense of unity or in that of difference, so
organisation, in general, can be understood as a process, i.e. as the production
of various distinctions such that while in each of them, according to their
internal possibility, the mode of the teleological concept is reflected, on the other
hand they, in the individual, active individualities, pass into moments of a larger
system. Life, in each case, becomes the general form of representation or the
real: implicit in the concept of position at this point is that of



organisation, of vital unity. Certainly, in accordance with the general principle of
the interval, there is the possibility of a distinction between animate and
inanimate, between organic and inorganic; but this distinction can only be relative:
due to a reassertion of the interval, what at a given moment is fixed as inorganic
may turn out to be, as we have said, organic with respect to another term, and
what was organic inorganic with respect to another term, the first of inferior, the
second of superior organisation or, in general, with respect to a further
identification of the system.

It follows from the relationship and distinction of this category with the previous
ones that every organism implies the general laws of spatio-temporal and causal
determination and, at the same time, transcends them, dominates them from a
superior principle, which is properly the organic law - an original synthesis that, to
tell the truth, in itself precedes, then unfolds the various series of hierarchically
inferior determinisms that it nevertheless exceeds, to mediate and finally reconcile
with itself alone. Life at this point goes to constitute the condition for the reality of
every purely physical-quantitative and specifying law.

The interval that separates and joins these two orders of laws is indeed
precisely that in which the power of the ego is identified in this category.



§ 11 - PERSONALITY POWERS

In determining the content of representation as organic life, the ego takes the
generic principle of representation to its limit. According to the previous
construction, in the living organisation there is in fact the ex-existence that
immediately reflects its own mediation, the transcendental moment from which it is:
the represented becomes there the body and, at the same time, the very
transparency of value, the articulation and process of the physical, now reflecting
the same transcendental interval of the transition to the physical, mediated in
itself. The experience of organic life® gives such unity. Now if one considers this
unity at its ideal completion, one sees that it gives rise to a duality with respect to
which a further determination can understand it as a deprivation. In fact, from the
concept of the category in question, on the one hand we have that the ego, in
affirming itself according to this category, does not so much represent (stellt sich
vor) the organism, but rather is an organism, organising life: in other words, the
ego cannot represent an organism as such (note: as such - an organism can very
well be made the object of other categories, for example of otherness, of scientific
consciousness, etc., but then it is no longer understood in its proper form or in
itself, but extrinsically, by accident) except insofar as it itself becomes an organism,
v.d. the value relative to the previous category can only be posited insofar as the
elementary objectifying distinction proper to representation becomes the
immanent power of objective formation, the very principle that arouses, organises
and burns into a harmoniously connected whole the various spatio-temporal
causes and determinations, as mentioned above.

However, the individual can still affirm itself on this incorporation of value in
making it, just as what it is, an objectivity again; that is, it can reflect on the power
with which it implements the category of organisation, which determines a new
interval from which the ideal limit of said category would properly proceed. Now if,
as an organic power of life, the ego is the function of representing in general in the
concrete unity of its given moments in real existence, the state, from which the
truth of the category can be terminated, must properly be defined as a
representation of the ego as representative.

The organisation expresses the accomplished mediation, the completeness of the
'per se'; now to say that it, as such, is perfectly posited, what does it mean if not to
affirm that it is not simply, but that the very power of the per se is at



itself transparent, that representation itself is itself within a representation, is itself
representation and thus free of self?

Now how can the ego represent itself as representative? The representative would
have to be posited, and, indeed, as a content, as an objectivity (which one would like
to designate with A): but it is evident that if such a positing (= B) could be resumed in
the same representing considered up to now, one would have a closed circle - in any
case not the self-representation of the representative, so that the in-self is all
pervious to the per-self, as is the requirement, but the simple positing of the
function of representing in a real existence, which is proper to the previous
category. That by which representation in general can be, as such, distanced and
liberated, cannot therefore be, itself, of the species of the former, but a further,
distinct power of it. To understand its meaning, let us reflect on the nature of the
term A. In the category of representation proper (§ 7), the individual arrived at its
first confirmation, or self-construction, in arousing, beyond its own immediacy, the
power that, by projecting or positing this for itself, generates the order of the real.
But this movement continued in the dynamism, proceeding from the Ego that
reaffirms the per-self on the energy or distance of the representing, and, then, in the
specification, whereby in the represented existing appears the same reference as
the movement to the simple unity of value. Finally, in the organisation the 'l'
experiences the reflected unity of its own mediation, the principle of the per-self
that directly assumes its moments of position and distinction and accounts for them.
It follows that what in function of which the ego as organisation can become object,
is the individual itself in its truth - that is, as unconditioned and pure autarchy - is the
very principle in otherness was terminated, which, however, has now self-
demonstrated itself in creative mediation and which fulfils its guarantee in this,
distancing itself from the body of this same demonstration or mediation insofar as it
ultimately still depends on the relation at the end of the first section. Consequently,
in the Ego's transition to absolute freedom lies the meaning of B, the value within
which the organisation can have its term and its ideal fulfilment. The consciousness
or objectivity of the self as representative is the ultimate power of the mediation of
freedom, which in the category of representation was simply: the passing into the
point of the pure unconditioned and the task of a representation of the
representative are thus one and the same thing. This would be the deduction of B.

Now bear in mind that the general characteristic of the categories in this section -
and thus also what determines the meaning of the mediation there



performs - is their objective, physical reality: the ego in such categories enjoys
moments of value insofar as beyond pure qualitative interiority it makes real
existence the condition or generic substratum, which incorporates the elements of
its mediation. Therefore this order must now be overcome en bloc: the Ego will
now, in the distinction in which it elevates itself to absolute freedom, move beyond
the totality of the powers of mere representation. It follows that its act will cease to
be that of an objective power of creation - going beyond the completeness of being,
a pure form, an image, something no longer real but ideal, abstract - almost again a
quality - will be the principle of that in which the representation of the
representative can be identified. On the other hand, according to what has been
said above, this abstraction is the condition for the objective order to reach full
completion. Such a freeing and distinguishing of a pure form from the real is what
makes this pure form perfect, in an enclosed completeness, and yet exhausts its
inherent function. A completely unconditioned formal freedom is thus what can
determine B and whereby organisation is taken up in a new interval.

The term of the ego as organising life and the term of the ego that in formal
abstraction lives the value unconditional freedom are now to be resolved into a
single term, which can be specified if one closely considers what proceeds from
a

‘represent the representative'. The represented must be the representative: now the
representative, as such, is a closed mediation in itself; it is not

'posed’, but poses itself, and a posing, indeed from itself, is its being. Instead,
according to the new requirement, it would be an object, a represented, and yet
something that is not posited, but is posited. It cannot, however, be posited in this
way, without immediately being denied as a representative.

It follows from this that the requirement contained in the proposition: 'the Ego
represents itself as representative' - can only be satisfied by this situation: by the
object of the new relation being posited as not posited. The representation of the
representative can only consist in the act by which the determination of the object is
posited as not posited, as given - always, however, as a given for the 'l' - and,
beyond that, as taken up and resolved in the ideality of a pure reflection. Only when
the principle of the representative appears as given, and as pure content of
reflection, does that conjunction disappear, whereby the representative himself
would result as posited and yet no longer as the representative®. A positing as non-
place correlative to the absolute freedom of reflection is thus what identifies the
synthesis proper to the new category.

So, in conclusion: the mediation of the second section takes place for a



group of physically creative powers, in categories that could, from the point of view
of their matter, be referred to as cosmological or aeonic. In them, the ego
mediates and demonstrates itself, but this value is only completed at the point
where the ego itself affirms its freedom from its own mediation or demonstration,
thereby wrenching it from the dependence inherent in its relation to the order of
quality. With this, the form of the power of reality or objective syntheticity is
surpassed. The 'l', in a certain, exhausts powers of being and passes into non-
being, and this surpassing of being, this going beyond itself, is the passage of value
to the principle of the image or pure reflection. The slow distinction of the 'l'
from 'being’', the process of twinning of qualitative unity whereby an interiority
is formed against and in function of the becoming of an external experience and
physical reality, has here its apex, its teAelov. The form of the image implies an
absolute abstraction, its position is also, and essentially, the position of its own
content as non-placed, v.d. as given. The Ego cannot affirm the pure value of the
unconditioned without tearing itself away from its own substance and projecting
this into an aseity, without positing its own body, its own mediation, as something
that is there, in pure external existence - as nature, as non-ego. To surpass being in
a pure form and, in this, to counterpose it, to give it an absolute being - to
precipitate the mediation of one's own freedom into a nature, such then is the
meaning of the further experience.

In particular. According to the antecedent, the ego is unfolded and living in a
certain organic system, albeit still of a non-particular nature. This system by the new
synthesis is posited as non-placed and the pure form of its 'law' is opposed - and,
through opposition, connected - to it and, indeed, in the value of unconditional
freedom. The correlation having as its terms an organic life that, although posited
as life, v.d. as an inner essence and in itself mediated, appears as given - and its self-
representation in the seat of an absolute autonomy, unleashed in images, can be
indicated as personality. Personality, which is evidently not yet to be understood as
finite and particularised, but as the pure form correlative to the system of reality
posited, and which to a certain extent, as 'mode', would correspond to what was
hypostatised by a still mythological thought as the 'soul of the world' or ishvara.
Note, too, that what has been deduced here is simply the generic form of the
datum - the value by which the possibility of experiencing something as not
placed arises for the ego. The particular meanings in which the genus of the
datum can be qualified are not to be asked of the present category, but are to be
connected to the further individuation proper to new forms.



It is not necessary for the organism to integrate itself into the personality: the
basis of this transition, as of the others, is to be found solely in a transcendental
arbitrariness; it proceeds, however, from its very definition that the personality
implies an organism, the centre of dynamic and spatio-temporal relations - and
this not in the sense that an organisation is given before or separately, but in the
sense that if the object of the transcendental statement is the value relative to the
personality, it will also pose and include an organisation, albeit as a moment and
abstract matter. - Attention should also be paid to this particularly important point,
that the Ego's emphasis, at least at the present point, does not fall on the formal
distinct (the image), but on that which distinguishes the image itself, v.d. he is in
that interval in act by which both the organic (objective) and the formal term
(the image) are conditioned.

If in the personality there is that pure affirmation of the individual that has as its
condition the becoming into objectivity of the very substance of its own position or
mediation, it is clear that for such a category the task of the first epoch is
exhausted. In the personality, the absolute objective in-self, proper to the form
of the given, of the 'placed as non-placed’, and the absolute subjective per-self,
proper to the non-entity, condition, generate and balance each other. The
element of immediacy and the element of mediation in it remain synthetically
reconciled in the same way as the first moment of the subject's becoming.

It will be good to specify what can proceed from the condition of the present
category with regard to the problem of knowledge. An important doctrine of
Schelling - admittedly detracted from the view of Leibniz - is that whereby, at
recognition of the necessity, for knowledge, of a correlation to particular organic
determinations, it is nevertheless affirmed that not the representation (in the
common sense of the term) in itself, but only the consciousness of it necessitates
the organic or physical modification; and it is deduced from this that, for example,
the blind man does have a representation of light, but this representation is not for
him, since, due to the lack of aptitude of the physical organ, it cannot become an
object in itself” . - This view must be supplemented by the principles of a more
complete idealism. The concept of value must not be mistaken for the concept of
consciousness in general. Every category, as such, i.e. as a subjective statement, is
conscious. Therefore one cannot, strictly speaking, speak of determinations that
are first unconscious and then become conscious, as if it were possible to achieve
consciousness in some



point, when it was not already presupposed from the beginning. Organic formation
must itself be considered as a state of consciousness, as a form of experience; on
the other hand, there are also possible modes of perception which, although
conscious, are quite independent of organic correlation in general or of correlation
with particular organs®. And as for the idea that is no consciousness unless one
objectifies oneself and in this objectification recognises oneself, this is nothing more
than a suggestion of a physical mode knowing, so that, for example, one only comes
to consciousness of one's physiognomy when one sees it reflected in a mirror; a
mode by which, of course, there are other possible modes.

What must be argued, however, is that if one is to place oneself in the value
relative to personality and not in another (e.g. in that inherent in quality), then the
correlation and conditionality of an organic determination must be posited for
perception and, indeed, so that what in itself, as a category of the organism in
action, was conscious, now appears as unconscious, v.d. is posited as not posited,
no longer experience but the object of experience. When this correlation and
position is lost - in particular or in general - then, to the same extent, perception as
proper to a personal subject is no longer possible, although the possibility of it
exists according to another value.

This view reconciles the realism of immediate consciousness and the idealism of
reflection. If we hold fast to the state of ego, in which it manifests itself
according to absolute formal freedom of the image, we must maintain that
representation, if understood in its completeness, is not only a mental process and
abstract ideality, but also a concrete and physical process that includes the
spatiotemporally determined object in the series of mediations that lead it to the
organism and that continue in the correlative physical-physical modifications of
organism; a series that therefore not mechanical, but flashes with elementary
degrees of consciousness. According to this moment, everything proceeds as
realism wants it to; and the possibility (in the abstract, not according to, a value,
since deduction of positive investigation as a value still unknown) of natural
science, which is and must be based on it, is fully confirmed. But here we have only
a particular aspect, and realism would be exaggerating its rights if it made this
objective complex something existing in itself, and wanted to deduce from it the
representation and, indeed, as the consciousness of a free personality. The realist,
when he runs this naive adventure, does not realise that he is already presupposing
what his theory would claim to explain, because to speak of object has



sense only from the point of view of a subject and consciousness - consciousness
according to imagine - is already present before its examination, for the simple
reason that the realist himself, before being such, is already, in general, a
person. Psycho-physical parallelism cannot refer to an X external to
consciousness that determines consciousness, but rather to two elements equally
internal to consciousness, which thus remains the matter or elementary substratum
of the objective term itself. What must be said is that representation in the person
is an image, i.e. an immediately distinct, distanced unity; that there is no way of
being able to take the term of the object and that of the subject separately; and that
therefore, in order to understand the possibility of correlation, one must refer to an
apriori. This is not reduced one term or other, but includes them both and places
them in simultaneity with the same relation that makes them possible as they
are determined here, namely: the objective as factual, as given, and the subjective
as freedom. But, once again, this unity or category must be understood - one may
not stop at it as before a transcendental fact, an original law of the spirit, one may
construct it as a value, implying various degrees that in themselves may be
conscious and worth each as a complete affirmation of the spirit®. With
thisidealism in turn remains satisfied and is taken a little further than its simply
gnoseological form can. Representation as personality is therefore not object and
subject, nor causation of the subjective by the objective or vice versa: these terms
only come later; what lies before is simply the synthesis, whereby the positing
becomes being and the demiurgic power is freed, idealising itself, in the pure
transparency of the image. It therefore not accepted - and idealism must hold
firm to this - that there are developments organisation that are in themselves
unconscious, that is, absolutely free from a correlative in an image. The
unconscious is but a moment of what is posited as not posited, a function, this,
not unconscious, but conscious, whereby even the apparently deadliest or most
opaque forms are traversed and animated by a thrill of occult spirituality, to which
indeed their whole being hangs. And, referring to a particular being (although here
it is not yet a question of such a being), its perception in the strict sense must be
considered as the teAog of a continuous dynamism that is essentially spiritual,
which already awakens in the physical and organic conditions in a dull form, and
gradually burns and illuminates itself until it reaches, precisely in this tehog, the
act of distinction that precipitates a 'given' (non-Ego) against its image (1). If,
therefore, the new experience from the material point of view appears as the simple
learning and reflection of a reality that in itself, this is, in truth, to be understood in
the sense that here the placing of an object is in the form of a simple mirroring,
that the form in which what is placed



is placed, is that of a reality in itself existing. Simply perceiving through an image an
object that is not immediately posited by the ego is now the form proper to the
syntheticity of the category. In a word: here analyticity is a particular form in which
syntheticity appears. Realism is a category. From which it follows that 'l is that
which posits the formal term of the image only insofar as it is also that which
posits, in general, that objective and physical content, of which it is the image,
since the two terms are inseparable correlatives: if one is posited, it means that
a relation is posited which also includes the other; and to say that the 'I' affirms
itself as personality means that it gives as content to its actuality such a relation
or functionality. He who confines the principle of the 'l' in a term, instead of
placing it at the head of the relation itself, loses all hope of accounting for the
representation, for he has thereby opened such a gap that no miracle will be able to
fill it again. Thus, in general: if, on the one hand, the pure form of personal self-
consciousness depends on a nature (for if the aeonic power did not make itself
exterior to itself and factitious as nature, there would be no self-consciousness,
interiority, freedom), on the other hand the reality of an exterior world articulated
in those various moments whereby its objectivity is mediated up to the
sufficiency of a teleological system, does not have its own principle in itself, it is
distinct that would not be outside a distinguishing, that is, outside the small
light, the 'irrelevant' psychological actuality of the principle of the person.

From such a point comes a light on the problem of birth. Why do |, as this
unconditionality that | experience in my innermost being, find myself here, now,
in this form and at this time? What is the meaning of this radical contingency?
Implicit in what has been said is a solution to this problem. Personhood, by
definition, implies the moment when the whole of the various determinations in
which organisation realised (in the broad sense= § 10) being posited, together
with the particular factor of freedom inherent in each of them, as not posited, this
whole simply appears as given, i.e. as something that is there according to absolute
randomness, without any further mediation, and whose possibility as the
experience precisely of a personal consciousness - a question to which the
dogmatism of the empiricist does not even dream - would undoubtedly be
contradicted when it could, within the form of the personality, be explained.

The inexplicability of the order to which the person awakens is not factual
insofar as it is in law, it is not real insofar as it is necessary: v.d. it can be perfectly
explained, because it cannot be explained. If one wants, beyond this, a material
explanation - then one does not have to turn to this order itself, which already
does not have it in itself, but one has to create it in it by bringing it forward, by
locating the principle of the person - and thus his experience - in further



categories.

Another question: What was the world before | was? This must be answered: If
by the world is meant the world of things of a nature correlative to the
personality, that is to say, if an answer is to be given in accordance with the
value of the personality, it must certainly be said that the world before | was was
absolutely nothing. The 'past’, the filling of time apart ante according to the forms of
the given, is simply the projection of a certain development of the personality, to
which the posing of the personality evidently presupposes itself. Here we must
once again be aware of that sophism of antedating - which now, by the very nature
of the category, has a particular efficiency, so that in the structure of the image the
content appears independent of the act in which and from which it arose; and while
this act is fixed in the present and referred to the personality, that content is
placed, for example, in a time anterior to that very act, which places it. But things, in
truth, are the other way round. The past comes after the present, it is determined
by the present and not vice versa.

It must also be said that prior to the position of the person is null not only the world
as the world of the person - which is obvious - but also as the world in general (e.g.
as that proper to a prior category). This point is of fundamental importance: it is
connected with the proposition that every category is a principle in itself, that every
value in act encompasses and dominates the entire series of its conditions; which
series therefore falls en bloc with the fall of the one, and can only be arrested at a
hierarchically anterior moment with a new original position. Thus, for example, if the
affirmation relative to the representation falls, it is not that we pass to the anterior
form of the quality, but the quality itself remains negated, since it is present in the
representation not as in itself, but as a moment of the superior synthesis: for the
quality to exist, it is necessary that, beyond the representation, the value relative to
the quality itself be affirmed with a distinct, discontinuous dazzling.

The separation between ideality (form) and reality, or more precisely, the
separation between form and matter in the substance of the ego, is thus the law
that now commands possible experience. This implies that the mediation is fully
posited, and thus the hierarchy of previous forms; but these, in relation to the
personality, are no longer what, when the value stops at them, they can be in
themselves, but are recreated and transfigured ab imo from the proper principle to
the consequent. The posterius, as category or te)og, is the prius of all its



moments and all its conditions. The personality will not therefore be understood
the flower of the objective world, but rather as that from which the objective world
itself, its reason, the power that governs and traverses, without exhausting itself in
them, all the categories and the infinite determinations, in this always remaining
within itself and in the apparent psychological and 'subjective' irrelevance that
seems to characterise the act in which an ideality is liberated and distinguished, is
to be seen the fulcrum on which the reality of the entire universal system now
gravitates. - On the other, as conditions for the possible positions according to the
value of the person, the various categories of representation remain, with which -
naturally, at this point, without prejudice to what may happen for further values -
the substratum of certain elementary laws, such as space, time, cause, etc., remains
in place. All these elements are already included in the character of 'given'.

The order of the first and second sections can be made to correspond, with due
speculative reservations, to what some Indian metaphysical traditions call
sadakyatattva and ishvaratattva, i.e. with the manifestation of power (shakti) in a
distinction, in which the ideal principle (aham) and the real principle (idam)
predominate respectively. The degrees of the second section can be understood
mythically as divinities (devata) or aeonic powers: they perform the real principle
of an ever more intense affirmation, which has as its limit the appearance of the
'this' in absolute polarity with the 'l' (= sadvidyatattva)'®. In the brute fact can then
be understood, with Fichte, as the body of the Absolute itself - of the very powers
of being - mediated, concluded in itself, which reflection opposes and
distinguishes; and yet in the person the passing away, the exceeding of the Gods.
To this the energies of being become the abstract condition or

'power’ (in the Aristotelian sense): formal order, the order of the person, the
ideality, is the ultimate affirmation, in which they go beyond themselves - to grasp
and liberate themselves.



§ 12 - SUMMARY

An overview of what has been achieved so far can be presented, in a way, as follows.

In the affirmation of the individual according to the positive value, its affirmation is
at first taken up by the principle of the immediate and thus appears as the very
power of objectivity, which, however, develops in relation an intimate contradiction
and only realises the objective insofar as through it it proceeds to the manifestation
of a content that transcends it. Hence the ego originally experiences the absolute
spontaneity of an incorporeal nature transmuting into the miracle of qualitative
determinations (first section). The central assertion at first is the discontinuous, the
pure instantaneous limit in the voraginous phenomenal continuity: it creates the
pure appearance and self-affectation of the principle: quality. From this form the
value as 'other' distances itself, the phenomenal power turns to fill the interval, so
that beyond the dissent and compulsion of feeling flashes the absolute
manifestation of the act. But this mediation is rather the negation of mediation:
duality remains to it properly as a limit to which it only becomes sufficient when by
an individualisation of the pure interval, by adapting itself to the other as properly
such, it reaches distinction. But insofar as the distinction is accomplished, the value
of the position as a superior unity of right arises against it as a consequence, and
this, by going on to reabsorb it, passes into causality, into the power that is drawn in
function of the reduction of the other to itself. In qualitative causality, in the striving
and doubling force, in the energy that, beyond desire and nostalgia shaping the
maya, develops change and transfigures the opposite, the nature of the simple
position is complicated, it becomes the positive, dynamic unity of the two terms. But
in proceeding to its satisfaction, this form also proceeds to its dissolution: the God of
Darkness, the divine No that the power of the Yes has made all transparent of its
own value leads to the experience of absolute negation, and this consequent
penetrating and dominating the demiurgic force of qualitative causality, unfolds it in
the drunken overflow and blaze of Dionysism, in the enlightened and essential
ambiguity of the symbol, of theurgic and divinatory participation, of spiritual
perception - in the double negativity of the substance in which the supernatural light
of the individual already flashes, as an inescapable moment and condition of nature;
and this



principle, which appears in its freedom and purity at the limit of the agitated and
demonic ecstasy of the experience of substance, determines the last relation, the
extreme tension of the order of pure spontaneity. If the principle of the
immediate is to become sufficient for this new term, it must entirely surpass itself,
alienate its own substance, condition its mediation to the moment of making itself
other; thus, in the 'mixture of bliss and bitterness' involved in generation, the form
of the other develops from the obscure, elusive 'presence' of 'original matter' to
luminous pain and absolute freedom of the revealing God. Insofar as it becomes in
the objectivity or distinction of revelation, nature grasps in its own death life and
in its own life, also, death.

