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[ ... ] Aesthetic activity as well is powerless to take possession of
that moment of Being which is constituted by the transitiveness and
open event-ness of Being.! And the product of aesthetic activity is
not, with respect to its meaning, actual Being in process of becom-
ing, and, with respect to its being, it enters into communion with
Being through a historical act of effective aesthetic intuiting.? Aes-
thetic intuition is unable to apprehend the actual event-ness of the
once-occurrent event, for its images or configurations are objectified,
that is, with respect to their content, they are placed outside actual
once-occurrent becoming—they do not partake in it (they partake
in it only as a constituent moment in the alive and living conscious-
ness of a contemplator).?

The moment which discursive theoretical thinking (in the natural
sciences and in philosophy), historical description-exposition, and
aesthetic intuition have in common, and which is of particular im-
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portance for our inquiry, is this: all these activities establish a fun-
damental split between the content or sense of a given act/activity
and the historical actuality of its being, the actual and once-occurrent
experiencing of it.* And it is in consequence of this that the given
act loses its valuableness and the unity of its actual becoming and
self-determination. This act is truly real (it participates in once-
occurrent Being-as-event) onlv i its entirety. Only this whole act is
alive, exists fully and inescapably—comes to be, is accomplished. It
is an acrual living participant in the ongoing event of Being: it is
in communion with the unique unity of ongoing Being.® Bur this
communion or participation does not penetrate its content/sense as-
pect, which pretends to being able to achieve full and definitive self-
determination within the unity of this or that domain of sense or
meaning (science, art, history), although, as we showed, these objec-
tive domains, apart from the act that brings them into communion
with Being, are not realities with respect to their sense or meaning.®

And as a result, two worlds confront each other, two worlds that
have absolutelv no communication with each other and are mutually
impervious: the world of culture and the world of life, the only
world in which we create, cognize, contemplate, live our lives and
die or—the world in which the acts of our activity” are objectified
and the world in which these acts actually proceed and are actually
accomplished once and only once.

An act of our activity, of our actual experiencing, is like a two-
faced Janus. It looks in two opposite directions: it looks at the objec-
tive unity of a domain of culture and at the never-repeatable unique-
ness of actually lived and experienced® life. But there is no unitary
and unique plane where both faces would mutually determine each
other in relation to a single unique unity. It is only the once-
occurrent event of Being in the process of actualization that can con-
stitute this unique unity; all that which is theoretical or aesthetic
must be determined as a constituent moment in the once-occurrent
event of Being, although no longer, of course, in theoretical or aes-
thetic terms. An act must acquire a single unitary plane to be able to
reflect itself in both directions—in its sense or meaning and in its
being; it must acquire the unity of two-sided answerability—both for
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its content (special answerability) and for its Being (moral answer-
ability).” And the special answerability, moreover, must be brought
into communion with the unitary and unique moral answerability as
a constituent moment in it. That is the only way whereby the perni-
cious non-fusion and non-interpenetration of culture and life could
be surmounted.

Every thought of mine, along with its content, is an act or deed
that I perform—my own individually answerable act or deed [ pos-
tupok].'® It is one of all those acts which make up my whole once-
occurrent life as an uninterrupted performing of acts [ postuplenie].
For my entire life as a whole can be considered as a single complex
act or deed that I perform: I act, i.e., perform acts, with my whole
life, and every particular act and lived-experience is a constituent mo-
ment of my life—of the continuous performing of acts [ postuplenie].
As a performed act, a given thought forms an integral whole: both
its content/sense and the fact of its presence in my actual conscious-
ness—the consciousness of a perfectly determinate human being—
at a particular time and in particular circumstances, i.c., the whole
concrete historicalness of its performance—both of these moments
(the content/sense moment and the individual-historical moment) are
unitary and indivisible in evaluating that thought as my answerable
act or deed.

But one can take its content/sense moment abstractly, ie., a
thought as a universally valid judgment. For this abstract sense-
aspect of the thought, the individual-historical aspect (the author,
the time, the circumstances, and the moral unity of his life) is com-
pletely immaterial, for this universally valid judgment belongs to the
theoretical unity of the appropriate theoretical domain, and its place
in this unity exhaustively determines its validity. The evaluation of a
thought as an individual act or deed takes into account and includes
within itself in full the moment constituted by the theoretical validity
of a thought gua judgment, that is, an evaluation of the validity of the
judgment constitutes a necessary moment in the composition of
the performed act, although it does not yet exhaust the latter. For
the theoretical validity of a judgment, on the other hand, the indi-
vidual-historical moment—the transformation of a judgment into
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an answerable act or deed of its author—is completely immaterial. I
myself—as the one who is actually thinking and who is answerable
for his act of thinking—I am not present in the theoretically valid
judgment. The theoretically valid judgment, in all of its constituent
moments, is impervious to my individually answerable self-activity.
Regardless of the moments we distinguish in a theoretically valid
judgment—such as form (the categories of synthesis) and content
(the matter, the experiential and sensuous given) or object and con-
tent—the validity ! of all these moments remains completely imper-
vious to the moment constituted by an individual act—a deed per-
formed by the one thinking.

The attempt to conceive the ought 2 as the highest formal category
(Rickert’s affirmation-negation) '* is based on a misunderstanding.
The ought is capable of grounding the actual presence of a given
judgment in my consciousness under given conditions, i.c., the his-
torical concreteness of an individual fact, but not the theoretical
veridicality-in-itself*# of the judgment. The moment of theoretical ve-
ridicality is necessary, but not sufficient, in order to make a judgment
an ought-to-be judgment for me; that a judgment is true is not suf-
ficient to make it an ought-to-be act | postupok] of thinking. Let me
make a somewhat crude analogy: the irreproachable technical cor-
rectness of a performed act does not ver decide the matter of its
moral value. Theoretical veridicality is technical or instrumental in
relation to the ought. If the ought were a formal moment of a judg-
ment, there would be no rupture between life and culture as cre-
ation, between the act of judgment as a performed deed (a moment
in the unity of the context of my once-occurrent life) and the con-
tent/sense of a judgment (a moment in some objective theoretical
unity of science), and this would mean that there would exist a uni-
tary and unique context of both cognition and life, culture and life
(which is not the case, of course). The affirmation of a judgment as
a true judgment is an assigning of it to a certain theoretical unity,
and this unity is not at all the unique historical unity of my life.

It is pointless to speak of some sort of special theoretical ought;
insofar as I am thinking, I must think veridically; veridicality or
being-true is the ought of thinking. Is it really the case that the mo-
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ment of the ought-to-be is inherent in veridicality itself? !> The ought
arises only in the correlating of truth (valid in itself) with our actual
act of cognition, and this moment of being correlated is historically
a unique moment: it is always an individual act or deed [ postupok]
that does not affect in the least the objective theoretical validity of a
judgment, an individual act or deed that is evaluated and imputed
within the unitary context of a subtectum’s once-occurrent actual life.
Veridicality alone is not enough for the ought-to-be. But, on the
other hand, the subiectum’s answering act that issues from within
him, the act of acknowledging that the ought is true—this act, too,
does not penetrate at all inside the theoretical makeup and validity
of a judgment. Why, insofar as I am thinking, must I think veridi-
cally? The ought-to-be of veridicality does not follow at all from the
theoretical-cognitive determination of veridicality. The moment of
the ought-to-be is completely absent from the content of that deter-
mination and cannot be derived from it; it can only be brought in
from outside and fastened on (Husserl).* '* On the whole, no theo-
retical determination and proposition can include within itself the
moment of the ought-to-be, nor is this moment derivable from it.
There is no aesthetic ought, scientific ought, and—beside them—an
ethical ought; there is only that which is aesthetically, theoretically,
socially valid, and these validities'” may be joined by the ought, for
which all of them are instrumental. These positings gain their va-
lidity within an aesthetic, a scientific, or a sociological unity: the
ought gains its validity within the unity of my once-occurrent an-
swerable life.

Actually, one cannot speak of any kind of moral, ethical norms, of
any ought with a determinate content (we shall develop this in detail
further on).'® The ought does not have any determinate content; it
does not have a specifically theoretical content. The ought may de-
scend upon everything that is valid in its content, but no theoretical
proposition contains in its content the moment of the ought, nor is
it grounded by the ought. There is no scientific, aesthetic, and other
ought, but neither is there a specifically ethical ought in the sense of
a totality of norms with a determinate content. Everything that pos-
sesses validity, taken from the aspect of its validity, provides the
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ground for various special disciplines, and there is nothing left for
ethics (what one calls “ethical norms™ are in the main social posit-
ings, and, when appropriate social sciences have been founded, they
will be incorporated into those sciences). The ought is a distinctive
category of the ongoing performance of acts or deeds [ postuplenie]
or of the actually performed act (and everything is an act or deed
that I perform—even thought and feeling); it is a certain attitude
of consciousness, the structure of which we intend to disclose phe-
nomenologically.’® There are no moral norms that are determinate
and valid in themselves as moral norms, but there is a moral subiectum
with a determinate structure (not a psvchological or physical struc-
ture, of course), and it is upon him that we have to rely: he will
know what is marked by the moral ought and when, or to be exact:
by the ought as such (for there is no specifically moral ought).* 2

That my answerable self-activity?! does not penetrate inside the
content/sense aspect of a judgment seems to be contradicted by the
fact that it is the form of a judgment (the transcendent moment in
the makeup of a judgment)?* which constitutes the moment of our
reason’s self-activity, i.e., that it is we who produce the categories of
synthesis. We shall be rold that we have forgotten Kant’s Copernican
achievement.?* Yet is it really the case that transcendent self-activity
is the historical and individual self-activity of my performed act [ pos-
tupok], the self-activity for which I am individually answerable? No
one, of course, will claim something like that. The discovery of an a
priori element in our cognition did not open a way out from within
cognition, i.e., from within its content/sense aspect, into the histori-
cally individual, actual cognitional act; it did not surmount their dis-
sociation and mutual imperviousness, and hence one was compelled
to think up a purely theoretical subsectum tor this transcendent self-
activity, a historically non-actual subiectum—a universal conscious-
ness, a scientific consciousness, an epistemological subiectum.?* But,
of course, this theoretical subiectum had to be embodied each time
in some real, actual, thinking human being, in order to enter (along
with the whole world immanent to him gua object of his cognition)
into communion with the actual, historical event of Being as just a
moment within it.

* e s s s e 92000202 TOWARD A PHILOSOPHY OF THE ACT

6



Thus, insofar as we detach a judgment from the unity constituted
by the historically actual act/deed of its actualization?® and assign it
to some theoretical unity, there s no way of getting out from within
its content/sense aspect and into the ought and the actual once-
occurrent event of Being. All attempts to surmount—ifrom within
theoretical cognition—the dualism of cognition and life, the dualism
of thought and once-occurrent concrete actuality, are utterly hope-
less. Having detached the content/sense aspect of cognition from the
historical act of its actualization, we can get out from within it and
enter the ought only by way of a leap. To look for the actual cogni-
tional act as a performed deed in the content/sense is the same as
trying to pull oneself up by one’s own hair. The detached content of
the cognitional act comes to be governed by its own immanent laws,
according to which it then develops as if it had a will of its own.
Inasmuch as we have entered that content, i.e., performed an act of
abstraction, we are now controlled by its autonomous laws or, to be
exact, we are simply no longer present in it as individually and an-
swerably active human beings.

This is like the world of technology: it knows its own immanent
law, and it submits to that law in its impetuous and unrestrained
development, in spite of the fact that it has long evaded the task of
understanding the cultural purpose of that development, and may
serve evil rather than good. Thus instruments are perfected accord-
ing to their own inner law, and, as a result, they develop from what
was initially a means of rational defense into a terrifying, deadly, and
destructive force. All that which is technological, when divorced
from the once-occurrent unity of life and surrendered to the will of
the law immanent to its development, is frightening; it may from
time to time irrupt into this once-occurrent unity as an irresponsibly
destructive and terrifying force.

Insofar as the abstractly theoretical self-regulated world (a world
fundamentally and essentially?¢ alien to once-occurrent, living his-
toricalness) remains within its own bounds, its autonomy is justified
and inviolable. Such special philosophical disciplines as logic, theory
of cognition, psychology of cognition, philosophical biology (all of
which seek to discover—theoretically, i.c., by way of abstract cogni-
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tion—the structure of the theoretically cognized world and the prin-
ciples of that world) are equally justified. But the world as object of
theoretical cognition secks to pass itself off as the whole world, that
is, not only as abstractly unitary Being, but also as concretely unique
Being in its possible totality. In other words, theoretical cognition
tries to construct a first philosophv ( prima philosophia)*?” either in
the person of epistemology or of theoretical [1 illegible word]?* (of
various kinds—biological, physical, etc.). It would be an injustice to
think that this represents the predominant tendency in the historv of
philosophy; it is rather a specific peculiarity of modern times, and
one could even say a peculiarity of the nineteenth and twentieth cen-
turies exclusively.

Participative thinking* predominates in all great systems of phi-
losophy, either consciously and distinctly (especially in the Middle
Ages) or in an unconscious and masked form (in the systems of the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries). One can observe a peculiar
lightening of the very term “Being” or “Reality.” Kant’s classical ex-
ample against the ontological proof, that a hundred real thalers are
not equal to a hundred thinkable thalers, has ceased to be convine-
ing.** What was historically on hand once and only once in the re-
ality that was determined by me in an once-occurrent manner is,
indeed, incomparably heavier. But when it is weighed on theoretical
scales (even with the addition of a theoretical constatation of its
empirical existence) in detachment from its historically valuative !
uniqueness, it is highlv unlikely that it will prove to be heavier than
what is merely thinkable. Historicallv actual once-occurrent Being
is greater and heavier than the unitary Being of theoretical science,
but this difference in weight, which is self-evident for a living and
experiencing consciousness, cannot be determined in theoretical
categories.* 32

Content/sense abstracted from the act/deed can be formed into
a certain open and unitarv Being, but this, of course, is not that
unique Being in which we live and die, in which our answerable acts
or deeds are performed; it is fundamentally and essentially * alien to
living historicity. I cannot include my actual self and my life (qua
moment) in the world constituted by the constructions of theoretical
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consciousness in abstraction from the answerable and individual his-
torical act. And yet such an inclusion is necessary if that world is the
whole world, all of Being (all of Being in principle or as projected,*
1., systematically; the system of theoretical Being may itself remain
open, of course). In that world we would find ourselves to be deter-
mined, predetermined, bygone, and finished, that is, essentially not
living. We would have cast ourselves out of life—as answerable, risk-
fraught, and open becoming through performed actions—and into
an indifferent and, fundamentally,* accomplished and finished theo-
retical Being (which is not yet completed and is yet to be determined
only in the process of cognition, but to be determined precisely as a
given). It should be clear that this can be done only if we abstract
from that which is absolutely arbitrary (answerably arbitrary) and
absolutely new that which is being created and is yet-to-be in a per-
formed act, that is, if we abstract precisely from that whereby a
performed act actually lives.

Any kind of practical orientation of my life within the theoretical
world is impossible: it is impossible to live in it, impossible to per-
form answerable deeds. In that world I am unnecessary; I am essen-
tially and fundamentally*¢ non-existent in it. The theoretical world
is obtained through an essential and fundamental abstraction from
the fact of my unique being and from the moral sense of that fact—
“as if I did not exist.” And this concept of Being is indifferent to the
central fact—central for me—of my unique and actual communion
with Being (I, too, exist), and it cannot in principle add anything to
it or subtract anything from it, for it remains equal to itself and iden-
tical in its sense and significance, regardless of whether I exist or not;
it cannot determine my life as an answerable performing of deeds, it
cannot provide any criteria for the life of practice, the life of the
deed, for it is not the Being i which I live, and, if it were the only
Being, I would not exist.

What follows from this least of all, of course, is any kind of rela-
tivism, which denies the autonomy of truth and attempts to turn
truth into something relative and conditioned (into some moment
alien to it—a constituent moment of practical life, for example) pre-
cisely in respect of its being the truth. When considered from our
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standpoint, the autonomy of truth, its purity and self-determination
from the standpoint of method are completely preserved. It is pre-
cisely on the condition that it is pure that truth can participate an-
swerably in Being-as-event; life-as-event does not need a truth that
is relative from within itself. The validity of truth is sufficient unto
itself, absolute, and eternal,*” and an answerable act or deed of cog-
nition takes into account this peculiarity of it; that is what consti-
tutes its essence. The validity of a theoretical positing does not de-
pend on whether it has been cognized by someone or not. Newton’s
laws were valid in themselves even before Newton discovered them,
and it was not this discovery that made them valid for the first time.
But these truths did not exist as cognized truths—as moments par-
ticipating in once-occurrent Being-as-event, and this is of essential
importance, for this is what constitutes the sense of the deed that
cognizes them. It would be a crude mistake to think that these eter-
nal truths-in-themselves existed earlier, before Newton discovered
them, the way America existed before Columbus discovered it. The
eternity of truth cannot be contraposed to our temporality as a du-
ration without end, for which our time is but a mere moment or
segment.