The form of the first moment has unfolded to the point of taking the manifestation
of the content back into itself; the term is the same as the individual, but in this
there is only an unstable point of equilibrium, since an individual whose mediation is
nature, or a nature whose matter is its own negation, cannot be understood as
anything else.

Therefore, a new cycle (second section) opens in which the individual is
reaffirmed in what it considers its own mediation as immediacy and thus as
mere power for its actual position. Then the primordial, igneous nature of
quality dissolves into the determined, unequivocal clarity of a physical,
qguantifiable universe. The Ego that testifies to its freedom in the simple distinction
and distinct takes up the spatial form in which the objectivity of the term of the
first section is resolved, represents, creates existence. Reality, in which the very
power of representing is then freed, in which the | goes to place for itself that
interiority that remained in itself or immediate in the representing in act,
becomes in the form of dynamism. However, the progressive development of the
spatial distinction as and in determined time, remains under the condition of the
unity of value, so that the interval of pure dynamic difference must be composed
with a principle of continuity, and therefore the Ego, brought the existential act
of the unity of the two moments of its new mediation, experiences specification.
Now since in the relation of specification the individual has in objectivity his own
distinguishing and therefore his own assurance, the relation of representation is
folded back upon itself and remains reversible, the distinguishing and the distinct,
or rather, the distinguishing and the distinguished in which the distinct proceeds,
are synthetically joined, objectivity adapts itself to subjectivity and vice versa, and
thus the generic form of a teleology, of an organisation, of a principle that
expresses itself in reality through production of a system of distinctions, in the
reciprocal and essential connection of which it holds firm and actual, absolutely
mediated with itself. With this, the individual has entirely freed its mediation, has



redeemed its dark past: but, beyond redemption, the act of redemption. - The 'l'
reabsorbs mediation or nature, and distinguishes it from itself into existence:
such is the meaning that commands the development of the elements of
physical reality, a development that nevertheless has its fulfilment - that fulfilment
whereby being is exhausted, is brought to its completeness, to its absolute state -
only in the final act of the section, whereby the personality becomes the object of
transcendental affirmation. The individual, with a final thunderbolt, distances
itself from its own mediation, destroys the balance of purity and impurity that
pertains to objectivity, and asserts itself decisively in the principle of
unconditional freedom.

On the one hand, the whole system of mediation, the completeness of 'being' - the
totality of power teleologically deployed in space and time - is unleashed and
precipitated - on the other hand, and at the same time - the non-entity, a pure
form, a pure transparency (image, reflection, ideality), as an act of transcendent
value, is unleashed and freed from this 'precipitate’'.

" Please note: this is not to say that the forms already proceed from an absolute
will, from a will entirely sufficient to itself: this will only begin to be possible at the
end of the epoch, when the series of forms according to which value frees itself
from its own mediation is complete. For now, the

'Possibility' has only the sense, that the subjective presides as a p rin c ip of action
over the experience in which it manifests itself, although this experience remains
inseparable from it.

Z H. Bergson, Essai sur les données immédiates de la conscience, Paris 1921, p. 83.

3 Itis clear that there is no point in referring space to needs of a zion, when the
meaning of this has not already been explained and the possibility deduced.




4 The flaw in Biran's doctrine is that it connects in a certain way a temporal
contribution, however infinitely small it may be, to the point of effort, and does not
see in this an a priori from which all time (naturally, not qualitative) is made
possible.Hence the causality of which he speaks oscillates between that which is

purely qualitative and psychological, and that which is merely a concept of
discursive consciousness.[Francois Pierre Maine de Biran (1766-1824) was the
major representative of the revival of spiritualism in French philosophy in
opposition to the Enlightenment. During his lifetime he published only one book

and his entire oeuvre was published posthumously by V. Cousin].

5 Of course, spirit is always life: but that life which is connected to a certain set of
organised physical elements and determinisms, is but a particularspecieoftheg
en e r of that life, which is mutualised with categorical activity in general.

%n the deduction of the principle of the 'given' from the task of the representer to
represent himself as such, see J.G. Fichte, Transzendentale Logik;Darstellung der
Wissenschaftlehre aus der Jahr 1801

7 ).W. Schelling, System der transzendental Idealismus, ed. 1858, p. 497.

8 Even keeping to its current state, science today is becoming convinced, for
example, that one does not only see with the eyes, and that one can also see
independently of the eyes; in general, that there is a knowledge that, although it
concerns physical determinations - v.d. explicable by means of the categories within

this section - is determined outside the organic conditions.

SHere also appears the absurdity of those views, which conceive of an evolution
of consciousness from 'matter' through the various organic forms to man: for
matter is not at the beginning, but at the end of the series.




It is a phenomenon proper to the level of the person and outside of this it has
no meaning: if before the person there has to be a series, this can only be
fundamentally non-material.- Matter, Leibniz had already noted (Considerations
on the doctrine of a uni versal spirit, ed. P. Janet, vol. 1, p. 689), is not to be
referred to the spirit in general, but to the rapresentation that is imposed on a
limited spirit as limited.

Aristotle, Physics, I, 194b, 9: twv mpog Tt n UAN [the (notion ) matter is a relative
one].

1¢f. J. Evola, L'Uomo come Potenza, Atanor, TodiRoma 1926, sec. Il. (A totally
revised edition of the work later appeared as: The Yoga of Power, Laterza,Bari

1949).




PERSONALITY ERA



At the end of the first epoch, the point of the individual no longer emerges
according to the ambiguity inherent in the middle between the two sections, but in
purity, as something that has its own guarantee in itself. This, with respect to the
antecedent: but with respect to itself, this principle in the category of the
personality is again immediacy, for its body is an abstract distinction, a mere
flashing. - According to the principle of the arbitrary, this point can be understood as
sufficient to itself, and definitive, in the same way that it can be understood instead
as matter for a further individuation: and, certainly, if the second alternative takes
place, through it the equal possibility of the first is also postulated.

According to the last form of the first epoch, there is mutual excitation of freedom
and the antithesis of a being as given. The principle of freedom corresponds to the
pure form of this being - to the particular individualisations according to value
present in this, it is however indifferent. Hence the way to understand the
consequent - which for the moment is simply the empty form of ideality, a bare
formless transparency - as a pure power whose act is affixed to the movement,
according to which the elementary value, which is proper to it and which is the
flower of the first epoch, goes to reassert itself on the varied matter of the
antecedent. That is: the principle of formal freedom can proceed in a process
whereby, through a series of categories, the

"The 'given' of individuation is reduced, that is, constructed in its various elements
in function of the same formal freedom or ideality. But this freedom always
implies and posits the "other", the objective correlative, and thus the
completeness of the aforementioned process, whereby nature becomes a system
posited by reflection and freedom, does not so much deny the antithesis, but rather
strengthens and develops it: only when the Ego, through the formal resolution of the
datum, reaches the entire fulfilment of itself as the consequent of the relation,
does the absolute opposition arise. The point of the Ego's perfect mediation, in
its own consequent, is at once that of absolute opposition and - since this, in its
primitive form

(= § 11), was what underlay the value of the individual - in this is also the
perfect, absolute affirmation of the unconditioned. The progressive polarisation
of the two principles thus plays out the mediation of the pure element of the
individual - and such is the matter of the second epoch.




1 For those with a taste for mythological coverings. God creates his own image
or, more precisely, poses himself as the image of himself. The image, as such, is
empty, it has its own content - or substance of God or the real | - outside of
itself, and so as nature. Now it turns to make internal what has become external
to it, and this, since its new mode is formality and freedom, means idealising the
real | in an order, which has freedom as its condition and elementary substratum.



Section One



§ 13 - FINISHED EXPERIENCE

In the category of personality, freedom becomes in a formal distinction, and yet
under the law of the opposition of an in-itself-existent to an image, which appears
as the mere reflection of it. Hence, the objective termination of the category is
essentially inherent in the characteristics of necessity and identity: in the image
there is nothing more than what is factually in the datum; the principle of the
per-self, which is realised in it, is felt in it as determined and bound by the content,
of which, because of the passage, the Ego can no longer, and must no longer, be
recognised as the immanent, real producing power.

On the other hand, the category is fulfilled insofar as the substance of the Ego
comes alive in the value of the unconditioned. Hence the category, at the point of
its becoming real, ends up in a dilaceration: in it, form and content come into
conflict and contradiction; and with this, the place for a new synthesis would be
determined.

Such a synthesis cannot abolish the principle of distinction inherent in the image in
general, as this would contradict the very condition for which a synthesis beyond
personality can now be thought of. Included in the very concept of formal freedom,
the correlation to the being of a 'given' must remain as a substratum for any further
determination of it. It will therefore only be a particular determination within said
generic distinction. While the law of the distinction objectifying the content remains
firm, what this substratum will live in will no longer be a materially identical relation;
instead, freedom will invest the term of the image, generating a particular
difference. Such is the direction of the new synthesis. In it, therefore, there will no
longer be a pure eye, but already a principle of action and, indeed, of personal
action will be reaffirmed. However, this action is only experienced formally, it enjoys
itself on the level of the image, while on the other hand its physical-physical
correlative remains in place as unplaced (albeit as a simple condition existing for the
further value, by which in law it remains, in the totality of its determinisms,
dominated); arousing itself in a certain sense from this objective, formal freedom in
its further power reacts on it, and of the content it makes a raw and abstract matter
to which the effective image is according to a synthetic and contingent relationship.
Freedom, which in the earlier category was limited to the



pure distinction of the real in an image of itself, here passes to a distinction within
the general matter of the image itself, from which the first distinction is taken as an
implicit and subordinate moment.

The nature of this further difference remains to be determined. In the simple
personality, the content had the character of universality and teleological totality,
expressing the closed mediation, the exhausted process of the elements of
existence. As for the distinct, it was the transparency or reflection (as

"of a flower in a crystal") of this total and accomplished being (macrocosm), without
any individualisation of its own. Now insofar as in the new synthesis beyond the
freedom of simple distinction an act is still affirmed in the order of matter, the
content of this act can no longer retain a character of universality. The mediation of
the per-itself principle is only possible insofar as as it were, it quantitatizes or
divides the content relative to affirmation according to the category of the
personality in general (ishvara), and only realises in the image a particular
determination among the possible ones that are thus given. - And vice versa: the
material moment of the unconditioned requires the act to count as one possible
among several others. Now this cannot be thought of at the point of the universal,
which is all that can be, in which real and possible are one and the same thing. This
point must therefore be abolished, an analysis, a division must create in the given
whole a multiplicity, which counts as that multiplicity compossibles, from the
hovering over which the act of freedom can derive precisely the sense of itself as
such. But then in the new category there will be the position in consciousness of a
partial form of the given to the exclusion of others, that is, in general, the position
of a particular point of view, of a finitude’.

Thus at the point where the transcendental function inherent in the pure
transparency of the image ends itself, an activity arises that from a particular
point of view carves out a system of aspects of representation against which the
others are obscured, submerged. The power of the individual passes precisely to this
further distinction, to the interval of this individuation of a particular in the
exclusion of the remaining particularity: the person is now the forming of a
centre through the obscuring, in consciousness, of a certain quantum of reality
placed, placed (in the integral sense of the term) according to the principle of the
priority of syntheses, precisely through this negation. The object then appearsin a
certain way once again in a quality, even though the existential form with its various
physical categories remains there: the real that can now come to consciousness is
inseparably connected to a qualitative tone, it is as if surrounded by a strange halo
that is the obscure presence, in the form or particularity of it, of everything



what is excluded from it Z. A reflection of the totality one, this elusive quality that
imbues the physical object, reflects the synthetic simplicity, the immaterial
continuum that binds the various perceptions into a unity of experience,
constituting to the person its original matter, its obscure, contracted infinity.

The transcendental in such experience is thus as the act of the finite subject. The act
that forms the person and the act that forms the world relative to it are one and the
same thing: the finitude of the person and of the world are interconditioned and
spring from a single point, determined therefore by the reflection of the absolute
for-itself on its own primordial affirmation.

In a retrospective consideration, the moment of generic distinction relative to a
particular image is to be seen as that which posits the series of corresponding
physio-physical determinisms; as for the specific synthesis of the present
category, it appears as the subject's particular 'reaction’, as his particular
perceptive capacity or aptitude in relation to the physio-physical antecedent. The
fact that the person elevates to actuality and distinct consciousness only a finite
part of the possible experience, correlative to the particular faculties and the
limits of these (and, with this fact, the theory of organ-leptic properties), and,
indeed, precisely as a fact, here therefore finds an a priori deduction and value.
The notion that the sorting of special elements from the indeterminate of
experience corresponds to a finalistic disposition, falling, as soon as it claims to
really explain something, into a vicious circle, will give rise to the view, that the
personality and its world are constructed by a single synthesis, whose
foundation, if with regard to matter is pure contingency, with regard to form is the
aforementioned value. Certainly, one can admit teleological orderings - which not
here, but when consciousness becomes a natural science, will be able to be
determined - with regard to the functions of a given personality; but these
finalisms in turn are simple means that have their end in the actuality of the value
deduced for this category.

Perhaps it will not be unnecessary to point out what is more distinctly implied in
what has been said about the continuity of organisation: , that of the genus of
finite consciousness the human one, relative to the known system of
organisation, is a species. To the present point personality is to be understood
in the extension of the Indian concept of jiva (opposed to ishvara as the
personality in general, or universal subject, of the previous category) the



which refers as much to principles of lower organisation than man as to higher
entities of which man himself could be taken up as a member3. That the 'l' then
finds itself existing in a certain form of personality rather than in another, this must
at this point be explained as little as the problem of birth itself in general; and a
similar obscurity - as far as can be glimpsed - may extend to every further form of
this epoch, v.d. until the principle brought by the image has so perfectly mediated
itself, as to pass into a conscious and sufficient causal relation with that relation,
which originally determines in factual existence the content of its experience.

One more word on an important point. Here it is to be affirmed that it is precisely
the activity of the finite person that makes the plant vegetate, that which animates
the animal, etc., and that it is the activity of the person that makes the plant
vegetate. Which to some will appear entirely absurd: what else does the person
have in common, it will be said, with a plant, an animal, etc., if not an empty,
abstract image? It is only of this image, and in so far as it is pure image, that the 'l' is
the cause; but is it to the image that the life and reality of such beings rests? -
Certainly. It is precisely insofar as it is abstract that the image gives real and distinct
life to those beings. It is all a matter of not thinking of the image taken separately,
but of the image as a self-distinctive actuality: such an actuality on the one hand
places the image - that is, ideality - on the other, and conversely, that real content
that the image as such (as empty and abstract) opposes. In becoming itself in an
image, the finite person distinguishes itself, empties itself, and without such a
distinguishing, in the beings it knows precisely in images there would be no life,
precisely as the life of real, distinct beings external to it. In the psychological act of
the image, the finite person is thus truly, objectively creative: in it, as we have said,
the same aeonic powers, the same powers of being, pass without residue and are
exalted in the synthesis of Yes and No.

To clarify the relationship between the anterior category of personality and the
present of finite experience, one can refer to the life of instincts, which for admirable
wisdom, decisiveness and precision far transcend what can come from the faculties
of an autonomous person, either directly or through the mediation of discursive
knowledge. - Of particular significance is the study of so-called 'supernormal
knowledge': first of all, it has that character of immediate perception; and through a
sort of 'lowering' of the personality in the strict sense (of its particular
individualisation) correlative to the taking over as it were of another entity, from
which the former is reduced to a pure, passive learning and receiving, the barriers of
space and time fall for perception - certainly not in general, but according to those
particular individualisations that



are relative, in our case, to man's sensitive perception - so that the possible
experience extends to an almost universal content. This corresponds perfectly with
states of consciousness, an echo of which can be found in Oriental wisdom,
especially in that from which the Hathayoga arose, where it alludes to a knowing
understood as a resonance of the life of the cosmos within the organic functions
themselves and, in particular, the breath? . But this formless, elemental person, who
was an accomplished mirror of the macrocosm (= hiranyagarbha), is abolished in the
further mediation of freedom: it becomes like an obscure web, only in opposition to
which the act, which the law of particularity commands, gives rise to the various
images. In correlation, the various organs from functions of the universal become
functions of the finite, of the particular: from organs of 'sense' they become organs
of the senses.

If one looks for that which in the form of freedom reasserting itself on the
image can correspond to an objective interval, has mental association: that is
to say, relations that are also liberated, tightening or unfolding the various
images in quite subjective and contingent orders. On the other hand,
homologue of what as ontological unity was organisation, is memory, on which
the identity and continuity of consciousness now rests. Memory thus turns out
to be founded on two elements: the distinctive one proper to the particular
image and the one proper to association. And just as every development of
organisation is unity in distinction, so, correlatively, memory will be a moment
inseparable from perception, that is, from the becoming of the particular
image. Perception (acquisition) and memory (retention) will be found in the
person in reciprocal action, as two inseparable moments of a kind of dynamic
unity or entelechy, without reference to which there is no way of conceiving
the possibility of psychologically conditioned experience: which is not a
proceeding by sedimentation, a mere layering of impressions, but a process, a
living syllogism in understanding - even if the various connections in which it is
determined are for the moment contingent, subjective, extrinsic in a certain way to
an essential order inherent in the elements.

Again: according to the principle of continuity organisation, we have that if a
perception in general on the one hand has the sense of a distinctive or acquisitive
moment at first opposed to memory, on the other hand, it is itself a memory
system, an organic synthesis: hence the fact that the simplicity of elementary
perceptions is relative and can in turn result in a unity of a series of elements of
a lower order - the analysis of acoustic sensations by Helmoltz® and taken up by
Hartmann in his



Kategorienlehre® ; and the relationship between elementary perceptions and
memory studied by Bergson; unity in which the qualitatively unified particular is
always expressed in the simplicity of that total microcosmic synthesis, which is the
elementary form, the substratum of the personality. This formal unity of the
person, a reflection of the absolute synthesis, is the transcendental foundation of
memory and, with it, of the possibility of all perception - in general: of the
subsistence of a subjective unity of the world as psychological experience.

As aspects of the particularity of experience, sleep and death can also be indicated.
Death, as mentioned with Novalis, is the privilege of a higher essence: through it
the 'gods' overcome and liberate themselves. In the order of this category, the
spirit is mortal. This is therefore not to be understood as if with the death of a
particular person the possibility of experience is thrust into nothingness once and
for all; but rather in the sense that the generic object of transcendental
affirmation or function is now finished, and yet the various experiences or lives are
switched on and off without being able to connect in a continuity or memory,
lacking a higher, non-particular principle of relationship. Such is all the sense that
the doctrine of rebirths can have at this point.

The identification of the ego with a particular, finite system of experience is that of
ahamkara, which for the Indians is synonymous with ignorance (avidya); ignorance,
since the ego is an infinite power of freedom, and never any particular, finite
system. However, this very identification bears witness to, denudes precisely such a
power of freedom and is justified in it - only that the act still lacks a mediated
awareness of such a value, so that it only appears as precipitating, enclosing the
ego in an obscure limit (myth of the 'fall').



§ 14 - PERSONALITY AS ACTION

Freedom manifesting itself in the pragmatic finialising moment can reflect on itself;
and the ideal termination of the category is conditioned by this self-penetration of
the principle of personal limitation. Now what can be properly fixed as antecedent is
a unity of the two moments, formal and material, of freedom; v.d. the particular
image will now appear to consciousness only in function of a principle of action that
intimately interpenetrates it, i.e.: that transformed into motive or object of
tendency. On the other hand, to say that the principle of material freedom reflects
on itself is to say that an ideal multiplicity of compossibles is posited, it is to say that
the 'l' in its determination goes to possess itself no longer simply in a given part, but
in that as also in the possibility of all the others - v.d. in an absolute agility of the
particular. Actually, 'quantity' is already present in the previous category, but as of
right and not explicitly and consciously: due to the immediacy of the pragmatic
moment, what lived in consciousness was precisely the content of the particular act,
the position of which coincided, without further mediation, with the annulment of
the other possible options. Only when material freedom reflects further on itself, is
the discretion of totality according to the ideal value of choice and arbitrariness
connected to it fully placed for and in the ego.

There is therefore a point at which there is a multiplicity of motives, of possible
directions for the further formation of freedom, so that the act must essentially
be connected to deliberation. Secondly, the new power of reflection complicates
the relationship between the distinct. It is that through it the person experiences
himself in a mediated principle of activity; but since the condition of an elementary
distinguishing subsists, one is led to the determination of the consequent as the
interval of the proper or extraverted action, where the motive pushes the power
of the finite determination beyond the simple image - and this affirmation now
essentially counts as a distinction between the various compossibilities - or
refracting itself and making an effort, to extrapolate into a non-ego that infinity
contracted in the previous category as a quality of the various finite images. The
moment of the given is thus affixed to the passing of the freedom that has
asserted itself on the content, in the form of actual action - it only becomes in
the opposition of the ideality of the motif to physical reality - and it is in the
relative



interval of effort and contrast that the principle of distinction is preserved, and thus
the condition for the elementary law for personal consciousness to subsist at the
further value that flares up here. Action, as the synthesis into which the world of
finite experience passes, is thus essentially an objective reflection of freedom, i.e. it
has the sense of a distinguishing relation, of the position of a particular
determination as the position of the others possible as not posited, the partition of
reality into zones in which the Ego is actual because they are directly assumed by
action, as opposed to others which, if they are likewise posited in the action itself as
a distinct term, are connected to a negativity of the subjective moment - and the
reality of these, since the affirmation does not make real that a particular
determination, yet it is dominated by the reflection of freedom and yet from the
point of view of totality, is rejected to a non-ego.

The category would thus comprise two moments: the ideal moment of
deliberation and the real moment of action, distributing the various quanta of
reality and negation: moments that are therefore inseparable, because in the
concreteness of the synthesis, there is no deliberation that is not already to a certain
extent an effort, that does not already excite and define, in a play of obscure
organic exponents, various antithetical elements; and as for action, here it is
nothing but an objective promotion, a precipitation in the plane of reality, of the
situation proper to deliberation. The 'l', while passing beyond the image, retains
the distinctive principle that makes it a person, because the extraverted action
implies the 'other', produces the 'other’, albeit no longer from immediate
distinction, but from the internal drive towards nature as the object of 'desire’'. In
such an 'other’, the ideal unity or indifference of the particulars (the 'l' that has
penetrated itself as a principle encompassing the indeterminate manifold of
possibility) is projected, and manifests that transcendental law, whereby what is
not posited by a particular realisation of action, is posited in a non-ego, which
itself appears as a reality.

The possible action thus remains, in a certain sense, peripheral: the unity that
forms it falls in the moment of the given, the arising of the non-Ego, while
remaining in general conditioned by the action itself, appears as independent of
the Ego; likewise, the various physical categories appear as elementary but
nevertheless indispensable conditions of the action, insofar as said unity implies its
conjoined system. And, indeed, what can still be determined from the point of
view of formal consciousness must fall, according to its concept, under a similar
situation. Quite apart from the originality and unconditionality of the point of
personal initiative, the movements in which it then unfolds and takes shape
must, in the final analysis, be the subject of a similar situation.



analysis, appear as inadequate as the image in general is in relation to what one
knows about image and ideality.

It follows from the principle, already referred to, of continuity of organisation that
this category can admit various degrees. The simple movement of deliberation
already distinguishes and defines in reality a first organic system - correlative to the
immediate order of motives and tendencies - as autov against certain antithetical
elements. A new power of action, which serves as its own affirmation of this first
organic system already constituted, can remove the terms and arouse and define a
new order of elements in which the autov incorporates new functions and opposes
new antitheses. Thus the resonance of the action and, with it, the further becoming
according to reality and hardening of the finite experience, can extend indefinitely
through the successive distinctions that the individual affirmations gradually
arouse.