The temporality of the actual historicity of Being is but a moment
of abstractly cognized historicity. The abstract moment of truth’s
extra-temporal validity can be contraposed to the equally abstract mo-
ment constituted by the temporality of the object of historical cog-
nition. But this entire contraposition does not go beyond the bounds
of the theoretical world, and it possesses sense and validity only
within that world, whereas the extra-temporal validity of the whole
theoretical world of truth fits, in its entirety, within the actual his-
toricity of Being-as-event. Fits within it not temporally or spatially,
of course (for these are all abstract moments), but as a moment that
enriches Being-as-event. Only the Being of cognition in abstract-
scientific categories is, in its very principle, alien—theoretically—to
the abstractly cognized meaning. The actual act of cognition—not
from within its theoretical-abstract product (i.e., from within a uni-
versally valid judgment), but as an answerable act or deed—brings
any extra-temporal validity into communion with once-occurrent
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Being-as-event. However, the common contraposition of eternal
truth and our pernicious temporality has a non-theoretical meaning,
for this proposition includes within itself a slightly valuative flavor
and assumes an emotional-volitional character: here is the eternal
truth (and that is good), and here is our transitory and deficient
temporal life (and that is bad). But in this case we have to do with
an instance of participative thinking (which seeks to overcome its
own givenness for the sake of what-is-to-e-attained) * sustained in a
penitent tone; this participative thinking, however, proceeds within
that architectonic of Being-as-event which is affirmed and founded
by us. This is the nature of Plato’s conception. * #

An even cruder instance of theoreticism is the attempt to include
the world of theoretical cognition within unitary Being in the capac-
ity of psychic being. Psychic being is an abstract product of theoreti-
cal thinking, and it is quite inadmissible to conceive the act/deed of
actual thinking as a psychic process, and then to incorporate it in
theoretical Being along with all its content. Psychic being is an ab-
stract product to the same extent as transcendent validity is. In this
case we commit a palpable absurdity, this time purely theoretically:
we turn the great theoretical world (the world as the object of all the
sciences, of all theoretical cognition) into a moment of the small
theoretical world (of psychic being as the object of psychological
cognition). Psychology is justified within its own bounds insofar as
it knows cognition only as a psychic process and translates into the
language of psychic being both the content/sense moment of the
cognitional act and the individual answerability of the actual perfor-
mance of that act. But it commits a crude error both from the purely
theoretical standpoint and from the standpoint of philosophical prac-
tice, when it pretends to being philosophical cognition and presents
its psychological transcription as if it were actual once-occurrent Be-
ing, refusing to admit beside itself the equally legitimate transcen-
dent-logical transcription.

What I have least of all to do with in my life-as-deed is psychic
being (except for the case where I act [ postupaiu] as a theorizing
psychologist). While acting answerably and productively in mathe-
matics—while working, let us say, on some theorem—I can conceive
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but by no means accomplish the attempt to operate with a mathe-
matical concept as if it were an instance of psychic being. The work
done by a performed act will not be actualized, of course: a per-
formed act lives and moves in a world that is not the psychic world.
When I am working on a theorem, I am directed toward its mean-
ing, which I answerably bring into communion with cognized Being
(the actual goal of science), and I know nothing and do not have to
know anything about a possible psychological transcription of this
answerable act that [ actually perform, although for the psychologist,
from the standpoint of his goals, this transcription is answerably
correct.* 40

A similar instance of theoreticism are the various attempts to
bring theoretical cognition into communion with once-occurrent
life conceived in biological, economic, and other categories, i.c., all
attempts at pragmatism in all its varieties. In all these attempts one
theory is turned into a moment of another theory, and not into a
moment of actual Being-as-event. A theory needs to be brought into
communion not with theoretical constructions and conceived life,
but with the actually occurring event of moral being—with practical
reason, and this is answerably accomplished by everyone who cog-
nizes, insofar as he accepts answerability for every integral act of his
cognition, that is, insofar as the act of cognition as my deed is in-
cluded, along with all its content, in the unity of my answerability,
in which and by virtue of which I actually live—perform deeds. All
attempts to force one’s way from inside the theoretical world and
into actual Being-as-event are quite hopeless. The theoretically cog-
nized world cannot be unclosed from within cognition itself to the
point of becoming open to the actual once-occurrent world. But
from the performed act (and not from the theoretical transcription
of it) there is a way out into its content/sense, which is received and
included from within that acrually performed act; for the act is ac-
tually performed in Being,.

The world as the content of scientific thinking is a distinctive
world: it is an autonomous world, vet not a detached world, but
rather a world that is incorporated into the unitary and once-
occurrent event of Being through the mediation of an answerable
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consciousness in an actual deed. But that once-occurrent event of
Being is no longer something that is thought of, but something that
i, something that is being actually and inescapably accomplished
through me and others (accomplished, nter alia, also in my deed
of cognizing); it is actually experienced, affirmed in an emotional-
volitional manner, and cognition constitutes merely a moment in
this experiencing-affirming. Once-occurrent uniqueness or singular-
ity cannot be thought of, it can only be participatively*' experienced
or lived through. All of theoretical reason in its entirety is only a
moment of practical reason, i.c., the reason of the unique subiectum’s
moral orientation within the event of once-occurrent Being. This
Being cannot be determined in the categories of non-participant
theoretical consciousness—it can be determined only in the catego-
ries of actual communion, i.e., of an actually performed act, in the
categories of participative-effective experiencing*? of the concrete
uniqueness or singularity of the world.

A characteristic feature of contemporary philosophy of life [Le-
bensphilosophie],** which endeavors to include the theoretical world
within the unity of life-in-process-of-becoming, is a certain aestheti-
zation of life, and this masks to some degree the obvious incongruity
of pure theoreticism (the inclusion of the large theoretical world
within a small, also theoretical, world). As a rule, the theoretical and
the aesthetic elements are fused in these conceptions of life. This is
what characterizes the most significant attempt to construct a phi-
losophy of life—that of Bergson.** The principal shortcoming of
all his philosophical constructions (a shortcoming often noted in the
literature about him) is the indiscrimination, in his method, of the
heterogeneous components of his conception. What also remains
unclear in his method is his definition of philosophical intuition,
which he opposes to intellectual, analyzing cognition. There can be
no doubt that intellectual cognition (theoreticism), nonetheless, en-
ters as a necessary element into the makeup of intuition as it is actu-
ally used by Bergson; this was shown exhaustively by Losskii in his
excellent book on Bergson.*> When these intellectual elements are
subtracted from intuition, what remains is purely aesthetic contem-
plation, with a negligible admixture—a homeopathic dose—of ac-
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tual participative thinking.* Yet the product of aesthetic contempla-
tion is also abstracted from the effective act of contemplation, and is
not essentially necessary+” for that act. Hence, aesthetic contempla-
tion as well is unable to grasp once-occurrent Being-as-event in its
singularity. The world of aesthetic secing, obtained in abstraction
from the actual subiectum of seeing, is not the actual world in which
I live, although its content-aspect is inserted into a living subsectum.
But just as in theoretical cognition, there is the same essential and
fundamental** non-communication between the subiectum and his
life as the object of aesthetic seeing, on the one hand, and the subzec-
tum as the bearer of the act of aesthetic secing, on the other.

In the content of aesthetic seeing we shall not find the actually
performed act of the one who sees. What does not penetrate into the
content-aspect of aesthetic seeing is the unitary two-sided reflexion
of the unitary act that illuminates and assigns to a single answer-
ability both the content and the being-as-performance of the act/
deed. From inside this seeing, there is no way out into life. This is
in no way contradicted by the fact that one can turn oneself and one’s
own life into a content of aesthetic contemplation. The very act/deed
of such seeing does not penetrate into the content; aesthetic seeing
does not turn into a confession,* and if it does, it ceases to be aes-
thetic seeing. And in fact, there are works which lie on the border of
aestherics and confession (moral orientation within once-occurrent
Being).

An essential moment (though not the only one) in aesthetic con-
templation is empathizing® into an individual object of seeing—
secing it from inside in its own essence. This moment of empathizing
1s always followed by the moment of objectification, that is, a placing
outside oneself of the individuality understood through empathizing,
a separating of it from oneself, a return into oneself. And only this
returned-into-itself consciousness gives form, from its own place, to
the individuality grasped from inside, that is, shapes it aesthetically
as a unitary, whole, and qualitatively distinctive individuality. And
all these aesthetic moments—unity, wholeness, self-sufficiency, dis-
tinctiveness—are transgredient®! to the individuality that is being
determined: from within itself, these moments do not exist for it in
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its own life, it does not live by them—for itself. They have meaning
and are actualized by the empathizer, who is situated outside the
bounds of that individuality, by way of shaping and objectifying the
blind matter obtained through empathizing. In other words, the aes-
thetic reflexion of living life is, in its very principle, not the self-
reflexion of life in motion, of life in its actual aliveness: it presup-
poses another subiectum, a subiectum of empathizing, a subiectum
situated outside the bounds of that life.52 One should not think, of
course, that the moment of pure empathizing is chronologically fol-
lowed by the moment of objectifying, the moment of forming. Both
of these moments are inseparable in reality. Pure empathizing is an
abstract moment of the unitary act of aesthetic activity, and it should
not be thought of as a temporal period; the moments of empathizing
and of objectifying interpenctrate each other.

I empathize actively into an individuality and, consequently, I do
not lose myself completely, nor my unique place outside it, even for
a moment. It is not the object that unexpectedly takes possession of
me as the passive one. It is I who empathize actively into the object:
empathizing is my act, and only that constitutes its productiveness
and newness (Schopenhauer and music).* 3 Empathizing actualizes
something that did not exist either in the object of empathizing or
in myself prior to the act of empathizing, and through this actualized
something Being-as-event is enriched (that is, it does not remain
equal to itself). And this act/deed that brings forth something new
can no longer be a reflecting that is aesthetic in its essence, for that
would turn it into something located outside the action-performer
and his answerability. Pure empathizing, that is, the act of coinciding
with another and losing one’s own unique place in once-occurrent
Being, presupposes the acknowledgment that my own uniqueness
and the uniqueness of my place constitute an inessential moment
that has no influence on the character of the essence of the world’s
being. But this acknowledgment of one’s own uniqueness as inessen-
tial for the conception of Being has the inevitable consequence that
one also loses the uniqueness of Being, and, as a result, we end up
with a conception of Being only as possible Being, and not essential,
actual, once-occurrent, inescapably real Being. This possible Being,
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however, is incapable of becoming, incapable of living. The meaning
of a Being for which my unique place in Being has been acknowl-
edged as inessential will never be able to bestow sense on me, nor is
this really the meaning of Being-as-event.

But pure empathizing as such is impossible. If I actually lost my-
self in the other (instead of two participants there would be one—an
impoverishment of Being), i.c., if I ceased to be unique, then this
moment of my not-being could never become a moment of my con-
sciousness; non-being cannot become a moment in the being of
consciousness—it would simply not exist for me, i.e., being would
not be accomplished through me at that moment. Passive empathiz-
ing, being-possessed, losing oneself—these have nothing in common
with the answerable act/deed of self-abstracting or self-renunciation.
In self-renunciation I actualize with utmost activeness and in full the
uniqueness of my place in Being. The world in which I, from my
own unique place, renounce myself does not become a world in
which I do not exist, a world which is indifferent, in its meaning, to
my existence: self-renunciation is a performance or accomplishment
that encompasses Being-as-event. A great symbol of self-activity,
the descending[?] of Christ [32 illegible words].®* The world from
which Christ has departed will no longer be the world in which he
had never existed; it is, in its very principle, a difterent world.

This world, the world in which the event of Christ’s life and death
was accomplished, both in the fact and in the meaning of his life and
death—this world is fundamentally and essentially indeterminable
either in theoretical categories or in categories of historical cognition
or through aesthetic intuition. In the first case we cognize the ab-
stract sense, but lose the once-occurrent fact of the actual historical
accomplishment of the event; in the second case we grasp the his-
torical fact, but lose the sense; in the third case we have both the
being of the fact and the sense in it as the moment of its individua-
tion, but we lose our own position in relation to it, our ought-to-be
participation in it. That is, nowhere do we have the accomplishment
in its fullness—in the unity and interpenetration of both the once-
occurrent fact-accomplishment-sense-significance and our partici-
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pation in it (for the world of this accomplishment is unitary and
unique).

The attempt to find oneself in the product of the act/deed of aes-
thetic seeing is an attempt to cast oneself into non-Being, an attempt
to give up both my self-activity from my own unique place located
outside any aesthetic being and the full actualization of it in Being-
as-event. The performed act/deed of aesthetic seeing rises above any
aesthetic being—a product of that act—and is part of a different
world: it enters into the actual unity of Being-as-event, bringing the
aesthetic world as well into communion with Being in the capacity
of a constituent moment. Pure empathizing would be, in fact, a fall-
ing away of the act/deed into its own product, and that, of course, is
impossible.

Aesthetic seeing is a justified seeing, as long as it does not go
beyond its own bounds. But insofar as it pretends to being a philo-
sophical seeing of unitary and once-occurrent Being in its event-
ness,™ aesthetic seeing is inevitably doomed to passing off an ab-
stractly isolated part as the actual whole.

Aesthetic empathizing (i.c., not pure empathizing in which one
loses oneself, but empathizing that objectifies) cannot provide knowl-
edge of once-occurrent Being in its event-ness; it can provide only
an acesthetic seeing of Being that is located outside the subiectum (and
of the subiectum himself as located outside his self-activity, that is, in
his passivity). Aesthetic empathizing into the participant of an event
is not yet the attainment of a full comprehension of the event. Even
if I know a given person thoroughly, and I also know myself, I still
have to grasp the truth of our interrelationship, the truth of the uni-
tary and unique event which links us and in which we are partici-
pants. That is, my place and function and his, and our interrelation-
ship in the ongoing event of Being, i.c., I myself and the object of
my aesthetic contemplation, must be [1 illegible word] determined
within unitary and unique Being [within the unitary unity of Be-
ing?] which encompasses both of us equally and in which the act of
my aesthetic contemplation is actually performed; but that can no
longer be aesthetic being.> It is only from within that act as my an-
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swerable deed that there can be a wav out into the unity of Being,
and not from its product, taken in abstraction. It is only from within
my participation that the function of each participant can be under-
stood. In the place of another, just as in my own place, I am in the
same state of senselessness. To understand an object is to understand
my ought in relation to it (the attitude or position I ought to take
in relation to it), that is, to understand it in relation to me myself in
once-occurrent Being-as-event, and that presupposes my answerable
participation, and not an abstracting from myself. It is only from
within my participation that Being can be understood as an event,
but this moment of once-occurrent participation does not exist in-
side the content seen in abstraction from the act gua answerable deed.
Yer aesthetic being is closer to the actual unity of Being-as-life
than the theoretical world is. That is why the temptation of aesthe-
ticism is so persuasive. One can live in aesthetic being, and there are
those who do so, but they are orher human beings and not I myself.
This is the lovingly contemplated past life of other human beings,
and everything situated outside of me 1s correlated with them. But I
shall not find myself in that life; I shall find only a double of myself,
only someone pretending to be me. All I can do in it is play a role,
1.e., assume, like a mask, the flesh of another—of someone deceased.
But the aesthetic answerability of the actor and the whole human
being for the appropriateness of the role played remains in acrual
life, for the playing of a role as a whole is an answerable deed per-
tformed by the one playing, and not the one represented, i.e., the hero.
The entire aesthetic world as a whole is but a moment of Being-as-
event, brought rightfully into communion with Being-as-event
through an answerable consciousness—through an answerable deed
by a participant. Aesthetic reason is a moment in practical reason.
Thus, neither theoretical cognition nor aesthetic intuition can
provide an approach to the once-occurrent real Being of an event,
for there is no unity and interpenetration between the content/sense
(a product) and the act (an actual historical performance) in conse-
quence of the essential and fundamental®” abstracting-from-myself
qua participant in the course of establishing meaning and seeing. It
is this that leads philosophical thinking, which secks to be on prin-
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ciple purely theoretical, to a peculiar state of sterility, in which it,
undoubtedly, finds itself at the present time. A certain admixture of
aestheticism produces the illusion of greater vitality, but no more
than an illusion. To those who wish and know how to think partici-
patively,’® it seems that philosophy, which ought to resolve ultimate
problems (i.e., which poses problems in the context of unitary and
unique Being in its entirety), fails to speak of what it ought to speak.
Even though its propositions have a certain validity, they are inca-
pable of determining an answerable act/deed and the world in which
it is actually and answerably performed once and only once.