With this category, imaginary representations are made possible as opposed to real
ones. They arise from the abstract moment of the antecedent: they are velleities,
missed or barely proposed actions, thus still indeterminate in function of the system
of the possible; the ego, as it were, withdraws from the fundamental opposition of
the present epoch and renounces the principle of freedom. From which it follows
that they would not be possible in a person without the use of elements stored in
the memory, coming from other determinations previously implemented through
action. Such representations are abstract as is the moment of the antecedent taken
separately: they, in a certain sense, express the logical passage from the experience
proper to the anterior category to one in which the finalising distinction is no longer
immediate and ideal, but is appended to a nisus, to an action proper. - It follows
from what has been mentioned that the one theory is that ‘consciousness' is born
for action, and the other that there is no consciousness where there is no
inadequacy to the 'environment', no contrast, no differentiation of the act for
something that resists it or that takes it beyond itself in realisation (heterogeny of
ends) - since consciousness is understood as reflected personal consciousness, cf.d.
reflection of freedom - and then to dispel the empiricist misunderstanding of
unconsciously transforming what is mere factual correlation into order of law and
metaphysical causation, entirely disregarding what can arise in the search for
transcendental conditions of possibility.



As a whole. If, on the one hand, the totality of the multum of possibilities is
posited for further reflection, on the other hand there is, according to the
principle of the antecedent, a finite act. But if the antecedent is to be taken up
again within the new form brought about by the consequent, it is necessary that by
means of the finite act itself, the other possibilities that it excludes as such (and
this in a factually objective order in accordance with the generic moment of
distinction) are also illuminated, and that the 'l' in these is placed as negation. The
dynamic deprivation of the ego thus remains deduced from the reflection of the
principle of the previous category in connection with the general condition for the
active personality which, sit venia verbis, precipitates or actually distinguishes its
idealityThe limited position is also the position of those limits, whereby it is
limited. The experience of an objectification here is merely the experience of
limits or syncopes immanent in the action itself, of the No with which the action
itself is imbued. - Objects are now, so to speak, nothing but the

"The 'concave' of a limited action, nodes of activity and passivity of the only
immanent power; the so-called laws of nature, which are the projection of the
formation and conditions internal to the action itself, and yet real only in function
of it and for it; finally, the generic antithesis of the not-I is nothing but the shadow
cast before it by the action, what it suppresses in itself and posits as its negativity -
and this because material freedom implies finiteness. Between representing and
acting, there is no substantial difference: a representation is always an experiment,
a more or less complete attempt; an action is always the organ that makes and
sustains the varied articulation of experience.

Thus position ceases to be simple: between ideality or motive objectivity there is
a differential. Nature 'resists' and the determinations in which the category ends
are neither pure objectivity nor pure ideality, but a synthesis of the two notes, of
arbitrariness and necessity, of quality and spatiality, of particularity universality.
And the universe, as it immediately appears now, i.e. in the images delineating
the various impulses to action, remains a pure moment, an indeterminate that is
only completed through the concreteness of the very action that gives rise to the
distinction, the "lesson of experience" - in which, on the other hand, a reaffirmation
of experience is also expressed, a new biting and shaping of the objective according
to the particular arbitrary formation sketched in the previous category; and by
means of this movement - which to those who do not have the habit of the
transcendental gaze may appear as an 'action of the external' - there is a shaping and
identification of one's own personality as a dynamic system: to operate on the
outside is simultaneously a sculpting of the substance of one's own personal
interiority; at the present point one does not know what one is, other than through
the experience of our own power and, therefore, that in function of a



distinct. Action certainly implies an irreducible ante rem intiative; but, according to
the form that now commands every possible position, the determination becomes
properly the substance of the person only post rem or, better, in re - only in
function of the action that aims at reaffirming and, so to speak, refracting its
formation in the distinctive interval.

Just as in the previous experience there is no subject other than in correlation
with an object according to the pure distinguishing of the image, so here there is

no subject other than in function of the distinction twv gpyw [in fact] of the
resistant thing. But this duality, like the other, must be taken synthetically.
Conditioned by the experiencing in act, the substance of the person is also
conditioned by the object - environment, bodily vehicle, etc. (realism). However,
what is object?

As an in-itself, it could be nothing to the subject and would therefore fall outside
the aforementioned relationship (take care not to fall under the illusion of touching
a

in-self of the determinant by means of an indirect knowledge, such as that proper to
the physio-chemical sciences, since such an indirect knowledge implying a direct
one, is always given as a function of a person's particular hold on things): but as the
term of the relation it is as it is determined by the action of the subject
(idealism). Contained in an inseparable, reciprocal relationship, the two terms
are not explained by one another, but by the unity of action, of experiencing in
action, which is the transcendental prius of both. It is not that there is action
because there is something outside and against, but rather there is something
outside and against only because there is action.

The various manifestations of action result from personal arbitrariness in synthesis
with the various elements of objective representation, which give the former that
opus conditionis, against which the latter can assert itself as such. These
manifestations can come together in bundles of lesser or greater uniformity,
bundles that, taken in their objective moment, appear as the laws of nature
personal experience. Referring to such a conjunction, it was stated earlier that the
laws of nature are but habits; and that the constancy of world order is but that
of a transcendental character of the ego. This, admittedly, extends to a much
broader sphere; but for now we need only refer to the original root of law as it
springs directly from a pre-scientific and pre-logical moment, in action and action
(properly so called). At this level, laws do not presuppose themselves to the will,
but instead the will presupposes itself to them, determines them, conditions their
reality. Natural determinism in no way commands my act - it is my act that at
every moment sustains it and confirms its particular formation. By right the whole
world is at



every moment hanging on my will and my acting as its tehog [end]. Thus: if now
a will of mine goes into writing, this does not happen because a certain energy is
subsumed by a law X in itself existing (which a sufficiently advanced science will
also be able to determine) of the connection of the psychological modifications to
those of the brain, and then by another Y of the centrifugal transmission to the
given effect of my writing hand and finally by the general complex of external
physical laws: but all these determinisms are created or recreated by my act, by
my affirmation; they, again, are hypothetically condensed in the determination of
this and only unfold and become true at and by the passing into fact of the act of
said affirmation.

Thus the most insignificant action sustains, contains and commands the entire
universal necessity, since everything, for moment of organic unity, is in
solidarity: it is the impetus of the act that gives continuity to nature, that
connects and justifies its various determinisms by casting those jatis, the
elimination of which science has only in its ideal.

Further: if what is originally and essentially arbitrary and subjective agility is, by
habit, crystallised into automatisms with the appearance of laws of their own, which,
insofar as the will obeys them almost as lines of least resistance, seem to impose
inconvertible conditions for the efficacy of an action that is not aroused by its
deepest root; this too, as we have shown, is generally to be explained by an original
direction of freedom. If by the very structure of action, as it results in the hierarchical
locus to which it is now referred, a moment is inseparably connected to the life of
the root of the arbitrary, whereby the 'other' is demanded and the appearance in
this for confirmation and faith in that power and in that particular formation which
in the transcendental moment of any act of the person is but from a purely inner
initiative; yet without an original, buried persuasion and creative spontaneity that
immediately escapes from the subjective consciousness and is incorporated and
multiplied in the various resonances animating the sensible world, the entire system
of reality would be deprived of its foundation. - It must therefore be emphasised that
the laws mentioned above are stable to the extent that subjective determination is
stable; they generally follow and reflect the development of the person; and,
conversely, the person becomes shaped by the becoming of the laws, which
proceeds from his action. Action, in general, is individuation: it is it that now creates
the body of the person (v.d. that which lives as tautov within a reflected freedom).
Our world is the mirror of our person or, better, our person is consciousness, the
mirror of that act, which is our world: we are what the world is, and yet what we
make ourselves, acting in the



world or making a world. We ourselves determine the conditions and forms in which
reality, truth and, in a certain sense, freedom too, must appear to us.



§ 15 - SELF-PRESERVATION / CO-ACTION / SEXUALITY

Personal freedom, which is affirmed no longer in fact, but in self-reflection, finds
in its immediate object a limit, something transcendent that ends it in moments of
deprivation. And reciprocally: from the outpouring of this transcendence the
reflection, the per-self of freedom in the person is now aroused.

The experience of an 'other’, in which the character of the given is maintained, as a
function of action, is therefore what results at the ideal end of the category.

On the other hand, in the category which, in coming to an end, encompasses and
objectifies itself, there will be a synthesis of the two moments, formal (§ 12) and
material (§ 13) of freedom; these will be taken up in a mediated unity, given
precisely by the person in the act of realising himself as the option of freedom
penetrated by reflection. But since this unity presently remains connected to an
'other' given, in accordance with the fundamental law of the epoch, in factual
immediacy, the experience in which the category action ends can also be
understood as 'power' with respect to a further synthesis. Of which the meaning
would be a new mediation of the heterothetic function in the personal centre; that
is, this centre that in a new measure assumes and becomes sufficient for the
production of the original distinction, which in the moment of transcendence that it
generates is still commanded by a pure spontaneity. But this immanentization
cannot be absolute. - According to the consequent, the other results simply as the
possibility contained in the principle, now in itself reflected, of personal
affirmation, the brute, factitious form according to which it springs from simple
action can no longer be tolerated: it must be transcended into an ideality. But on the
other hand, according to the antecedent, the principle of distinction in some way
must exist, otherwise the universe of the person would collapse into that of a
quality. So what can determine further syntheses will be a merely formal
resolution of the otherness of the other, a construction which, if it makes the
objective whole, which the person sees generated against the particular
affirmation, something transparent, something ideally identical to this affirmation
itself, nevertheless appears to the consciousness as limited to the "what", and, as for
the correlative "what", it always appears posited as not posited. Firstly, the formal
construction or mediation will assume and absorb the function in general that
underlies the otherness given in the previous category; then, in the second section,
the content of this otherness, in its various elements.



a) In a first, generic moment, the being of the person will be directly connected to
the other, in the sense that this will become the essential material for a conatus of
self-preservation. The person becomes a craving, a need, and in the object he will
only see a matter for his own enjoyment, for his own particular affirmation. This
intimidates the relationship: as a correlative of craving, the other no longer
introduces itself extrinsically into the action, but is organically included in it, is almost
willed in the person's own will, which thus no longer experiences, but assumes the
condition for the consciousness of freedom in its own particular form, or body, in
which it has enclosed itself. But with this, the unity that can command the further
synthesis is not yet truly achieved. Craving is in itself contradictory: on the one hand
it wants, in the absorption of the other, the extinction of itself, and therefore of that
interval, whereby it is value; on the other hand, its conatus is impotent because of
this, that the object is only a symbol of craving itself (craving - as we have said at the
meeting of an analogous form - creates its object, in the otherness proper to it, and
not vice versa: sufficient being has no other in its counterpart - it is from the
deficiency of being that the other to which desire turns arises, and need is the act
that by creating deficiency in the ego simultaneously gives birth to the non-ego); and
by asking it and grazing on it, the Ego feeds only on its own deficiency, which in this it
does not deny, but rather reconfirms, since this asking holds firm the point of a life
that does not live by itself, and therefore precisely that which gave life to the other®.
Hence this first moment rather presents the terms of the problem than bringing the
solution. Insofar as the person

seeks to reaffirm itself, according to further consciousness realised through the
fulfilment of the previous category, on the thing as for this craving becomes in the
new experience, a development is determined, which goes from the relation of co-
action to that of sexuality.

b) The ego thus becomes aware of the inadequacy of its own solution to simple
craving as an immediate impulse for self-preservation, which does not reduce, but
rather recurrently generates its object against the person. From this correlativity he
now tries to escape, partially renouncing his own mode of craving, switching to a co-
operation, respecting the other, placing him as a recognised and accepted element
for the objectivity of his own action. That is, the person transitions, desists from his
voracious affirmation that as an immediate negation of the thing contradicts itself;
instead, he gives a person to his own



deficiency to introduce it into its function as a positive on which it relies.
Dependence on simple craving is then articulated in new correlations, whence arise
the hypostases of the various things-to-be as conditions of power, concreteness,
life. And action becomes explicitly impure, it only realises its object - and, in this,
itself - insofar as its act is also that of a principle supposedly other than the centre
from which it proceeds.

Such an gtepov, which action, insofar as it is determined in the form of
cooperation, arouses and recognises, must, in general, be made tautoy, i.e. it must
be understood as a compossible, subsumed under the indifference of freedom.
This initially takes place insofar as in it is to be found the very situation in which
the person lives, i.e. that deprivation which demands, which relies on it, which
exploits it. And such is indeed the truth of the other at the present point, for the
dependence relative to co-operation is reciprocal, the other here is only in so far
and to that extent that its affirmation is also that of the conscious personality: it
only imposes itself on it in the act in which it also serves it, and yet it is formed
from the same substance as the latter. Hence the transition from the relationship of
co-operation to that of sexuality.

c) In the experience of the woman determined as a function of love, the person
seeks to entirely consume the original contradiction of craving. - It is an
enhancement of that abdication, which the previous form already partially
incorporated. The being, which in co-operation was only wanted and recognised in
the service of an object of action, which nevertheless the person still wanted for its
simple and direct enjoyment, is now wanted in itself. In this other willed in itself, the
person now seeks and demands, according to sexual relations. Here, the ponent
function of the other is love: the former being is only as loved. But to love means to
interiorise the other, to pass into it, which therefore, as the object of love, remains
dissolved in its material aseity, is determined by right as a negativity, returning to
the very principle of affirmation: that is, it, insofar as it is loved, loves, distinguishes
itself, returns. The relation is such that the other is not perfectly placed and willed in
itself except when its very substance comes to be determined in love: love forgives
no beloved not to love, it brings to perfection the activity that is willed in it, only
when it is found and reflected in the other's love, since it is precisely the other that is
distinguished that proves the other's having entirely willed it for itself. The other,
who is for love, is woman; who therefore becomes in reality to the extent that she
loves. But this her



Love is passive, it is from an initiative that falls not in her, but in a force that
transports her and that appears transcendent to her, since it is reconnected to the
central power of the category, which in woman posits love as teAog and condition
its very substance: not woman as a per-self conditions love, but love conditions the
only per-self that woman as such can have?. - Now the person insofar as he loves
perfectly, and thus generates love, truly succeeds in recognising himself in the
other, in resolving the resistance, obscurity and heterogeneity inherent in the
other's previous appearances, and thus in reconciling himself with himself in a
circular mediation that makes the antecedent adequate to the consequent of the
category™ . This point is expressed in the transition from woman to son - which is
precisely the objective or distinct correlative of the act in which the person goes on
to confirm himself, to possess his own identity through the resolution or dedication
of the lover (sexual conjunction).

Thus for the relationship between man and woman, the principle of freedom
begins penetrate that heterothetic which, in the immediacy of his reflection,
flowed unforeseen from, or against, realisation; the other is understood as identical
to the identical, is recognised as compossible. The son's independence is the
objectivity of this consciousness, within which the transcendent is alluded to as
the real possibility of freedom itself - indeed, of freedom as that distinctive
interval of a person, which now stands at the principle of posing - to want
otherwise. If the ego must truly resolve the datum and at the same time maintain
its value as a person, then it must transform that into an intimacy, it must
recognise therein it likewise can and can be and yet, in service to principle of
material arbitrariness, has distinguished from what it has properly and finitely
willed.

The three first, already described categories of the present epoch successively
realise the pure appearance of the unconditioned in ideality, its simple
reflection in act, and its mediated reflection, i.e. the form, in which the
particular affirmation is joined to the consciousness of the agility or indifference
that essentially and truly suits the principle from whence it proceeds.

The affirmation, in the person, is conditioned by absolute freedom, and this is
for the ego: such is the value that commands the present category and that in
the reality determined by it implements, as it were, its objective experience. It is
thus that, beyond the sexual relation, the synthesis falls into a son - v.d. one is
certain of oneself insofar as what is now understood as homogeneous to the central
principle always has substratum in otherness. An objective reflection of the
transcendence of the real power generation with respect to the conscious will of the
lover, this situation is



also of the imperfection proper to love itself, which in its concept implies the
dyad, the turning again to others - but, in this, the destiny, that the body
persuasion does not fall into the identical but into a distinct, that there is
heterogeneration and not self-generation. And so it remains that the person here
only by recognising himself in something else - in the son who is 'synthetic' or
contingent with respect to the act love - feels still. In this, while the original
distinction resounds, the transition to a new power of reflection is also
accomplished.

Note the distinction between the moments now described and those belonging to
the subcategory of recognition (§ 6, C). There one had something entirely
qualitative and spontaneous, a transformation of absolute perceptions within a
consciousness, in which object and subject, real and ideal are fused together. Here,
on the other hand, recognition is something active and free, it is a 'construction’, it
is an effort (mediated by the system of images, associations, etc.) to refer the
immediately given physical reality to a subjective essence. Hence what is recognised
here is also a spatial distinction, a physical organism, etc.

Wherever one does not only ask oneself but also another, who thus fills a
deprivation of taUtOn, for the efficacy of one's act, wherever the immanent
principle does not draw from itself all the means or intermediaries so that its
affirmation succeeds objectively - in short: wherever the action is not simple, the
principle cooperation is present. The realist philosopher in explaining perception by
a power that does not come to act, that insofar as this act is also that of the object,
understood as a subsistent principle in itself, is subject to the law proper to such an
experience.

It may be of some interest to indicate how woman is to be thought of according to
the above view. - Man is such insofar as he is, by right, self-assertion, reference to
self and possession of value. His antithesis is that which does not know how to find
value in itself, but has it from reference to something else, and yet, lapsing from
affirmation, desires it. Such is woman. The substance of woman is, fundamentally,
hetero-reference, passion: not a being, but a denial, a asking, a putting oneself off
and giving oneself to something else: all a need not to be in order to be. But this is
not at all its own faculty: as has been said, there is, according to the order of
conditions, not woman first as an in-self and then love, but love first and then
woman. Love in woman is fundamentally something negative - not a possession, a
faculty, but something that overwhelms and transports her;



but only it gives her an essence, only it gives her the semblance of a personality ™.
Experience shows precisely that only passion has made possible that in which
woman has elevated herself from an amorphous and obtuse thing; that feminine
mysticism itself, insofar as it is feminine, is in the main justifiable with deviant or
refoulée sexuality; and an absolute mediocrity of feminine work in those categories
that imply a principle of mediation and positive initiative, starting with science and
philosophy, not to mention the superior realisations of power and autarchy proper
to the third epoch. Already morality is in woman an empty sound as is the logical
place in which it is determined, which is hierarchically prior to such formations. To
claim, on the other hand, to deduce this non-value of woman from external
conditions, essentially brought about by man, is discoursing, not thinking: for if this is
in fact the case, it means that things could not have gone otherwise, i.e. that woman
lacks that power which could have given her a better substance (and here there is no
need to refer to a physical power, this being in contrast to the intelligent principle
always having the worst of it); for when this substance was instead to be begged
from a "allowing" or "respecting" or bestowing of man's superior power - as
according to that remnant of mediaeval barbarism and superstition called "chivalry",
whence arose the absurd modern type of "Lady" against which Moebius'Z so justly
revolted - it is clear that woman could not make it her own: coming not from herself
but from something else, it would be problematic for her, not essential but
accidental.

And if things are so in fact, it is hard to see why in law they should be otherwise.
There is nothing reasonable about making a man out of a woman: for no matter
how little a woman progresses in the higher categories of culture, she even
physiologically loses the characteristics of femininity; that what she achieves in
such cases she achieves not because she is a woman, but because she is a man
(Weininger) - this is a point in which experience and a priori deduction fully
agree. The 'evolution of woman' is an absurd concept, since it is the evolution - in
the order of value - not of the phenomenon, but of the transcendental function
on which it depends; now such an evolution refers to the logical transition that
through the mother overcomes the woman in the value of the son - v.d. of the
other that is recognised by the person as self - and which, beyond it, leads to the
point of morality. Instead, to take woman as she is according to her concept and as
a fact of experience, and to add to it those notes that are relative to the further
development of the person as transcendental centre, and that transcend it, is to
form something hybrid and contradictory.



Therein lies the fundamental point: those who delight in giving woman a person
are obliged to show, and not merely assert, that woman possesses spiritual forms
irreducible to those proper to man; and that they as such (i.e. as specifically
feminine) can be recognised as valuable.

For if what there is of value in woman were instead to be recognised as masculine,
the demonstration would succeed in the very opposite of what it aims at, namely
precisely the spiritual negation of woman as woman and not man. But the above
assumption is chimerical. Once the elements proper to man are removed, feeling,
sexuality, passion and motherhood exhaust the essence of woman. Now everything
that makes sense as subordinate moments to the deduced category, taken in itself
represents nothing but brute nature and impurity, falls within a passive, irrational
and insufficient life that is still infinitely below the level of the personality, indeed it
falls within the form of the objective option'3, which here stands as a non-value.
Woman, in her essential nature, against the positive will of the true man, is a desire
to give herself, to be dominated, to serve and adore, to confirm in loss and full
dedication to the other her original non-centrality. Man's will is corrupted and
degenerated - then, in relation and proportion, there arise in woman claims to
autonomy, to her own will, to equality. But man alone is the cause and principle
responsible for this: the non-being he creates in himself is transformed into a
congruous being of the opposite principle. Which might explain the fact that the
female tends to become equal to the male and sometimes even to overwhelm him,
the lower one descends in the hierarchy of the zoological species and the more one
settles into epochs of evident decadence in human history stricto sensu; and might
therefore lead one to think that the Bushmen, in their treatment of women as
things, are, in this respect, higher up than various "highly civilised" societies - the
English and the American in particular - in which a person is superstitiously given to
them, or, to put it better, in which the man, having made himself a woman, finds
himself recognising in her a fellow human being. The importance, respect, and - sit
venia verbis - the 'spirituality' of woman is in direct proportion to the degree of ideal
degeneration of a race. And again: woman as an 'in-self' is not yet woman, v.d. does
not refer to the final moment of the category, but to that of co-operation: she is the
hypostasis of what is simply a correlative of desire, she is the reification into a fetish
of the powerlessness of the fallen androgyne.

This leads to a clarification of the more general sense of the feminine principle.
At this point in the woman as 'other' the person sees the mythical figuration of
that power which transcends him and only by joining with it can he reach



to a generation. The transcendence to the person's conscious principle of the real
principles that form and govern organism - a transcendence in the inability to
give herself a body proceeds - and the existence of woman are two points that
are integral. But insofar as the generative act is impure, insofar as it requires the
'other’, it must, as we have said, result not in self-generation but in
heterogeneration. Thus the feminine is connected to the generic principle of
deprivation or non-being of the ego, as it appears at the level of the person; it is
the etepov, and yet, as according to ancient soteriologies, the original root of
impurity, evil, that which should not be and which, insofar as it is, bears witness
to guilt and injustice. The process turns to consume it in the one who is no
longer divided, but whole, as the sufficient cause of all one's life - in the spiritual
Androgyne. - As long as the woman imposes herself as a content of experience, as
long as he is unable to unsee her, the person will be "impure" and guilty; this will
continue, however (even if the feminine principle takes on other forms: moral
principle, rational necessity, God, inspiration) until ego, passing into the age of
the individual, goes to possess itself in those real powers of the organism or
"divinity", from which it is now alienated because of the principle distinction
proper to formal freedom. Then it will have 'put an end to the woman's work' - it
will have consumed and mastered its own theetical, extraverted moment.