What is at issue here is not just a question of dilettantism,
which is unable to appreciate the great importance of what modern
philosophy has achieved in developing methodology for particular
domains of culture. One can and should acknowledge that in the do-
main of the special tasks it sets itself modern philosophy (and Neo-
Kantianism in particular) has obviously attained great heights and
has been able, finally, to work out perfectly scientific methods (some-
thing that positivism in all its varieties, including pragmatism, was
unable to do). Our time deserves to be given full credit for bringing
philosophy closer to the ideal of a scientific philosophy. But this sci-
entific philosophy can only be a specialized philosophy, i.c., a phi-
losophy of the various domains of culture and their unity in the form
of a theoretical transcription from within the objects of cultural cre-
ation and the immanent law of their development.**® And that is
why this theoretical philosophy cannot pretend to being a first phi-
losophy,% that is, a teaching not about unitary cultural creation, but
about unitary and once-occurrent Being-as-event. Such a first phi-
losophy does not exist, and even the paths leading to its creation
seem to be forgotten. Hence the profound dissatisfaction with mod-
ern philosophy on the part of those who think participatively, a dis-

"That is, those who know how not to detach their performed act from
its product, but rather how to relate both of them to the unitary and unique
context of life and seck to determine them in that context as an indivisible
unity.
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satistaction that compels some of them to have recourse to such a
conception as historical materialism which, in spite of all its defects
and defaults,®! is attractive to participative consciousness® because
of its effort to build its world in such a way as to provide a place in
it for the performance of determinate, concretely historical, actual
deeds; a striving and action-performing consciousness can actually
orient itself in the world of historical materialism. In the present
context we shall not deal with the question of the particular [illegiti-
mate substitutions? faults? ] and incongruities®* in method by way of
which historical materialism accomplishes its departure from within
the most abstract theoretical world and its entry into the living world
of the actually performed answerable deed. What is important for us,
however, is that it does accomplish this departure, and thart is what
constitutes its strength, the reason for its success. Still others look
for philosophical satisfaction in theosophy, in anthroposophy,®* and
in other similar teachings. These teachings have absorbed a great
deal of the real wisdom in the participative thought of the Middle
Ages and of the Orient; they are utterly unsatisfactory, however, as
unitary conceptions, rather than as simply compilations of particular
insights of participative thought through the ages, and they commit
the same methodological sin that historical materialism commuits:
a methodical indiscrimination of what is given and what is set as a
task, of what #s and what ought to be.*

My participative and demanding consciousness can see that the
world of modern philosophy, the theoretical and theoreticized world
of culture, is in a certain sense actual, that it possesses validity. But
what it can also see is that this world is not the once-occurrent world
in which I live and in which I answerably perform my deeds. And
these two worlds do not intercommunicate; there is no principle for
including and actively involving the valid world of theory and of
theoreticized culture in the once-occurrent Being-event of life.®

Contemporary man feels sure of himself, feels well-oft and clear-
headed, where he is himself essentially and fundamentally¢” not pres-
ent in the autonomous world of a domain of culture and its imma-
nent law of creation. But he feels unsure of himself, feels destitute
and deficient in understanding, where he has to do with himself,
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where he is the center from which answerable acts or deeds issue, in
actual and once-occurrent life. That is, we act confidently only when
we do so not as ourselves, but as those possessed by the immanent
necessity of the meaning of some domain of culture.

The course from a premise to a conclusion is traversed flawlessly
and irreproachably, for I myself do not exist upon that course. But
how and where should one include this process of my thinking,
which is internally pure and irreproachable and justified through and
through in its entirety? In the psychology of consciousness? Or per-
haps in the history of an appropriate science? Or in my material
budget—as paid for according to the number of lines that have been
realized in it? Or perhaps in the chronological order of my day, as
my occupation from five to six? Or in my obligations as a scientist
or scholar? But all these contexts and possibilities of sense-bestowing
are themselves afloat in a peculiarly airless space, and are not rooted
in anything, neither in something unitary nor in something unique.

Contemporary philosophy fails to provide a principle for such an
inclusion, and this is what constitutes its state of crisis. The per-
formed act or deed is split into an objective content/sense and a sub-
jective process of performance. Out of the first fragment one creates
a single systemic unity of culture that is really splendid in its strin-
gent clarity. Out of the second fragment, if it is not discarded as
completely useless (it is purely and entirely subjective once the con-
tent/sense has been subtracted), one can at best extract and accept a
certain aesthetic and theoretical something, like Bergson’s durée or
élan vital [12 illegible words]. But neither in the first world nor in
the second is there room for the actual and answerable performance
of a deed.

But modern philosophy, after all, does know ethics and practical
reason. Even Kant’s primacy of practical reason is devoutly observed
by contemporary Neo-Kantianism. When we spoke of the theoreti-
cal world and opposed it to the answerable act, we said nothing
about contemporary cthical constructions, which have to do, after
all, precisely with the answerable act. Yet the presence of ethical
meaning in contemporary philosophy does not add [1 illegible word]
at all; almost the entire critique of theoreticism can be extended to
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cthical systems as well. That is why we shall not go into a detailed
analysis of existing ethical doctrines; we shall speak of certain ethical
conceptions (altruism, utilitarianism, Cohen’s ethics, etc.)** and of
the special questions tied up with them in the appropriate contexts
of our inquiry. What we still need to do at this point is to show that
practical philosophy in its basic trends differs from theoretical phi-
losophy only in the object it deals with, not in its method or mode
of thinking, i.e., that it is also thoroughly permeated by theoreticism,
whereas for the solution of this problem there is no difference be-
tween the various trends.

All ethical systems are usually, and quite correctly, subdivided into
content-cthics and formal ethics.®> We have two fundamental and
essential  objections against content-cthics, and one against formal
ethics. Content-ethics endeavors to find and to ground special moral
norms that have a definite content—norms that are sometimes uni-
versally valid and sometimes primordially relative, but in any case
universal, applicable to evervone. A performed act is ethical only
when it is governed throughout by an appropriate moral norm that
has a definite universal ! content.

The first fundamental objection against content-ethics (we have
already touched upon it earlier) is this: there are no specifically ethi-
cal norms. Every norm that has a definite content must be specifically
grounded in its validity by an appropriate discipline—logic, aesthet-
ics, biology, medicine, one of the social sciences. Of course, if we
subtract all the norms grounded specifically by an appropriate disci-
pline, we shall find that ethics contains a certain number of norms
(usually passed off as fundamental, moreover) which have not been
grounded anywhere (it is even difficult to say sometimes in what
discipline they could possibly be grounded), but which, neverthe-
less, sound quite convincing. In their structure, however, these
norms are in no way different from scientific norms, and the addition
of the epithet “ethical” does not diminish the necessity of still prov-
ing scientifically that they are true. In relation to such norms, this
problem of proof remains in force, regardless of whether it will ever
be resolved or not: every norm that has a particular content must be
raised to the level of a special scientific proposition. Until then, it
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continues to be no more than a practically useful generalization or
conjecture. Future philosophically grounded social sciences (they are
at present in a highly deplorable state) will considerably reduce the
number of such floating norms not rooted in any scientific unity
(ethics itself cannot constitute such a scientific unity, but can only be
a compilation of practically useful propositions that are sometimes
not proved).

In most cases such ethical norms represent, from the standpoint
of method, an indiscriminate conglomeration of various principles
and evaluations. Thus the highest proposition of utilitarianism, as
regards its scientific validity, is subject to the competence and criti-
cism of three special disciplines: psychology, philosophy of law, and
sociology. The ought as such (the transformation of a theoretical
proposition into a norm) remains completely unfounded in content-
ethics. In fact, content-ethics does not even have a way of approach-
ing it: in asserting the existence of special ethical norms, it merely
accepts blindly that the moral ought is inherent in the content of
certain propositions as such, that it follows directly from their sense-
content, i.c., that a certain theoretical proposition (the highest prin-
ciple of ethics) can be, in its very sense, an ought-to-be proposition,
after having presupposed, of course, the existence of a subiectum, of
a human being. The ethical ought is tacked on from outside. In other
words, content-cthics is incapable of even grasping the problem
concealed heve. As for the attempts to ground the ought biologically,
they are instances of inadequate thinking”? and are not worth con-
sidering.

Hence it should be clear that all norms with a particular content,
even those specially|?] proved by science, will be relative in regard to
the ought, for it is tacked onto them from outside. As a psychologist,
sociologist, or lawyer, I can agree ex cathedra with a given proposi-
tion, but to assert that it becomes thereby a norm regulating my
performed act is to overleap the fundamental problem. That a propo-
sition is valid in itself and that I have the psychological ability to
understand is not enough, even for the very fact of my actual ex
cathedra agreement with the validity of the given proposition—as
my performed act. What is needed in addition to that is something
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issuing from within myself, namely, the morally ought-to-be attitude
of my consciousness toward the theoretically valid-in-itself proposi-
tion. It is precisely this moral attitude of consciousness that content-
cthics does not know, as if it overleapt the problem concealed here
without seeing it. No theoretical proposition can ground a per-
formed act immediatelv, not even a thought-act, in its actual per-
formedness. In fact, theoretical thinking does not have to know any
norms whatever.

A norm is a special form of the free volition™ of one person in
relation to others, and, as such, it is essentially peculiar only to law
(laws) and religion (commandments), where its actual obligatori-
ness—as a norm—is evaluated not from the standpoint of its sense-
content, but from the standpoint of the actual authoritativeness of
its source (free volition) or the authenticity and exactness of trans-
mission (references to laws, scriptures, canonical texts, interpreta-
tions, verifications of authenticity or—more fundamentally and es-
sentially™#—the foundations of life, the foundations of legislative
power, the proven divine inspiration of scriptures). Its validity with
respect to its sense-content is grounded only by the free volition (by
the lawmaker or by God). But in the process of its creation (the
discussion of its theoretical and practical validity) it is not vet a norm
in the consciousness of the one who creates it, but constitutes a theo-
retical determination (the process of discussion has the following
form: will such-and-such be correct or useful, i.c., to the benefit of
so-and-so?). In all other domains a norm is simply a verbal form for
conveying the adaptation of certain theoretical propositions to a par-
ticular end: if you want or need such-and-such, then in view of the
fact that . . . (a theoretically valid proposition is invoked here), vou
must act in such and such a way. What is not involved here is pre-
cisely a free volition and, consequently, there is no authority here
either: the whole system is open—*if vou want or need such-and-
such.” The problem of an authoritative free volition (that creates a
norm) is a problem in the philosophy of law, in the philosophy of
religion, and constitutes one of the problems of a real moral philoso-
phy as a fundamental science—as a first philosophy (the problem of
the lawgiver).* 7
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The second flaw of content-ethics is its universality”*—the as-
sumption that the ought can be extended, can apply to everyone.
This error follows, of course, from the foregoing. Since the content
of norms is adopted from a scientifically valid judgment, and the
form is illegitimately appropriated from law or from command-
ments, the universality of norms is completely inevitable. The uni-
versality of the ought is a defect which is peculiar to formal ethics as
well. Hence we turn now to a consideration of formal ethics.

The radical defect of content-ethics that we examined above is
alien to formal ethics (in its principle, of course, as formal ethics, and
not in its actual, concrete actualization, in which case what usually
occurs is that all principles are canceled|?] and norms with a particu-
lar content are added on from outside; this is what occurs in Kant as
well).”” Formal ethics starts out from the perfectly correct insight
that the ought is a category of consciousness, a form that cannot be
derived from some particular “material” content.”® But formal ethics
(which developed exclusively within the bounds of Kantianism) fur-
ther conceives the category of the ought as a category of theoretical
consciousness, 1.¢., it theoretizes the ought, and, as a resul, loses the
individual act or deed. And yet the ought is precisely a category of
the individual act; even more than that—it is a category of the indi-
viduality, of the uniqueness of a performed act, of its once-occurrent
compellentness,”™ of its historicity, of the impossibility to replace
it with anything else or to provide a substitute for it. The univer-
sal validity of the imperative is substituted for its categoricalness,*
which can be thought of in a manner similar to the way theoretical
truth is conceived.

The categorical imperative®' determines the performed act as a
universally valid law, but as a law that is devoid of a particular, posi-
tive content: law as such, in itself, or the idea of pure legality, i.c.,
legality itself is the content of law. The performed act must be con-
formable to the law. This conception does include moments that are
valid: (1) a performed act must be absolutely non-contingent,*? and
(2) the ought is really absolutely compellent or categorical for me.
But the concept of legality is incomparably wider and, in addition to
the moments indicated, contains moments that are completely in-
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compatible with the ought: juridical universality*? and the transplan-
tation of its world of theoretical universal validity into the context of
the performed act and the ought. These aspects of legality surrender
the actually performed act to pure theory, surrender it to the solely
theoretical justification of a judgment, and the legality of the cate-
gorical imperative as universal and universally valid consists precisely
in this theoretical justification of it.** And that is exactly what Kant
demands: the law, which applies a norm to my act or deed, must be
justified as capable of becoming a norm of universal conduct.® But
the question is—how will this justification be effected? Evidently,
only by way of purely theoretical determinations: sociological, eco-
nomic, aesthetic, scientific. The actual deed is cast out into the theo-
retical world with an empty demand for legality.

The second shortcoming of formal ethics is this: the will itself
prescribes the law to itself. The will itself makes pure conformity to
law into its own law—it is a law immanent to the will. We can see
here a full analogy with the construction of an autonomous world of
culture. The will-as-deed produces the law to which it submits, i.e.,
it dies as an individual will in its own product. The will describes a
circle, shuts itself in, excluding the actual—individual and histori-
cal—self-activity of the performed act. We are dealing here with the
same illusion as in the case of theoretical philosophy: in the latter we
have a self-activity of reason, with which my historical and individu-
ally answerable self-activity has nothing in common, and for which
this categorical self-activity of reason is passively obligatory, while in
the former the same happens with the will. All this distorts, at root,
the actual moral ought, and does not provide any approach to the
actuality of the act performed.

The will is really active, creatively active, in the performed act,
but it does not posit a norm or universal proposition at all. The law
is the work of a performed act or deed—a thought-deed. But a
thought-deed as well is non-active in that aspect of a proposition
which consists of a valid content; it is productively active only at the
moment of bringing a valid-in-itself truth into communion with#
actual historical Being (the constituent moment of being actually
cognized—of being acknowledged). A performed act is active in the
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actual unique product it has produced (in an actual, real deed, in an
uttered word, in a thought that has been thought, where, moreover,
the abstract validity-in-itself of an actual juridical law is but a con-
stituent moment here). In relation to the law, taken from the aspect
of its sense-validity, the self-activity of a performed act is expressed
in an actually effected acknowledgment, in an effective affirmation.

Thus, fatal theoreticism (the abstracting from my unique self)
occurs in formal ethics as well: its world of practical reason is in
reality a theoretical world, and not the world in which an act or deed
is actually performed. The deed that has already been performed in
the theoretical world (requiring, once again, a solely theoretical con-
sideration) could be described and understood (and even that only
post factum) trom the standpoint of the formal ethics of Kant and the
Kantians. But formal ethics provides no approach to a living act per-
formed in the real world. The primacy of practical reason is in reality
the primacy of one theoretical domain over all the others, and that
only because it is a domain of the emptiest and least productive form
of what is universal. The law of conformity-to-the-law is an empty
formula of pure theoreticism. What a practical reason of this kind is
least capable of doing is providing a foundation for a first philoso-
phy. The principle of formal ethics is not the principle of an actually
performed act at all, but is rather the principle of the possible gen-
eralization of already performed acts in a theoretical transcription of
them. Formal ethics itself is not productive and is merely a domain
of modern philosophy of culture.®” It is another matter when ethics
secks to become the logic of social sciences. In that case the transcen-
dental method may become much more productive. But why then
call the logic of social sciences “cthics” and speak of the primacy of
practical reason? It is not worth arguing over words, of course: a
moral philosophy of this kind can be and should be created, but one
can and should also create another kind of moral philosophy, which
deserves this name even more, if not exclusively.

We have identified as unfounded and as essentially hopeless all
attempts to orient first philosophy (the philosophy of unitary and
once-occurrent Being-as-event) in relation to the content/sense as-
pect or the objectified product taken in abstraction from the once-

TOWARD A PHILOSOPHY OF THE ACT + s s s«

P



occurrent actual act/deed and its author—the one who is think-
ing theoretically, contemplating aesthetically, and acting ethically.
It is only from within the actually performed act, which is once-
occurrent, integral, and unitary in its answerability, that we can find
an approach to unitary and once-occurrent Being in its concrete ac-
tuality. A first philosophy can orient itself only with respect to that
actually performed act.

The actually performed act—not from the aspect of its content,
but in its very performance—somehow knows, somehow possesses
the unitary and once-occurrent being of life; it orients itself within
that being, and it does so, moreover, in its entirety—both in its
content-aspect and in its actual, unique factuality. From within, the
performed act sees more than just a unitary context; it also sees a
unique, concrete context, an ultimate context, into which it refers
both its own sense and its own factuality, and within which it attempts
to actualize answerably the unique truth [ pravda]®® of both the fact
and the sense in their concrete unity. To see that, it is of course
necessary to take the performed act #or as a fact contemplated from
outside or thought of theoretically, but to take it from within, in its
answerability. This answerability of the actually performed act 1s the
taking-into-account in it of all the factors—a taking-into-account of
its sense-validity as well as of its factual performance in all its con-
crete historicity and individuality. The answerability of the actually
performed act knows a unitary plane, a unitary context in which this
taking-into-account is possible—in which its theoretical validity, its
historical factuality, and its emotional-volitional tone figure as mo-
ments in a single decision or resolution. All these moments, more-
over (which are different in their significance when viewed from an
abstract standpoint), are not impoverished, but are taken in their
fullness and in all their truth [ pravda]. The performed act has, there-
fore, a single plane and a single principle that encompasses all those
moments within its answerabiliry.

The answerable act or deed alone surmounts anything hypotheti-
cal,® for the answerable act is, after all, the actualization of a de-
cision—inescapably, irremediably, and irrevocably. The answerably
performed act is a final result or summation, an all-round definitive
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conclusion. The performed act concentrates, correlates, and resolves
within a unitary and unique and, this time, final context both the
sense and the fact, the universal and the individual, the real and the
ideal, for everything enters into the composition of its answerable
motivation. The performed act constitutes a going out once and for
all from within possibility as such into what is once-occurrent.

What we should fear least of all is that the philosophy of the an-
swerable act or deed will revert to psychologism® and subjectivism.
Subjectivism and psychologism are direct correlatives of objectivism
(logical objectivism) and [1 illegible word] only when the answerable
act is abstractly divided into its objective sense and the subjective
process of its performance. From within the act itself, taken in its
undivided wholeness, there is nothing that is subjective and psycho-
logical. In its answerability, the act sets before itself its own truth
[ pravda] as something-to-be-achieved?’—a truth that unites both
the subjective and the psychological moments, just as it unites the
moment of what is universal (universally valid) and the moment of
what is individual (actual). This unitary and unique truth [ pravda]
of the answerably performed act is posited as something-to-be-
attained qua synthetical truth [ pravda].

What is equally unfounded is the fear that this unitary and unique
synthetical truth [ pravda)] of the performed act is irrational. The ac-
tually performed act in its undivided wholeness is more than ratio-
nal—it is answerable. Rationality is but a moment of answerability,
[2—3 illegible words] light that is “like the glimmer of a lamp before
the sun” (Nietzsche).

All of modern philosophy sprang from rationalism and is thor-
oughly permeated by the prejudice of rationalism (even where it con-
sciously tries to free itself from this prejudice) that only the logical
is clear and rational, while, on the contrary, it is elemental and
blind*? outside the bounds of an answerable consciousness, just as
any being-in-itself is. The clarity and necessary consistency of the
logical, when they are severed from the unitary and unique center
constituted by answerable consciousness, are blind and elemental
forces precisely because of the law inherent in the logical—the law
of immanent necessity. The same error of rationalism is reflected in
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the contraposition of the objective gua rational to the subjecrive,
individual, singular gua irrational and fortuitous. The entire ratio-
nality of the answerable act or deed is attributed here (though in an
inevitably impoverished form) to what is objective, which has been
abstractly detached from the answerable act, while everything fun-
damental that remains after that is subtracted, is declared to be a
subjective process. Meanwhile, the entire transcendental unity of ob-
jective culture is in reality blind and elemental, being totally divorced
from the unitary and unique center constituted by an answerable
consciousness. Of course, a total divorce is in reality impossible and,
insofar as we acrually think that unity, it shines with the borrowed
light of our answerability. Only an act or deed that is taken from
outside as a physiological, biological, or psychological fact may pre-
sent itself as elemental and blind, like any abstract being. But from
within the answerable act, the one who answerably performs the act
knows a clear and distinct light, in which he actually orients himself.

The ongoing event®? can be clear and distinct, in all its constituent
moments, to a participant in the act or deed he himself performs.
Does this mean that he understands it logically? That is, that what is
clear to him are only the universal moments and relations transcribed
in the form of concepts? Not at all: he sees clearly these individual,
unique persons whom he loves, #his sky and this earth and these trees
[9 illegible words], and the time; and what is also given to him si-
multaneously is the value, the actually and concretely affirmed value
of these persons and these objects. He intuits their inner lives as well
as desires; he understands both the actual and the ought-to-be sense
of the interrelationship between himself and these persons and ob-
jects—the truth [ pravda] of the given state of affairs—and he under-
stands the ought of his performed act, that is, not the abstract law of
his act, but the actual, concrete ought conditioned by his unique
place in the given context of the ongoing event. And all these mo-
ments, which make up the event in its totality, are present to him as
something given and as something-to-be-achieved in a unitary light,*
in a unitary and unique answerable consciousness, and they are ac-
tualized in a unitary and unique answerable act. And this event as a
whole cannot be transcribed in theoretical terms if it is not to lose
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the very sense of its being an event, that is, precisely that which the
performed act knows answerably and with reference to which it ori-
ents itself. It would be a mistake to assume that this concrete truth
[ pravda] of the event that the performer of the act sees and hears
and experiences and understands in the single act of an answerable
deed is something ineffable, i.c., that it can only be livingly experi-
enced in some way at the moment of performing the act, but cannot
be uttered clearly and distinctly. I think that language is much more
adapted to giving utterance precisely to that truth, and not to the
abstract moment of the logical in its purity. That which is abstract,
in its purity, is indeed unutterable: any expression is much too con-
crete for pure meaning—it distorts and dulls the purity and validity-
in-itself of meaning. That is why in abstract thinking we never un-
derstand an expression in its full sense.

Historically language grew up in the service of participative think-
ing and performed acts, and it begins to serve abstract thinking only
in the present day of its history. The expression of a performed act
from within and the expression of once-occurrent Being-as-event in
which that act is performed require the entire fullness of the word:
its content/sense aspect (the word as concept) as well as its palpable-
expressive® aspect (the word as image) and its emotional-volitional
aspect (the intonation of the word) in their unity. And in all these
moments the unitary full word can be answerably valid, i.e., can be
the truth [pravda] rather than something subjectively fortuitous.
One should not, of course, exaggerate the power of language: uni-
tary and once-occurrent Being-as-event and the performed act that
partakes in it are fundamentally and essentially* expressible, but in
fact it is a very difficult task to accomplish, and while full adequacy
is unattainable, it is always present as that which is to &e achieved.

Hence it should be clear that a first philosophy, which attempts
to describe Being-as-event as it is known to the answerable act or
deed, attempts to describe nor the world produced by that act,
but the world in which that act becomes answerably aware of itself
and is actually performed—that a first philosophy of such a kind
cannot proceed by constructing universal concepts, propositions,
and laws about this world of the answerably performed act (the theo-
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retical, abstract purity of the act), but can only be a description,
a phenomenology of that world.”” An event can be described only
participatively.”®

But this world-as-event is not just a world of being, of that which
is given: * no object, no relation, is given here as something simply
given, as something totally on hand, but is always given in conjunc-
tion with another given'® that is connected with those objects and
relations, namely, that which is vet-to-be-achieved or determined:
“one ought to . . . )" “it is desirable that . . .” An object that is
absolutely indifferent, totally finished, cannot be something one be-
comes actually conscious of, something one experiences actually.
When I experience an object actually, I thereby carry out something
in relation to it: the object enters into relation with that which is
to-be-achieved, grows in it—within my relationship to that object.
Pure givenness cannot be experienced actually. Insofar as I am actu-
ally experiencing an object, even if I do so by thinking of it, it be-
comes a changing moment in the ongoing event of my experiencing
(thinking) it, i.c., it assumes the character of something-vet-to-be-
achieved. Or, to be exact, it is given to me within a certain event-
unity, in which the moments of what-is-given and what-is-to-be-
achieved, of what-is and what-ought-to-be, of being and value, are
inseparable. All these abstract categories are here constituent mo-
ments of a certain living, concrete, and palpable (intuitable) ! once-
occurrent whole—an event.

Similarly, the living word, the full word, does not know an object
as something totallv given: the mere fact that I have begun speaking
about it means that I have already assumed a certain attitude toward
it—not an indifferent attitude, but an interested-effective artitude.
And that is why the word does not merely designate an object as a
present-on-hand entity, but also expresses by its intonation” my val-
uative ' attitude toward the object, toward what is desirable or un-
desirable in it, and, in doing so, sets it in motion toward that which

“An actually pronounced word cannot avoid being intonated, for into-
nation follows from the very fact of its being pronounced.
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is yet-to-be-determined about it, turns it into a constituent moment
of the living, ongoing event.

Everything that is actually experienced is experienced as some-
thing given and as something-yet-to-be-determined, is intonated,
has an emotional-volitional tone, and enters into an effective rela-
tionship to me within the unity of the ongoing event encompassing
us. An emotional-volitional tone is an inalienable moment of the
actually performed act, even of the most abstract thought, insofar as
I am actually thinking it, i.e., insofar as it is really actualized in Being,
becomes a participant in the ongoing event.

Everything that I have to do with is given to me in an emotional-
volitional tone, for everything is given to me as a constituent mo-
ment of the event in which I am participating. Insofar as I have
thought of an object, I have entered into a relationship with it that
has the character of an ongoing event. In its correlation with me, an
object is inseparable from its function in the ongoing event. But this
function of the object within the unity of the actual event encom-
passing us is its actual, affirmed value, i.c., is its emotional-volitional
tone.

Insofar as we abstractly separate the content of a lived-experience
from its actual experiencing, the content presents itself to us as some-
thing absolutely indifferent to value gua actual and affirmed value;
even a thought about value can be separated from an actual act of
valuation (cf. Rickert’s position as regards value).!** Yet in order to
become really actualized and thus made into a participant in the his-
torical being of actual cognition, the valid-in-itself content of a pos-
sible lived-experience (a thought) must enter into an essential inter-
connection with an actual valuation; it is only as an actual value that it
is experienced (thought) by me, i.e., can be actually, actively thought
(experienced) in an emotional-volitional tone. That content, after all,
does not fall into my head like a meteor from another world, con-
tinuing to exist there as a self-enclosed and impervious fragment, as
something that is not woven into the unitary fabric of my emotional-
volitional, my living and effective, thinking-experiencing, in the ca-
pacity of an essential moment in that thinking-experiencing. No con-
tent would be actualized, no thought would be actually thought, if
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an essential interconnection were not established between a content
and its emotional-volitional tone, i.e., its actually athrmed value for
the one thinking. The active experiencing of an experience, the active
thinking of a thought, means not being absolutely indifferent to it,
means an affirming of it in an emotional-volitional manner. Actual
act-performing thinking is an emotional-volitional thinking, a thinking
that intonates, and this intonation permeates in an essential manner all
moments of a thought’s content. The emotional-volitional tone cir-
cumfuses the whole content/sense of a thought in the actually performed
act and velates it to once-occuvvent Being-as-event. It is precisely the
emotional-volitional tone that orzents within once-occurrent Being—
orients and acrually affirms the content/sense within once-occurrent
Being.

One can, however, try to claim that the interconnection between
the validity of content/sense and its emotional-volitional tone is un-
essential or fortuitous for the one thinking actively. Is it not possible
that the impelling emotional-volitional force of my active thinking is
simply a lust for glory or elementary greed, while the content of
these thoughts consists of abstract epistemological constructions?
Does not one and the same thought have completely different emo-
tional-volitional colorations in the different actual consciousnesses of
those who are thinking that thought? A thought may be woven into
the fabric of my living, actual, emotional-volitional consciousness
for completely extraneous reasons that have no necessary connection
with the content/sense aspect of the given thought.

There is no doubt that facts of this kind are possible and that they
do actually occur. But is it legitimate to conclude from this that the
interconnection is in its very principle unessential and fortuitous?
To do so would be to acknowledge that the whole history of culture
is something fundamentally fortuitous in relation to the world it
has created—the world of objectively valid content (cf. Rickert and
his assignment of value to goods [ Giiter]).'* It is unlikely that any-
one would maintain the claim—that the world of actually realized
meaning is fundamentally fortuitous—all the way to its ultimate
conclusion.

Contemporary philosophy of culture % is endeavoring to estab-
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lish this essential interconnection, but it seeks to do so from within
the world of culture.!% Cultural values are values-in-themselves, and
the living consciousness should adapt to them, affirm them for itself,
because ultimately creation|?] # cognition. Insofar as I am creating
aesthetically, I acknowledge thereby responsibly the value of that
which is aesthetic, and the only thing I must do is acknowledge it
explicitly, actually. And when I do this, I reestablish the unity of
motive and aim, of actual performing and the sense of its content.
This is the way in which a living consciousness becomes a cultural
consciousness and a cultural consciousness becomes embodied in a
living consciousness. At one time man actually established all cultural
values and now is bound by them. Thus the power of the people,
according to Hobbes, is exercised at one time only, in the act of
renouncing themselves and surrendering themselves to the ruler; af-
ter that the people become slaves of their own free decision.!*” Prac-
tically, this act of an original decision, the act of establishing values,
is located, of course, beyond the bounds of each living conscious-
ness: any living consciousness finds cultural values to be already on
hand as given to it, and its whole self-activity amounts to acknowl-
edging their validity for itself. Having acknowledged once the value
of scientific truth in all the deeds or achievements of scientific think-
ing, I am henceforth subjected to its immanent law: the one who
says 4 must also say & and ¢, and thus all the way to the end of the
alphabet. The one who said one, must say #wo: he is drawn by the
immanent necessity of a series (the law of series). This means that
the experiencing of an experience and the emotional-volitional tone
can gain their unity only within the unity of culture; outside that
unity they are fortuitous. An actual consciousness, to be unitary,
must reflect in itself the systematic unity of culture along with an
appropriate emotional-volitional coefficient, which can be simply
put outside the brackets in relation to every given domain of culture.

Such views are radically unsound for the reasons we already ad-
duced when we discussed the ought. The emotional-volitional tone
and an actual valuation do not relate at all to content as such in its
isolation, but relate to it in its correlation with me within the once-
occurrent event of Being encompassing us. An emotional-volitional
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affirmation acquires its tone not in the context of culture; all of cul-
ture as a whole is integrated in the unitary and once-occurrent con-
text of life in which I participate. Both culture as a whole and every
particular thought, every particular product of a living act or deed,
are integrated in the once-occurrent, individual context of actual
thinking gua event. The emotional-volitional tone opens up the selt-
seclusion and self-sufficiency of the possible content of a thought,
makes it a participant in unitary and once-occurrent Being-as-event.
Any universally valid value becomes actually valid only in an indi-
vidual context.

The emotional-volitional tone relates precisely to the whole con-
crete and once-occurrent unity in its entirety. It expresses the entire
fullness of a state of being gu#a event at the given moment, and ex-
presses it as that which is given as well as yet-to-be-determined from
within me as an obligatory participant in it. That is why the emo-
tional-volitional tone cannot be isolated, separated out of the unitary
and once-occurrent context of a living consciousness as related only
to a particular object as such. This is not a universal valuation of an
object independently of that unique context in which it is given to
me at the given moment, but expresses the whole truth [ pravda)
of the entire situation as a unique moment in what constitutes an
ongoing event.

The emotional-volitional tone, encompassing and permeating
once-occurrent being-as-event, is not a passive psychic reaction, but
is a certain ought-to-be attitude of consciousness, an attitude that is
morally valid and answerably active. This is an answerably conscious
movement of consciousness, which transtorms possibility into the
actuality of a realized deed (a deed of thinking, of feeling, of desir-
ing, etc.). We use the term “emotional-volitional tone” to desig-
nate precisely the moment constituted by my self-activity in a lived-
experience—the experiencing of an experience as mine: I think—
perform a deed by thinking. This term is used in aesthetics but has a
more passive signification there. What is important for us is to relate
a given lived-experience o me as the one who is actively experiencing
it. This relating of it to me as the one who is active has a sensuous-
valuational and volitional—performative—character and at the same
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time it is answerably rational. All these moments are given here in a
certain unity that is perfectly familiar to anyone who experienced
his thought or his feeling as his own answerable deed, i.e., who ex-
perienced them actively. This term from psychology (which is ori-
ented—in a way that is fatal for it—to a passively experiencing
subiectum) should not mislead us here. The moment constituted by
the performance of thoughts, feelings, words, practical deeds is an
actively answerable attitude that I myself assume—an emotional-
volitional attitude toward a state of affairs in its entirety, in the con-
text of actual unitary and once-occurrent life.

The fact that this active emotional-volitional tone (permeating ev-
erything actually experienced) reflects the whole individual unique-
ness of the given moment of an event does not render it in any way
impressionistically irresponsible and only speciously valid. It is pre-
cisely here that we find the roots of active answerability, #y answer-
ability: the emotional-volitional tone secks to express the truth
[ pravda] of the given moment, and that relates it to the ultimate,
unitary, and once-occurrent unity.