One more remark on a point that has already been contemplated. might be asked
whether, by any chance, one really expects the person to create the woman before
him, as that concrete being given in common experience. To this one replies that
what the ego, according to conscience and freedom, creates in the experience of
sexuality, is the differential that from the heterothetic point of action or from the
obscure in-self of compulsion draws precisely that which, for it, has the meaning
of woman: for, as far as the physical element is concerned, it is, in accordance
with the law of the person, something quite factual. However, insofar as the act
of love, whereby woman as such becomes from the abstract matter of this
factitiousness, presupposes the value of the person, because of the principle of
the unity of the category and the priority of the synthesis or teAog over its own
conditions, it must be said that in that position according to freedom is also
included that of all the elements that it logically implies, even if partly according
to the form of positing as not posited. And the same is to be said for the son and
other who, in later forms, will be recognised as a person itself. - It is then idle to
dwell on the question, of what woman was before this point: she, by definition, was
not woman, although she could appear elsewhere, for example as an object of mere
lust, as one of the 'ideas' or archetypes of qualitative otherness, and so on.



§ 16 - MORALITY

With the former category, the material principle of otherness in general remains
resolved, but not so the formal principle of the relationship, within which the other
appears. Hence the possibility of a further task. Beyond the act that, reducing the
content to identical, mediates it, the reflection of this same act, so that this same
identity is mediated.

For freedom, of its true principle, is not simply the consciousness of the act, but also
of that transcendent arbitrariness from which the act proceeds. Thus that form,
which by recognising the compossible in their identity illuminates the
unconditionality of the position, may not be valid as an extreme instance. Only, one
must always keep in mind the condition of that distinction that, so to speak,
envelops and sustains the formation of the person throughout the age. - In order to
specify the further task: in so far as the ego recognises the other, see, in so far as the
previous category comes to an end, in so far as the ego is no longer precisely
identical with the other, since with this experience of recognition it has added a
differential to its own substance, that is, it has positioned itself as the freedom of
recognition, as the power of the relationship, and since in this relationship the
experience of compossibility is taking place, as that which gives this its condition is
precisely the unconditioned self-determination, the absolute self-position. Value,
which, however, only shines out in inseparable connection with the antecedent,
with the becoming of other recognised beings, so that the sense of a synthesis will
be an experience in which the position of self, reflecting a self-position in general of
the other, has as the condition of its unconditionality the form of the universally
valid. In other words: the other will no longer be given in a

‘concern’, in a relationship that is immediately turned towards and supported by
him, as was case for both lust and love, but from within, through the autonomy
of freedom itself. This implies that in its deepest self-penetration the personal
principle immediately becomes a universality, that the particular position is directly
conditioned by indifference to this particularity. On the other hand, according to the
principle of the consequent, such a point must only be reached by an act of
absolute, reflexive freedom. The perfection recognition or indifference -
universality - and the power of the person to determine absolutely from within are
therefore elements that must interconnect here.



At this point, the appropriateness of morality to the synthesis clear. As
preparatory forms of , in which the immediacy, factuality of identity is gradually
mediated and initial extrinsicity passes into intimacy, can be considered the
personality conforming to custom, the personality conforming to the state, the
human personality; but the fulfilment is only in the formal morality, in the
autonomous determination according to the universal form of the person: 'act
according to that law, which can be valid as a principle of universal legislation’,
which here is founded only on an absolute reflection of formal freedom. In such
a synthesis, the other is even more interiorised and, at the same time, liberated,
drawn by the person from within himself; and a new step is taken towards perfect
adaptation of the immanent principle to the original distinction: which here moves
from the material opposition between sameness and otherness to the formal
opposition between autonomy and heteronomy. The person, in fact, is now
autonomous only insofar as is heteronomous (according to conformity to objective
law) and heteronomous only insofar as it is autonomous (insofar as the centre
always falls on the arbitrariness of the personal principle, without which there
would not be a free adhesion, a spontaneity, but an extrinsic conformity to law or,
sit venia verbis, a spiritual automatism).

This leads to the concepts of 'lower nature' and 'moral nature', concepts that
therefore only make sense as terms of a correlation. In fact, the category, insofar as
it is not immediately, but mediately, reflexively identified, implies the moment of
difference: morality as pure, unchallenged determination would not be morality, but
quality, the spontaneity of a natural act. The value of the person is preserved in the
form of morality precisely, and only, in this: that the person itself twins itself, sees
itself as other and the other as itself in its own closed unity, in the sense that in the
principle of universality (which is nevertheless a reflection of the pure act with which
it has placed itself) it understands a law that is valid in itself, a transcendent
normativity, to which it nevertheless conforms as to the true self, opposing the
particular determinations of its material, indifferent freedom as something that must
be resolved in that. Morality, like the interval principle that it is in general as a
category, appears precisely in the elementary distancing of a universal from a
particular within the will; and it is in the synthesis in which then a personal
conscience, filled with duty, elaborates its particularity in a way that conforms to the
universal principle. The transcendence of duty in the same intimacy and autonomy in
which it lives as such, and the principle of the antithesis of a non-moral nature that
cannot be reduced but only 'informed’, are the conditions for which, in the present
category,



the value of the person can be preserved; conditions that, moreover, determine
each other. Thus, that morality is, essentially, intention and materialiter -
process to infinity - this proceeds from the very concept in which it is
determined here.

The generic foundation of the so-called categorical imperative for us is therefore the
act - which has drawn the particular individuation of the person from the infinity of
the determinability of freedom - in its reflection or appearance in formal
consciousness; its categoricality simply reflects the character of bare
unconditionality or contingency inherent in this act itself. As for its imperative
character, this proceeds precisely from the formal character of the consciousness in
which it is reflected; which, while striving to penetrate itself in its deepest
principle and thus to make itself sufficient for itself, nevertheless has for its
condition and elementary place a particular, finite formation. And so, just as
previously the compossibles had to appear heterothetic and others, so the
original affirmation, in which this heterotheticity is by right resolved since it is
precisely what dominates it by the title of its compossibility, will appear to it as
something that, while being felt by the person as the truth of its deepest nature,
transcends and commands it. Hence, the person here only gets rid of the other by
reviving it within himself, by absorbing it intimately: the otherness, which was
extrinsic and given to him, is absorbed and internalised™. This, in a way, takes the
person beyond himself. Through morality, formal ego-principle passes from the
order of the subjective to that of objective. Reflection or construction now has a
form appropriate to the distinct as such. In this, then, it can only mediate with itself,
and thus idealise, formalise entirely that world or content to which, as immediate,
the first powers personal affirmation were insufficient. These affirmations were
directly referred to the person as a separate term of the original relation, against
which the content was then polarised into impenetrability. As, on the other hand,
with morality this creative self-reference of antithesis fails, the way is opened for
the form to reassert itself in the very bosom of the opposite, v.d. to construct,
according to its own principle, the objective powers.

"The 'Perfect' and the 'other' never meet: their paths are constantly parallel":
for the one who lives according to reason, who subsumes his own arbitrariness as
a person to the universal, 'other' no longer exists - because otherness has
become inward to him, has made itself his own intimate substance.



The moral moment of morality is purely formal, it is beyond the various morals, like
the apriori that makes them such and is indifferent to diversity of their matter: it is
the pure element of dutifulness, of obedience to a universal law intimately and
immediately recognised as imperative in itself. Inseparable from a matter, since its
principle, which is the reflex volition of freedom, can only be affirmed within a
particular individualisation, it nevertheless has such a matter only as a means, as a
body for its expression. - On the other hand, it should not be understood that if
morality arises ex abrupto - transcendentally it is rather the limit of an interval, the
origin of which is the simple apprehension of the other as personality, and the
meaning of which is the passing of the simple fact of this personality (§ 14 D) to the
consciousness of it as a formal unity, v.d. as the act or law that constitutes it. In the
termination of the previous category - because of the play of values that this excites
- the other appears as a principle of spontaneity; thus, beyond the completed
material equilibrium of the previous form, it resurfaces in a residue of contingency,
in a differential that is in truth its own being-interior: this the ego cannot dominate
and comprehend within itself until objectifies its own inner being, until it subsumes
its self-determination to the pure formality of the moral law - which transcends it,
but by transcending it identifies it with the other, brings it into the bosom of the
other. Thus 'pure' morality is rather the flowering of the development of a 'material’
morality, the degrees of which are, as mentioned, the law of custom, of the state
and of humanity, when one does not also want to take up the degrees of the earlier
categories, i.e. the units proper to coercion and sexuality. These units become less
and less "given" and more and more free to the extent that they turn to express and
take up a principle more intimate than the other, until the limit brings about its
complete interiorisation or absorption, brings the reflection of the relation on itself
in correspondence with the legislation of the categorical imperative, to the dutiful
formation of pure autonomy. Hence pure morality, while on the one hand itis a
principle in itself, on the other hand it is connected to a whole matter, from the
interior mediation and purification (formalisation) of which it arose. Hence a
continuity, in which is to be seen the basis of the real possibility of the subsumption
of the matter of 'lower nature' to the form of pure duty.

Here, too, it is hardly worth warning that it is not because other beings are now
experienced by the person as ends in themselves that they cease to be phenomena
and 'positions' of it. The consciousness of the One always remains the principle that
underlies them, the matter in which all their reality is carved out. They are only for
themselves insofar as, by realising them as such, the 'l' penetrates itself into a
certain value,



and yet they are not in themselves, but relatively - in their being ends, they are
means. Equally relative is their objective independence and it is reconnected to the
moment of positing as not posited. Generally speaking, the relationship between
that 'l', which, as such, is 'without a second', and the multiplicity of 'other' 'l's', at
this point can be traced back, for example, to Plato's situation with regard to the
various characters in his dialogues, each embodying a certain thesis, from the play of
which his own thought was clarified. Thus the others of society, culture, etc. are
dialectically placed within the ego as the multiplicity of compossibles, which,
excluded at first from the particular position, are then taken up in relations,
objectively unfolding a kind of 'transcendental discussion’, through which the
mediated consciousness of freedom™ is realised. Thus from the present categories
one can deduce as value everything that is social agreement, the work of conviction
and culture, proselytism, sympathy, etc.

However, it is of capital importance to observe that all this is liable to be taken up by
two quite distinct meanings, depending on whether the other is resolved through
the medium of a principle or law, which is recognised as being in itself valid and yet
transcending the very will of the one who takes up the other through it; or whether
it is merely an absolute causality operating directly on others from their depths,
according to what is willed by a point, to which every law or duty is an empty word
and which is only pure power. Now only the first case fits the present place: the ego
here realises a certainty insofar as it experiences in itself a unity that takes up the
multiplicity of other particular beings; but the category is such that this unity cannot
be realised directly - but only because one has been the first to recognise a law
superior to one's own particularity and to obey it, one demands, and obtains, assent
from the other. In the feeling of dutifulness lies the foundation whereby certain
determinations appear to us as necessary, universally valid, and the reason why one
demands the consent of others, that is, equal submission, so that in the name of
such a mean they are taken up in the ego.

This feeling in turn has its roots in the original deprivation of formal consciousness.
For he who has power within himself has no need to refer his affirmation to a
higher normativity in order to make it objectively valid, his strongest will being
sufficient for this; much less is he driven, in order to confirm and persuade himself,
to ask for the consent of others, to receive himself only from the negation of the
other: the reduction of the other for him is not before, as a condition, but after, as
a



consequence and an accident reflecting the absoluteness of the central
determination of persuasion, which already possesses itself a priori. Laws, norms,
conventions, imperatives, duties, etc. are like dandies to support the act of an | that
is not yet entirely mediated, of an | that is still outside itself, under the law of
ideality. A similar situation will reassert itself in the order of the remaining
categories of the epoch: and before things can go otherwise, there is still a long to
go. However, in the law of human respect, which extends to universal love, i.e. to a
sense of identity in the infinity of possible points of view of representation, the
consciousness of freedom, of absolute indifference, is celebrated: in this the
supreme value flashes forth, albeit under the conditions of the form of simple
ideality and the substratum of the existential datum.

Lastly, it emerges from this that the instance of universality and necessity that
accompanies certain determinations in the person constitutes a problem not only
with regard to how, but also with regard to what: it is reduced to a fact, to an
immediate datum of consciousness, which must be constructed in its intimate
significance for the ego, and not merely traced back to a set of relatively external
conditions, as for example according to Kant's investigation.

" In the first section of the first epoch, there was pure spontaneity; in the second
section, contingency, in _sense that the act is presupposed the prius of a
causality of the ego. In the second epoch, this contingency becomes properly li
berty insofar as the ideal antecedent of compossibility is connected to causality,
first in fact, then in consciousness.

Z Here we have a connection to the Leibnizian theory, that the soul would be a
divinity (v.d. its experience would have a cosmic character) when it was capable of
distinctly perceiving all that is given to it in a confused way as 'qualities' of
things.Cf. G.W. Leibniz, Teodicea, § 64; Principii della natura e della grazia, § 13.

E. Carpenter (Art of Creation; transl. ital. [Roma 1909], p. 167): 'In the individual

[= person] is accumulated the past of the world. Thus we see the object not
naked, but encircled in a strange halo, which is the reflection of all the past'.




3 That such a position does not contradict certain categories that may later be
fixed (such as that of natural science) is clear to anyone who remembers what
was said (pp. 45-46) about the uniquely symbolic significance of the material
determinations of the categories beyond the pure articulations of value, of
which they are contingent vehicles.

4 The reference is only for clarification: this is because in these resonances of ancient
Indian consciousness, as well as in the various cases of supernormal knowledge, it is
very difficult to determine from an external and general point of view whether one
has a true objective vision and not elements of the world of quality or, again, hints of
the further magical powers of the third age.

5 Hermann von Helmoltz (18211894), a professor of physiology in Kénisberg,
Bonn,Heidelberg, and of physics in Berlin, examined physiological phenomena with

the tools of physics and theorised a kind of materialistic Kantianism.

Becoming famous at only 27 years of age with his Philosophy of the
Unconscious (1861), Eduard von Hartmann (18421906) was inspired by
Schopenhauer, Hegel and Schelling to theorise an unconscious principle in reality
and then develop his own cosmic philosophy with a mystical and spiritualistic
background. The Doctrine of Categories is from 1896.

7 Bear in mind that at this point, relating to the original formation personal
experience, natural necessity is simply to be explained habit, and a formal or legal
necessity has no place here; this is a further power, which only arises when, with the
next category of science, the transition to the 'other' is conditioned by the form of
the universal.




8 Cf. Plotinus, Enneads, Ill, v, 7: Kot E6TIVEPWCOV OL GTPOC ATOPOC TH EQUTOU QUOEL.
510 KOl TUYXOaVWV amopog ALY, ou yap exel mTAnpouaBal, Lo To Un EXELV TO LY.
povov yap mAnpoutal aAnbwc, oTUTEP KAl EMANPWTOL TN €EaUTou. 0 &€ Sl TNV
ouvouoay evoelay, edletal, kav mapaxpnua mAepwOn,oteyel [Eros is like a nag that
by its own nature is devoid of everything; therefore even if it obtains something it is
again devoid of everything; for it cannot fill itself, because it does not possess the
necessary mixture; it can only truly fill itself that which already has fullness by its
own nature. He, on the other hand, by his immanent destitution, always desires and,

even if momentarily has fullness, does not retain it].

At is therefore a woman who is fully aware of her own nature that had to
enunciate the principle: 'l love, therefore | am' (S. Aleramo, Andando e stando,
Firenze1922, p. 141). [In 1927 Aleramo published the novel Amo, dunque sono
in which under different names she spoke of Julius Evola and Giulio Parise

(Ed.)].

1Cf. 0. Weininger, Ueber die héchsten Dingen (transl. ital.: Intorno alle cose
supreme, Bocca, Torino 1912, p. 59: 'Man u c cid e la donna [as a metaphysically
autonomous being] by loving her, because for such a love woman is but an
instrument that helps man to better attend to his own work'. Such work, he says
elsewhere (p. 80), is a rediscovering and confirming of himself: indirectly through
woman, who is thus always a means to an end).

" There is a love that proceeds from a superabundance of being and a love that
proceeds from need, from deprivation of being - and that of woman (of woman as
type) is, in principle, the latter. The first love does not yet appear at the present
point. As for the ego as a man (and insofar as it is such), he here properly wants a
love, tends to determine a love in the other, with which he is pleased, whence a
differential from which the task and function of recognising is brought to the
following category of morality.




1Z P.J. Moebius, Ueber den physiolog. Schwachsinn des Weibes, Leipzig 1902.

'3 This is important to note. For what counts is always the form. And woman is
defined precisely by the passive and extraverted form of living even those things,
which may, in other situations, refer to higher values. In this sense, it is not
necessarily the case that every man can call himself a personality. On the contrary.
Masculine positions can be experienced femininely as masculine positions can be
experienced femininely.

1 This could be illustrated in Spinoza's observation (Tractatus
Theologicopoliticus, ed. Van Vloten, c. IV, p. 8), that Christ did not free men
from the law, but to fix it more firmly, since he transported it from the outside to
the very depths of men's hearts.

5 Lao Tze, The Book of the Way and Virtue, translated by J. Evola, Lanciano
1921,8 LX [Rectius: Carabba, Lanciano 1923].

1Royce (The World and the Individual, New York 1908, vol. lIl, p. 178) states that
other beings 'provide us with that complement to our fragmentary understandings
which we continually need. Consequently, since reality is always that which
completes our incompleteness, our fellow beings are truly real'. - This 'as a
consequence' is a perfect inconsistency: what is missing from the partial affirmation
is negation, not reality. - But 'other' is only insofar as it is missing. It is reality only
when it ceases to be the missing thing and is instead incorporated by my affirmation

- but then it is destroyed as 'other'. The others insofar as they are others, and as
others are real, do not eliminate, but confirm, but hold firm my incompleteness.
Water, insofar as it keeps away from me, thirsty, does not complete me, but keeps
me deficient: it only completes me when | cease to be other, when | go to enjoy it
and yet deny it in its being other or being real as water.Thus other beings can never
be other than a matter to be taken up in my affirmation, not to be respected, but to
be denied, penetrated, and dominated in me. So, for example, as




According to Stirner's principle - which not coherence but lassitude and fear
make one reject - Society exists only for my enjoyment. But, as will be said
below, this at the present point implies a moment of transcendence. - As
corollary we have that intolerant and despotic objectivity is but an
intensification of subjectivism. If, for example, | enclose myself in my own
particular doctrine and others | admit and tolerate outside it, then, in the end, |
deny this same doctrine: only when | go to persuade others, when | go to show
them that mine is 'truth' and they must recognise it, do | dissolve the otherness of
others, which | bring back to me. The means to this vary: a sufficiently strong
individuality does not need to ask for the mediation of logic: it has a causality that

invests others directly from their depths, in the manner of so-called
conversions' and 'graces'. To persuade others is to dominate and empower
oneself. Since the ego is not in a perfect and solitary life, but rather has
moments of non-being, it does not proceed if in these it does not develop the
value of the tautoy, if it does not persuade them. And therefore it has been
said that the objection against the solipsist in so far as he communicates his
doctrine, goes completely empty, since, precisely by doing so he is solipsist, and
inept - he reduces that possibility of thinking differently which makes 'other'
another thought, another mind. The apostolate itself is a deeper degree of
solipsism in action. The theory of One can thus contain every form of morality
without making itself understood by any of them, and instead giving it a further
foundation according to the central value of the ego.




Section Two



§ 17 - SCIENTIFIC AWARENESS

The individual can reflect on the moral formation itself, thus fix it in an objectivity,
and yet bring forth from it a new duality, announcing a further value. - That the ego
goes on to make transparent the particularity of its material affirmation in the
principle of pure freedom, according to what has already been said, is quite
contingent; but that this movement should imply the feeling of duty, the recognition
of the intrinsic, completely independent of personal will, validity of a law, this
proceeds from the very fact that morality should continue to be valid as a person's
experience. That is to say: that from which the category can be terminated, and the
function whereby, without further mediation, something inwardly transcendent is
posited, are integral elements. - On the other hand, morality is neither exhausted in
the moment of 'lower nature', nor in the moment of law, but is the interval of that
which on the one hand subsumes the law and on the other hand brings the term of
nature back to it. This means that the concrete act in which the transcendent is
recognised is also that in which the person himself takes the form of the
transcendent. Morality is not exhausted in an abstract 'ought-to-be', but implies
realising activity that conforms to it. But he who recognises and executes the divine
law, formaliter in the point of recognising it, and materialiter in executing it, in moral
praxis becomes God-like. God is in act in the one who acts according to the pure
divine will.

The objective implementation of the category and evocation in itself of the

very principle of legislation, fall into the same place. Thus: on the one hand,
morality insofar as it is moral and subsumption to the law, that is to say,
distinction, exclusion of the ego from the point of an arbitrary and sufficient
determination, of a Lordship of the law; on the other hand, morality in its
concreteness, surpassing in praxis the abstract

'‘ought to be', arouses in the will, which only truly recognises the law at the point of
subsuming its own nature in it, the very principle of legislation.

Now to the synthesis: the antecedent must be taken up in the consequent, it must
exist solely insofar as it is generated in and through the form of the consequent. The
nature of the consequent itself, of which this is a question, must therefore be well
established. According to the general principle of the second epoch, the conscious
centre falls in ideality, in formal freedom; it follows that what can be experienced as
value through the objectivity of moral experience, is the immanence of the
universal as an ideal form or, to it better, is the faculty of resolving
determinations



particular, proceeding from the arbitrariness of the elementary moments of the
personality (finiteness in general, associations, determinations of action, forms
proceeding from the various idola tribus, etc.) in function of an ideal universality.
This is equivalent to saying that the consequent is the faculty of the concept, and
the synthesis will therefore refer to the interval of that free activity of the person (it
is important to note this character of freedom proceeding precisely from the nature
of the moral will, which is really such only if it is determined independently of any
coercion or parenetic), in which a transcendent becomes within and by virtue of the
concept, as the organ of the absolute self-mediation of the image. This can be
referred to as scientific activity, meaning precisely an objective determinability of
personal experience through the autonomous legislation of the concept.

This brings about that passage of form mentioned earlier: the per-itself, which is the
principle of the concept, through correlation to the antecedent - and this, once
again, means: in the service of the value of the person - is only per-itself almost like
the organ within which 'nature' gives itself its own laws. That is to say, the datum,
the place as non-place, goes back, as to its content, to what it is as "essence", to the
formal freedom of the person; but, in turn, in that, in a certain sense, it abstraction
of the person itself, thus flowing into the world of a phenomenon that mediates
itself.

The further determination of the synthesis results from the nature of the
antecedent. It can be said that, in a certain sense, the categories of the first
section lead once again to a qualitativity: in them, the physical determination of
the datum is a simple substratum; and what the person solely strives for is
instead to arouse those values that determine an experience, through which he
arrives at the reflection of his deepest principle. With that, pure physicality
disappears, it gradually becomes imbued with subjectivity and ideality. But with
morality this process is exhausted, since it gives as the meaning of experience the
indifference that is proper to the elementary power affirmation, and beyond
which one cannot go. In this, however, as we have seen, form is taken beyond
the order of particular and properly subjective affirmations - into a principle
transcendent to this. But what can such a principle ever be, if not precisely the
determination according to the elements that constitute the proper substance of
the given (§§ 7-11)? And what else can the relative movement be, if not that by
which the new quality generated by the personal finite world comes to be
subsumed under quantity and the other forms



objective that proceeds from it, insofar as quality has now properly become the
locus of the particular - just as up to the point of morality there was precisely the
opposite movement, of subsuming quantity and the physical objective under
quality? The moral law marks, to tell the truth, the crisis of the qualitative proper
to immediate personal experience: as the imperative of wanting the object as an
end in itself or of giving very form of the law as content, in universality, it
provides the substratum on which the physical and quantum universe of
science can be built from the qualitative.