It is an unfortunate misunderstanding (a legacy of rationalism) to
think that truth [ pravda] can only be the truth [istina] that is com-
posed of universal moments; that the truth of a situation is precisely
that which is repeatable and constant in it.'°® Moreover, that which
is universal and identical (logically identical) is fundamental and es-
sential,'® whereas individual truth [ pravda] is artistic and irrespon-
sible, i.e., it isolates the given individuality. Even if one speaks of
the active once-occurrent act (the fact), what one really means is its
content (self-identical content) and not the moment of the actual
and effective performance of the act. But the question is whether
this unity will really be a fundamental and essential unity of Being,
namely, a self-equivalence or self-identicalness in content and a con-
stant repetition of that identical moment (the principle of series),
which is a necessary moment in the concept of unity. But this mo-
ment itself is an abstract derivative and, as such, it is determined by
a unity that is actual and once-occurrent. In this sense, the very word
unity should be discarded as being overly theoreticized; not unity,
but unigueness, the uniqueness of a whole that does not repeat itself
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anywhere and the actuality of that whole and hence, for the one who
wishes to think that whole, it excludes|?] the category of unity (in
the sense of that which is constantly repeated). This would render
more intelligible the special category of solely theoretical conscious-
ness, which is completely indispensable and determinate in that
whole; but the answerably acting or act-performing consciousness is
in communion with or participates in the actual uniqueness as a mo-
ment within that uniqueness. The unity of the actual and answerably
act-performing consciousness, on the other hand, should not be con-
ceived as the contentual constancy of a principle, of a right, of a law,
and even less so of being. The word that would characterize this
more accurately is faithfulness [being-true-to], the way it is used in
reference to love and marriage, except that love should not be un-
derstood from the standpoint of the passive consciousness of psy-
chology (if we did, we would be dealing with a feeling thar exists
constantly in the soul—something like a constantly felt warmth,
whereas a constant feeling, constant in respect of its content, does
not exist in the actual experiencing of it). The emotional-volitional
tone of a once-occurrent actual consciousness is conveyed more aptly
by the word faithfulness [being-true-to].

One can observe, however, a certain tendency in modern philoso-
phy toward conceiving the unity of consciousness and the unity of
being as the unity of a certain value. But in this case as well value
1s transcribed theoretically, that is, conceived either as the identical
content of possible values or as the constant, identical principle of
valuation, i.e., a certain stability in content of a possible value or
valuation, and thus the fact of the performed act visibly recedes into
the background. Yet the whole point at issue is precisely that fact. It
is not the content of an obligation that obligates me, but my signa-
ture below it—the fact that at one time I acknowledged or under-
signed the given acknowledgment. And what compelled me to sign
at the moment of undersigning was not the content of the given
performed act or deed. This content could not by itself, in isola-
tion, have prompted me to perform the act or deed—to undersign-
acknowledge it, but only in correlation with my decision to
undertake an obligation—by performing the act of undersigning-
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acknowledging. And in this performed act the content-aspect was
also but a constituent moment, and what decided the matter was the
acknowledgment or affirmation—the answerable deed—that had
been actually performed at a previous time, etc. What we shall find
everywhere is a constant unity of answerability, that is, #of a con-
stancy in content and ot a constant law of the performed act (all
content is only a constituent moment), but a certain actual fact of
acknowledgment, an acknowledgment that is once-occurrent and
never-repeatable, emotional-volitional and concretely individual. Of
course, all this can be transcribed in theoretical terms and expressed
as the constant law of the performed act (this can be done owing to
the ambiguity of language). But what we would obtain in this way
is an empty formula, which itself would require an actual once-
occurrent acknowledgment, whereupon it would never return again,
in a consciousness, to its identicalness in content. One can, of course,
philosophize about that fact of acknowledgment as much as one
wants, but only in order to know and remember also the previously
effected acknowledgment as having occurred actually and as having
been performed by me myself, and that presupposes the unity of ap-
perception and my entire apparatus of cognitional unity. But all of
this remains unknown to a living and act-performing consciousness:
all of this appears only in a theoretical transcription after the fact.
For a living act-performing consciousness, all this is no more than
the technical apparatus of the actually performed act.

One can even establish a certain inverse proportion between theo-
retical unity and actual uniqueness or singularity (of Being or of the
consciousness of Being). The closer one moves to theoretical unity
(constancy in respect of content or recurrent identicalness), the poorer
and more universal is the acrual uniqueness; the whole matter is re-
duced to the unity of content, and the ultimate unity proves to be
an empty and self-identical possible content. The further individual
uniqueness moves away from theoretical unity, the more concrete
and full it becomes: the uniqueness of actually occurring Being-as-
event, in immediate proximity to which the answerable act or deed
is set. Answerable inclusion in the acknowledged once-occurrent
uniqueness of Being-as-event is precisely what constitutes the truth
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[ pravda] of the situation [ polozhenie]. The moment of what is abso-
lutely new, what has never existed before and can never be repeated,
is in the foreground here and constitutes an answerable continuation
in the spirit of that whole which was acknowledged at one time.

What underlies the unity of an answerable consciousness is not a
principle as a starting point, but the fact of an actual acknowledg-
ment of one’s own participation in unitary Being-as-event, and this
fact cannot be adequately expressed in theoretical terms, but can only
be described and participatively experienced. Here lies the point of
origin of the answerable deed and of all the categories of the con-
crete, once-occurrent, and compellent ought. I, too, exist [et ego
sum]” actually—in the whole and assume the obligation to say this
word.''? I, too, participate in Being in a once-occurrent and never-
repeatable manner: I occupy a place in once-occurrent Being that is
unique and never-repeatable, a place that cannot be taken by anvone
clse and is impenetrable for anvone clse. In the given once-occurrent
point where I am now located, no one else has ever been located in
the once-occurrent time and once-occurrent space of once-occurrent
Being. And it is around this once-occurrent point that all once-oc-
current Being is arranged in a once-occurrent and never-repeatable
manner. That which can be done by me can never be done by anyone
else. The uniqueness or singularity of present-on-hand Being is com-
pellently obligatory.

This fact of my non-alibi in Being,''" which underlies the concrete
and once-occurrent ought of the answerably performed act, is not
something I come to know of and to cognize!'? but is something I
acknowledge and affirm in a unique or once-occurrent manner. The
simple cognition of that fact is a reduction of it to the lowest emo-
tional-volitional level of possibility. In cognizing it, I universalize
it: '3 everyone occupies a unique and never-repeatable place, any be-
ing is once-occurrent. What we have here is a theoretical positing
which tends toward the ultimate limit of becoming completely free

“In all the emotional-volitional, performative | postupochnaia) fullness of
this affirmation.
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of any emotional-volitional tone. There is nothing I can do with this
theoretical proposition; it does not obligate me in any way. Insofar
as I think of my uniqueness or singularity as a moment of my being
that is shared in common by all Being, I have already stepped out-
side my once-occurrent uniqueness, I have assumed a position out-
side its bounds, and think Being theoretically, i.e., I am not in
communion with the content of my own thought; uniqueness as a
concept can be localized in the world of universal or general concept
and, by doing so, one would set up a series of logically necessary
correlations.

This acknowledgment of the uniqueness of my participation in
Being is the actual and effectual foundation of my life and my per-
formed deed. My active deed affirms émplicite its own singularity and
irreplaceability ''* within the whole of Being, and in this sense it is
set, from within itself, into immediate proximity to the borders of
that whole and is oriented within it as in a whole. This is not simply
an affirmation of myself or simply an affirmation of actual Being, but
a non-fused yet undivided affirmation of myself in Being: I partici-
pate in Being as its sole actor.!'s Nothing in Being, apart from my-
self, is an I for me. In all of Being I experience only myself—my
unique self—as an 1. All other Is (theoretical ones) are not I for
me, whereas my own unique (non-theoretical) I participates in once-
occurrent Being: I exist [ego sum] in it. Furthermore, what is also
given here in a non-fused vet undivided form is both the moment of
my passivity and the moment of my self-activity: '*¢ [1] I find myself
in Being (passivity) and [ acrively participate in it; [2] both that
which is given to me and that which is vet to be achieved by me: my
own uniqueness is given, vet at the same time it exists only to the
extent to which it is really actualized by me as uniqueness—it is
always in the act, in the performed deed, i.e., is yet to be achieved;
[3] both what #s and what ought to be: I am actual and irreplaceable,
and therefore must actualize ''” my uniqueness. It is in relation to the
whole actual unity that my unique ought arises from my unique
place in Being. I, the one and only I, can at no moment be indifferent
(stop participating) in my inescapably, compellently once-occurrent
life; T must have my ought. In relation to everything, whatever it
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might be and in whatever circumstances it might be given to me, I
must act from my own unique place, even if I do so only inwardly.
My uniqueness, as compellent non-coinciding with anything that is
not I, always makes possible my own unique and irreplaceable deed
in relation to everything that is not I. That I, from my unique place
in Being, simply see and know another, that I do not forget him,
that for me, too, he exists—that is something only I can do for him
at the given moment in all of Being: that is the deed which makes
his being more complete, the deed which is absolutely gainful and
new, and which is possible only for me. This productive, unique
deed is precisely what constitutes the moment of the ought in it. The
ought becomes possible for the first time where there is an acknowl-
edgment of the fact of a unique person’s being from within that
person; where this fact becomes a center of answerability—where 1
assume answerability for my own uniqueness, for my own being.

Of course, this fact may give rise to a rift, it may be impoverished:
I can ignore my self-activity and live by my passivity alone. I can try
to prove my alibi in Being, I can pretend to be someone I am not. |
can abdicate from my obligative (ought-to-be) unigueness.

An answerable act or deed 1s precisely that act which is performed
on the basis of an acknowledgment of my obligative (ought-to-be)
uniqueness. It is this affirmation of my non-alibi in Being that con-
stitutes the basis of my life being actually and compellently given as
well as its being actually and compellently projected as something-
vet-to-be-achieved. It is only my non-alibi in Being that transforms
an empty possibility into an actual answerable act or deed (through
an emotional-volitional referral to myself as the one who is active).
This is the living fact of a primordial act or deed which produces
for the first time the answerably performed act—produces its actual
heaviness, compellentness; it is the foundation of my life as a deed-
performing [ postuplenie], for to be in life, to be actually, is to act, is
to be unindifterent toward the once-occurrent whole.!'®

To affirm definitively the fact of my unique and irreplaceable par-
ticipation in Being is to enter Being precisely where it does not co-
incide with itself: to enter the ongoing event of Being.

Everything that has a content/sense—Being as something deter-
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minate in its content, value as valid in itself, truth [istina], the
good, the beautiful, etc.—all these are only possibilities which could
be actualized only in an actually performed act on the basis of an
acknowledgment of my unique participation. The transition from
possibility to once-occurrent actuality is impossible from within
content/sense itself. The world of content/sense is infinite and self-
sufficient; its being valid in itself makes me myself useless, and my
acts or deeds are fortuitous from its standpoint. This is a domain of
endless questions, where one of the possible questions is also the
question of who is my fellow-being.!"® One cannot begin in this
world, for any beginning will be fortuitous—it will sink in this
world of sense or meaning. This world has no center, it provides no
principle for choice: everything that # could also not be, could be
different, if it can be thought simply as something determinate in
respect to its content/sense. From the standpoint of sense or mean-
ing, only the endlessness of valuation and absolute restlessness are
possible. From the standpoint of the abstract content of a possible
value, any object, however good it may be, must be better, and any
embodiment represents, from the standpoint of sense, a pernicious
and fortuitous limitation. What is necessary is the initiative of an
actually performed act in relation to sense, and this initiative cannot
be fortuitous. No sense-validity that is valid in itself can be categori-
cal and compellent, as long as I have my alibi in Being. It is only the
acknowledgment of my unique participation in Being from my own
unique place in Being that provides an actual center from which my
act or deed can issue and renders a beginning non-fortuitous; what
is required here in an essential way is the initiative of my own act
or deed—my own self-activity becomes an essential, an ought-to-be
self-activity.

But what is also possible is non-incarnated thought, non-incar-
nated action, non-incarnated fortuitous life as an empty possibility.
A life lived on the tacit basis of my alibi in Being falls away into
indifferent Being that is not rooted in anything. Any thought that is
not correlated with myself as the one who is obligatively unique'*°
is merely a passive possibility. It could exist or not exist, it could be
different: its being in my consciousness has nothing compellent,

TOWARD A PHILOSOPHY OF THE ACT + + ¢ s

/5



irreplaceable about it. And what is also fortuitous is the emotional-
volitional tone of such an unincarnated thought—unincarnated in my
answerability. The only thing that transforms it into my answerable
act or deed is the referral of it into the unitary and once-occurrent
context of Being-as-event through an actual acknowledgment of my
actual participation in the latter. Evervthing in me—every move-
ment, gesture, lived-experience, thought, feeling—everything must
be such an act or deed; it 1s only on this condition that T actually
live, that I do not sever myself from the ontological roots of actual
Being. I exist in the world of inescapable actuality, and not in that
of contingent possibility. !

Answerability is possible not as answerability for sense or mean-
ing in itself] but as answerability for the once-occurrent affirmation
(embodiment) or non-affirmation of it. It is possible, after all, to pass
around meaning and it is also possible to lead meaning irresponsibly
past Being.

The abstract-sense aspect, when it is not correlated with inescap-
able actual uniqueness, has the character of a project: it is something
like a rough draft of a possible actualization or an unsigned docu-
ment that does not obligate anvone to do anything. Being that is
detached from the unique emotional-volitional center of answer-
ability is a rough draft, an unacknowledged possible variant of once-
occurrent Being; onlv through the answerable participation effected
by a unique act or deed can one get out of the realm of endless draft
versions and rewrite one’s life once and for all in the form of a
fair copy.

The category of experiencing the actual world, actual Being—as
event—is a categorv of uniqueness or singularity. To experience an
object is to have it as something actually unique or singular, but this
singularity of the object and of the world presupposes its being cor-
related with my own uniqueness or singularity. Everything that is
universal '?* and pertains to abstract sense also acquires its real heavi-
ness and compellentness only in correlation with actual uniqueness.

Participative (unindifferent) thinking is, in fact, the emotional-
volitional understanding of Being in its concrete uniqueness on the
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basis of a non-alibi in Being. That is, it is an act-performing think-
ing, a thinking that is referred to itself as to the only one performing
answerable deeds.

Here, however, a number of conflicts arise with theoretical think-
ing and with the world of theoretical thinking. Actual Being-as-
event, which is both given and projected '?* as something-to-be-de-
termined in emotional-volitional tones, and which is correlated with
the unique center of answerability—actual Being-as-event is deter-
mined in its uniquely important, heavy, and compellent event sense
(in its truth [ pravda]) not in and by itself, but is determined precisely
in correlation with my own obligative !2* uniqueness: the compel-
lently actual “face” of the event is determined for me myself from my
own unique place. But if this is so, then it follows that there are as
many different worlds of the event as there are individual centers of
answerability, i.c., unique participative (unindifterent) selves (and
their number is vast). If the “face” of the event is determined from
the unique place of a participative self,'?> then there are as many
different “faces” as there are different unique places. But where,
then, is the one unique and unitary “face” If my relation to the
world is essential for the world, that is, my relation or attitude is
actual in the world owing to its emotional-volitional value, i.c., is
acknowledged |1 illegible word], then this acknowledged value, the
emotional-volitional picture of the world, presents itself to me in one
way, whereas to someone else in another way. Or perhaps we have
to recognize doubt as constituting a quite distinctive sort of value?
Yes, we do recognize doubt as a distinctive value. It is precisely
doubt that forms the basis of our life as effective deed-performing,
and it does so without coming into contradiction with theoretical
cognition. This value of doubt does not contradict in any way the
unitary and unique truth [ pravda]: it is precisely this unitary and
unique truth of the world that demands doubt.

It is precisely this truth that requires me to realize in full my
unique participation in Being from my own unique place. The unity
of the whole conditions the unique and utterly unrepeatable roles of
all the participants. Being, as something determinate, finished, and
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petrified in respect to its content, would destroy countless uniquely
valuable personal worlds, vet it is precisely this Being that for the
first time produces the unitary event.

An event as unitary and self-equivalent is something that could be
read post factum by a detached (non-participating) consciousness 2
that is not interested in the event; vet even in this case there still
would be something that remains inaccessible to it, namely, the very
event-ness of the event. For an actual participant in the occurring
event, evervthing is drawn toward and concentrated around the
unique act or deed he is about to perform—in its totally unpredeter-
mined, concrete, unique, and compellent oughtness. The point is
that there i no contradiction nor does there have to be between the
valuative world-pictures of every participant, either from within the
consciousness of every participant or simply from the unique place
occupied by each participant. The truth [ pravda] of the event is
not the truth that is self-identical and self-equivalent in its content
[istina], but is the rightful and unique position of every partici-
pant—the truth | pravda] of each participant’s actual, concrete ought.
A simple example should clarify what has been said.

I love another, but cannot love myself; the other loves me, but
does not love himself. Each one is right in his own place, and he is
right answerablv, not subjectively. From my own unique place only
I-for-myself constitute an I, whereas all others are others for me (in
the emotional-volitional sense of this word). For, after all, my per-
tformed act (and my feeling—as a performed act) orients itself pre-
cisely with reference to that which is conditioned by the uniqueness
and unrepeatability of my own place. In my emotional-volitional
consciousness the other is in his ewn place, insofar as I love him as
another, and not as myself. The other’s love of me sounds emotion-
ally in an entirely different wav to me—in my own personal con-
text—than the same love of me sounds to him, and it obligates him
and me to entirely different things. Yet there is no contradiction
here, of course. A contradiction could arise for some third party,
namelv, for a non-incarnated, detached (non-participating) con-
sciousness. For that consciousness, there would be self-equivalent
values-in-themselves—human beings, and not I and the other, which
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sound in a fundamentally and essentially 27 different way from the
valuative standpoint.

Nor can a contradiction arise between unique and affirmed value-
contexts. What does an “affirmed context of values” mean? It means
the totality of values which are valuable not for one or another indi-
vidual and in one or another historical period, but for all historical
mankind. But I, the unique I, must assume a particular emotional-
volitional attitude toward all historical mankind: I must affirm it as
really valuable for me, and when I do so everything valued by his-
torical mankind will become valuable for me as well. What does it
mean to assert that historical mankind recognizes in its history or in
its culture certain things as values? It is an assertion of an empty
possibility of content, no more. Or what concern is it to me that there
is an & in Being for whom a & is valuable? It is an entirely different
matter when I participate uniquely in once-occurrent Being in an
emotional-volitional, affirmed manner. Insofar as I afirm my own
unique place in the unitary Being of historical mankind, insofar as I
am its non-alibi, i.e., stand in an active emotional-volitional relation-
ship to it, I assume an emotional-volitional position in relation to
the values it recognizes. Of course, when we speak of all historical
mankind, we intonate these words; we cannot detach ourselves from
a particular emotional-volitional relationship to them; they do not
coincide for us with their content/sense; they are brought into cor-
relation with a unique participant and begin to glow with the light
of actual value.

From my own unique place an approach is open to the whole
world in its uniqueness, and for me it is open only from that place.
As disembodied spirit, I lose my compellent, ought-to-be relation-
ship to the world, I lose the actuality of the world. Man-in-general
does not exist; I exist and a particular concrete other exists—my in-
timate,'?® my contemporary (social mankind), the past and future
of actual human beings (of actual historical mankind). All these are
valuative moments of Being which are valid individually and do not
universalize or generalize once-occurrent Being, and they are re-
vealed[?] to me from my unique place in Being as the foundations
of my non-alibi in Being. The totality of universal or general knowl-
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edge, on the other hand, defines man in general (as Homo sapiens).
That he is mortal, for example, acquires its value-sense only from my
unique place, inasmuch as I die, my fellow-being dies, and all his-
torical mankind dies. And, of course, the emotional-volitional, val-
uative sense of my death, of the death of an other who is dear to me,
and the fact of any actual person’s death are all profoundly different
in cach case, for all these are different moments in once-occurrent
Being-as-event. For a disembodied, detached (non-participating) su-
biectum, all deaths mav be equal. No one, however, lives in a world
in which all human beings are—with respect to value—-equally mor-
tal. (One should remember that to live from within myself, from my
own unique place in Being, does not yvet mean at all that I live only
tor my own sake. For it is only from my own unique place that self-
sacrifice 1s possible, that is, the answerable centrality of myself can be
a self-sacrificing centrality.)

There s no acknowledged self-equivalent and universally valid
value, for its acknowledged validity is conditioned ot by its content,
taken in abstraction, but by its being correlated with the unique place
of a participant. It is from this unique place that all values and anv
other human being with all his values can be acknowledged, but he
must be actually acknowledged. A simple theoretical ascertainment of
the fact that someone acknowledges some sort of values does not
obligate us to do anything and does not take us outside the bounds
of Being as something given, outside the bounds of empty possibil-
ity, as long as I have not firmly established my own unique partici-
pation in that Being.

Theoretical cognition of an object that exists by itself, indepen-
dently of its actual position in the once-occurrent world from the
standpoint of a participant’s unique place, is perfectly justified. But
it does not constitute ultimate cognition; it constitutes only an aux-
iliary, technical moment of such ultimate cognition. My abstracting
from my own unique place in Being, my as it were disembodying of
myself, is itself an answerable act or deed that is actualized from my
own unique place, and all knowledge with a determinate content
(the possible self-equivalent givenness of Being) that is obtained in
this way must be incarnated bv me, must be translated into the
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language of participative (unindifferent) thinking, must submit to
the question of what obligation the given knowledge imposes upon
me—the unique me—from my unique place. That is, it must be
brought into correlation with my own uniqueness or singularity on
the basis of my non-alibi in Being and in an emotional-volitional
tone. Thus knowledge of [znanie] the content of the object-in-itself
becomes a knowledge of it for me—becomes a cognition [uznanie]
that answerably obligates me.'?° Abstracting from myself is a technical
device which finds its justification when I approach it from my actual
once-occurrent place in Being, where I, the knower, have become
answerable and subject to the ought for my cognition [ uznanie]. The
entire infinite context of possible human theoretical knowledge—
science—must become something answerably known |uznanie] for
myself as a unique participant, and this does not in the least diminish
and distort the autonomous truth [istina] of theoretical knowledge,
but, on the contrary, complements it to the point where it becomes
compellently valid truth [pravda].'*® Such a transformation of
knowing-of [znanie] into answerable cognition [#uznanie] is far re-
moved from being a matter of its immediate utilization, as a techni-
cal or instrumental moment, for satisfying some practical need in
lived life. Let me repeat: to live from within oneself does not mean
to live for oneself, but means to be an answerable participant from
within oneself, to affirm one’s compellent, actual non-alibi in Being.

Participation in the being-event of the world in its entirety does not
coincide, from our point of view, with irresponsible self-surrender
to Being, with being-possessed by Being. What happens in the latter
case is that the passive moment in my participation is moved to the
fore, while my to-be-accomplished self-activity is reduced. The aspi-
ration of Nietzsche’s philosophy reduces to a considerable extent to
this possessedness by Being (one-sided participation); its ultimate
result is the absurdity of contemporary Dionysianism. * 13!

The actually experienced fact of my actual participation is impov-
erished here inasmuch as affirmed Being takes possession of the one
who affirmed it, that is, empathizing into one’s actual participative
Being leads to the loss of oneself in it (one cannot be an impostor),
to the renunciation of the ought-to-be uniqueness of oneself.
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A participative, incarnated consciousness may appear to be lim-
ited, narrowly subjective, only when it is opposed to the conscious-
ness of culture as a self-contained consciousness. We are presented as
it were with two value-contexts, two kinds of life: the life of the
whole boundless world in its entirety that is capable of being cog-
nized only objectively, and my small personal life. The subiectum of
the first is the world gua whole, while the subiectum of the second is
a fortuitous single subiectum. This contraposition, however, is not a
mathematical, quantitative contraposition of the boundlessly large
world and a verv small human being, i.c., of one unit and a vast
number of units (beings). One can, of course, carry out this contra-
position of the world and a particular human being from the stand-
point of universal or general theory, but that is not what constitutes
its real sense. Small and large are not purely theoretical categories
here; thev are purely valuational categories. And the question that
should be asked is: on what plane is this valuational juxtaposition
actualized in order to be compellent and actually valid? The answer
is: only in a participative (unindifferent) consciousness. The impel-
ling inspiration of my small life and the boundless world is that of
my participative (unindifferent) non-alibi in Being; this is an an-
swerable expansion of the context of actually acknowledged values
from my own unique place. But insofar as I am detached from that
unique place, a split arises between the possible boundless world of
cognition and the very small world of values that have been acknowl-
edged by me.

It is only from within this small yet compellently actual world that
this (in principle infinite) expansion must proceed, but not by way
of dissociation and contraposition. For in the latter case, the insig-
nificantly minute world of actuality would be washed on all sides by
the waves of empty possibility, and the inevitable result of this empty
possibility would be the splitting of my small actuality in two. The
unbridled play of empty objectivity is capable of no more than losing
the whole present-on-hand, irresolvably compellent actuality; in it-
self it imparts a merely possible value[?] to the infinite possibili-
ties.'*> This is when the infinitude of cognition is born: instead
of bringing all theoretical (possible) knowledge | poznanie] of the
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world" into communion with our actual life-from-within as answer-
able cognition [#znanie], we attempt to bring our actual life into
communion with a possible, theoretical context, either by identify-
ing as essential only the universal moments in our actual life, or by
understanding our actual life in the sense of its being a small scrap
of the space and time of the large spatial and temporal whole, or by
giving it a symbolic interpretation.

What happens in all these cases is that the living, compellent, and
inescapable uniqueness of our actual life is diluted with the water of
merely thinkable empty possibility. Loving[?] corporeality[2]!33 is
declared to be valid only as a moment of infinite matter, toward
which we are indifferent, or as an exemplar of Homo sapiens, or as a
representative of his own ethics, or as an embodiment of the abstract
principle of the Eternal Feminine. That which has actual validity al-
ways turns out to be a moment of that which is possible: my own
life turns out to be the life of man in general, and this latter life turns
out to be one of the manifestations of the world’s life. All of these
infinite value-contexts, however, are not rooted in anything: they are
only possible in me independently of objective and universally valid
Being. And yet all we need to do is to incarnate answerably this very
act of our thinking to its ultimate conclusion—to undersign it—and
we shall turn out to be actual participants in Being-as-event from
within it, from our own unique place.

Meanwhile, my actually performed act on the basis of my non-
alibi in Being (my performed act as thought, as feeling, as practical
accomplishment) is actually set into immediate proximity to the ul-
timate bounds of Being-as-event, and it is oriented in the event of
Being as in a unitary and once-occurrent whole. However full of
content a thought might be or however concrete and individual a

"Even a fact cognized only theoretically is, as a fact, an empty possibility.
Yet the whole sense|?] [1 illegible word] of a judgment consists precisely in
the fact that it usually does not remain a theoretical judgment, but rather is
actually brought into communion with once-occurrent Being. In this con-
text any abstracting from one’s actual participation is very difficult.s
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deed might be, in their small yet actual domain they participate in
the boundless whole. And this does not mean at all that I must con-
ceive myself, my deed, and this whole as constituting something de-
terminate in content; that is neither possible nor necessary. My left
hand may not know what my right hand is doing, and yet my right
hand is accomplishing the truth [ pravda]. And it does so not in the
sense of Goethe’s observation: “In everything that we produce prop-
erly, we must see a likeness of everything that can be created prop-
erly.” Here we have one instance of symbolic interpretation on the
basis of a parallelism of the two worlds; this parallelism introduces a
moment of rituality into a concretely real act or deed.

To orient an act or deed within the whole of once-occurrent
Being-as-event does not mean at all that we translate it into the lan-
guage of highest values, where the concrete, real, participative (un-
indifferent) event in which the act orients itself immediately is only
a representation or reflection of those values. I participate in the
event personally, and every object or person with which I have to do
in my once-occurrent life participates personally. I can perform a
political act or a religious ritual in the capacity of a representative,
but that already constitutes a specialized action, which presupposes
the fact of my having been actually empowered to perform it. But
even here I do not definitively abdicate my answerability in person;
on the contrary, my representative and empowered status in itself
takes into account my personal answerability. The rtacit presupposi-
tion of life’s ritualism is #ot humility, but pride. One has to develop
humility to the point of participating in person and being answer-
able in person. In attempting to understand our whole life as secret
representation and every act we perform—as a ritual act, we turn
into impostors or pretenders.

Being a representative does not abolish but merely specializes my
personal answerability. The actual acknowledgment-affirmation of
the whole which I shall represent is my personally answerable act.
Insofar as that act is left out and I remain only the bearer of special
answerability, I become possessed, and my deed, severed from the
ontological roots of personal participation, becomes fortuitous in
relation to that ultimate once-occurrent unity in which it is not
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rooted, just as the domain which specializes my deed is not rooted
for me. Such a severing from the once-occurrent context and the loss
of once-occurrent participation in the course of specialization are
especially frequent in the case of political answerability. The same
loss of once-occurrent unity takes place as a result of the attempt to
see in every other, in every object of a given act or deed, not a con-
crete uniqueness which participates in Being personally, but a repre-
sentative of a certain large whole. This does not increase the answer-
ability and ontological non-fortuitousness of my performed deed,
but, on the contrary, lightens it and in a certain way de-realizes it:
the deed is unjustifiably proud, and the only thing this leads to is
that the actual concreteness of the compellently actual uniqueness or
singularity begins to be decomposed by abstract sense-possibility. In
order to root the deed, the personal participation of once-occurrent
being and a once-occurrent object must be in the foreground, for
even if you are a representative of a large whole, you are a represen-
tative first and foremost personally. And that large whole itself is
composed not of universal or general moments, but of concretely
individual moments.'3

The compellently and concretely real validity of the performed act
in a given once-occurrent context (of whatever kind), that is, the
moment of actuality in it, is precisely its orientation within the
whole of actual once-occurrent Being.

The world in which a performed act orients itself on the basis of
its once-occurrent participation in Being—that is the specific subject
of moral philosophy. Yet the act or deed does not know that world
as an entity of determinate content; the performed act has to do
only with one single person and one single object, where, moreover,
this person and this object are given to it in individual emotional-
volitional tones. This is a world of proper names, a world of these
objects and of particular dates of life. A probative description of the
world of a once-occurrent life-as-deed, from within the performed
deed and on the basis of its non-alibi in Being, would constitute a
confession, in the sense of an individual and once-occurrent account-
ing to oneself for one’s own actions.

But these concretely individual and never-repeatable worlds of ac-
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tual act-performing consciousness (of which, gua real components,
unitary and once-occurrent Being-as-event comes to be composed)
include common moments—#ot in the sense of universal concepts
or laws, but in the sense of common moments or constituents in
their various concrete architectonics. It is this concrete architectonic
of the actual world of the performed act that moral philosophy has
to describe, that is, not the abstract scheme burt the concrete plan or
design of the world of a unitary and once-occurrent act or deed, the
basic concrete moments of its construction and their mutual dispo-
sition. These basic moments are I-for-myself, the other-for-me, and
I-for-the-other. All the values of actual life and culture are arranged
around the basic architectonic points of the actual world of the per-
formed act or deed: scientific values, aesthetic values, political val-
ues (including both ethical and social values), and, finally, religious
values. All spatial-temporal values and all sense-content values are
drawn toward and concentrated around these central emotional-
volitional moments: I, the other, and I-for-the-other.

The first part of our inquiry will be devoted to an examination of
these fundamental moments in the architectonic of the actual world
of the performed act or deed—the world actually experienced, and
not the merely thinkable world. The second part will be devoted to
aesthetic activity as an actuallv performed act or deed, both from
within its product and from the standpoint of the author as answer-
able participant,'® and |2 iliegible words] to the ethics of artistic
creation. The third part will be devoted to the ethics of politics, and
the fourth and final part to religion. The architectonic of that world
is reminiscent of the architectonic of Dante’s world and of the world
of medieval mystery plays (in mystery plays and in tragedy the ac-
tion is also set into immediate proximity to the ultimate bounds of
Being).'¥7

The contemporary crisis is, fundamentally, a crisis of contempo-
rary action [ postupok]. An abyss has formed between the motive of
the actually performed act or deed and its product. But in conse-
quence of this, the product of the deed, severed from its ontological
roots, has withered as well. Money can become the motive of the
deed that constructs a moral system. In relation to the present mo-
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ment, economic materialism is in the right, although not because
the motives of the actually performed act have penetrated inside the
product but rather the reverse: the product in its validity walls itself
off from the actually performed act in its actual motivation. But the
situation cannot be rectified from within the product: it is impossible
to break through from here to the actually performed act. It can be
rectified only from within that act itself.

The theoretical and aesthetic worlds have been set at liberty, but
from within these worlds themselves it is impossible to connect them
and bring them into communion with the ultimate unity, i.e., to
incarnate them. Since theory has broken away from the actually per-
formed act and develops according to its own immanent law, the
performed act itself, having released theory from itself, begins to
deteriorate. All the energy of answerable performing is drawn off
into the autonomous domain of culture, and, as a result, the per-
formed act, detached from that energy, sinks to the level of ele-
mentary biological and economic motivation, that is, loses all its
ideal moments: that is precisely what constitutes the state of civili-
zation.'*® The whole wealth of culture is placed in the service of the
biological act. Theory consigns the performed act or deed to the
realm of brute Being, drains it of all the moments of ideality in it
and draws them into its own autonomous self-contained domain,
that is, totally impoverishes the actually performed act. This is the
source from which Tolstoyism and all forms of cultural nihilism draw
their impelling inspiration.'*”

Given this state of affairs, it may seem that what remains, after we
subtract the sense-moments of objective culture, is bare biological
subjectivity, the act gua biological need. That is why it seems that I
am objective and spiritual only as a poet or a scientist/scholar [#ch-
ényi], 1.c., only from within the product I have brought forth. And
it is from within these produced objects that my spiritual biography
must be constructed; after subtracting that, all that remains is a sub-
jective act. Everything that has objective validity in the performed
deed becomes part of that domain of culture to which the object
produced by the deed belongs. Extraordinary complexity of the prod-
uct and elementary simplicity of the motive. We have conjured up
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the ghost of objective culture, and now we do not know how to lav
it to rest.

This is the source of Spengler’s critique, the source of his merta-
physical memoirs and of his insertion of history into the space be-
tween action and its expression in the form of a valid deed.'** At the
basis of an actual deed is a being-in-communion with the once-
occurrent unity; what is answerable does not dissolve in what is spe-
cialized (politics), otherwise what we have is not an answerable deed
but a technical or instrumental action. Such an answerable deed,
however, must not oppose itself to theory and thought, but must
incorporate them into itself as necessarv moments that are wholly
answerable. This is not what we find in Spengler. He opposed the
deed to theory, and, in order to escape from winding up in a void,
he inserts historv in the space between them. If we take the contem-
porary deed in isolation from self-contained theory, we end up with
a biological or with an instrumental act. History will not save it, for
it is not rooted in the ultimate once-occurrent unity.