Thus, beyond the reflection of form in the realm of subjectivity, its reflection in
the realm of objectivity. This second moment of mediation, which, in a certain
sense, is correlative to the second section of the first epoch, consists in a reduction,
in the form of objective universal, of nature, as it appeared subjectively or
psychologically according to finiteness, desire and action; thus it does not consist in
a pure universality, but in a universal assumption of the particular; hence an
interval, which corresponds, in the new form, to that indicated as essential to
moral praxis. Because of this, and because in it the transcendent (the concept) at
first must well appear in a formally formless immediacy - to the synthesis
according to scientific consciousness proper, a certain disproportion between form
and matter will be inherent, the symbol of which is the opposition scientific
activity to the 'given' of experience.

However, it is to be expected that - by a process analogous to that by which in the
personal and psychological order the principle of the image came to mediation - the
abrupt heterogeneity of moment of experience will gradually be reduced to the
power of science itself so that, through a completed adaptation of form and matter,
the concept of imperfect actuality will pass into a perfect and sufficient one, and the
form that in the objective order acquires the autonomy and creative spontaneity of
an organic life. Where, by virtue of the gradual evolution of the category according
to which the object is understood, the matter of science will have become identical
with the form, the principle of the person will have absolutely fulfilled itself and then
the conscious centre will have become capable of positing for itself, that is, of
conditioning, that fundamental distinction by which it was previously conditioned as
a person. Hence the transition to the individual.

Meanwhile, for the present point: like morality, science is functionality, an interval
of movement; it is a transcendence of the immanent that is at the same time an
immanentisation of the transcendent. The prius of the category is the concept,
which in the first, immediate moment of its transcendence, is formed according to
quantity: further, according to the other known objective principles, in which it is
accomplished



the absolute being of the given. Just as there is no morality without the
antithesis of natural being, so there is no scientific concept other than in
correlation with experience as matter of the given imbued with qualities and
personal subjectivity. But just as the antithesis of the 'natural man' comes into
being only in relation to ethical law, so the antithesis of the concept is only for
the concept itself, it is not a thing in itself, a relative thing that in law only takes
on reality and meaning within very function of the concept: that is, it is not the
'other' of the concept, but a moment of it - in a certain way nothing other than the
still formless power of the concept that its formations gradually oppose and
consume. And science, insofar as it is category, i.e. life, meaning, activity, is
precisely the dynamic-transformative relationship of the two terms. In it through
the concept must become the 'other’, but this is not possible without an original
transcendence of the matter it will inform. One understands, then, the
fundamental importance given experience by the criterion of certainty proper to
scientific consciousness.

To sum up: the category here refers to the determination, according to laws, of a
transcendent objectivity along an interval terminated on the one hand by pure
quality, on the other by quantity: this determines positive science proper, in which
therefore the first power unfolds, the simple unreflective appearance of the
concept or objective ideality. Note that here we are always dealing with a
syntheticity: the work of science is something that continues 'nature’, that
determines an objectivity and regularity in it that was not already there. The
categories of the first section realise an initial, sketchy formation of things that
science continues in an objectively valid fixation. These new powers that are added
to experience also remain by right commanded by freedom, although the generic
distinction of the existential moment of what they in 'essence’ resolve is always
inherent in them.

A few considerations regarding the nature of the category deduced above.

Firstly on the role experience in science. It can be said in general that there is no
science without experience, but only, as has also been said, that there is no
subject without object: v.d. is to be understood as a correlation only, so that it must
also be said that there is no experience without science; this is not also true of the
experience or nature that is gradually made and ordered through the scientific
category and that in no way can be deduced analytically from the immediate datum



of personal conscience, but also with regard to what is designated as

'pure experience', as brute matter of fact. For either the ego has not yet placed
itself at the level of the concept, and then this brute matter is not such, but is the
determination of one of the other categories - e.g. physical resistance, the powers
primitive animism, etc.; or such a position has taken place, and then it cannot be
guaranteed that the character of 'pure datum' is not relative, i.e. synthetic, that
the opposition of concept and experience does not proceed from the structure
proper to a higher function. What with respect to science is a datum, in other
respects might well turn out otherwise: and as a datum for the concept, it is a term
that only takes its meaning in relation to the system of the concept - properly: it is
but a problem of the concept itself. It is thus that modern epistemiology has
realised that in reality facts taken in themselves say nothing, that a true
experimentum crucis is not to be expected them alone, so that they never
constitute an extreme instance, never possess an unambiguous answer to be given
once and for all to the scientific theories that seem to defer to them almost as to
their judge; but vice versa, depending on the scientific theory, the fact takes on a
different meaning. But if experience is thus downgraded to an internal moment of
the scientific synthesis, this does not mean that it is in any way suppressed by
science and that science, at least insofar as it relates to the value of which it is now
a question, can unfold on its own, in the autonomy of an a priori system: for it is
not necessary here, too, to go to a fait accompli, and from the circumstance that
a science, whose actual possibility has been shown to be inseparably connected
with the moment of the 'other’, in certain of its stages can order its matter
according to a deductive system, to infer that to it experience is accidental or
indifferent. Machrightly notes this: the crowning glory of systematic deduction
must not conceal the original efficiency empirical observation; the purported
demonstration of principles or the intrinsic evidence of axioms always radiates
into a more or less explicit experimental ascertainment. And if the facts, in the
terminus ad quem of science, in a certain way dematerialise, if they seem to deny
their own mediation and order themselves, by means of calculation and general
laws, into a kind of autonomous ideal system, we must not forget the place that
conditions origin and that transmits to all constructions the criterion of certainty
specific to scientific consciousness: for science, in its concreteness as a category,
is not the abstract result, but this in function of the sense of the specific actuality
within which it has become: but such specificity must be dissolved, when the
moment of experience is abstracted from it.



Experience, however, from the transcendental point of view here remains nothing
more than the very power of the concept insofar as it simply appears - v.d. insofar
as it is only in an immediate way - in the world of personal consciousness. This can
be clarified by considering the relationship between necessity and contingency in
science. To the consequent is inherent the moment of universality and necessity;
thus the ego here is not certain of itself, if it does not invest the matter of its
own experience in universally valid and necessary determinations.

The concept, then, is immediately affirmed, it is in a certain sense lost in its acts to
the extent that in them it contemplates the moment of the universal: It tends to
crystallise the categories into which it gradually objectifies its world, to make
them almost into things Z; but, according to the nature of the matter that now
stands before it alone, which is finite and particular - by which it means by eternal
what is contingent - it wants those categories and those laws, which are justified
only in relation to a given particularity, to be valid once and for all, to be able to
dominate any matter. Such is the dogmatic moment, which contrapuntally recalls
its own antithesis: since to impose the form of universal on the particular is to pose
the 'madness' of the universal; hence the contingency, the experience that
'resists’, that breaks the mould of any closed and exhausted system, that imposes
revision and agitation of the system, and thus new developments in scientific
practice. Hence, the parts are reversed: whereas previously universality was
attached to the qualitative particular resolved in the necessity of a law, it is this
law that now becomes the particular, and the new particularity that escapes the
law carries precisely the universal, is the symbol of that power that projects itself
beyond the given precisely because it is infinite while the latter is finite and
particular. Tightly bound to the contingency of experience, science is therefore such
that it would not know how to tear itself away from it and cease to 'become’,
without at the same point lapsing from its need towards a concrete universality.
What seems to confuse it, in reality gives it life: a contingent is not opposed to what
is gradually fixed, only in service to it, by the interval that the act of it arouses - just
as a duty does not separate itself from 'nature' except by the tsloj of the moral act.
And yet this contingency is relative, it no longer has a person, it is nothing
irreducible, it is always a scientific problem, a simple interval that is filled, and only
makes sense, by the reaffirmation, through a new synthesis, of science. If,
consummated, it perpetually resurrects if it can be said:

"ignoramus, ignorabimus" and: "cognoscimus, cognoscemus" - this also falls within
the determination of the present category and is justified by referring to said
immediacy or disproportion between form and matter. This restlessness, the
dogmatic moment and the manner - inorganic, almost per jato - according to which
one



presents the antithesis, the 'new' phenomenon, are integral elements that will
come to an end as the concept becomes mediated, that is to say: that it turns
away from the object of its immediate affirmation to grasp its deeper power,
which is that which still only appears to it in the form of the contingency of nature.

Science thus remains a dynamic synthesis of two opposite directions that are
alternately and organically efficient: one is the one in which there is a tendency to
deny change and difference, in the sense that the explanation has as its ideal the
tracing back of all novelty and difference to a given uniformity, from which it is
possible to deduce it according to an order of necessity that resolves everything
almost in the motionless unity of the Eleates and the analysis of it; on the other
hand there is an irrational, a 'nature' that continually resists the unifying effort and
only yields on condition that unity is not only itself, but admits a qualification from
which it is complicated and articulated into a system.

This leads to a second observation, on the pragmatic character of science. It can be
said that praxis is the foundation of the possibility of what is called the 'success'
of science (the adaptation of scientific knowledge to its object), and this because
the 'given' itself is praxis, because the passage from the particular to the
universal has for meaning the grafting of one act onto another, the continuation
and articulation of that same activity that determined the particular and contingent
world. That experience, from a set of contradictory and disordered qualitative
data, as it appears in relation to the pure and empty form of the universal,
passes into a system that is increasingly ordered and conforms to laws, depends
solely on the activity of man, just as it depends on the work of the sculptor that the
amorphous clay takes on a certain figure; but this transcendentally pragmatising
activity of the person, which creates an order in nature, has the passive form of
intuition. We are in fact always in the sphere of formal consciousness, which
cannot remain as such and also assume an objective formation, which, insofar as it,
in a certain way, alienates itself, distances itself from the centre: the person can
only become aware of itself as an objective power on condition that it alienates its
own persuasion; it must believe in a nature until it goes and folds it back on itself,
to return to the very bosom of the 'other' the point of consistency that the
person has given back to it. And that before this, creating and ordering must
particularly appear in the form of observing, describing or, at most, discovering - of
this the immediate form of science is the cause: since the concept in its immediacy
cannot pose and, at the same point, reflect itself as a ponent3. Therefore: no
reflection merely



reproductive of a nature in itself, but a creative reflection apparent in the form of
description. This therefore implies that in science, the ego does indeed have an
objective efficiency, but according to necessity, so that the real that becomes in
it cannot command it directly, from within, but only mediately, through the
knowledge of general laws, i.e. only by asserting itself at the caput mortuum of
the process. With praxeology and technique, the person transports himself out of
the immanent actuality of scientific experience, where only the principle of an
autonomous, objective legislation lives, and parasitically exploits this for the use of
passions, desires or needs, making himself a slave, in the recognised and
accepted laws that condition efficacy of the act, to himself. And before the
image has exhausted its own objective mediation, of which science is just the first
step, the 'l', for example, is not given the power to move a stone, but only to make
it move by 'nature’ in accordance with those laws in which science will gradually
sculpt it.

If this the case, the intemperate nature of the pragmatists' claim that they do not
simply wish to ascertain, in science, the fact of the arbitrary, but also to elevate it
to a method, becomes clear. Were such a claim to be realised, then, instead of
going, as in the intention, to the state of power, we would return to that
primitive man, to the formless world of desire, of immediate experience, of myth;
and yet it is a fact that science proceeds in so far as the scientist performs a
constant abstraction from his particular person and gives himself to disinterested
research, free of prejudice and with the deliberate intention of transforming the
world?*. The pragmatism of science could be said to be effective only insofar as it
does not know itself to be so: where this consciousness is attained and elevated
to a principle without simultaneously transcending the level of the present
category, there would be a paralysis, an absolute aphasia of science. Pragmatism as
a doctrine is, in truth, the product of an afterthought, which prescinds from the
conditions of the actual making of science - essentially: from the form in which
the activity in it is experienced. In its desire to place a principle of conscious
utilitarianism at the centre of scientific research, it only succeeds in an aporia that
is an untimely anticipation.

An analogous criticism also invests philosophy when it claims to supplant the
methods proper to scientific investigation with a priori conceptual deduction. The a
priori construction is in fact inherent to a degree of centrality and mediation that is
not that proper to scientific experience: it is therefore a matter other than that
which flows against the



immediate position of the concept, to which only the organ proper to science itself
is adequate correlative. Certainly, the principle of science rationalism, but an
experimental and not a priori rationalism. Hence the lack of scientific value and
the hybridism of the 'philosophies of nature', whose

"Rationalisation' is in truth performed not in but on nature, borrowing from
science proper, or from categories that precede it, a matter that in 'rational
necessity' goes on to hypostatise according to a hypertrophy of the dogmatic and
fixative moment of science itself. The true philosophy of nature, logic, which, in
order to the given as such, is also metaphysics, is exact science itself without
further mediation, as it is formed from the elementary substratum of quantity and
observation in the mathematician's study, in the physicist's cabinet, in the field of
investigation of the biologist and historian. Only in this does the person truly
descend into the bosom of nature as nature, and by making it become, in the
becoming of science, into immanent intelligible relations, does he imprint the
seal of his own activity upon it; whereas the conceptual rethinking of the results of
science, the extrapolation, anticipation and reduction to a priori necessity of
those principles that instead only make sense within science itself and in relation
to the particular matter it gradually takes on, leads away from the immanent
legislation of the objective - into a realm of subjective digression and opinion.

Ultimately. Science is inseparable from experience: it starts from it and
maintains it as the substratum of its ideal syntheses. For scienceexperience is
that which our spirit does not command, that over which our desires and our
personal will cannot have hold, that which is given and which we do not do.

This is the part of realism. However, this same concept of experience is to be
understood simply as the form according to which precisely a desire, a will, in short
the person's power of affirmation, makes its objects and its legislation appear. The
translation of the centre to the 'other’, the abstraction from the subjective, is, in
truth, a synthesis, something that science itself, understood as transcendental prius,
brings into existence. If that which is in itself freedom and arbitrariness is almost
wrested from the consciousness of the creative initiative and immediately liberated
and alienated in objective determinations; if, therefore, nature gradually appears to
be resumed in laws of rigid necessity, indifferent to the person and reaffirming itself
more and more in the realm of life and freedom - all this, in truth, does not reflect
an order existing in itself, but is a phenomenon generated by the scientific attitude
itself, is the consequence of the direction taken by an elementary freedom. Science
is not the ascertainer, but really the creator responsible for natural determinism -
mechanical, psychological, historical (thus



as various other forms of necessity will be posited by further categories) -
determinism that therefore lives and dies with the scientific attitude itself, to which
it corresponds. Such would be the part of idealism. There is no science because
there really is an ordered and objective nature, but there is an ordered and
objective nature because there is a science. This is in itself means and end; in all that
it determines, it only wants itself - v.d. the realisation of that value, which is the
transcendental foundation of its possibility. Only this value is what is properly given
a priori, and only what is connected with it is to be said here. As for the actual
content or subject matter of the category, it is given by the history of the sciences
themselves: and not in a metaphysical and extrinsic reconsideration of its results,
but rather as it has been determined in its own sphere.

Now what can be said with reference to the moment of value alone comes down to
little. On the one hand, with regard to principles, we know that they proceed from
the recurrent opposition of a particular instance of identity and uniformity to an
instance of contingency. The reduction of these oppositions unfolds the field
proper to each particular science, but in so doing, by fixing zones of homogeneity,
it produces a new opposition whereby each science passes into another. - On the
other hand, it is possible to sketch out a formal hierarchy of the sciences, based on
the fundamental principle that science is constructed by gradually taking up the
matter of particular personal experience in the universal forms in which the
moment of being is gradually realised. The scientific consciousness in its
transcendental development will thus, in a certain way, summarise the various
categories of the second section of the first epoch, naturally entirely kat' auto [for
itself] - not because of an external law, but because of the spontaneous conatus to
implement its own value ever more perfectly in the order that is proper to it. This
development tends, as we have said, to reduce the quality, particularity and
contingency relative to the personal world into a system of intelligible relations -
but this reduction implies a progressive overcoming of the immediate form of the
concept to which, in correlation, its own object becomes more and more intimate
until, at the end of the category of the organism (§§ 10-11), the concept will find
itself reflected back upon itself.

| - The concept, as immediate transcendence, is the principle of quantity; and
the first moment of science is therefore that in which the qualitative manifold is
generalised and idealised into a system of quantity. The quantity that at first
appears within the qualitative itself, in a conjunction thatin a



to a certain extent preserves it (the number of the Pythagoreans),
already in an elementary reflection it encounters, in the 'irrationals’, a
principle of contingency, whence arises the antithesis of nepag [finite] and
armetlpov [infinite].

The first reaffirmation of the scientific requirement on amnetpov is synthetic
geometry (Euclid and Apollonius) in which, however, quantity is maintained only
insofar as it treats itself qualitatively, elaborating itself in factual syntheses (the data
of the various entities intuited and exhibited rather than constructed of quantity);
second affirmation is analytic geometry (Descartes), in which the principle of mepag,
already generalised and dominating the varied quality of quantities as algebra,
resolves the qualitative and factual element of its first realisation, since it reduces
spatial determination to pure symbolism of a quantity that has become sufficient in
itself and is capable of drawing from its own principle the constructive development
of what, geometrically, appeared as given, as something that cannot be properly
deduced, but only shown, intuited. With Descartes, the geometric problem is
brought back to the algebraic problem, so that the concept already begins to
dissolve itself from the sensibility of intuition and to enjoy itself in a purely
intellectual order, nevertheless capable of accounting for the sensible datum itself:
for the space constructed by analysis is the medium, through which the
mathematical concept can take hold of external nature itself. - But the distinct
having the continuous as its correlative, in the new sphere of analytic geometry,
which is nevertheless its first solution, the problem of mepag and amnelpov arises
again to limit its extension: the number that constructs space in definite syntheses
has contingent its own construction, that is, the infinity of the "numbering number".
On this antithesis, science reaffirms itself through the theory of infinitesimal,
which determines the synthetic finite as a function of the infinite and thus
adapts the principle of number to that infinity that was tacitly contained and
currently given in the simplicity of the spatial intuition of geometric entities.

With this, the way remains open for the further extension analysis, which now
has an organ adapted to the synthetic formation of reality in general (relation of
the differential calculus to physics - Leibniz). On the other hand, since this

organ of infinitesimal analysis presupposes the bringing of the consciousness to
the direct intuition of the formal unity - order or law - beyond the indefinite of
the differential series that is generated from it in recurrence, the pure intellectual
of number is now capable of autonomously carrying out its own mediation; which
happens first of all with generalised arithmetic (to which Poncelet's projective *> and
Argand's theory® create a geometric signification, they then fertilise space in new
determinations - which transcend its purely, factually intuitable element - thereby
confirming the plasticity and subordination of



this to analysis); then, with the reform of the principle of continuity brought
about by the Weierstrass’ and the related arithmeticisation functions, whereby
analysis decisively renounces spatial reference and in the unity of set theory and
class logic, realised by logistics (Russell, Peano)?, reaches the extreme
generalisation and quantitative intellectualisation. But the point of fulfilment is also
the point of transition. The logistics that becomes self-conscious, beyond the
aporia of those who deluded themselves into thinking they could find in it a
system of absolute deduction, understands itself as a pure formalism, as an abstract
'hypothetical-deductive' system, thus incapable of providing real certainty, so that it
tends, for a content, back towards experience. Since it can no longer draw a
criterion from the spatial reference itself: materialised by pure quantity, by the
autonomy of an intellectual principle freed, in reflection, from its immediate forms
linked to a factual sensible evidence, space has now become something plastic
and ambiguous: it is the canvas of pure relational determination, the
"generalised space" of which the Euclidean system, the lobatschewskian system,
and again: the riemannian and non-archimedian system, are special possibilities, a
priori completely indifferent .2

Il - The Cartesian notion of space and differential algorithm are the mediums
through which the concept, which is in itself pure transcendence, can express the
formations of the qualitative datum in a physical order ordered in intelligible
relations. This already appears in the concept of 'virtual velocity', a mechanical
application of the notion of differential; a concept that allows Lagrange " the
construction of a mechanics that, with respect to Newton's, achieves on another
level a progress corresponding to that which, in relation to the spatial contingent,
analytical geometry had achieved on Greek geometry (see the passage from
intuitive syntheses to their analytical construction). However, on this side of the
pure algebraic system - ordered in a regular and uniform development - of
analytical mechanics, the cardinal theorem of virtual velocities turns out to
presuppose a certain group of primordial facts (the laws of inertia, of action and
reaction, of independence of movement) whose cause is not sought and which
only result from common observations confirmed by all experience.

This factuality, traced back to representable figurations since Poinsot™, founds the
mechanism. Which thus implies an elementary contingency, which is then
reaffirmed in the opposition of the principles of conservation to those of
irreversibility (and which in any case is preserved in the necessary presupposition of
an original 'state



improbable" included in the statistical theory of thermodynamics): a contingency to
which science can only be sufficient on the condition that it disarticulates itself,
renounces the residue of substantialism inherent in the "primitive facts" of the
mechanical doctrine and the claim to a conceptual deduction of the various
phenomena from the single type of kinetic phenomena, and thus immerses itself in
experience, becoming entirely plastic and immanent to it in concentrating on the
agile indeterminacy of a pure mathematical system. This is already the requirement
energetics (Rankine)'Z - right up to Einstein's theory.

It is important to note this conjunction: that the demand towards an objective
understanding of the 'other' is only fulfilled by a complete intellectualism; in
ultimate physics, experience itself forces the scientist to go beyond it, to 'purify
himself' - as Weyl'3 puts it - of every intuitive and sensitively representable
element, to immerse himself in the intelligible of a pure mathematicalism, if he
really wants to account for it, if he wants to completely and faithfully understand it
according to unity and universality. In other words, absolute objectivity already
begins transmute into absolute ideality. Thus, having surpassed the sphere of an
abstract formal perfection, mathematics merges with physics in an immanent unity
and mutual fertilisation, and goes on to materialise the very skeleton of what is in
the objective real. This results from the further development, in which physics
brings to its end that abstraction from the subjective and particular centre, which
lies at the root of the category, and enhances moment of unification in the
various domains of physics. Indeed, Einstein's 'transformation system' eliminates
the contingency relating to the variety of possible reference systems in of space,
time and acceleration, so that it almost succeeds in providing a view of things in,
indifferent to the relativity of observation - but only insofar as it dissolves every
datum of sensible intuition into the intelligible of a pure mathematical system.
Just as energy and entropy, Riemannian 'interval' and the 'unity of action' of the
theory of quanta - which seem to express the objective kat' e€oxnv [par
excellence] - evaporate into nothing outside their analytical expression. Again: the
last instances towards an absolute objectivity, towards indifference to any
particular system of reference, v.d., are pointed towards a further
mathematisation. Weyl's theory of the generalised metric continuum, which,
beyond the Einstenian tensor continuum, resolves the contingency relative to the
sample interval function by the use of covariants and contravariants, of cogredients
and contragredients, and reduces the double individuation assumed in Einstein
by the principle of least action respect to electromagnetics and the theory of
gravitation; and Eddington theory, which also eliminates the contingency of
direction



vector system that Weyl's system with regard to the measurement of the
sample-interval tacitly implies. Having thus become the agile and
immanent function of the 'other’, quantity, through stereochemistry and
crystallography, has opened up the way to penetrate and resolve into an
intellectual objectivity the various qualitative syntheses in which the
experience of the person has immediately determined itself.

With mathematical physics, the first moment of science is thus fully posited: the
form, transcended into the physical immanentism of that universal adapted to the
particular as particular, proper to the mathematical method, with which, at the
catharsis of real connections in the 'distinct notions', Descartes inaugurated
positive enquiry, in its determination directly takes up the synthesis that in the
category of dynamism (§ 8) opposed pure spatiality. The interdependence of physics
and mathematics naturally follows from this: the reflection on the universal, which
lives itself in a particular, excites a moment of contingency that leads us back to
more compossibles (e.g. non-Euclidean geometries and, in logistics, the various
individuations of the

'propositional functions'), thus to an indeterminacy, which is only specified within
physical reality. Thus the idea of mechanics as a deductive science a priori, giving
once and for all the universal and absolutely necessary principles, to which physics
should be subsumed, in order to achieve a quantitative resolution of concrete
experience - as had been cherished by Kant - was dissolved. The relationship from
the further development of science has been rather reversed: it is physics that
identifies mechanics, that drives the latter to take as its explanatory principle now
mechanism, now dynamism, now pure mathematics'. Mechanics has become an
experimental science™ . And this fertilising reaction of the other on the universal
which, crystallising in its acts, makes of itself a particular, this inseparability of the
aposteriori from the apriori goes, in accordance with phenomenological
determination, far beyond pure mechanics. With Einstein, geometry, the principium
individuationis of which Riemann and Lobatschewsky had already referred to
experimental verification, becomes physics to the extent that, on the other hand,
physics is fully permeated with mathematics. On the other hand, one can see with
Fourier'” how the in-depth study of nature is the most fertile source of mathematical
discoveries. Just as it was, for example, the experimental study of radiant heat that
led to the completion of the theory of discontinuous functions that cannot be
developed according to Taylor's method'®, and geodetic problems that provoked
Gauss's theory of curves, so Planck's theory of quanta today presses on the same
foundations of infinitesimal calculus according to the



discontinuous. The moment of the increasing generalisation, abstraction and
autonomy of methods, and other, of the efficiency of the contingent principle of
experience, are completely united - experience, as we have seen, being nothing
but the very power of science, distinct from the convoluted formations of science
only at the service of a moment of the value of the individual. And if, as has also
been saidmodern epistemiology has come to the strange ascertainment, that on
the one hand principles are contingent and arbitrary (Poincaré)", on the other
hand that 'facts' are ambiguous, incapable of satisfying the need for an
experimentum crucis (Duhem)Z® - this proceeds from the fact that science in its
concreteness is, essentially, interval, self-synthesis: it is principle or theory that
determines the fact as well as, simultaneously, fact that determines the principle
or theory - and its centre is not in this or that, but in the dynamic and integral
unity of the two moments. A pure fact or an absolute principle would be the
negation of the particular or the universal and, with them, of the very possibility of
science as that value, which can be experienced in a person's consciousness.

Finally, it should be noted that the heterothetic is also efficient within the most
abstract degrees of this moment - such as arithmetic and geometry: in the
individual positions of which a power takes place, which transcends the particular,
accomplished arrangements. Thus, in arithmetic, for the irrationals and imaginarf;
thus for the prime numbers, whose law of production is still unknown (GoldbachZ's
theorem, as we know, has a purely empirical foundation), although their genesis is
at all a priori. Hence GaloisZZ's observation that mathematical analysis, when
penetrated in the concreteness of its making, is not at all methodical and rationally
co-ordinated, as a widespread prejudice would have it: instead, it is realised by trial
and error, bumping into one side and the otherZ3; and the analogous character,
which so disturbed Hegel, of geometrical demonstration, in which, instead of a
linear demonstrative proceeding, one has the idea of a continuous struggle of
cunning and skilful agility to conquer an enemy power, which never lets itself be
confronted face to faceZ*. It is precisely this transcendence and heterotheticity of
mathematical uAn with respect to the various positions that has led to a
strengthening of the realistic moment coming from the initial empirical
determination, up to the understanding of the most abstract and artificial relations
as objective entities, as for example in Russell's mathematical realismz®.

I11 - The ideal completeness of mathematical physics, on the other hand, is delimited by



a contingency: for at the very point that it entirely dominates the various syntheses
in the homogeneous and continuous of quantitative functional relations, the
syntheses themselves are opposed to it as real syntheses or simplicities. The
perfection of physics implies, as we have said, the renunciation of a system
aprioristic deduction, plasticity to the real and the reserve for all anticipation and
extrapolation projecting the hypostases of given moments onto possible experience;
but with this it is terminated by the physio-chemical essences understood as real
foundations of the various syntheses or relational nodes; presupposed by physics,
which derives its own matter from them, they traverse it and go beyond what it
reduces them to; and this appears all the more clearly, the more advanced the
guantitative resolution of the sets in which they are realised. Every physico-
chemical law implies a quality, from the restatement of the quantity on which it
comes into existence: but against this individuating principle as such, physics is
powerless. It can account for the compound, but the synthesis as such - a
simplicity that is not exhausted in that - is irremissibly contingent to it, while on
the other hand it remains the substratum that underlies all its definite construction.
Thus, beyond the order of quantity as a mere mathematical relation, we are led to
that of the units of the quantitatively discontinuous and heterogeneousZz®; to which
science seeks at first to make itself sufficient by passing into a classificatory science,
subordinating the whole bound in an extrinsic way by quantitative relations and
given by them in a completely formal way, to principles that an internal order of
generation, division and hierarchy commands. That is, physical law passes
through the syllogism in extension to the syllogism in comprehension. By
element we have the notion understood as commanding unity of a given, more or
less permanent, group of properties; and the scientific process is the genus that, by
relating itself to a certain node of reality, identifies itself as a function of the
various differences inherent in this: therefore not abstract juxtaposing and
dividing, but rather an immanent process of genre formation as a unity of the
concept that is composed with the power of qualification, in a development of
arrangement and hierarchical organisation that gives reason, according to an
articulated body, to the discontinuousness of that individuating contingency, which
is the substratum of mathematical physics. The notion of counter to what is law and
guantitative continuity, is the pattern and static unity, originally indeterminate, of a
formality that is grafted onto change and with this is identified in the various
hierarchies of types, Aoyol onteppatikol [principles generation] of syntheses. This
leads to a more organic objective immanentisation of the ideal principle.
According to the new form of scientific consciousness, the interval that in physics
opposed the ambiguous and indeterminate matter of phenomena to a theory in
itself hypothetical, which instead of starting from the



background of the former almost came to them from the outside by approximation
of probabilityZ’, is lost, and experience itself directly gives a formed object, to
which the power of the syllogism is immediately and determinatively applied.

However, at the point at which science understands the phenomenon in
classification, this is distanced from it, and it no longer appears as the static
relationship of certain differences and functions, but rather as an interiority that
transcends them, as a power of individualisation that, instead of being explained by
the connection of the various classificatory notes ('type' or 'organic formation'), is
rather what explains this connection - what makes it possible and what contains it.
From the static law of 'connections', the scientific consciousness is led to the
dynamic law of 'correlations' and, through this, to the concept of 'type' as a vital act,
as the prius of formation, the reason for the synergy and harmony of the various
organs and functions, the economy and hierarchy of the various partsz®. “The
general character of irritabilityz®, the disproportion between excitement and
reaction and, in general, between 'matter' and 'form’, expresses in its own way the
state of the particular which, in its assumption under the notion of kind, exceeds
itself and to a certain extent universalises. Hence it follows from the very notion of
organic type that it refers to an evolution or, more generally, to a development; the
individual, according to the moment of particularity, can affirm itself insofar as it
also posits a relationship that transcends it and yet is essential to its
individualisation. The vital function, because it is immense and is only concrete in
particular individualisations, pushes itself out: it is not a motionless act closed within
itself and fixed once and for all, but an individualisation against and within an
environment, which is at the same time an individualisation of an environment. Life
organising and accounting for types in their concreteness, is precisely this reciprocal
action, an individualisation by connecting oneself to distinct and yet individualising
distinct that in turn reacts formatively on the individualising function. The biological
sciences are thus forced to defer to general and complex laws of development,
organisations and hierarchies to the process of a single vital act that in a certain way
takes in itself both the conditioner and the conditioned and seeks to grasp the
phenomenon according to the rhythm of the dynamic unity of the two. However,
this unity, which is at the root of the various theories of adaptation, transformation,
mutation, etc., insofar as in concrete terms the conditioned can only be understood
as a function of what it nevertheless conditions, insofar as the concrete datum can
never be life and environment as two distinct things, separately knowable and
determinable, but rather the point of their encounter or the simplicity of their
relationship - this unity brings the



science to the object as pure experience, i.e. as the immediate datum of
consciousness; and thus science passes into the further degree of psychology3 .
0

But even here, in accordance with the transcendental structure of the category, the
exchangeable play of the principles of conservation (nepag) and change
(amelpov) is repeated. While on the one hand psychological laws, determinisms,
faculties and uniformities are fixed, on the other hand the contingency of the
person's act and its priority over the relations in which it is articulated appear: like
the organic principle, the psychic principle is, in its order, at once cause and effect
of environment, society, race, habit, character, etc., so that its determination shifts
to the laws that govern very becoming of human experience - to historical laws.
And with history, the determination of this category reaches its end. The
principle of history, insofar as, according to its hierarchical locus, it remains
defined as the ideal prius of all experience, cannot be understood under a more
general law that is external to it; and, the other, it transcends the character of
mere being-present proper to psychological reality. History cannot be resolved by
the juxtaposition of something factual or general, in it law coincides with
spontaneity, there reigns an originality that dominates various elements in
meaning. This situation already flashed in the field of biology, where, beyond the
naive one-sidedness of the doctrine of the 'conditions of existence' and the
indetermination of the 'fundamental type' of transformism, the theory of de Vries3',
admitting an autonomous principle of variation, in relation to which the laws of
selection and adaptation would only be valid as instruments aimed at executing the
mutation that transcends them, seems to give the best account of things. Science
can therefore in no way grasp unity and ideal formation of the law in history -
which is to say: it cannot adapt itself to itself, it cannot satisfy the need always
resurgent in previous forms with the resurgence of the 'other' beyond the various
positions conquered - if it does not elevate itself to a further dimension, if it does
not deny the principle of the factual and external relation in that of freedom and
meaning; that is to say, if it does not make the principle of determination, that is
to say the power of the scientific category, coincide with the object of it. This
means that history is possible insofar as the scientist makes himself the reflection
of history itself, insofar as the concept, which has immanent the moment of
other, ceases to be in itself, to live itself in the immediate affirmation relative to
the describing and observing consciousness, and becomes for itself and therefore
reflection, which as such is production, production that is such only insofar as it is
also reflection. The concept, at the point that it adapts itself entirely to the other and
penetrates the heart of the contingent, is reflected upon itself, is purified and freed
from the last form according to which its actuality is imbued by the



data of sensible experience. This is the limit of the category.

Which therefore has its own crisis in itself. Because historical science, by purely
identifying itself with history in action, ceases to be science, universality, objectivity,
and becomes an accident closed in a simple moment of history itself; insofar as it is
history that understands itself objectively, it is history that surpasses itself, and
leads, in order to the requirement of scientificity, to a principle that rises from
history so as to dominate its becoming and relativity. Thus science, in order to
maintain and fulfil itself entirely, is taken beyond itself - according to a transition
corresponding to that from the organism of the person (§§

10-11).



§ 18 - PHILOSOPHICAL CONSCIOUSNESS

The category of science thus ends with the reduction of particular and qualitative
experience to that form, in which the position of the concept is no longer
immediate, but mediated. Opposed at first to a nature, the concept has now become
the concept of nature itself or nature as concept: the 'other’, in reflecting its form,
has reflected it in itself but, at the same time, has placed itself as the substratum of
its concreteness: the concept, as for itself, is now immediately and intrinsically for
the other. Objectivity is the character of its own determination as it derives it no
longer by applying itself to an extrinsic matter, but from its own interior. In this the
person turns to full transcendence, to absolute morality. Such a term has been seen
to become, insofar as the principle of science is determined in the form of history.
But from the possibility of history as science, v.d. as objective and universally valid, a
new step has been taken. For if the principle by which a history is formed in
personal consciousness is understood as a simple moment of an objective history
that transcends it, the point of science is undermined, since it is dominated by a
contingency and relativity that does not allow it to understand history as it is in
itself, but only as it appears from the particular, changing point of view proper to the
historical moment to which it belongs. Thus insofar as history as a science is
possible, insofar as it passes to a principle, whose legislation may be valid beyond
time and change, on which nothing prevails and to which nothing precedes, which is
therefore a spontaneity permeated by eternity and the immutability of the absolute.
However, such a value becomes only at the moment of the full alienation of the
concept, of the objective formation of its very essence, so that the unity of the two
points, the synthesis that gives the previous category the possibility of ending, must
be referred to a formal activity, in which freedom and necessity fall into the same
point, in this sense: that the metatemporal legislation and the correlative, perfect
transmutation into the objective of all that constitutes the primordial experience of
the person, in so far as it is fulfilled, in so far as from within, it feels intimately bound
to itself, in so far as in the person it does not experience itself unconditionally, as
mere personal activity, but as the manifestation of a superior, universal nature. With
which the category of philosophy remains in place. Reality, insofar as it is assumed
by a history, which is also science, is philosophical or, better, metaphysical reality.
This reality goes to constitute a



order absolutely closed within itself, the organ of which is the freedom of a concept,
which is for itself (kat' auto) according to objectivity, of a concept that has its
concreteness no longer in experience, but in itself, the thing having now become an
interiority, an immanent note to its structure.

This specific character of philosophy, that for which, to put it in a word, it feels itself
as science and not as art, irony or power, or that it is the equivalent of that
original moment of distinction, which already in science determined the
submission of theory or persuasion to the 'experiment’, lives in the philosophical
need so that it is not limited to the pure affirmation of the rational, but the need
is felt to understand that what is rational is also real (to place as a necessary
moment to the concept the negativity of its other, which remains in place, and yet it
is said that it is rational, that the concept finds in it nothing but itself) - this, of
course, not out of an extrinsic confrontation neither with the given, nor with a
transcendent criterion - a confrontation that in no way could be carried out in this
sphere, due to the very nature of metaphysical reality, closed within itself - but
out of an intimate conformation of freedom itself, which feels "objective". Hence in
philosophical consciousness, thought does not appear to us as a spiritual power
of creation, but rather as the transparency of a higher existing rationality: and only
under the condition of such a form does that objective, unitary, transcendent
reduction of contingent personal experience take place - in which scientific
consciousness comes to be sufficient for itself.

The idea, that the world of metaphysics is constructed almost automatically,
according to the intuition of an eternal and impersonal system of truths that it does
not create, but recognises, is therefore an intrinsic note to the very concept of
philosophy; it is, however, only intelligible to those who trace philosophy back to its
transcendental genesis. Philosophy, like science, without the substratum of a set of
profound conations, wills, inclinations, etc. (what Indian speculation calls samskara),
would be absolutely nothing - the idea of a philosophy that is not an expression of a
person is an empty abstraction. But this is not to be understood psycho-
naturalistically. By desire, action, etc., are here alluded to the same formative forces
underlying the particular experience born in the service of a reflex freedom, forces
that the scientific consciousness, in the immediacy of the concept, which is proper
to it, knows in the objective determinations of mathematical, physical and bio-
psychic nature, and which here are formed in a system of metaphysical relations
and transcendent meanings. Hence it is not to be thought of as an extrinsic
causation or influence or action exercised on the



philosophy, understood as a particular intellectual faculty, by the will and desire.
Instead, philosophy expresses the very conformation that action and desire have
now assumed, and by which their reality is now conditioned. Hence the moment of
autonomy: the philosopher's discursive act is a freeing and direct expression of the
person's own elementary powers, in the form of pure, intelligible self-conception.
Correlative to this is the moment of transcendence: this liberation is only possible in
relation to the end of science, that is to that direction, whereby the reflection of the
concept becomes in an increasing abstraction from the subjective and disinterested
interpenetration in the 'other'. Thus the freedom of the concept is also a passivity: in
the philosophical form, the ego affirms itself as positive, autonomous - but, at the
same time, it cancels its own freedom and realises it as a letting itself be thought.
The absolute identity with the other - i.e. the character of evidence, and the moment
of absoluteness and universality in philosophy - is precisely conditioned by this
situation, expressed by rational necessity: in rational assent, the 'l' feels free - it is
almost a recognition of its own substance, it is evidence, self-consciousness,
spontaneity - but on the other hand there is in it, at its very depths, passivity: The
Ego in no way feels itself to be beyond that content which it recognises as true,
beyond it as its arbiter: on the contrary, it identifies itself with it without residue,
freedom binds itself to it inconvertibly and therefore renounces itself: so that in
rational experience, truth must appear as independent of the act that recognises it
as such, as if it were something valid in and of itself that imposes itself as soon as it
presents itself to any mind, in any time and place.

This category develops in an interval that in certain way is the equivalent, sur
un'altrattava, of that in which the value of scientific consciousness was seen to
unfold, and whose meaning is the progressive mediation of the criterion truth.
According to scientific attitude, the criterion of truth fell outside the concept, in
reality understood as pure other: thus at first there will be an objective
metaphysics as equivalent of the moment of physical science: the concept
becomes the power of expression of a reality that, although it is by no means ideal
and commanded by the value of universal, is in the Ego as philosopherin a
relationship analogous to that of the external physical world (contemplative
philosophy). Beyond this point, the concept proceeds in a work of mediation and
critique whose term is that form, according to which the criterion of truth is
placed within the thinking subject, in its immanent rationality: the objective, the
true, is then identified with self-position, as the self-position of a universal
subject, that is, of an | that is not the unconditioned, but a unity of freedom and
necessity, immanent law, rational freedom, causa sui (in the Spinozian sense).



In the 'transcendental I' of absolute idealism, the instance of philosophy is
fulfilled: immanence and transcendence are immediately joined, whereby the
person as form, ideality, is now aware of itself as objective power - and not as
abstract and immediate objective power, as it already appeared in science, but as
reflected objective power, as one, which is to be in act, to be for itself, conceptus
sui.

Philosophy thus remains fixed as the category in which a contingent world is
intellectually assumed sub specie aeternitatis. As a category, it is a meaning that
remains unchanged in the variety of possible philosophies: it is a value, in a certain
way indifferent to their various contents, situations and particular problems: these
are only worth to it as means, assumed only so that it comes into being. In this
transcendental activity is present, as we said, the moment of the absolute: hence a
fatal immanence of the note of categoricality and universality in any speculative
judgement as such. The philosophical principle cannot come into contact with
anything, without the form of absoluteness being communicated to it through this
very coming into contact: the philosophy of contingency, the sceptical, relativistic or
dialectical becoming doctrine, insofar as they benefit from themselves as
philosophy, do not escape this destiny: they give the contingent, the relative, the
elusive and the transmuting as the content of the eternal and immutable. One can
say veritas filia temporibus, but this itself is a truth that is placed outside of time.
One can say p£nta ,el [everything flows], but this same formula is not thought to
flow. And just as this fate cannot be averted except by renouncing the philosophical
attitude in general, so too one cannot escape the other, connected to it, of
categoricality, whereby every speculative judgement - as has been particularly
clearly emphasised by Rickert 3Z - is formulated insofar as it is informed by an
inescapable Sollen insofar as it implies, as a prius, the absolute and intimate feeling
of being tied to a transcendent normativity, from adherence to which it draws its
meaning and its right33. Ineliminable destiny, since at the level of philosophical
consciousness the very negation of the Sollen [duty (possible)] will become the
object of judgement, only insofar as it appears as necessary in the choice against the
opposite possibility, in which again the generic principle of a pure transcendent
normativity is recognised3.

On the other hand, the point of the absolute needs a body, through which



express itself, and this only the personality can offer it. Hence the contingency
of the speculative absolute when in the philosophies one moves from the
formal moment to the material moment. That which unfolds in the various
doctrines and which in the actuality of each of them - that is, in their categorical
moment - seems invested with intrinsic evidence and extratemporal necessity, may
in fact, for the concept of philosophy itself, further count as transient.

Every concept, logic and system, materialiter always has a hypothetical value, since
the principium individuationis, the profound power that determines and affirms the
various metaphysical realities, is always the principle of the person, v.d. a contingent
thing, a particular drawn from a compossibility3®. It was already shown in our first
book how, if beyond the empiricist scepticism, victorious over a naively dogmatic
realism, a transcendental or critical idealism renders a system of objectivity
intelligible and well-founded, such idealism from a further point of view turns out to
be a transcendental realism and is overwhelmed by a transcendental contingentism.
Of the further significance of this movement, more below.

As for philosophy as a categorial principle, it is constituted in a certain interval or
motion, the element of which is the relationship between the function of thought

and the criterion of truth. Hence the notion of a transcendental history of

philosophy that coincides with the becoming of the concept of philosophy itself,

since this, like every category, is not in a given, but in a synthesis; a history that, to
tell the truth, can only be referred to as history very improperly, since it falls in

time only by accident - in itself it is a pure, ideal mediation of the concept.

Therefore, this gives the possibility to outline the precise relationship between history
and philosophy.

First of all, that relating to the limit connecting the current category with the
previous one. This relates to the exposed problem of the possibility of history as a
science, the solution to which relies on the postulation of a metahistorical principle
that encompasses what unfolds under the condition of temporal relativity in an
ideal unity permeated with meaning. With this metahistorical principle, one is
already led to philosophy, and one can say that history - in the broad sense, as
universal history - is a philosophy in potency (or, to use a term from Crocian neo-
Hegelianism, an intuited philosophy, i.e. still imbued with that form of immediate,
sensitive knowing on which the concept rests in scientific consciousness) and that
philosophy is the act of history, point at which history gathers and burns in pure
intellectual transparency. More specifically: historiographic activity, which is
reflected and liberated as immanent, self-conceptual science, is a consequent to
which the matter of the



history: this, it turns to take up and resolve in itself, and thus we have an interval, of
which philosophy is precisely only the ideal limit, the teAog. Now the history of
philosophy transcendentally results precisely as the medium between history and
philosophy, as this interval in which the concept becomes autonomous and is
confirmed in its own internal mediation in the substratum of simple history. In this
sense, the history of philosophy is identified with the same ideal construction of
philosophy: and its end is there where it tears away that last veil of immediacy that
is inherent to "ideal time", to become the pure consciousness - the present eternity
closed within itself - of the "transcendental Ego" in which the nature of the
metaphysical principle in general comes to perfect, purified expression.

Development, which is then that of the very criterion of logic, which from the
intuitive basis, and from formal and extrinsic (as a canon for thought so that it can
adapt itself to its own content understood as distinct from it), passes to
transcendental and immanent, that is, to the reflection of a thought, whose act is
the very act of its own content. And that the medium of the transition is the
concept of logic as dialectic, this proceeds directly from the determination that
philosophy develops from the scientific moment insofar as it understands that the
concept as such is the internal unity self and other. This already appears in Aristotle
and, in part, also in Plato, who to a certain extent admitted in the rational what, for
example, in Parmenides was pure antithesis, pure irrationality that does violence to
the;, and distinctly, in Hegel, in order to the need to take up within the Schellingian
'identity' the set of distinctions of concrete reality; thirdly, in Weber and other
modern philosophers of science, in accordance with the need to reaffirm the
concept on the objective formations determined in the positive disciplines beyond
the dissolution of that "philosophy of nature" in which it had primitively attempted
to assert itself. In all this, the principle of a dialectical logic makes its way.

Let us now consider the category as a whole. According to our general principle, the
synthesis conditions and posits the entire series of its conditions in its proper form.
Such a form here, as we have seen, takes place in the ideal assumption of history.
Philosophy therefore comes to transcendental construction of itself, by virtue of
that activity whereby the entirety of its conditions becomes to it in the form of an
ideal history; in hidden conatus, it is that whereby the opacity and contingency of
history proper is transfigured into the eternity of an ideal process, up to the
transparency of the pure mediation of a form, which is the very act of the objective
universal. Here we can give the outline



paradigmatic of one such process of the historical-philosophical embodiment of
the categories; we say 'one' because of this, that history, no less than space,
causality, organisation, science, etc., is not a datum or a thing in itself, but a power
of position that, moreover, does not have the fatality of the indefinite, but
affirms itself when and to the point where it affirms itself and wants to affirm itself.
It is certainly a priori as a category, v.d. it has articulations, which are general and
uniform elements for the possibility of any history in general, constituting the
conditions for the very flashing of the value inherent in historical consciousness.
But the body, the sphere, in which the historical principle asserts its own
determination, is by no means contingent: a certain epoch may be valid as the
complete historical expression of the categories, just as it may represent, from
another point of view, a mere moment - and vice versa, as according to the principle
of continuity repeatedly mentioned. Since the object and purpose of history is
history itself, see the experience of transcendental value, by which it is defined.