Life can be consciously comprehended #! only in concrete an-
swerability. A philosophv of life can be onlv a moral philosophy. Life
can be consciously comprehended only as an ongoing event, and not
as Being gua a given. A life that has fallen away from answerability
cannot have a philosophy: it is, in its very principle, fortuitous and
incapable of being rooted.

The world in which an act or deed actually proceeds, in which it
is actually accomplished, is a unitary and unique world that is ex-
perienced concretely: it is a world that is seen, heard, touched,
and thought, a world permeated in its entirety with the emotional-
volitional tones of the affirmed validity of values. The unitary
uniqueness of this world (its emotional-volitional, heavy, compellent
uniqueness, and not its uniqueness with respect to content/sense) is
guaranteed for actuality by the acknowledgment of my unique par-
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ticipation in that world, by my non-alibi in it. This acknowledged
participation of mine produces a concrete ought—the ought to real-
ize the whole uniqueness, as the utterly irreplaceable uniqueness of
being, in relation to every constituent moment of this being; and
that means that my participation transforms every manifestation of
myself (feeling, desire, mood, thought) into my own actively an-
swerable deed.

This world is given to me, from my unique place in Being, as a
world that is concrete and unique. For my participative,'# act-
performing consciousness, this world, as an architectonic whole, is
arranged around me as around that sole center from which my deed
issues or comes forth: I come upon this world, inasmuch as I come
forth or issue from within myself in my performed act or deed of
seeing, of thinking, of practical doing.

In correlation with my unique place of active issuing-from-within-
myself in that world, all thinkable spatial and temporal relations gain
a value-center around which they arrange themselves into a certain
stable, concrete architectonic whole, and this pessible unity becomes
actual uniqueness. My active unique place is not just an abstract geo-
metrical center, but constitutes an answerable, emotional-volitional,
concrete center of the concrete manifoldness of the world, in which
the spatial and temporal moment—the actual unique place and the
actual, once-occurrent, historical day and hour of accomplishment—
is a necessary but not exhaustive moment of my actual centrality—
my centrality for myself.'** Planes that are different from the abstract
point of view (spatial-temporal determinateness, emotional-volitional
tones, meanings) are contracted and concentrated here to form a
concrete and unique unity. “High,” “above,” “below,” “finally,” “as
yet,” “already,” “it’s necessary,” “ought to,” “farther,” “nearer,” etc.—
all these expressions acquire not just a content/sense, i.¢., assume a
thinkable—only possible—[character], but acquire an actual, lived-
experienced, heavy, and compellent concretely determinate validity
or operativeness from the unique place of my participating in Being-
as-event. This actual participating from a concretely unique point in
Being engenders the real heaviness of time and the intuitable-pal-
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pable '+ value of space, makes all boundaries heavy, non-fortuitous,
and valid: the world as an actually and answerably experienced uni-
tary and unique whole.

If I abstract myself from the center that constitutes the starting
point of my once-occurrent participation in Being, and I do so,
moreover, not only from the content-determinateness of my partici-
pation (determinateness with respect to time, space, etc.), but also
from its being actually, emotionally, and volitionally acknowledged
and affirmed, then the concrete uniqueness and compellent actuality
of the world will inevitablv begin to decompose; it will disintegrate
into abstractly universal, merely possible moments and relations,
which can be reduced to an equally abstract-universal, merely pos-
sible unity. The concrete architectonic of an actually experienced
world will be replaced by a non-temporal, non-spatial, non-valuative
systematic unity of abstractly universal moments. Every constituent
moment of this unity is logically necessary within the system, but
the system itself in its entirety is only something relatively possible.
It is only in correlation with me myself—the one thinking actively—
and as the actually performed act of my answerable thinking that
such a system comes to participate in the actual architectonic of the
actually experienced world, as one of its constituent moments; it is
only then that such a system becomes rooted in the actual and val-
uatively operative or valid uniqueness of that world. Everything ab-
stractly universal or general is not a moment in the lived-experienced
actual world immediatelv, the way his person is, this sky, this tree; it
constitutes such a moment indirectly—as the content/sense aspect of
this actual, once-occurrent thought, of #his actual book. It is only in
this way that it actually lives and participates, and not in itself, not
in its self-sufficiency with respect to sense or meaning.

But is not sense or meaning eternal,'** whereas this actuality of a
consciousness and this actuality of a book'#* are transitory? Apart
from the actualization of meaning, however, the eternity of meaning
is but a possible, non-valuative eternity, an eternity without validity.
If, after all, this eternity-in-itself of meaning were actually valid with
respect to value, then the act of embodying it, of thinking it, the act
of its effective actualization by deed-performing thinking, would be
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superfluous and unnecessary; the eternity of meaning becomes some-
thing actually valued—something actually valid or operative—only
when it is correlated with that act. Eternal meaning becomes an im-
pelling, actuating value for deed-performing thinking, as a constitu-
ent moment of this thinking, only when it is correlated with actu-
ality: the actually valued eternity of #his thought, this book.'#” But
here as well the light of value is a borrowed light: what is compel-
lently valuable in the last resort is the actual eternity of concrete
actuality itself in its entirety: of this human being, these human be-
ings and their world with all its actual moments. And it is hence that
the eternal meaning of an actually realized thought blazes up with
the light of value.

Everything taken independently of, without reference to, the
unique center of value from which issues the answerability of a per-
formed act is deconcretized and derealized: it is deprived of its
weight with respect to value, it loses its emotional-volitional com-
pellentness, and becomes an empty, abstractly universal possibility.

From the unique place of my participation in Being, unitary time
and unitary space are individuated and brought into communion
with Being as constituent moments of a concrete, value-governed
uniqueness. From the theoretical standpoint, the space and time of
my life constitute insignificant segments of unitary time and space
(insignificant from the abstractly quantitative standpoint; participa-
tive thinking, however, usually introduces a valuative tone here);
and, of course, only that guarantees that the sense of their determi-
nations in judgments remains univocal. But from within my partici-
pant life these segments acquire a unitary center of value, and that is
what transforms actual space and time into a unique, even if open,
individuality.'4®

Mathematical time and space guarantee the possible sense-unity
of possible judgments (an actual judgment requires actual emotional-
volitional interestedness), whereas my actual participation in time
and space from my unique place in Being guarantees their inescap-
ably compellent actuality and their valuative uniqueness—invests
them, as it were, with flesh and blood. From within my actual par-
ticipation and in relation to it all mathematically possible time and
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space (the possible infinite past and future) becomes valuatively con-
solidated; it is as if rays of light radiate from my uniqueness and,
passing through time, thev confirm historical mankind, they perme-
ate with the light of value all possible time and temporality itself as
such, for I myself actually partake in temporality. Such determina-
tions of time and space as “infinity,” “eternity,” “boundlessness,”
which are so abundant in our emotional-volitional, participative
thinking in lived life, do not function at all as purely theoretical con-
cepts in philosophy, in religion, in art, and in actual usage. On the
contrary, they are alive in our thinking owing to certain moments of
valuative sense that is peculiar to them; they blaze up with the light
of value when correlated with my own participant uniqueness.

A reminder is in order here: to live from within myself, to issue
from within myself in my deeds, does not mean at all that I live
and act for my own sake. The centralitv of my unique participation
in Being within the architectonic of the actually lived-experienced
world does not consist at all in the centrality of a positive[?] value,
for which everything else in the world is but an auxiliary factor.
I-for-myself constitute the center from which my performed act
and my self-activity of atfirming and acknowledging any value come
forth or issue, for that is the only point where I participate answer-
ably in once-occurrent Being; it is the center of operations, the head-
quarters of the commander-in-chief directing my possibilities and
my ought in the ongoing cvent of Being. It is only from my own
unique place in Being that I can be and must be active. My confirmed
and acknowledged participation in Being is not just passive (the jov
of being), but is first and foremost active (the ought to actualize my
own unique place). This is not a supreme life-value that systemati-
cally grounds for me all other life-values as relative values, as values
conditioned by that supreme value.

It is not our intention to construct a logically unified system of
values with the fundamental value—my participation in Being—
situated ar the head, or, in other words, to construct an ideal system
of various possible values. Nor do we propose to give a theoretical
transcription of values that have been actually, historically acknowl-
edged by mankind, in order to establish such logical relations among
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them as subordination, co-subordination, etc., that is, in order to
systematize them. What we intend to provide is not a system and not
a systematic inventory of values, where pure concepts (self-identical
in content) are interconnected on the basis of logical correlativity.
What we intend to provide is a representation, a description of the
actual, concrete architectonic of value-governed experiencing of the
world—not with an analytical foundation at the head, but with that
actual, concrete center (both spatial and temporal) from which val-
uations, assertions, and deeds come forth or issue, and where the
constituent members are real objects, interconnected by concrete
event-relations '*? in the once-occurrent event of Being (in this con-
text logical relations constitute but one moment along with the con-
crete spatial, temporal, and emotional-volitional moments).

In order to give a preliminary idea of the possibility of such
a concrete, value-governed architectonic, we shall analyze here the
world of aesthetic secing—the world of art. In its concreteness and
its permeatedness with an emotional-volitional tone, this world is
closer than any of the abstract cultural worlds (taken in isolation) to
the unitary and unique world of the performed act. An analysis of
this world should help us to come closer to an understanding of the
architectonic structure ' of the actual world-as-event.

The unity of the world in aesthetic seeing is not a unity of mean-
ing or sensc—not a systematic unity, but a unity that is concretely
architectonic: the world is arranged around a concrete value-center,
which is seen and loved and thought. What constitutes this center
is the human being: everything in this world acquires significance,
meaning, and value only in correlation with man—as that which 1s
human. All possible Being and all possible meaning are arranged
around the human being as the center and the sole value; everything
(and here aesthetic seeing has no bounds) must be correlated with
the human being, must become human. This does not mean, how-
ever, that it is the hero of a work who must be presented as a value
that has a positive content, in the sense of attaching some positive
valuational epithet to him, such as “good,” “beautiful,” and the like.
On the contrary, the epithets may be all negative, the hero may be
bad or pitiful or someone defeated and surpassed in every way. Nev-
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ertheless, it is upon him that my interested attention is riveted in
aesthetic seeing, and everything that constitutes the best with respect
to content is disposed around /im—the bad one—as around the one
who, in spite of everything, is the sole center of values. In aesthetic
seeing you love a human being not because he is good, but, rather,
a human being is good because vou love him.!s! This is what consti-
tutes the specific character of aesthetic seeing.

The whole topos of values, the whole architectonic of seeing,
would be quite different if he was not the one who constituted the
center of values. When I contemplate a picture showing the destruc-
tion and completely justified disgrace of a person I love, then this
picture will be quite different from the one I see when the person
destroyed is of no interest to me from the standpoint of value. And
this will occur not because I shall be trying to justify him contrary
to sense and justice; all that may be excluded, and the picture may
be just and realistic in its content. And yet the picture will be differ-
ent, nevertheless, different in its essential topos, in the valuationally
concrete disposition of its parts and details, in its entire architec-
tonic: what I shall see are different value-features, different mo-
ments, and a different disposition of these moments, for the concrete
center of my act of secing and forming the picture will be quite
different. This will not be a biased, subjective distortion of seeing,
for the architectonic of seeing does not affect the content/sense as-
pect of the event. The event’s content/sense aspect, abstractly consid-
ered, remains identical and equivalent to itself, while the concrete
centers of value may be different (including here the evaluation of
meaning from the standpoint of some particular value that has a
determinate content—from the standpoint of the good, the beauti-
ful, the true). But this self-identical content/sense aspect is itself only
a moment in the entire concrete architectonic as a whole, and the
position of this abstract moment is different when the value-centers
of seeing are different. After all, when one and the same object
(one and the same from the standpoint of its content/sense) is con-
templated from different points of a unique space by several differ-
ent persons, it occupies different places and is differently presented
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within the architectonic whole constituted by the field of vision of
these different persons observing it; its identicalness in meaning,
moreover, enters as such into the composition of concrete seeing as
one of its moments, except that in this case the identicalness becomes
overlaid with individualized and concrete features. But in contem-
plating the event, the abstract spatial position is only a moment in
the unitary position taken by the participant in that event.

Similarly, a value-judgment about one and the same person that
is identical in its content (“he is bad”) may have different actual in-
tonations, depending on the actual, concrete center of values in the
given circumstances: is it him that I actually love or is what is really
dear to me that concrete value in relation to which he 1s a failure,
whereas he himself is of no interest to me at all? This difference
cannot be expressed abstractly in the form of a particular subordi-
nation of values, for this is a concrete architectonic interrelationship.
It is illegitimate to substitute a system of logical relations between
values (subordination) for a value-governed architectonic, by inter-
preting the differences in intonation (in the judgment: “he is bad™)
in the following systematic manner: in the first case the highest value
is a person, while the good is a subordinate value, whereas in the
second case it is the converse. There can be no such relations be-
tween an abstractly ideal concept and an actual, concrete object. It is
equally illegitimate to abstract in a human being from his concrete
actuality, leaving only a skeleton of meaning (Homo sapiens).

Thus, the center of value in the event-architectonic 52 of aesthetic
seeing is man as a lovingly affirmed concrete actuality, and not as
a something with self-identical content. Moreover, aesthetic seeing
does not abstract in any way from the possible standpoints of various
values; it does not erase the boundary between good and evil, beauty
and ugliness, truth and falsechood. Aesthetic seeing knows all these
distinctions and finds them in the world contemplated, but these
distinctions are not drawn out of it and placed above it as ultimate
criteria, as the principle of viewing and forming what is seen; they
remain within that world as constituent moments of its architectonic
and are all equally encompassed by an all-accepting loving affirma-
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tion of the human being. Aesthetic vision also knows, of course, “prin-
ciples of selection,” but they are all subordinated architectonically to
the supreme value-center of contemplation—the human being.

In this sense one could speak of objective aesthetic love '%* as con-
stituting the principle of aesthetic secing (except that “love” should
not be understood in a passive psvchological sense). The valued
manifoldness of Being as human (as correlated with the human be-
ing) can present itselt only to a loving contemplation. Only love is
capable of holding and making fast all this multiformity and diver-
sity, without losing and dissipating it, without leaving behind a mere
skeleton of basic lines and sense-moments. Only un-self-interested
love on the principle of “I love him not because he is good, but he is
good because I love him,” only lovingly interested attention, is ca-
pable of generating a sufficiently intent power to encompass and re-
tain the concrete manifoldness of Being, without impoverishing and
schematizing it. An indifferent or hostile reaction is always a reaction
that impoverishes and decomposes its object: it seeks to pass over
the object in all its manifoldness, to ignore it or to overcome it. The
very tunction of indifference biologically consists in freeing us from
the manifoldness of Being, diverting us from what is inessential for
us practically—a kind of economy or preservation from being dis-
sipated in the manifoldness. And this is the function of forgetting
as well.

Lovelessness, inditterence, will never be able to generate sufficient
power to slow down and /inger intently over an object, to hold and
sculpt every detail and particular in it, however minute. Only love is
capable of being aesthetically productive; only in correlation with
the loved is fullness of the manifold possible.

With regard to the center of values (with regard to the concrete
human being) in the world of aesthetic seeing, one should not dis-
tinguish form from content: the concrete human being is both a
formal and a contentual principle of seeing—in their unity and in-
terpenctration. This distinction is possible only with regard to cate-
gories of abstract content. All abstract formal moments become con-
crete moments in the architectonic only when they are correlated
with the concrete value of the mortal human being.'* All spatial and
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temporal relations are correlated with him alone and only in relation
to him do they acquire valuative meaning: “high,” “far,” “above,”
“below,” “abyss,” “boundlessness”—all these expressions reflect the
life and the intentness of the mortal human being (not in their ab-
stract mathematical signification, of course, but in their emotional-
volitional, valuative sense).

Only the value of mortal man provides the standards for measur-
ing the spatial and the temporal orders: space gains body as the pos-
sible horizon of mortal man and as his possible environment, and
time possesses valuative weight and heaviness as the progression of
mortal man’s life, where, moreover, the content of the temporal de-
termination as well as its formal heaviness possess the validity of
rhythmic progression. If man were not mortal, then the emotional-
volitional tone of this progression of life—of this “carlier,” “later,”
“as yet,” “when,” “never,” and the tone of the formal moments of
rhythm, would be quite different. If we annihilate the moment con-
stituted by the life of mortal man,'s® the value of what is actually
experienced will be extinguished: both the value of rhythm and the
value of content. The point here is not, of course, a particular mathe-
matical duration (“threescore years and ten™); * 15¢ this duration may
be as long or as short as one likes. The point is that there are termini
or limits of life—birth and death, and it is only the fact of the exis-
tence of these termini that imparts an emotional-volitional color-
ation to the passing time of a limited life; even eternity possesses a
valuative meaning only in correlation with a determinated life.