Now, the state of direct objectivity of the concept, of the truth that is simply a being
in itself, can be connected to the Indian speculation, as echoed in the Vedas, and
which can be called pre-preligious in the sense that the distinction had not yet
arisen, so that against the certainty that had become a problem, the need for a
'religare’ (religio) had to assert itself. Such is the correlative of the world of
quality. Already the concept of maya differentiates this objective consciousness
and lays the first seed of that split that will have to generate, with the logical-
discursive form, the equivalent of the principle of image (§ 11). The transition
point is provided by Greek philosophy. Here, on the one hand, the objective
moment is preserved, especially in the pre-Socratics and the mystery doctrines,
which are more directly connected to the earlier wisdom. The proposition 'to ov
€0TL, TO KN oveotl' [being is, non-being is not] in its historical place is not to be
understood as magical Idealism might (in the sense, that is, that the 'identical' of
the power of the ego is being, and every 'other', deprivation) 39, but, on the
contrary, as an affirmation of certainty as objective content, as opposed to which it
is subjectivity, still only sketched in the insubstantial fog of the "opinare" (60¢a),
which is that "non-being that no violence can ever make it be". HoweverGreek
objectivism is no way to be understood as a function of the idea of object as it is
in modern consciousness. When Thales speaks 'water', the Pythagorean of
'number’, Xenophanes of €1g 8gog [god one], when Plato of 'ideas' and Plotinus of
'intelligibles', it is still neither objective nor subjective in the proper sense, but the
promiscuity of the one and other, of the ideal and the real, of the immanent and
the transcendent,



proper to a consciousness not yet differentiated, to a consciousness to which
certainty is not so much from an intellectual problem as from an intuition, an
experience - from an experience grasped not by an external sensible objectivity,
but by an inner supersensible objectivity. Such is the qualitative stage of the
criterion of certainty.

The same Socratic catharsis in the concept has its proper historical place if
illuminated with that in which it culminates: with the Aristotelian theory of the
opyavov [organ], in which the logical movement is referred to an objective
hierarchy intelligibles - even if, as we will say, such a meaning, due to a lack of
the original, its own level of consciousness, could only have been realised
through the matter of the "other", seed. with the discursiveness of sophistry, which
in the reaffirmation of the concept is almost subsumed under a 'cunning of reason'.
This is reflected in the pessimistic and soteriological interest of early Greek
philosophy. In the first moment of tearing itself away from the immediate
connection with objective and universal, consciousness found itself lost in a
changing world of phenomena or contingent forms3” in which certainty and
unity were diluted, the sense of a 'fall' arose, of an injustice and violence -
which was rightly referred to existence as an individual3® - whence the
pessimism, whence the nostalgia for the 'golden age(hence the taking over of
the ¢p\o-codLa from the lost codla), whence, again, the remission of the principle
of certainty to a theory of reminiscence3? . Given the still shapeless form of the
principle affirmed by said wrenching from the objective, certainty could in fact only
rest on a reference to the past, to the pre-individual vision in the spiritual world
not yet disturbed by the principle of the "other" (etepov = maya = avidya).
Hence the idea of a cathartic conditionality for knowledge, i.e. that it is only
realised when, having resolved the guilt of individual affirmation, one returns to
the pure vision of truth. In other words, the criterion of true knowledge refers
back to a theory of salvation - and specifically according to the solution that
Schopenhauer is to distinctly enunciate in the third book of his main work, v.d. -
for a resolution of individuation that blossoms into pure contemplation (Bea
[view], Bewpla [consideration]) of the objective world of Ideas and One.

However, this pessimistic and ascetic direction, given essentially by the mystery
philosophies, would in itself have meant only a retreat, a halting of development:
but the presence of a centre already formed in the logical-discursive order
meant that it did not result in the restoration of intuitive objectivity, but rather
in the establishment of a new form of



objectivity: that proper to conceptual mediation. That is to say, the 'cunning'
referred to above is reciprocal: if Socrates only assumed discursiveness in order to
reaffirm the objective through it, on the other hand in doing so he simultaneously
fertilised it in a mediation, giving it the form of sufficiency.

The profound aspiration turned to the past in Socrates blossoming into the
concept, determined the principle of modern philosophy, since with the concept,
certainty, which was being, became image, knowledge. Thus in the Greek world,
cathartics could be opposed to discursive science as a regressive moment.
Aristotle's doctrine, insofar as it fully adapts objectivity to discursiveness, the
other hand, in sustaining that the idea is nothing if not in re in matter - that is, in
the Platonic "other" - as individuating reality, marks the limit between Eastern
and Western truth. Beyond him, truth explicitly transcends and alienates itself -
in the Christian consciousness: here the "other", the pure transcendent,
becomes a value, and to it, through faith, the criterion of certainty is referred.
This transcendence at first is immediate, qualitative: it is revelation, religion proper,
apocalypse of a supernatural world through faith and feeling. As millennial
enthusiasm and orgasm of primitive Christianity is succeeded by theological
accommodation, quality is mediated, until in the formalism of scholasticism that
which has gone beyond the original identity becomes aware of itself, of its own
purely abstract nature* .2

From scholasticism to the natural science of the Renaissance there is but one
step. Naturalistic consideration has as its deepest meaning the refinement of
scholastic formalism so that, having consumed the 'other' as quality, it moves on
to quantity and realises a further power of the decentralising direction proper to
Christian consciousness. If in scholasticism reason was ancilla theologiae, in
science it is ancilla rerum naturae - but in both cases the dependence remains, the
idea that reason is not an autonomous power, having in itself its own criterion. But
with the science of nature, thought, which in Eastern truth was being, becomes
not only form, but a form of phenomenal knowledge. With the system
explanation according to intelligible natural principles (Descartes), according to
the simple mathematical relations between empirical states beyond 'substantial
causes' and spiritual powers (Galilei), an order of pure exteriority is placed. But it
is precisely this exteriority that completely dissolves the transcendent criterion of
truth and, beyond mediaeval theo-ontological rationalism, leads the concept to
liberate itself, to mediate with , to feel itself no longer as a thought around the
object, but the real expression of what the object in itself is. When the enquirer,
who had almost drawn himself away from the object, came to



he saw it vanish in his hands and instead came to experience himself precisely as
that pure form that he had made himself: for science concludes in the
dematerialisation of nature into a system of abstract ideal relations closed within
itself, in which nothing but its own abstract essence is reflected. However, the
consciousness of this has its perfect realisation only in modern idealism. In this
formation of speculative consciousness, discursiveness definitively takes the form
of sufficiency, becomes self-consciousness and sets the criterion in itself.

In Kant's theory of the 'synthesis of apperception’, the subject is drawn into the act
that posits the object, as the object of science: it is 'l think', the creative faculty
of an experience, which is mutated with the immanent science (= discursive
knowability) of things. In Kant, the power that makes the real become and takes
the real into itself by idealising it thus becomes ; the objective has become the 'I'
- but this only insofar as, in the same act, the 'l' has become objective: the 'l'
here only resolves the 'other' on condition that it shifts from the Bewusstsein
[consciousness] to the allgemein [common]; this shift conditions the absolute
immanence of truth to thought, the unity of the empirical and the rational. The
direction develops: Kant's critique presupposed on the one hand a dogmatic
conception of Newtonian mechanics, Euclidean geometry and Archimedean
arithmetic, and on the other the dualism between form and matter of intuition;
thus in Kant the resolution of the empirical in the transcendental could not be
complete. Identity in him is restricted to that aspect of the ego, from which
proceed the general principles for the legislation or possibility of an experience
as a discursively scientifically possible experience, a legislation that is nevertheless
limited on the one hand by the sensible and contingent manifold, and on the other
by the noumenon. This limitation is removed in two ways: firstly, formaliter,
through the progress of critical consciousness, whereby the noumenon - 'wood
made of iron' - was denied as of right and an organ was constructed with the
Hegelian dialectic so that the 'Chaos ausserhalb des Sistems' [Chaos outside the
system] and the noumenal antithesis could be understood organically in the
concept. Secondly (materialiter), in the demise of the 'philosophy of nature' system
itself. The true transcendence of the Idea or discursiveness, whereby it
demonstrates its own freedom and absoluteness and takes up the possibility of
the other - as according to requirement of the dialectic - is not that, within the
system of the Encyclopaedia, of the 'Logos' in 'Nature', but that of the whole of
Hegelism in the exact sciences, through the intermediary of the Hegelian left and
positivism*'. And the synthesis is not the 'philosophy of the Spirit' but, through
the medium of philosophy of science and idealism



mathematician of the Marburg School, absolute idealism - understood to be
identical with absolute positivism - where the concept, disengaging from the
determinations of a unilateral dogmatism, immerses itself entirely in the other,
becomes the very act of the particular and empirical, so that in the development
objective experience it sees only the eternity of the mediated form in itself and
sufficient to itself - the pure logical universal*Z. In this the interval of
philosophical consciousness comes to an end: empirical and transcendental,
freedom (possibility) and necessity (reality), universal and particular, transcendence
and immanence, tautotng [identity] and etepotng [otherness], rational and irrational
merge into a unity that expresses only the self-concept of the pure concept.

The criterion of truth, which, according to the category's antecedent, was originally
placed in an intuitive-objective identity (Oriental and Palaeo-Greek spirit), becomes
alienated from itself (Christian spirit, logical formalism and naturalism) to become
immanentised again as a pure concept, discursiveness mediating itself (modern
criticism). Truth as being, dead through transcendent divinity to the phenomenal
matter of science, passes to transcendental logic, to the discursive form that is
urokevov in itself mediating itself. In this, the element of all metaphysical reality
as such, the metaphysical moment of all metaphysics, comes to fulfilment. History
is its power; and the interval that separates this power from its act is precisely the
history of philosophy.

Finally, we want to return to what was said in the first book about the practical-
synthetic nature of philosophy in general, a nature that gives justification to its
eventual presence in the world of the absolute Individual. There is no philosophy
because there is a rationality in things, but philosophy gives things a rationality
that they did not have before - this is the fundamental point. There is never a
recognising, but even the possible recognising is but a form according to which a
posing appears. Philosophy, in its rationalisation of experience, is only justified
by a practical will that sounds like this:

"The irrational, the other, must not be". Its is always a commanding and a
determining, which before itself has an indeterminacy, a problematic both subjective
(in the thinker) and objective (in things) - and its presupposition is not an objective
rationality of fact, but the power of being able to rationalise the given irrational.
From this function at the level of philosophy as such, the ego, however, isin a
certain way acted upon (in the moment of Sollen); but this does not make it any less
synthetic with respect to its object, and immanent in its form of transcendence.



This exposition of the categories, insofar as they are taken as meanings, we have said
that it is drawn from a reflection of freedom according to the affirmative option.
When, on the other hand, it is taken on a simply philosophical basis, this exposition is
broken down into two parts by a limit or centre, which is precisely the category of
philosophy: the first part takes up the categories described so far, which will then be
understood as the elements resulting from an analysis of the conditions of possibility
of the philosophical form itself (theoretical philosophy); the second part will take up
the set of further categories, which will become postulates, i.e. ideal determination
of tasks, the effective realisation of which is a condition for the absolute becoming
sufficient of the Ego to the problem that immanent in philosophy.



§ 19 - MYSTICAL CONSCIOUSNESS

Philosophy thus ends in that formation, where the concept of the transcendental 'l'
is placed. Therefore, this point - in which the form, insofar as it is the form of
objectivity, freely reflects and mediates itself - fully penetrated, becomes an
unstable point of equilibrium, dominated by the need for a further definition. This, in
the sense that the transcendental 'l', as the determination of philosophical
consciousness, is only insofar as it is understood and produced in a concept; but
understanding it in this way is not possible without contradicting its essence. The
concept that really wants to conform to it and, in this, itself, is driven to take the
general principle of philosophical formation beyond itself.

Determinately. What is realised at the end of the philosophical category as
'transcendental I' is the actual principle objective experience in general, v.d. the
thinker of all thinking. Now the thinker as such cannot be the object of a
construction or mediation, v.d. of a concept proper. That thinker, which can be given
by a concept, is the negation of the thinker - not the thinker itself, but a thought -
which contradicts the principle of the identity of form and content that should
command the term of the category: or, rather, at the point at which the concept
actually posits the thinker, it consummates its own discursive formation and
pushes the centre into that, as the power of all thinking - and yet also of that from
which the fixation of the concept of the thinker itself can proceed - can never be
thought, and thus falls outside of any philosophical determination while inevitably
remaining postulated by each of them. Thus the concept of the transcendental 'l'
marks a point of crisis: on the one hand it must be philosophically affirmed - it is
the conclusion, the teAog, on which the entire development of the criterion of
truth gravitates, it is the principle of perfect metaphysical resolution; but this
affirmation either denies its own object and, torn apart by an internal
contradiction, finds itself powerless before its own problem and that of
philosophy in general; or, if it conforms to its deepest aspiration, in the very act
realising itself it ceases to be a philosophical affirmation, it goes beyond the
order of the mediate, of the conceptually constructible. Just as the cognition of a
sequence of phenomena can only be objectively valid as history within a principle
that, it, is outside history, so that position which, by adapting freedom



to objectivity, gives rise to the 'transcendental Ego', insofar as it does not resolve
itself into a qualitative category but, according to its possibility and hierarchical
place, is instead a personal determination and, specifically, the development of
scientific consciousness - is only realised within a value that transcends and
dominates it. And if the transcendental 'l', in its speculative understanding, is
absolute identity of freedom and necessity, and in it the concept mediated in itself
in the objective is expressed, its becoming - the fact that in general it is possible
for a philosophy to have it as a principle and yet still have the value of ideality
and science - postulates or confesses, at one and the same time, the passing of the
person into a further element, which transcends the determination of the demiurgic
causa sui, of the assumed imperativeness in which the actuality of thought is
formed, which has also become an act of the object. In short: the ideal term of
philosophy is only possible as correlative to the value of unconditioned, of the
principle that, as the principle of thinking, it cannot be taken up under any law -
and yet is infinite; that, as the principle of thinking, it cannot be made the object of
thinking in the strict sense, of that deducing and constructing of which the
philosophical category was a question - and yet is heterological; that, as the
principle of all mediation, it cannot be anything other than immediate. Beyond
correlation, the synthesis: the form of the unconditioned and heterological must
be the condition in which that absolute, ideal unity, to which the concept as
transcendental | previously sufficient, is resolved. The category, in which the
principle of the person resolves in immanence the point of the exlege [outside
the law] and the infinite, albeit maintained, in accordance with the moment of the
antecedent, in the value of the necessary absolute, of the deepest root of
objectivity, can be indicated as mysticism.

The content of the mystical experience is precisely the absolute unity of the
empirical and transcendental, formed in a principle of infinity, v.d. in a principle
beyond all form, law and condition - a unity that while remaining something
immediate, something that exists only in a direct, inner realisation of the mystic
himself, is nevertheless felt as objective, in and of itself existing (= as

"God"). It is that the new synthesis, although the extreme, is always an
interpenetration and absorption of the ideal principle in the other. Determinately:
formal freedom, having experienced the value of objectivity as a simple position
with science, as reflection or mediation with philosophy, with mysticism goes to
experience objectivity itself as the power of mediation. And if such a power is the
supreme, in mysticism the supreme immanence facentesi transcendence is
expressed, as well as, at the same time, the supreme transcendence, the deepest
possible root in the other, facentesi immanence, form. With 'ecstasy’, with the
act of



dedication whereby the person denies the very transcendental individualisation of the
"intelligibles", of "ideas", and plunges into the unutterable abyss, into the solitary
desert, into the eternal, naked essence of the "Father", the objective formation of
the person is thus brought to its end, to its telog.

Hence a connection religious experience, since there is fundamentally
understood to be faith in the objective existence of a supernatural principle,
having its attribute infinity, the power transcending any law or formation. And
since the synthesis, the telog, is always the matter from which the conditions
of it are formed, so now it would appear that 'God' is the very substance in the
bosom of which live and from which they derive their reality, reason and
supreme unification, the whole of the sciences, and yet also the objects which
in the service of the becoming of these become in experience - it is the centre
on which gravitates, and which bears, the whole system of objectivity. But then
divinity must be given according to that organ that alone befits the present
hierarchical place.

Thus: the God of theologies is in truth a negation of God - a particular formation
of speculative consciousness (the meaning of which is the one determined above
for Christianity in the ideal history of philosophy). The true God does not have
to be demonstrated, thought, determined: it is either faith and pure internal
evidence, or it is nothing, religion as such beginning where the form, having
abandoned the plane of that thought, which is determinant only insofar as it is
simultaneously also determined, identical with necessity, shifts the centre to the
formless moment of the determinant itself, which, however, can only be grasped
directly.

Hence we will say that all religion, in that it is religion and nothing else, is mysticism.

Now mysticism, as a value, is, like every other category, an interval: the mystical
God will not therefore be given ex abrupto, but in a transcendental way will be
originally connected, as to a matter not yet realised, to the moment of the
antecedent, that is, to a certain philosophical concept and, more generally, to a
certain vision of the world; from this it is gradually elaborated - just as the
philosophical concept itself was gradually elaborated from the scientific moment
through history to the pure principle of immanence. Only, due to the very character
of what has now become categorical prius and telog, such a development does not
entail a discursively determinable phenomenology: it falls into the interiority of the
person, who within the natural formations goes deeper and deeper into the sense
of the infinite and the whole. But if the gradual realisation of the concept of
philosophy is to be understood in the various stages of speculative thought; and
since on the other hand this realisation is not complete



that in the transcendent act that affirms and grasps the mystical principle - one has
way of understanding the process of speculation, from the objective concept to the
immanent concept of truth, as the phenomenon or myth, inwardly turning to its own
consummation, of the unnameable movement by which the principle of the person
goes on to realise within itself the presence of the mystical God.

Here, too, what has been said about philosophy applies: religion as an experience of
the person always has its roots in that irrational world of action and particularity,
which constitutes its elementary substance. A human element reflecting the various
local and historical contingencies will therefore be indispensable to it, albeit purely
as an instrument of expression, from which it increasingly seeks to free itself in
order to transform it into its purified form.

Thus, on the understanding that it is always the superior that, as final cause,
conditions the inferior and the elemental correlative to it, there is no reason to
exclude the positive investigation of the psychological-naturalistic substratum of
religions. Indeed, only on the basis of it is a concrete understanding of the
becoming of religious value possible. And one can conceive of a kind of
phenomenology in which the mystical experience from a substance determined
by the elementary needs of animal life is elaborated up to unconditioned, the
infinite principle. Not only that, but one can go so far as to affirm, with
Carpenter, that the 'gods' in truth reside in the physiological centres: they
correspond to the energies that through the various developments of the races
and recurring experiences have formed the concrete individuation of the person,
and immanent and sustaining it - to these energies insofar as they are aroused and
objectivised in the mystical moment of their elemental power. Then the
physiological (not just the psychological) would be ratio cognoscendi of the
divine. The world of transcendental demiurgical essences or "ideas" to be reduced
by of mAwolg [simplification] to the pure ineffable of the ev [One], of the Shiva or
nirguna-Brahman, would express the appearance, within the value of the thinking
or unconditioned, of the elementary forces "precipitating" as organic functions of
the person.

The object of religion, it was said, is the supernatural, in the sense of that which
is superior to laws, that which is capable of arbitrariness, of a 'miracle’, of the
fulfilment of that which with respect to a certain system of determinations appears
as absurd or impossible. "Credo quia absurdum", aghatana-patiyasi (= that by
which the impossible is made possible) - this is the element proper the religious
object as such - which therefore constitutes a category and value in itself, distinct
both



from the philosophical than from the scientific. "l believe" means: the impossible IS
possible, all that is is not of itself, what is not infinitely transcends what is, and this
non-being IS. The ideality of the person in faith absolutely wants to exhaust the
other: it wants to take up the possibility as absolute total freedom, and yet it gives
itself the incomprehensible and the impossible as its object. Hence, in the category
that arises from such an instance, a residue that will never allow itself to be
borrowed from the concept and will instead condition it wherever religion is not an
empty name. Since the passage from each category to another is contingent, one
can remain fixed to the philosophical point of view: nevertheless, resolving God into
a thinkable, affirming that religion is valid for its doctrinal content, which in it is
presented in an immediate or figurative form, in itself remains fundamentally
something rational; discarding therefore the mystical infinity as an empty outline -
insofar as it is possible, inasmuch as religion has not yet in any way become religion,
and therefore insofar as philosophy has not yet come to understand, to finish, itself.
The claim that the mystical object gives an account of itself as a function of the
discursive concept is as unreasonable as claiming to show green to one who has first
welded red glasses to his eyes and in no way intends to take them off. Let
philosophy go ahead, realise its own value to the full - and a bridge between it and
religion will in itself be thrown**.

In mysticism, the connection of the two moments of immanence and formalism can
be noted. On the one hand, what distinguishes mystical certainty is its character
immediacy: that which is mystically true - as has been said - is always something
that, although it counts as an objectivity, is given directly in an evidence, essentially
ineffable, since its content is not the formation but the power of it. Yet mysticism,
as what corresponds to the present point, is always a formal category, taken up, as
such, under the law of distinction, and thus connected to the substratum of the
profound determinations of the finite will. Therefore, if on the one hand the
mystical TeAog is such that in no way can it be transmitted or taught, on the other
hand any possible synthesis always remains, materialiter, something abstract,
subjective, ideal: it is not the real resolution of things, it is not a flame that
concretely consumes the person and, with it, the particular finite world at an
absolute point, leaving nothing behind - in short: it is not cosmic praxis. There is no
rapture of ecstasy so absolute that the ecstatic does not return to his own flesh.
And since according to this understanding in mysticism is essentially expressed the
extension of the other down to the extreme root of the ego, the supreme
objectivity or abstraction, realised by a strengthening of the motion of
transcendental philosophy, so that it does not resolve itself



the object, that in so far as it objectively conforms to a deeper power of the
subject; that is why the experience of the mystic, in its activity, is essentially
passive, that is why in the immanence of the unnameable there remains awe, the
principle of grace: just as the Ego in action in science so far realises its own
persuasion insofar as it relies on the myth of the experiment and believes that a
nature in itself guarantees it theories and principles; and in philosophy likewise it
defers to the absolute evidence of the logician to the point of making the Ego the
mere self-consciousness of Reason, the passive subject of the Sollen; so in
mysticism the various realisations must be permeated by the meaning of a
superior illumination®®. In it, the ego is not lord of its own movement: in the
deepest root of activity it is instead abducted, transported - it is alienated, it is
dedication, that is to say: this deep root - the absolute immanence inherent in the
antecedent of the transcendental ego, which goes to conform to the principle of
the infinite - here is only realisable under an intimate sense of dedication, of
autonomy, of love and, at the lowest level, of devotion.