The best way to clarify the architectonic disposition of the world
in aesthetic seeing around a center of values, i.e., the mortal human
being, is to give a form-and-content analysis of some particular work.
Let us consider Pushkin’s lyrical poem “Parting,” written in 1830.'5

RL N3

Bound for the shores of your distant homeland

You were leaving this foveign land.

In that unforgettable hour, in that sorvowful hour,
I wept before you for a long time.

My hands, growing ever colder,

Strained to hold you back.
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My moans imploved you not to break off
The terrible anguish of parting.

But you tove away your lips

From our bitter kiss;

From a land of gloomy exile

You called me to another land.

You said: “On the day of our meeting

Beneath an eternally blue sky

In the shade of olive trees,

We shall once more, my beloved, unite our kisses of love.”

But there—alas!—where the sky’s vanlt

Shines with blue radiance,

Where the waters slumber beneath the cliffs,

You have fallen asleep forever.

Your beauty and your suffevings

Have vanished in the grave—

And the kiss of our meeting has vanished as well . . .
But I am waiting for that kiss—you owe it to me . . .

There are two active persons in this poem—the lyrical hero (the
objectified author) and “she” (Riznich), and, consequently, there are
two value-contexts, two concrete reference-points with which the
concrete, valuative moments of Being are correlated. The second
context, moreover, without losing its self-sufficiency, is valuatively
encompassed (affirmed and founded) by the first, and both of these
contexts are, in turn, encompassed by the unitary and valuatively
affirming aesthetic context of the author-artist, who is situated out-
side the poem’s architectonic of seeing the world (not the author-
hero, who is a participant in this architectonic) and outside that of
the contemplator. The aesthetic subiectum’s (the author’s, the con-
templator’s) unique place in Being, the point from which his aes-
thertic activity (his objective love of a concrete human being) starts
out or issues, has only one determination: his being situated outside
[ vne-nakhodimost’] '3 all of the moments in the architectonic unity
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[illegible] of aesthetic seeing. And it is this that for the first time
creates the possibility for the aesthetic subiectum to encompass the
entire spatial as well as temporal architectonic through the action of
a valuatively unitary affirming and founding self-activity. Aesthetic
empathizing (the seeing of a hero or of an object from within them)
is actively accomplished from this unique outside-situated place, and
it is in this same place that aesthetic reception is accomplished, that
is, the affirming and forming of the material that was gained through
empathizing—within the bounds of a unitary architectonic of see-
ing. The subiectum’s outside-situatedness (spatial, temporal, and val-
uative)—the fact that the object of empathizing and secing is not
I myself—makes possible for the first time the aesthetic activity of
forming.

All of the concrete moments in the architectonic are drawn to-
ward and concentrated round the two centers of value (the hero and
the heroine) and both are encompassed equally by the affirming, val-
uative, human aesthetic self-activity in a single event. Let us trace
this disposition of the various concrete moments of Being:

Bound for the shores of your distant homeland
You were leaving this foreign land . . .

The shores of the distant homeland are located in the valuative
spatial-temporal context of the heroine’s life.!s* The homeland is a
homeland for ber, it is in her emotional-volitional tone that the pos-
sible spatial horizon becomes a homeland (in the concretely valuative
sense of the word, in the full sense of the word), and it 1s in correla-
tion with her uniqueness that the space is concretized gua event !
into a “foreign land.” And the moment constituted by the movement
in space from foreign land to homeland is also presented—accom-
plished as an event—in ber emotional-volitional tone. Yet it is con-
cretized here simultaneously in the context of the author’s life as an
event in the valuative context of bis life: “you were leaving.” For her
(in her emotional-volitional tone) it would be a returning, that is,
what would predominate is a more positive valuative tone. It is
from the standpoint of 4is unique place in the ongoing event that
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she is “leaving.” The architectonic moment expressed by the epithet
“distant” is also presented in sz emotional-volitional tone, in the
once-occurrent unity of the ongoing event of his life. From the
standpoint of what is happening, it is not essential that she will have
to make a long journey; what i essential is that she will be far away
from him, although “distantness™ has valuative weight in her context
as well. What we have here is an interpenetration and unity of events,
while the contexts remain valuatively distinct, i.e., they do not fuse
together.

This interpenetration and valuative distinctness—the unity of the
event—is even more evident in the second half of the first quatrain:

In that unforgettable hour, in that sorrowful hour,
I wept before vou for a long time . . .

» o«

Both the hour and its epithets (“unforgettable,” “sorrowful”)
have the character of events both for him and for her, they acquire
weight in the temporal sequences of his and her determinated, mor-
tal life. But his emotional-volitional tone is predominant. In corre-
lation with him this temporal moment gains body as that hour of his
once-occurrent life which is filled by parting.

In the first version of the poem the beginning as well was pre-
sented in the valuative context of the hero:

Bound for the shoves of a distant foveign land
You were leaving vour homeland . . .

Both the foreign land (Iralv) and the homeland (Russia) are pre-
sented here in the emotional-volitional tone of the author-hero. In
correlation with Aer the same space—within the event of her life—
occupies the opposite place.

My hands, growing ever colder,
Strained to hold you back . . .

This is presented in the valuative context of the hero. His hands
strained to keep her within their spatial environment, in immediate
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proximity to his body—in immediate proximity to the unique spa-
tial center, i.e., to that concrete center which bestows sense and val-
uatively consolidates ¢! the homeland and the foreign land, the dis-
tantness and the nearness, the past, the brevity of the hour and the
prolonged weeping, and the eternity of not forgetting.

My moans implored you not to break off
The terrible anguish of parting . . .

Here, too, the author’s context is predominant. Both the rhyth-
mic tension and a certain acceleration of the tempo are filled with
content here—with the tension of a determinated mortal life and
the valuative acceleration of that life’s tempo in the intense ongo-
ing event.

You said: “On the day of our meeting
Beneath an eternally blue sky . .

Her context and his are in a state of intense interpenetration, they
are permeated with the unity of the valuative context of mortal hu-
manity: the eternally blue sky exists in the context of every mortal
life. Here, however, this moment constituted by an event common
to all humanity is not presented directly to the aesthetic subiectum
(to the author/contemplator situated outside the architectonic of the
world within the poem), but is presented from within the contexts
of the heroes, that is, it enters as a valuatively affirmed moment into
the composition of the event of their future meeting. Their meet-
ing—the rapprochement of the concrete valuative centers of life (his
and hers) on any plane whatsoever (earthly, heavenly, temporal,
non-temporal)—is more important than the event of their closeness
within one horizon, within one valuative environment.'¢2

The next two quatrains deepen the concretization of their
meeting:

But there—alas!—where the sky’s vault
Shines with blue vadiance,
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Where the waters slumber beneath the cliffs,

You have fallen asleep forever.

Your beauty and your suffevings

Have vanished in the grave—

And the kiss of our meeting has vanished as well . . .
But I am waiting for that kiss—you owe it to me . . .

The first three lines of these last two quatrains depict the event-
moments '¢* of the universally human context of values (the beauty
of Italy), which is affirmed within the heroine’s context of values (her
world), and from here it enters, in affirmed form, into the hero’s
context as well. This is the environment of her once-occurrent death
both for her and for him. The possible environment of her life and
of the future meeting is transformed here into the actual environ-
ment of her death. The valuative event-meaning'¢* of the world of
Italy for the hero is that of a world in which she no longer exists, a
world illuminated valuatively by her no-longer-being in that world.
For her it is a world in which she might exist. All of the following
lines are presented in the author-hero’s emotional-volitional tone,
and it is already in the tone of these lines that the last line is antici-
pated: %5 the certainty that the promised meeting will take place,
nevertheless; that the circle is not closed—the circle of the ongoing
event of the interpenetration of their valuative contexts, The emo-
tional-volitional tone of the parting and of the unrealized meeting
here prepares and turns into the tone of the assured and inevitable
meeting there.

This, then, is the way in which the event-moments!® of Being
are distributed and arranged around the two value-centers. One and
the same object (Italy)—one and the same from the standpoint of
content/sense—is different as an event-moment in different value-
contexts: for her it is a homeland, for him a foreign land; the fact of
her departure is for her a returning, while for him it is a leaving, etc.
One and the same (self-identical) Italv and the mathematically self-
equivalent distance separating it from Russia have entered here into
the unity of the ongoing event and are alive within that unity »ot
because of their identicalness in content, but because of the unique
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place they occupy within the unity of the architectonic, where they
are arranged around the two unique centers of values.

Would it be legitimate, however, to contrapose the unitary and
self-identical Ttaly as the real and objective Italy to a merely fortu-
itous Italy, to the subjective experiencing of Italy as a homeland or
as a foreign land? The Italy where she sleeps now to the subjectively-
individually experienced Italy? A contraposition of this kind is fun-
damentally wrong. The experiencing of Italy as event '’ includes, as
a necessary constituent moment, the actual unity of Italy in unitary
and once-occurrent Being. But this unitary Italy gains body (is in-
vested with flesh and blood) only from within my affirmed partici-
pation in once-occurrent Being, in which the once-occurrent Italy is
a constituent moment. But this event-context'¢® of my unique par-
ticipation is neither closed nor isolated. The value-context, in which
Italy is a homeland (ber context), is a comprehensible and founded
context from the standpoint of the author-hero’s event-context, in
which Italy is a foreign land. Through the hero’s participation in
Being from his unique place the unitary and self-identical Italy has
become consolidated, for him, into a foreign land and—again, for
him—into the homeland of his beloved. For she is valuatively af-
firmed and founded by him, and, consequently, her entire valua-
tive event-context (in which Italy is her homeland) is affirmed and
founded by him as well. And all the other possible facets of the event
of once-occurrent Italy that is correlated with valuatively affirmed
concrete human beings, i.e., the Italy of all mankind, enter into the
composition of his participant consciousness from his unique place
in Being. To become a moment in an actual consciousness, even a
theoretical consciousness (like that of a geographer), Italy must enter
into some event-relation ' with a concretely affirmed value. There
is no relativism here whatsoever: the truth [ pravda] of Being-as-
event contains within itself totally the whole extra-temporal abso-
luteness of theoretical truth [#stina]. The world’s #nity is a moment
in its concrete #niqueness and a necessary condition for our thought,
taken from the aspect of its content, that is, our thought as a judg-
ment. But for actual thought as a performed act, unity alone is not
enough.
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Let us consider some other special features in the architectonic of
the poem we are analyzing. The heroine’s context of values is af-
firmed and included in the hero’s context. The hero is in the actual
now of his life’s once-occurrent time; the events of parting and of
his beloved’s death are situated in his once-occurrent past (they are
transposed to the plane of remembrance) and, through the present,
they are in need of a filled future, they want event-eternity.'”® This
consolidates and bestows validity on all temporal limits and rela-
tions: participant experiencing of the time of the event. This whole
concrete architectonic in its entirety is given to the aesthetic subiec-
tum (the artist/contemplator) who is located outside that architec-
tonic. For him the hero and the hero’s concrete event-context are
correlated with the value of human beings and of the human, insofar
as he—the aesthetic subiectum—partakes in an affirmed way in once-
occurrent Being, where human beings and all that is human consti-
tute a valuative moment. And it is also for him that rhythm comes
to life as the valuatively intent flow of the life of mortal man. This
entire architectonic, both in its content and in its formal moments,
is alive for the aesthetic subiectum only insofar as he has really af-
firmed and founded the value of all that is human.

This, then, is the character of the concrete architectonic of the
world in aesthetic seeing. Here the moment of value is conditioned
everywhere not by logical foundation as a principle, but by the
unique place of an object in the concrete architectonic of the event
from the standpoint of the unique place of a participant subiectum.
All these moments are affirmed and founded as constituent moments
in the concrete uniqueness of a human being. The spatial, the tem-
poral, the logical, the valuative moments—all are consolidated or
“bodied” here in their concrete unity (homeland, distance, the past,
was, will be, etc.); all are correlated with a concrete center of values,
i.e., are subordinated to it architectonically, and not systematically;
all are rendered meaningful and are localized through it and within
it. Each and every moment is alive here as a once-occurrent moment,
and the unity itself is but a moment in the concrete uniqueness of a
human being.

But this aesthetic architectonic that we have described in its fun-
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damental features is the architectonic of the world produced in the
aesthetic deed of contemplating, whereas that deed itself and I—the
performer of that deed—are both located outside that architectonic,
are excluded from it. This is a world of the affirmed existence of other
beingd; I myself—as the one who affirms—do not exist in it. This is
a world of unique others who issue or proceed from within themselves
and a world of Being that is valuatively correlated with them. These
others are found by me; I myself, the one and only I, issuing from
within myself—I am fundamentally and essentially situated outside
the architectonic. I partake in it only as a contemplator, but contem-
plation is the active, effective situatedness of the contemplator outside
the object contemplated. The aesthetically contemplated uniqueness
of a human being is, in its very principle, #of my own uniqueness.
Aesthetic activity is a participation of a special, objectified kind; from
within an aesthetic architectonic there i no way out into the world
of the performer of deeds, for he is located outside the field of objec-
tified aesthetic seeing.

Let us now turn to the actual architectonic of the actually experi-
enced world of life—the world of participant and deed-performing
consciousness. What we see first of all is the fundamental and essen-
tial architectonic difference in significance between my own once-
occurrent uniqueness and the uniqueness of any other—both aes-
thetic and actual-—human being, between the concrete experiencing
of myself and my experiencing of another. The concretely affirmed
value of a human being and my own value-for-myself are radically
different.

We are not speaking here of the abstract value-judgment by dis-
embodied theoretical consciousness, which knows only the universal
content/sense value of any individual, any human being. A con-
sciousness of this kind is incapable of engendering a concrete deed
that is not fortustously unique; it can engender only a value-judgment
about a deed post factum as an exemplar of a deed. We are speaking
of an effective, concrete valuation by act-performing consciousness,
of a valuation as performed act or deed, which seeks its justification
not in a system, but in unique and concrete, never-to-be-repeated ac-
tuality. This consciousness contraposes itself, for itself, to all others—
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as others for itself; contraposes its own I as issuing from within itself
to all other unique human beings that it comes upon or finds; con-
traposes me myself as participant to the world in which I participate,
and in that world to all other human beings. I, as once-occurrent,
issue or come forth from within myself, whereas all others I find on
hand, I come upon them: this constitutes a profound ontological
difference in significance within the event of Being.

The highest architectonic principle of the actual world of the
performed act or deed is the concrete and architectonically valid or
operative contraposition of I and the other. Life knows two value-
centers that are fundamentally and essentially different, vet are cor-
related with each other: myselt and the other; and it is around these
centers that all of the concrete moments of Being are distributed and
arranged. One and the same object (identical in its content) is a
moment of Being that presents itself differently from the valuative
standpoint when correlated with me or when correlated with an-
other. And the whole world that is unitary in content, when corre-
lated with me or with another, is permeated with a completely dif-
ferent emotional-volitional tone, is valuatively operative or valid in a
different way in the most vital, essential sense. This does not disrupt
the world’s unity of meaning, but, rather, raises it to the level of a
unique event.

This two-plane character of the valuative determinateness of the
world—for myself and for the other—is much deeper and much
more essential than the difference in the determination of an object
which we observed within the world of aesthetic seeing, where one
and the same Iraly proved to be a homeland for one person and a
foreign land for another. Within that world these differences in va-
lidity are architectonic, bur all of them lie in one dimension—in the
world of those who are others for me. It is an architectonic interrela-
tionship of two valuatively affirmed others. Both Italy-as-homeland
and Iraly-as-foreign-land are maintained in one tonality, both are
located in the world which is correlated with the other. The world
that is correlated with me is fundamentally and essentially incapable
of becoming part of an aesthetic architectonic. As we shall see in
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detail later on, to contemplate aesthetically means to refer an object
to the valuative plane of the other.'”!

This valuative architectonic division of the world into I and those
who are all others for me is not passive and fortuitous, but is an active
and ought-to-be division. This architectonic is something-given as
well as something-to-be-accomplished,'” for it is the architectonic of
an event. It is not given as a finished and rigidified architectonic, into
which I am placed passively. It is the yet-to-be-realized plane of my
orientation in Being-as-event or an architectonic that is incessantly
and actively realized through my answerable deed, upbuilt by my
deed and possessing stability only in the answerability of my deed.
The concrete ought is an architectonic ought: the ought to actualize
one’s unique place in once-occurrent Being-as-event. And it is deter-
mined first and foremost as a contraposition of I and the other.

This architectonic contraposition is accomplished by every moral
act or deed, and it is understood by elementary moral consciousness.
Yet theoretical ethics has no adequate form for its expression. The
form of a general proposition, norm, or law is fundamentally and
essentially incapable of expressing this contraposition, the sense of
which is absolute self-exclusion.!”® What inevitably arises in this case
is an equivocation, a contradiction between form and content. This
moment can be expressed only in the form of a description of the
concrete architectonic relationship, but such a description is still un-
known in moral philosophy. Whence it does not follow at all, of
course, that the contraposition of I and the other has never been
expressed and stated—this is, after all, the sense of all Christian mo-
rality, and it is the starting point for altruistic morality.'”* But this
[3 illegible words] principle of morality has still not found an ade-
quate scientific expression, nor has it been thought through essen-
tially and fully.
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