This has a distinct expression in Novalis' view. The 'Amen of the universe', the
'supreme real', this author refers it to the principle of love; the deepest point of
the ego, conditioning all activity, he understands as an absolute Empfindung
[absolute sensation]; thus in a sense of humility and passivity, even if freely
determined - as must be the case for every form of the world of the person® . This
inner attitude of the mystic, which is essential to the category, is the intimate
root of all religiosity*’. The mystic does not maintain himself and from himself
conquer God, he does not make himself God in the proper sense of the
expression: he rather draws himself aside, lets God speak and generate himself in
him: his work does not appear to him as positive but instead as negative. As if
the divine principle another entity, buried within the person, that one would only
have to listen to, to let it speak by keeping silent, by denying oneself. Mystically,
the ego does not pass into God as overcoming, but rather as overcome. This in
meaning remains even in the deepest 'states of union' and maintains the factual
moment at the time: in its abstract reflection it determines the doctrine of grace.

In contrast to mysticism, magic would thus be defined primarily by the objective,
positively effective character of its praxis. The function would no longer be aesthetic-
formal on the basis of a fundamental objectivity, but real resolution of the physical
antithesis; no longer subjectivity that only insofar as it is experienced objectively does
it penetrate the unconditioned, but subjectivity that if it is unconditioned and
objective, is only so insofar as it is power and dominion. Hence



character of absolute, explicit sufficiency of the ego to its own act, of pure
affirmation and active overcoming of place of the forms of grace, love and
ecstasy.



§ 20 - PURE ART

With the category of mysticism, the form has definitively adapted itself to its own
content: in all the powers of this - in the simple objective with science, in the
relative mediation with philosophy, in the principle of infinity with mysticism - it
has penetrated it and resolved it within itself, that is, it has reconciled itself with
itself by idealising it.

Now in mystical experience, objectivity is in the unconditioned state, which means:
in the state that includes the possibility of its crisis, the freedom to transcend itself,
to pass into something else - into the subjective. And this possibility of it is indeed
not such, but a reality in the act of becoming that which is the telog of mysticism -
ecstasy. In the ecstasy, the person is denied - and yet a difference subsists, a living in
the divine life and yet distinct from it, for, otherwise, there is no place for the
objectivity of this life itself. But the power of such a distinction, posited as it is
posited, can no longer be provided by the person, nor can it be provided by the
objective as such - which is all posited, all exhausted, led to its limit - it must only be
asked of the objective that uses its infinity to pass qualitatively, to differentiate
itself, allowing a subjective to arise - but another, transfigured subjective, a
sufficient, central, self-arching subjective, a principle of reality and no longer just an
image and abstract ideality, because the Ego has now taken on, mediated in itself -
but, again, abandoning itself to infinity, transcended - all those powers of the
"other" which, in the immediacy of itself precisely as image and reflection, were
factually opposed to it and transcended it. Such is the meaning of the mystical
"rebirth in God" of the one who gave himself entirely to him.

From the ideal exhaustion mystical experience there arises, as a consequence, the
principle of the person, or ideal ego, elevated to absolute centre, to objective
individuality. This point, as we have said, conditions the end of the previous
category and, at the same time, is only in correlation to it.

As for the antecedent, we can refer it to a form, which remains objective and
universal insofar as it conforms to the principle of unconditioned - the category
of mysticism, at its end, giving rise precisely to an experience in which the infinite,
objective and the formal are joined together. This unity must now be drawn into
the value of the consequent, that is, it must become the matter in which



is mediated and gradually manifested, to the point of pure expression, the
returning subjective consciousness. The synthesis will thus arise from a situation
in which a formal activity of creation, indeed in itself materially permeated by the
value of objectivity, is assumed by the person so that, through a congruous arousal
of the principle of the unconditioned, which must also be its own, it consumes the
form itself, and transforms the universal and the objective into the self-
consciousness of an Ego as absolute "sufficiency". Now to this formal creativity
inwardly conditioned by the Ego's position as self-consciousness beyond the
indifference of immanence and transcendence proper to the previous categories,
art, as pure art, can be considered suitable. In such art, the passing of objectivity
and the return of the unconditioned subjective is realised, certainly not as the
simple principle of the first category of this epoch, but enriched with the
experience of the universal and objective - which are still communicated to it
here from the antecedent - and passing from form to matter, from the ideal to the
real.

One will recall having already encountered an analogue of the aesthetic
phenomenon in the first epoch (§ 6D): but there it was absolute mediumship. The
ego in it was, quite simply, in awe of a transcendent that revealed itself through its
expression. There was no conscious determining and producing, but an absolute
spontaneity, a pure 'sensation' that immediately transported the ego, which only by
and from production drew consciousness of the superior value. Hence the
'genius’, the 'inspiration’, 'enthusiasm' in art, the idea that in this one is almost
caught up in a higher spirit, which expresses itself through us.

Now, albeit under the condition of the further realised value, there is something
analogous in the objective categories of the person. In them, in fact, the ego
arises, so to speak, from the outside. Although its activity is no longer a passive
compulsion, but a free act of a per-self, experience too is determined, as far as its
content is concerned, in a direction of receiving itself from something else. And
without the preliminary moment whereby the 'l' alienates itself and gives form
of reality in itself to nature, rationality and the infinite, the principle of the
person could in no way conquer the persuasion of itself as a real principle.

Art, like the new synthesis we are now discussing, in relation to the antecedent
provides this point, and rests on a manifestation of the universal in form, indeed
such that it carries with it the sense of infinity and springs from the depths of the
person; but insofar as it is an interval and properly a category, art is this
manifestation so conformed that in its realisation the centre of the universal and
thus of the unconditioned, consummates its own



transcendence, to, in the end, take the form of subjectivity instead. Art, that is,
here becomes an instrument for the internalisation of 'genius’, for the
reaffirmation of the ego on that original point of its productivity in, in service
of objective formation, it had placed itself as passive and unconscious - a
reaffirmation on the non-being love and absolute Empfindung, such as
"digesting" the mystical God in the Ego. Its transcendental development is the
gradual realisation of this shift, whereby the 'l' recovers from the objective that it
has passed through: its conclusion is precisely the pure apprehension of the 'l' as
such in infinity or arbitrariness of a power that has now become at the value of
absolute, conscious, formally sufficient creation. Resulting as it does from a process
of resolution and reduction of art in general to a fact of pure individual will, the
category therefore, in relation to what art itself is according to its qualitative
concept, could well be said to express a self-consumptive process of art.

When confronted with the value of 'sufficiency’, the inner situation from which so-
called 'great art' was born cannot but appear as something typically negative. In
'great art', in fact, the artist was as much productive - and productive of forms with
objective, universal value - insofar as he abandoned himself to inspiration and
intuition, insofar as he allowed himself to be possessed and transported almost by a
superior, divine force (Plato's pavia, the genius of the ancients and the aesthetics of
Kant and Schelling), of which he knew nothing and which in the very moment of
creation had him almost as a mere instrument. Since, therefore, in such a situation it
was not so much the 'l' that had the art, but rather the art that had the 'l', at the
further mediation of the individual consciousness there is, according to logical
necessity, a crisis of this category; and from the problem of overcoming this
fundamental 'femininity' and 'medianity' of the artist, and therefore of realising an
art that, while being such, was positive, individual, arose that determination, to
which the present category is appropriate and which, in its ultimate power, can be
indicated as pure or abstract art. - The organ of 'abstract art' refers to the principle
of so-called 'aesthetic formalism'. Where in the

'great art' the expressive medium was subordinated to an objective and
transcendent content, in the new form the focus is instead placed on the expressive
medium, against which all content becomes means to an end. In other words: the
paradox is realised, according to which form is placed as the content of the work
of art. This, of course, not in the sense of mere technicality or virtuosity, but in the
sense that form is assumed in a purely harmonic use (in the sense



musical): it, in a certain sense, no longer means anything, since a kind of
counterpoint, a pure orchestration of forms and colours, words and images, tones
and chords exhausts the work of art. Expression that has as its object pure
expression itself, which is not for anything else (impure art), but for itself.

Now the pre-eminence of the content over the expressive medium in classical
art can be seen as a reflection of that situation, whereby the artist in himself was
nothing and created insofar as he made himself, in his immanence, the passive
instrument a universality that expressed itself through him; so that this reversal
of the relationship, which erects to self-sufficiency, the pure expressive medium,
which makes to be for itself what before, when the artist was but the expressive
organ of God, was for something else, comes to testify to the shifting of the
centre to the subjective, to celebrate, in the aesthetic sphere, the sufficiency of
the immanent principle, the overcoming, of the objective form of the
unconditioned - the realisation in an art as individual value.

From another point of view. In customary art, the work revealed and embodied far
more than the artist had intended: the artist did not so much determine a priori the
situation of beauty that he then expressed, but rather saw it spring up unexpectedly
in his work beyond, and often even in spite of, what he had consciously intended -
according to a typical efficiency of Wundtian 'heterogenesis of ends'. At the still
unformed moment from which the particular creative formation starts, the artist, by
and large, is passive; it is a

"mystery', not a possession: it is in him almost unconsciously, and yet in him not
as in a creator, but in him as in a worker, a doer. There where consciousness (as
a personal value) begins to shed its light, it already finds an infinite disproportion
between what has been produced and what has been willed. And the more perfect
the production is in classical art, the greater this disposition, the more it seems
that the personal will makes itself a minimum, sets itself aside or entirely
surrenders to the transcendent power, which fertilises it and in it generates infinite
- as according to the experience proper to the mystical antecedent. Now, the
modern demand for art as an individual value reacted very sharply to such a
situation, and - already with Novalis, Schlegel and, to some extent, Wagner - in
contrast to the concept of the work of art as genius, it affirmed the concept of the
work of art as will. Thus in the schools that were drawn from the organ of the
"Aesthetic formalism" also agitated - albeit not always in a sufficiently conscious
form - these two demands: to reaffirm the principle of the person as the profound
source of aesthetic creativity; and secondly



place and correlatively: to contain the entire work within the will, to reaffirm and
determine in the lucid will what gushed forth from the intentional position. The
process of immanentization, of the consummation of mediumistic or feminine art
into individual or active art, developed in the modern era according to various
moments, correlative to the progressive resolution of the principle of the
ineffable transcendent proper to the mystical antecedent. These moments range
from symbolism to Dadaism analogism, cubism, primitivism, futurism and
expressionism, in a logically continuous order. The lineaments of the dialectic of
these forms have already been expounded in another work of ours*®, to which
reference is made and from which the present deduction of the concept of pure art
has been taken. Here we will only say a word about Dadaism, understood as the
telog [end] of the interval.

Immanentiating 'genius' ultimately means putting the foundation of aesthetic value
back to a wholly self-possessed, yet unconditional will. This is a fundamental point.
As long as the person is absent from its centre, values in general present
themselves to it as facts, almost as something fatal. This is certainly not because
they have a real foundation in things - in the aesthetic order, Kant himself
showed that beauty is not to be referred to the object in itself, but to a certain
situation of the subjective faculties, which the object reflects - but because the
person, in normal life, is crystallised in certain forms, and passive with respect to
the faculty of judgement, which is determined almost automatically, as if by
following lines of least resistance given by ideal and social habits, culture,
environment, etc. - in general: by one's own samskara. Now it is clear that to the
extent that the person ceases to be what he is, and instead reasserts dominion
and freedom over all that he is, the situation changes: values will lose that 'aseity’,
that transcendent and fatal aspect according to they previously appeared, and will
become contingent. That is, they will be experienced as plastic and indifferent
matter, whose principium individuationis, whose measure, is personal will.
Hence, for the person who has raised himself to such a level, the 'Mona Lisa' and
a tram ticket can be works art in the same way - any element of common
experience can be the cause of a lyrical emotion as intense as the values
resonating in the 'great cries of tragic art'. - With this, the essence of Dadaism
was exposed. In this school of abstract art technique, a kind of elementary chaos is
drawn, in which the ego is transmuted as lability, as the power to animate everything
and to deny everything indifferently. In the absolute incoherence, in the unspeakable
fluctuation of opposites in the 'grande bouche pleine de miel et d'escrément'®, in
the 'impossibility of discerning between the various degrees of light' - which the
'dada’ manifestations go to



realise, one has aesthetic power in its free state as a formal expression of the person's
selfhood, as a mediation of the principle of morality, as an aesthetic reflection of what
may be the supreme value ® .°

If art in the true sense of the word - i.e. that which is made of spontaneity, that
which in its essence relies on qualitative value - exhausts its function precisely in
the revelation of the halo that transcends the placing of a conscious will, it is clear
that the development of the ego must impose a limit on it, beyond which
aesthetic consciousness can only continue on condition that it incorporates the
negation of its own nature in a certain way. Hence, the opinion of those who,
fixed in a traditional orderclaim against modern art today that it no longer has to
do with art, or that art is dead, is entirely understandable. To tell the truth, from
Symbolism to Dadaism, we are dealing in an 'irony' of art, with schools that in their
innermost essence, albeit to varying degrees, are metartistic or even anti-artistic.
However, it is a higher value of self-assertion, of 'morality’, that wants this.
Compared to the individual, 'great art' is something feminine, something
immoral.

Dadaism is a limit: in it, art, in its religious value and, in general, as spontaneous
expression in universal form, realises its own negation. ideal or image principle is
consumed there and, unleashed, liberated, the Ego finds itself as Ego within the
determination of the real. Hence the passing of the category. That dialectic
according to which pure art went on to realise itself up to the experience of
Dadaism through the progressive resolution of the objective and the
spontaneous proper to art, from a further point of view can only appear to be an
anticipation in formal imagery, an apparition, within ultimate power of form, of a
further process determined by an analogous rhythm of immanentization and
reduction to freedom, brought, however, into the order of the powers not of the
ideal world, but of the real world. Thus pure art can be said to be the prelude to
magic.



§ 21 - INDIVIDUALITY

At the limit pure art, the person realises a sufficiency to that original moment of
his act, to which he was previously absent, and thus, by right, attains the level of
a true and proper creation. The last interval resolves the elementary religiosity
of the form, and places the ego, in the value of freedom and absolute for itself
conquered in the experience of the personality, at the centre: in this interval, there
appears an energy commanded by the objective formation that overcomes itself
and flows into the principle that then frees itself and confirms itself in a self-
consuming process of the form.

But here we would have the contradiction that the body of value, that in which it is
mediated and realised, is consumed to the same extent that value is affirmed.
What in fact results within the previous form, within its concept, is only that the
new principle benefits from itself insofar as it remains in a certain way incomplete
in its affirmation, due to its inherence to a certain form (that relating to metartistic
manifestations), even if it is extremely rarefied and entirely commanded by
subjective arbitrariness: but its perfect actuality, the limit of the category, as such,
should be conditioned by a definitive negation of the form. Thus it remains that
when this negation were to be understood in an abstract and immediate manner, it
would at the same point annul the law of the relationship that, until now, remains
the unavoidable condition so that the value of the person is not lost; a value that,
certainly, should not be abolished, but integrated, strengthened.

To resolve this point, let us reflect on the meaning of aesthetic development: in it,
value, in accordance with its own nature, was present as a dynamic principle: it
developed a series of formal situations such that in the experience of them, the
person is increasingly led to deepen and tear himself away from transcendence.
This evidently implies the appearance of a power, from which form is posited as
negated, albeit to varying degrees. It follows from this that at the end there is
not a simple, mute evaporation of distinction, but rather the point at which the
ego no longer simply deepens through the creation of increasingly liberated and
rarefied forms, but instead directly takes possession of its own value and now
affirms it in a decisive actuality, flashing in the power from which that which can
be pure negation of form is placed.



About the meaning of such power. In the first epoch we witnessed the building up
of being to its perfection and, thereafter, its passing beyond itself - in the light of
reflection or ideality. The formal principle in the second epoch carries out a process
parallel to the first, and progressively adapts itself to the various powers of being,
which are thus taken up in an ideal mediation. In correlation with the perfection of
being, we have the perfection of reflection, the form that has completely resolved
the 'other' and made itself entirely sufficient to itself. But just as the perfection of
being implies its passing beyond itself, so too will the perfection of reflection, which
is its correlative in the formal order. It is that such perfection is the absolute self-
consciousness of form. But what else can it be, if not the form that realises the
abstract and dependent nature of itself as such, of its negativity, and distinguishes
and recognises a real principle, of which it is precisely the form or reflection? This,
the sense of the act, within which the previous category can be terminated. We
have an absolute distinction, which, to tell the truth, is the same distinction with
which the second epoch opened; experienced, however, no longer factually, but
positively, as the act of the person, so that it coincides with the promotion of the
person to the order of the real powers.

We determine the new experience, to which one is thus led. On the one hand, due
to the presupposed sufficiency of the form, the 'other' is excluded: everything
that in the period of the person's mediation seemed to be for itself is known as a
phenomenon, as a purely ideal and dependent existence projected by the person.
But insofar as this formal sufficiency is also connected to an unravelling of the
person from itself, the phenomenon is placed as such, that is, connected to
something that transcends it, that is its negation. And the act in which the
progressive posing of the Ego consummating the form culminates, therefore,
coincides with that wave beyond the now self-conscious reflection of itself as such
and exhausted in a completed system, the antithesis of a 'being' is born again: a
being - by which is meant which, in itself, is the negation of the nature of the
image, and which this, as formal freedom, opposes - is the inseparable
correlative of the position of that point, whereby the absolute liberation and
contestation of the principle of the person - the term of the previous category - is
made possible. Now that such a being should not be thought of as a 'thing in itself' at
this point, this proceeds immediately from the fact that such a point hierarchically
implies the perfection of formal mediation, which has always exorcised such
phantasms: because of what it has achieved in the previous categories, the 'l'
now remains alone with itself in the entire sphere of the universe, according to a
circle that can no longer be broken.



Being must therefore be found within this circle: it must therefore be that which in
form the ego can place as negation of form. But the character of form is pure
freedom; it follows that that which in absolute reflection, in its extreme possession,
the person opposes, is necessity. But thus the question is not yet resolved. For how
can there be necessity in the form, which is now all a 'construction’, if the ego is
now only reconciled with itself? Necessity cannot therefore refer to the form insofar
as it is such, that is, insofar as it is essence; but to the form insofar as it is something
else, that is, the essence of an existence. Here, then, is the result: beyond the
essential order, now resolved in the 'l' by the free formal mediation (second epoch),
the order of existence in brute factuality is opposed to the 'l'. The being, or non-
being, to which every form passes when it is consummated in absolute mediation,
when it reaches perfect self-consciousness, is the form itself, however, no longer
assumed as a function of the peripheral freedom of the ideal ego's reflection, but
instead as the sign of a profound necessity, of the deprivation of the free ego with
respect to the order of the real powers, which only now, in the light of the new
value, at the end of the entire formal system, is stripped bare and bursts out against
it. Such is the term sought.

Having sunk down to the root of its own substance, the person thus resurrects its
original antithesis; which now acquires an entirely new meaning, a direction
opposite to the primitive one. The antithetical being or non-being is here aroused

by the overcoming of the ego as a formal principle, by its fruition in the
consciousness of power pretending to the universal and the objective, while at the
same time the value proper to the personality is held firm. Whereas at the

beginning of the epoch, the surpassed was being, and the surpassing, that on which
the Ego's emphasis shifted, was form, here, vice versa, the surpassed is form, the
surpassing is the point of being.

Observing, however, this: that the form made deprivation by the second distinction
is that in which what in the first distinction was being has become without residue;
and the new principle of real power, which is the surpassing, the Ego, is that which in
the first distinction was form, reflection then elevated, through the second epoch, to
the level of an absolute being-from-self. The emphasis of the Ego has thus shifted
from one term to the other; and, with it, what will be called reality.

Another distinctive character. According to the moment of the consequent, the
ego knows of itself as of an autonomous creativity; from this point the distinctive
act is thus experienced, so that the antithesis is no longer in a simple
appearance as, the immediacy of value, it must have been at beginning, and
to a certain extent also within, the epoch. Instead, it is now within the form



of the subjective unconditioned. The person is now sufficient to it - which means: it is
sufficient to itself, to its own substance.

By which it ceases to be a person, and passes into individuality. Individuality
expresses the state of the person in that it is no longer the relationship that defines
it, but instead dominates it and places it according to absolute freedom, so that it
has the first experience the point of a no longer simply existing, but mediated,
positive causa sui. Such is the category, from which the ideal term of aesthetic
consciousness is made possible.

This act converts the order of form into that of a necessity and a deprivation,
generating an opposition and a detachment of the 'I' within the very body of its
own reality. For on the one hand, the 'other' is entirely resolved in the form, so

that the ego, albeit in the entirely subjective order of essence, knows itself as the
absolute principle of everything in which it lives its life.

On the other hand, this absolute consciousness implies a further distinction, and yet
it leads to the higher point of freedom as real power, in relation to which it becomes
non-being, privation, necessity, everything that, according to its time, as form or
ideality, was being, life, freedom. A principle of real insufficiency is thus reaffirmed
within the closed order of ideal sufficiency; a new world tears itself away from the
ego and resists it, and it finds itself in naked affirmation, deprived of all support, in
the midst of a nature that is utterly foreign and other to it, even though it is
recognised by it, by virtue of the mediation that this very affirmation presupposes,
as nothing other than itself, as its body, as its own substance and condition.

It should be noted that while the simple personality (§ 11) had experience as a
pure datum, it did not, however, appear with the decisive character of a
negation of the ego, but rather as something with which the ego itself was
immediately connected, and at which it lived confidently in developing its
ideality.

Similarly, in later forms, the ego continues, albeit in various complications and to
varying degrees, to rely on the matter of the distinct, from which it even receives
the persuasion of its own assertions. Only when the objective experience has taken
place entirely, and the person is suggested by discursiveness the consciousness
autonomy, does clear separation and antithesis arise, and what was

"given" and simple "other", becomes the mortal non-being and enemy to the ego.
Being, when the person was the non-being of a simple ideality, nature becomes
non-being with respect to the person conquered in the value of sufficiency to a real
principle. But this birth of the antithetical is not violence: such was not



to the personality, because it lacked the term, in relation to which it could be so;
such it is not to the individual, for this is now absolute reflection, and he sees the
darkness transparent with light: he has the consciousness that it only becomes from
a freedom that tears itself away from its own substance and repudiates what in its
formal powers it has constructed; he takes the responsibility for his act entirely
upon himself and does not want to put the burden on anyone. He is thus sufficient
to the privation - born of him, caused by his own, supernatural worth as an
individual, he now takes it on with joy and recognises in it the matter from which
alone he can derive absolute life and reality. A vain glow lost in the tenebrous and
boundless desert of necessity and deprivation, the individual therefore knows that
in that light is the reason and condition of such an order, the act, the teAog to which
everything else, as mute power, hangs.

The determination of the category is thus connected to the point at which the
immanent centre carried by the person passes beyond the formal, dependent
consciousness, and arrives at the threshold of the order of real powers; and to the
consequent antinomy of an 'l' that ascribes value to itself, absolute being by right,
and denies it to everything else - but which, on the other hand, in its reference to
power, is still only a non-being, is still only a task, a Sollen with respect to the infinite
passion of the world, to the privation to which it is connected, almost as if to a
paralysed body of its own.

To put it in Michelstaedter's terms, the present point is where the ego, having
assumed the person of its own deficiency, consists as 'persuasion'. On this, we have
already said extensively in the last section of the first book®". Suffice it to recall the
fundamental principle, expounded there, that from the privation he ascertains in
himself, the person cannot infer the reality of another, filling with an ideal act of
pseudo-recognition that emptiness which instead calls for a real, magical act, of
which he is afraid. And hold firmly to the relativity of the concept of deprivation:
a given element is never deprivation in itself, but always in relation to the value
of selfhood. The transition to such a value makes what was positive as a formal
construction, something negative and 'in potency' with respect to the further
point; just as only the transition to the value of person makes what was subjective as
spontaneity something objective, the 'other' of nature with respect to reflection.
Therefore to those who do not want to pass from the logical point of view to
that of the will to power, the concept of deprivation will not be intelligible - but
then you